SANTA ROSA SUBREGIONAL WATER
RECLAMATION SYSTEM
INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

VOLUME 1 OF 3

OCTOBER 20, 2003

State Clearinghouse #2002072046

P R E P AR E D B Y P AR S O N S

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS
VOLUME 1 – RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
1 INTRODUCTION.............................................................................................................1-1
2 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ........................................................................................2-1
Master Responses
Responses to Specific Comments
3 REVISIONS BY LEAD AGENCY ....................................................................................3-1
Revisions for Agricultural Irrigation of City-owned Farms
Other Lead Agency Revisions

VOLUME 2 – PUBLIC COMMENTS
1 INTRODUCTION.............................................................................................................1-1
2 COMMENT LETTERS.....................................................................................................2-1
3 ORAL COMMENTS.........................................................................................................3-1

VOLUME 3 – REPLACEMENT PAGES
1 INTRODUCTION.............................................................................................................1-1
2 REPLACEMENT PAGES ................................................................................................2-1

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

TOC-1

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
INTRODUCTION

1

INTRODUCTION

The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR and Appendices in Volumes 1 through 6, and the
Comments, Responses to Comments, and Replacement Pages for the Draft EIR.
The comments include written comments received during or shortly after the public review
period and oral comments made at the public hearing on June 19, 2003. The Replacement
Pages include changes to the Draft EIR made in response to written and oral comments as
well as changes initiated by the City of Santa Rosa as Lead Agency.

CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS
The Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities and Santa Rosa City Council will hold a joint
meeting on November 6, 2003 (tentative date) at the Santa Rosa City Council Chamber, City
Hall, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, to consider certification of the Final EIR. In order to certify
the Final EIR, the Council must find that:
1)

the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; and

2)

the Final EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15090).

At the time of Program approval, the decision-making bodies, that is, the Board of Public
Utilities and the Santa Rosa City Council, must consider the information presented in the
Final EIR. The decision makers must balance the benefits of the Program against its
unavoidable environmental risks. If the benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse
environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered “acceptable.” If
the City Council makes such a decision, it must support the action by identifying the specific
reasons for approval; this is called a Statement of Overriding Considerations and it must be
included in the record of Program approval (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT DURING THE FINAL EIR PHASE
The public comment period for the Draft EIR began on May 16, 2003 with the distribution of
the Draft EIR by the City of Santa Rosa to public agencies and individuals who had
expressed an interest. On June 19, 2003, a public hearing on the Draft EIR was held before
the Santa Rosa City Council and Board of Public Utilities. The public comment period
closed on June 30, 2003.
A Notice of Availability of the Final EIR was mailed to various federal, state and local
agencies and interest groups. In addition the notice was published in the Santa Rosa Press
Democrat and other local newspapers.
Copies of the Draft and Final EIR were distributed to federal and state agencies, local
governments, elected officials, and libraries. Copies of the Draft and Final EIR were also
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made available at the City of Santa Rosa and on-line at the project website:
www.recycledwaterprogram.com.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC RESPONSE
During the 45-day public comment period, the City of Santa Rosa received 69 comment
letters, which included 903 comments on the Draft EIR. A total of 27 members of the public
and City Council presented 167 additional comments during the public hearings. In addition,
575 copies of a form letter were received via e-mail. Every comment was counted regardless
of whether it duplicated a comment made in a previous comment letter or at the public
hearings. The comments made at the public hearing were summarized from the transcript of
the hearing. The comment letters and associated comments were received from individuals,
agencies, and organizations as shown in Table 1-1.
Letters received from federal, state, regional and local agencies were assigned a number in
the 100, 200, 300, and 400 series respectively. Letters from individuals were assigned a
number in the 500 series. Letters sent to the Mayor were assigned number 556, and those
sent to Dan Carlson, City of Santa Rosa Utilities Department, were assigned number 557.
Oral comments received at the public hearing were assigned a number in the 600 series.

USE OF COMMENT SUMMARIES
The full text of all written comments as well as those from the transcript of the public hearing
is included in Chapters 2 and 3, in Volume 2 of the Final EIR. In addition, to facilitate
reading the Response to Comments, a summary of each comment is inserted in italics just
prior to each response. This summary does not substitute for the actual comment; the reader
is urged to read the full original text of all comments. The responses are prepared in answer
to the full text of the original comment, and not to the abbreviated summary.

CONSIDERATION OF RECIRCULATION
If significant new information is added to an EIR after public review, the lead agency is
required to recirculate the revised document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).
“Significant new information” includes, for example, a new significant environmental impact
or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact. New information is not considered
significant unless the document is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the proponent has declined to implement.
No new information has been submitted to indicate a new significant impact or substantially
more severe impact. Therefore, there is no need to recirculate a revised Draft EIR.

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR
The Final EIR consists of five sections presented in three volumes:
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Volume 1, Response to Comments
Chapter 1 – Introduction. This chapter provides an introduction and summarizes the CEQA
instructions to the lead agency for preparation of responses to substantive public comments
on the Draft EIR.
Chapter 2 – Response to Comments. This chapter includes Master Responses that address
issues that were frequently cited in the comments on the Draft EIR. In addition, the
responses to specific comments received during the comment period are addressed in this
chapter. The range of possible responses includes requiring specific mitigation measures,
modifying alternatives, supplementing analyses, making factual corrections, and explaining
why comments do not warrant further response.
Chapter 3 – Revisions by the Lead Agency. Editorial revisions to the Draft EIR made by the
EIR authors are identified to correct typographical errors or internal inconsistencies within
the document. Minor revisions to the Project Description and environmental analysis chapter
are provided.
Volume 2, Public Comments
Chapter 1 – Introduction. This chapter provides an introduction and a table of commentors.
Chapter 2 – Comment Letters. Copies of the comment letters are included in this chapter.
Chapter 3 – Oral Comments. A transcript of the June 19, 2003 public hearing is provided.
Volume 3, Replacement Pages
Chapter 1 – Introduction. This chapter provides an introduction and an explanation of
replacement pages to the Draft EIR.
Chapter 2 – Replacement Pages. Replacement pages represent the edits to the Draft EIR
caused by the response to comments or revisions by the Lead Agency. The pages have been
designed for insertion into the Draft EIR making the revised Draft EIR a stand-alone
document. Replacement pages are formatted in revision fashion: strikeouts indicate deleted
text and underlines indicate additional text.

LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
A list of the comments received is shown below in Table 1-1. The lists of individuals who
sent an identical form letter to the Mayor Sharon Wright and the Utilities Department Capital
Projects Manager Dan Carlson are shown in Table 1-2 and Table 1-3.
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

Federal Agencies
100

Ueber, Ed
Manager

Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary, NOAA

6/26/03

State Agencies
200

Sable, Timothy C.
District Branch Chief

Department of Transportation

6/13/03

201

Roberts, Terry
Director

California State Clearinghouse

7/1/03

202

Short, John L.
Senior Water Resource Engineer

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board

7/18/03

Regional Agencies
300

DeGabriele, Chris
General Manager

North Marin Water District

6/30/03

301

McGuire, Eric
Environmental Services
Coordinator

Marin Municipal Water District

6/30/03

Local Agencies
400

Litwin, Craig
Mayor

City of Sebastopol

6/19/03

401

Monk, Don W.
Public Works Director/
Town Engineer

Town of Windsor

6/26/03

402

Parkinson, Pete, AICP
Director

Sonoma County Permit and Resource
Management

07/01/03

403

Leivo, Carl
City Manager

City of Rohnert Park

6/26/03

404

Cipriani, Maria J.
Assistant General Manager

Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation &
Open Space District

6/27/03

405

Bierman, Michael A.
City Manager

City of Petaluma

6/30/03

406

Woltering, David, AICP

City of Cotati

7/17/13

Town Hall Coalition

6/10/03

Planning Director
Individuals
500

Dilworth, Toben
Program Manager
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

501

Sandler, Mike
Program Coordinator

Community Clean Water Institute

6/11/03

502

Ashcroft, Peter
Chair

Sierra Club, Sonoma Group

6/18/03

503

Koch, Gene

6/18/03

504

Koch, Gene

6/18/03

505

Koch, Gene

6/19/03

506

Curry, Linda

6/19/03

507

Gospe, Jeffrey D.

508

McGhee, Cecilia

6/19/03

509

Corson, Fred

6/19/03

510

Ogasawara, Paul

6/19/03

511

Smit, Steve

6/19/03

512

Webster, Dale

6/19/03

513

Unattributed

6/19/03

514

Boultbee, T.

6/19/03

515

Unattributed

6/19/03

516

Coorpender, Martin E.

6/23/03

517

Charter, Richard
Marine Conservation Advocate

Environmental Defense

6/24/03

518

Caulfield, Catherine
Executive Director

Environmental Action Committee of West
Marin

6/26/03

519

Pohlson, Kevin
V.P. Land Planning

Brookfield Homes Bay Area, Inc.

6/26/03

520

Hess, Hamilton
Vice-Chair

Friends of Cobb Mountain

6/26/03

521

Mortenson, Joseph, Ph.D.

6/26/03

522

Nelson, Martin

6/26/03

523

Noyes, Ingrid

6/27/03

524

Olney, Judith

6/27/03

525

Graf, Michael W.

526

Ogasawara, Paul

6/27/03

527

Tresch, Joe

6/28/03
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Committee, the Bishop’s Ranch, Friends of
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RiverKeeper.
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

528

Gospe, Jeffrey D.

Anderson Springs Community Alliance

6/29/03

529

Kendall, Curtis
Manager

Audubon California
Mayacamas Mountains Audubon Sanctuary

6/30/03

530

Rawson, Bob

International Wastewater Solutions Corp

6/30/03

531

Hines, R. Brian
Secretary

Trout Unlimited of California

6/30/03

532

Volker, Stephan C.
Attorney for Friends of the Eel
River

Friends of the Eel River

6/30/03

533

Adelman, Brenda S.

Russian River Watershed Protection
Committee

6/30/03

534

Swift, Sean
Executive Director

The Bishop’s Ranch

6/30/03

535

McEnhill, Don
Russian RiverKeeper

Russian RiverKeeper

6/30/03

536

Lipton, Douglas S.
Principal Scientist

Lipton Environmental Group

6/30/03

537

Wickham, Daniel E., Ph.D, REA

Friends of the Russian River

6/30/03

538

Maurice, Ann

Ad Hoc Committee for Sustainability

6/30/03

539

Burden, Steve
Box, Tom
Stark, Mitch

Calpine Corporation

6/30/03

540

Smithfield, Robert

6/30603

541

Corson, Fred

6/30/03

542

Hichwa, Diane
Conservation Chair

543

Vellutini, Carol

6/30/03

544

Swijtink, Zeno

6/30/03

545

Euphrat, Fred, Ph.D.

6/30/03

546

Hancock, Ann
Coordinator

547

Jacobi, Veronica & Gougler,
David

6/30/03

548

Kibby, Cathryn & Bruce

6/30/03

549

Hanson, Larry

6/30/03

550

Sunswheat, Eric

6/30/03

551

Connors, Peter G.

6/30/03
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization
Dry Creek Valley Association

Letter Date

552)

Corson, Fred
President

6/30/03

553

Leite, Mrs. Elizabeth

554

Smith, Bill

Northern California Power Agency

7/6/03

555

Adelman, Brenda

Russian River Watershed Protection
Committee

7/8/03

556

Form Letter to Mayor Sharon
Wright

557

Form Letter to Dan Carlson

7/11/03

Oral Commentors (June 19, 2003 Public Hearing)
600

Schram, Mary Jane

Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary, NOAA

6/19/03

601

Charter, Richard

Marine Conservation Advocate for
Environmental Defense and Co-Chair of
Friends of the Esteros

6/19/03

602

Seeley, Anne

Concerned Citizens for Santa Rosa

6/19/03

603

Smit, Steve

Coalition for Sustainable Agriculture

6/19/03

604

Beck, Leon Robert

605

Maurice, Ann

Ad Hoc Committee for Sustainable
Agriculture

6/19/03

606

Yarish, Tom

Co-Chair of Friends of the Esteros

6/19/03

607

Kaulum, Keith

Sonoma Group of the Sierra Club

6/19/03

608

Corson, Fred

Dry Creek Valley Association, President

6/19/03

609

Cribari, Steve

Bodega Farms

6/19/03

610

Albrecht, Fred

6/19/03

611

Jacobi, Veronica

6/19/03

612

Hess, Hamilton

613

Wright, Dale

6/19/03

614

Griffin, Martin

6/19/03

615

Gospe, Jeff

6/19/03

616

Webster, Dale

6/19/03

617

Keane, Bill

618

Euphrat, Fred

619

Kendall, Curtis

620

Sandler, Mike
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

621

Ogasawara, Paul

622

Adelman, Brenda

Russian River Watershed Protection
Committee

6/19/03

623

Kelly, Linda

Member of the City Council, Sebastopol

6/19/03

624

Swijtink, Zeno

6/19/03

625

Rawson, Bob

6/19/03

626

Hines, Brian

OCTOBER 20, 2003

6/19/03

Trout Unlimited

PARSONS

6/19/03

VOLUME 1, PAGE 1-8

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
INTRODUCTION

Table 1-2
Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Adonai, Alia

Bennett-Hanes, Christy

Calhoun, Ramon

Alexander, Beverly

Berchielli, John

Cain, Tim

Alexander, Chris

Bergeron, Denise

Cameron, Marsha

Almada-Stillwell, Evelyn

Bessonette, Michael

Cannon, Cathleen

Altman, Mitch

Birchard, Ethan

Castellon, Leigh

Alvergue, Silvia

Blair, Julian

Catskill, Clover

Amers, Ambre

Blash, Lisel

Ceaser, Phyllis

Anderson, Clifford

Bluestone, Steve

Cecchettini, Shelby

Anding, Nancy

Blum, Walter

Chambers, Cara

Andres, Susan, Farallones Sanctuary
Association

Bode, Ernest

Champion, Clark

Arikat, Amin

Bolman, Diane

Chan, Corey

Asbury, Ian

Bonn, Steve

Chan, Toni

Aurassia, Shoshana

Bonnice, Ayshe

Chang, J. Andrew

Aycock, Christopher

Bott, Edward

Chapman, Jacqueline

Babkirk, Kate

Boykin, Bill

Cherner, Lois

Babula, Jared

Braitman, Stephen M.H

Cherot, Colin

Bader, John

Brammer, Katie

Chilvers, Jessica

Bailey, Owen

Brandeis, Jay

Churchman, Jenna

Bakke, Allison

Brast, Dave

Clark, Catherine

Baldassare, Heidi

Braunstein, Steven

Clark, Scott

Baloun, Karel

Bray, Peter

Clout, Melissa

Bancroft, Frances

Bremer, Catherine

Cluster, Mike

Barker, Baana

Broderick, Larry

Cohen, Anne

Barkley, Meg

Brown, Barbara

Cohn, Darcy

Baron, Alan

Brown, Heather

Cole, Rob

Barrs, Sarah

Brumbaugh, Joe

Connell, Catherine

Bauer, Wendy C.

Bucher, Kathryn

Cook, Tracy

Bauman, Edward Mann

Buckley, Lara

Cope, Julie

Beaudry, David

Buff, Lisa

Crowley, Marylee

Bell, Sunny

Bundy, D.

Cuccia, Julie

Benedetti, Julia

Caballero, Kathleen

Cullen, Christina
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Table 1-2
Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Cunningham, Abby

Faber, Ken

Graff, Elizabeth

Daily, Deborah

Farmer, Johnie

Grant, Jim

Daley, Anita

Feldman, Mark

Gray, Karl F.

Dart-Padover, Maggie

Ferrera, David

Greiten, John

Davis, Gayle

Fields, Frank

Grenland, Dianne

Davis, Shellee

Fierro, Gin

Grimm, Cynthia

Day, Nancy

Fisher, Carolyn

Grimm, Jen

de Forest, John

Fitton, Heidi

Gundy, Tiona

Dehinde, Dakota

Flemng, Shanna

Gyorke, Drew

Delage, Madeleine

Flowing, Flo

Haben, Christopher

Delgado, Daniel

Forman, Alex

Hajek, Christopher

Dellar, Jobyna

Foss, Janice

Halasz, Audree

Denney, Mark

Fowler, Elizabeth

Hall, D. Kaye

de Normanville, Amanda

Friday, Pat

Hammond, David

DiBenedetto, Michael

Fromme, Jacki

Harding, Deni

Dicus, Lyda

Frye, Terrie

Harper Hyde, Jane, Kate

Dinelli, Luca

Galgani, Marie

Hart, Joan E.

Dohn, Nikki

Galitsky, Christina

Hartwell-Herrero, Pam

Donovan, Todd

Gallagher, Jessica

Haslam, Simone

Dooley, Heather

Gantt, Gene

Hawkins, Judy

Dreskin, Wendy

Garces, Laurence

Hawkins, Renee

Dresser, Janet

Gehlken, Kathy

Hecht, Steve

Drysdale, Robin

Gessert, Ann

Heinzig, Dennis

Duffield, Carrie

Geven, Michael

Helfand, Judy

Efross, Monnie

Giglio, Sharon

Hergenrather, Sam

Eisler, Laurie

Gilardi, Angela

Higginbotham, Tulasi

Eleanor, Gayle

Gillam, Calder

Higgins, Debra

Elliott, Janine

Gilmore, Martha

Hodges, Berta

Espey, Susan

Gitti, Ernie

Hoerr, James

Estabrook, Tara

Gleason, Elisabeth

Honda, Laura

Exton, Anne

Gooch, Nancy

Hopp, Cindy

Eyheralde, Margaret

Gougler, David

Hosmer, B.J.
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Table 1-2
Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Hubbell, Jodi

Ladrech, Jacqueline

Martin, Bonnie

Ice, Laura

Lane, Carol

Martin, Glenn

Jackson, Weldon H.

Leahy, Katherine

Martinez, Camila

Jacobi, Veronica

LeBrek, Stacey

Matteson, Peter

James, Kathy

Lee, Cheryl

Mauro, Susan

John, Ken

Lee, Inez

May, Judith

Johnson, Barbara

Lee, Rebecca

Mayes, Robert E.

Jones, Gail

Laureyns, Ryan

Mazor, Raphael

Jones, Jeri

Lawton, Corby

McCarthy, Sharon

Joyce, Kathleen

Leising, Kirsten

McDonald, Mary Ann

Kapke, Barry

Leonardson, Rebecca

McKendry, Jeannie

Kappus, Mike

Leslie, Robert

McKaughan, Laura

Katz, Sprinza

Lichtman, Benjamin

McNeil, Susan

Kawamura, Bert

Lichty, Robert

Michaels, Adine

Keiser, Sarah

Limbach, Jamie

Misseldine, Mary

Kiehne, Dorothy

Linton, Andrea

Misuraca, J.

Kimball, Kristi

LoBianco, Ro

Mitchell, Greg

Kirk, Lexy

Lockert, Michael

Morawski, Michael

Klimo, Scott

Lods, Chris

Moretti, Ryan

Knox, Cherie

Loiselle, Ryan

Morgan, Patricia

Koch, Cheryl

Long, Kim

Morrish, Janice

Koch, Jerry

Loveton, Terry

Mosher, Kathy

Kohler, C.

Lumine, Julie

Mulkani, Liberty

Kohler, Lisa

Luna, Michele

Naegler, Hanne

Koren, Margaret

Lynn, Gertrude

Needleman, Larry

Koym, Kimberlee

Maass, Monica

Nelson, Emily

Kratz, Matthew

Mainland, Edward

Nelson, Rosemary

Krebs, Ellen

Mainland, Nathalie

Newsom, Elizabeth

Krey, Chantal

Mankos, Marian

Ngo, TK

Kubota, Ria Tanz

Mann, Pita

Nicholson, Julie and Tom

Kurtz, Lorna

Markson, Bill

Nicholson, Julie
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Table 1-2
Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Nidorf, David

Polly, Jonathon

Schriebman, Judy

Niederholzer, Anna

Porter, Mary W.

Schultz, Trevitt

Niles, John

Powers, Marie C.

Schulze, Gregg

Nunes, Lisa

Rabin, Orlee

Scott, Shelley

O’Mara-Larson, Helen

Rain, Kiah

Seidl, Lawrence

Oglevie, Megan

Rains, Gail

Shane, Helen

Olson, Eric

Ralston, R.

Shapas, Barbara

Orosz, James

Ramirez, Irma T.

Sipes, Sharon

Ortiz, Mosita

Raphael, Debbie

Shoemaker, Adrienne G.

Osterweil, Cassady

Reed, Tyler

Shelton, Selma

Otten, Robert

Reid, Ben

Shull, Judy

Paperno, Richard

Reynolds, JB

Shupp, David

Paquette, Nancy

Richardson, Nancy

Silver, Lars

Pardella, Steven

Rieber, Emily

Slevin, Vince

Pathan, Ahmed D.

Riemer, Kristina

Smith, Ben

Paulson, Ali

Risman, Shoshana

Smith, Kristi

Paulson, Karen

Robinson, Paul

Smithfield, Robert

Peacock, Nancy

Rodgers, Elizabeth

Sommer, Catherine

Pearce, John

Rodney, Ray

Sondeen, Jane

Pedersen, K.

Root, Illona

Soost, Robert

Peetz, Debbie

Rosatti, Dennis

Sorrells, Autumn

Pena-Govea, Rene

Rosenthal, M.D., David

Speckart, Carrie

Pereira, Jula

Rosenthal, Michael

Spector, Ann Mari

Perkins, Julie

Rowell, Michael

Staaf, Linda

Perry, Lake

Ruark, Samuel

Stanard, Sue

Perryman, JoAnn

Rupert, Ben

Starbuck, Marg

Pessis, Andre

Russell, Claire

Steiger, Gary

Petersen, Peggy A.

Russell, Patricia

Stein, Adam

Peterson, Austin

Saame, Janice

Steinberger, Joseph

Pinckard, David

Saltzman, Peggy

Steinberger, Terry Jo

Pizalato, Sam

Saure, Lizelle

Steinmetz, Lee Ann

Poehlmann, Chris

Schiffmann, Alyssa

Stevens, Kimberly
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Table 1-2
Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Steward, Rosalie

Ting, Michelle

Weckenman, Kate

Stivers, Robert

Tippett, James

Weekley, Terry

Sullivan, Barbara

Toney, Kevin

Wells, Susan

Suzanne, Rebecca

Tornheim, Jeff

Wertman, Bonnie

Swinney, Erica

Tubbs, Ann

Wheaton, Carey

Tache, Bill & Jan

Tuggle, Melissa

Wiebe, Roland

Tager, Jilda

Turrigiano, Patricia

Williams, Terra

Takach, Dorrit

Vanek, Carol

Wilson, Dina

Tamminen, Ann

Vega, Felice M.

Wolf, Andrea

Tanko, Clare Bressani

Velasquez Cruz, Virginia

Wons, Richard

Tanko, Jason

Venegas-Hoey, Adriana

Wood, Madeleine

Taylor, Amy

Ventrello, Faith

Yezbick, Michael

Tellman, Edwin
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RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
This chapter contains copies of the written comments received by the City through June 30,
2003 and the responses to these comments. It also contains summaries of the oral comments
received at the public hearing on June 19, 2003, and the responses to these comments
Responses to Comments are individually numbered in sequence corresponding to the
numbering assigned to comments within each Comment Letter or Public Hearing Comment.
Text that has been added to the document is indicated in underline font, while text that has
been deleted is indicated with strikethrough font. When changes to the Draft EIR are
necessitated, the change is indicated by indented text. Changes to text within a table have
been lightly-shaded to highlight the edits.
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COMMENT LETTER 100, ED UEBER, MANAGER, GULF OF THE FARALLONES
NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY – U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE,
NATIONAL
OCEANIC
AND
ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION
Response to Comment 100-1
Comment Summary: The comment identifies the commenting agency. It also provides
information on the status of the Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary pursuant
to Federal regulations and identifies the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of
1972 as being applicable to the Sanctuary.
The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and therefore, no further
response is necessary.
Response to Comment 100-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that Santa Rosa’s wastewater plan includes
augmentation of water flows (such as runoff, seepage or discharge) for Estero Americano
and Estero de San Antonio. The comment identifies these waters as being part of the Gulf of
the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary and the Golden Gate Biosphere Reserve of the
United Nations, and states that they are internationally recognized; are a unique ecosystem
in California; and that Congress has conferred specific protections.
None of the Alternatives of the IRWP includes augmentation of water flows or other actions
within the watershed of the Estero Americano or the Estero de San Antonio. The Sanctuary
is recognized as a unique and valuable coastal ecosystem, but is not mentioned in the IRWP
Draft EIR, because the IRWP will have no impact on the Sanctuary.
In past wastewater planning efforts, the City of Santa Rosa has considered alternatives which
included discharge into the Esteros (Santa Rosa Long-Term Wastewater System EIR/EIS
1991) or potential seepage from dams or irrigation within the watershed of the Esteros (Santa
Rosa Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project EIR/EIS 1997); however, those projects
are not included in this Program.
Response to Comment 100-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that because the Long-Term EIR was found to be in
noncompliance with several CEQA requirements, the City could not select a West County
irrigation project for implementation without a new EIR and NEPA document.
Two CEQA lawsuits challenging the Santa Rosa Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project
EIR/EIS (Long-Term EIR) (1997) were heard in court and both were dismissed by the
plaintiffs through settlement agreements. The City has not rescinded its certification of the
Long-Term EIR. The Long-Term EIR is thus a valid document that can be used to select and
approve projects.
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A tolling agreement was signed in 1998, allowing certain parties to file suit against the LongTerm EIR if a West County alternative were ever selected for implementation. The IRWP
EIR is not intended to rule out the use of lands already analyzed in the Long-Term EIR. The
City could proceed with irrigation on such other lands at its discretion, subject to any
requirement under CEQA to perform supplemental environmental review.
There were no legal challenges to the NEPA documentation for the Long-Term project, and
therefore the Long-Term EIS is also a valid document that can be used to select and approve
projects.
Response to Comment 100-4
Comment Summary: The comment provides information for further contact and expresses a
willingness to review and assist the City further.
The City appreciates the offer of assistance.
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COMMENT LETTER 200, TIMOTHY C. SABLE, DISTRICT BRANCH CHIEF,
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Response to Comment 200-1
Comment Summary: The commentor expresses gratitude at being included in the
environmental review process and has reviewed the Draft EIR.
The City appreciates the time and effort spent in reviewing the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 200-2
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR has identified significant traffic impacts at the program
level. Once individual components of the program are identified, significant impacts to State
transportation facilities should be mitigated. The comment also requests that future sitespecific traffic analyses be forwarded to the Department for review.
Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR identifies potentially significant traffic impacts due to the
temporary construction traffic generated by many of the IRWP components, and that new
vineyards, part of the Agricultural Irrigation component, could generate potentially
significant impacts at harvest time or as a result of visitor traffic.
While these significant impacts would more likely occur on local roads than on State
facilities, a significant temporary impact on one or more State facilities could occur. The
Draft EIR concluded that although alternative routes to construction sites would be identified
where applicable through the Standard Traffic Control Procedures adopted as part of the
IRWP, the impacts, could not be mitigated in all cases, as alternative routes to the
construction sites or to the agricultural areas might not be available. Therefore, at this
program level, specific project design has not yet occurred, and the City of Santa Rosa is
unable to ensure compliance with the request for full mitigation.
Any future site-specific traffic analyses completed as part of the IRWP will be forwarded to
the Department for their review.
Response to Comment 200-3
Comment Summary: The comment identifies requirements for encroachment permits.
The IRWP will comply with the Department’s requirements for encroachment permits for
any work conducted within the State right-of-way.
The following addition is made to the Mitigation Monitoring Program, Section 3.1:
Page 3-8:
California Department of Transportation requirements for encroachment permits for
work conducted on State highways
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Response to Comment 200-4
Comment Summary: The comment provides a name and number to contact for further
information.
The City appreciates the contact information.
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COMMENT LETTER 201, TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR, GOVERNOR’S
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
Response to Comment 201-1
Comment Summary: The letter from the State Clearinghouse confirms the dates of the public
review period for the Draft EIR, provides a list of state agencies to whom the document was
sent by the Clearinghouse, and forwards comments from state agencies.
Comments from responding agencies are addressed individually. Please refer to responses to
Letters 200 and 202.
Response to Comment 201-2
Comment Summary: The comment acknowledges that the City of Santa Rosa has complied
with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant
to CEQA.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the assistance of the State Clearinghouse in complying
with CEQA and providing the IRWP Draft EIR to state agencies.
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COMMENT LETTER 202, JOHN SHORT, SENIOR WATER RESOURCE ENGINEER,
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
Response to Comment 202-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude at the opportunity to comment and
finds the Draft EIR to be thorough.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 202-2
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for the City’s decision to study all
reasonable means of dealing with future flow increases.
The City appreciates the support of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Response to Comment 202-3
Comment Summary: The comment supports use of a combination of treatment/disposal
alternatives.
The City appreciates the support of the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Response to Comment 202-4
Comment Summary: The comment requests that first consideration be given to enhanced
water conservation and infiltration and inflow prevention.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Project
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 202-5
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for beneficial reuse alternatives such as
injection into the Geysers steamfield and agriculture and urban reuse.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Project
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 202-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that if alternatives involving discharge to ground
or surface waters are chosen, the Board will look closely at those alternatives and provides a
list of some of the key issues in the letter.
The City appreciates calling attention to these issues.
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Response to Comment 202-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that surface water impacts should not be mitigated
by transferring impacts to groundwater.
The City agrees that significant impacts to both surface and groundwater should be avoided,
if feasible. The City’s purpose for the Program, which is stated on page 1-3 of the Draft EIR,
calls for “treatment, reuse and disposal of wastewater in a reliable, practicable manner that
provides the best use of water resources, while protecting public health and the
environment.” Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR evaluates impacts to groundwater, and has
identified mitigation measures such as Mitigation Measure 3.3.9, Well Protection Program,
to address potential impacts to groundwater.
Response to Comment 202-8
Comment Summary. The comment states that the U.S. EPA has proposed to list the Laguna
for nitrogen and phosphorus. If finalized, new discharges of nitrogen and phosphorus to the
Laguna may be problematic.
The U.S. EPA has now approved the listing of the Laguna for nitrogen and phosphorus. The
final changes to the 2002 303(d) listing for the Laguna were made after the Draft EIR was
written. Changes to the Draft EIR have been made to reflect the new listing of the Laguna
for nitrogen and phosphorus. Please refer to Response to Comment 533-43.
The Draft EIR contains an evaluation of nitrogen loads (Chapter 4.6 page 4.6-70, 71, and 75)
based on the TMDL for nitrogen that has been established. Discharge will potentially be
affected by establishment of other TMDLs. However, no TMDL has been established for
phosphorus, so no evaluation of phosphorus loads was conducted in the EIR. Any discharge
would need to comply with TMDLs when they have been established by the Regional Board.
Response to Comment 202-9
Comment Summary. The comment states that since discharges to lands adjacent to
waterways can have significant impacts to surface waters, the Regional Water Board has
issued NPDES permits for these discharges in the past. Any proposal for these types of
discharges needs to be closely evaluated for impacts to both ground and surface waters and
compliance with the Basin Plan.
The impacts (including compliance with the Basin Plan) of indirect discharge on
groundwater and surface water were evaluated in Chapters 4.5 and 4.6, respectively, under
the Indirect Discharge Components. The City of Santa Rosa, as lead agency, acknowledges
on page 4.6-73 of the Draft EIR that, should the indirect discharge component be selected for
implementation, further studies will be required to determine potential impacts on surface
waters. See also Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 202-10
Comment Summary. The comment states that discharges to inland waters will need to
comply with provisions of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) and that guidance for

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 202-2

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

implementing the CTR is contained in the “Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards
for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California” (Policy).
The City of Santa Rosa, as lead agency, acknowledges on page 4.5-3 that discharge to inland
waters will need to comply with the CTR using the guidance contained in the Policy. Please
refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones and J - California Toxics Rule and Advanced
Membrane Treatment.
Response to Comment 202-11
Comment Summary. The comment suggests that the City consider the feasibility of metal
translators, site-specific objectives and mixing zones prior to any decisions on future
treatment/disposal modifications.
The City appreciates the suggestion and will consider the feasibility of these Policy
compliance approaches. For translators and site-specific objectives, the City will develop an
Action Plan that will outline the steps necessary to study the feasibility of metal translators
and site-specific objectives. This will include consultation with the Regional Board staff.
For mixing zones the City is relying on efforts of the Russian River Watershed Association
which is supporting the studies required by the Regional Board to facilitate their decision
regarding mixing zones. Whether to allow translators, site-specific objectives and/or mixing
zones will be determined by the Regional Board, and any discharge will comply with
Regional Board orders. Refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 202-12
Comment Summary. The comment encourages the City to consider implementing a stronger
pretreatment/source control program to address projected exceedances of toxic standards.
The City periodically evaluates its pretreatment program and will continue to do so.
However, as discussed in Technical Memorandum 17 (Santa Rosa’s Incremental Recycled
Water Program – Water Quality Improvement Technologies) pages 11 and 12, lowering
existing local limits for industrial discharges or setting new ones could be part of an overall
compliance strategy, but alone cannot meet predicted effluent limits. Therefore other
alternatives are needed. For further information on pretreatment programs, see Master
Response I – Source Control.
Response to Comment 202-13
Comment Summary. The comment states that any new or modified discharge of waste needs
to be evaluated with respect to State and federal anti-degradation policy.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that this is necessary. An antidegradation evaluation will be
conducted if and when a discharge alternative is selected. See Response to Comment 20251.
Response to Comment 202-14
Comment Summary. The comment states that it is disingenuous to call the Laguna Plant
Upgrade, which includes an option to reduce treatment during high flows an “upgrade”
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although the Regional Board recognizes that it is appropriate to evaluate the option of
reducing treatment during high flows.
The Laguna Plant Upgrade component contains two upgrade options for dealing with high
flows: 1) upgrade the entire treatment plant to deal with the higher volumes or 2) upgrade
only the primary and secondary portion of the treatment plant to deal with the higher flows.
Thus, both options are an upgrade although one is more comprehensive than the other.
Response to Comment 202-15
Comment Summary. The comment states that by including the treatment plant upgrade as a
necessary component to, for example, the Indoor Water Conservation alternative, it implies
that water conservation is only possible by reducing treatment levels during high flows. The
comment suggests removal of the discussion of reduced high flow treatment and provision of
a separate discussion of this alternative.
Reducing treatment during very high flows is an optional component which is included as
part of the Laguna Treatment Plant Upgrade component. It is not a necessary part of the
component and is not inevitably linked to any of the alternatives, including the Indoor Water
Conservation Alternative. The reduction of treatment from tertiary to secondary during very
high flows has been discussed as part of the Laguna Treatment Plant Upgrade, rather than as
a separate component, because the purpose of the option is to avoid constructing additional
filters that would be used infrequently during wet weather only.
Because of the complexity of the Program and the variety of alternatives considered, it has
been necessary to structure the EIR to evaluate similar types of activities together in one
component, and then combine components into alternatives. For this reason, options related
to primary, secondary, or tertiary treatment are included in the Laguna Treatment Plant
Upgrade component. The Treatment Plant Upgrade component is included in all alternatives
including the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative, to fulfill the Program objective of
expanding the capacity of the system to treat, recycle, and/or dispose of 25.9 mgd. See also
Master Response E – Document Organization and Response to Comment 202-16.
Response to Comment 202-16
Comment Summary. The comment states that blending tertiary effluent with secondary
effluent is not allowed under the City’s current permit and is prohibited in the Basin Plan.
Using the assumption that it may be allowed in future NPDES permits and amendments to
the Basin Plan and prioritizing alternatives based on what is at present a permit violation is
inappropriate.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that although the physical impacts of use of secondary
treatment have been identified, the inconsistency of the discharge of secondary effluent with
the Basin Plan should have been identified.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.6-23, Table 4.6-7:
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Table 4.6-7
Goals, Objectives, and Policies – Surface Water Qualify
Adopted Plan
Document

Document
Section

Water Quality
Control Plan for
the North Coast
Region

Implementation
Plan for the
North Coast
Basin

Document
Numeric
Reference
None

Policy
Discharge of municipal waste
during October 1 through May 14
shall be of advanced treated
wastewater in accordance with
effluent limitations contained in
NPDES permits for each affected
discharger, and shall meet a
median coliform level of 2.2
mpn/100 ml.

Relevant
Evaluation
Criteria1
1 and 2

Page 4.6-27 Narrative Criteria, the following text is added:
Advanced Treated Wastewater. The discharge of municipal waste during October 1
through May 14 shall be of advanced treated wastewater in accordance with effluent
limitations contained in NPDES permits for each affected discharger.
Page 4.6-69, Impact 6.11.2:
Discharge of Secondary Effluent. Because secondary effluent would be discharged
infrequently and only when receiving water flow is high, the impact of secondary
effluent on narrative criteria receiving water quality, except for the Advanced Treated
Wastewater criterion discussed directly below, is considered to be less than
significant.
Advanced Treated Wastewater. Alternative 6A. Although the discharge of
secondary effluent would not have a significant impact on receiving waters, the Basin
Plan prohibits discharge of anything less than advanced treated wastewater. The
discharge of secondary effluent at times of very high flows does not meet this Basin
Plan criterion. Therefore, the impact of IRWP discharge to the Laguna and to the
Russian River is considered to be significant for the Advanced Treated Wastewater
criterion.
Direct Discharge is not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6C, 6D, 6E, and 7.
Page 4.6-69, Impact 6.11.2:
Mitigation:

Advanced Treated Wastewater. Alternative 6A
3.5.11 Basin Plan Amendment for Discharge of Secondary
Effluent.
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After Mitigation:

Advanced Treated
Alternative 6A

Wastewater.

Less

than

Significant:

Mitigation measure 3.5.11 requires a Basin Plan amendment to
allow discharge of secondary effluent during times of high
flows. Approval of a Basin Plan Amendment would bring the
secondary discharge option into consistency with the Basin
Plan, thereby removing the significant impact.
Page 4.6-83 Table 4.6-27:

Table 4.6-27
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures Surface Water Quality
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Direct Discharge
6.11.1. The Direct Discharge
component may cause an exceedence
of numeric-based criteria.

6.11.2. The Direct Discharge
component may cause an exceedence
of narrative based criteria.

Alt 6A and 6B Alt 6B -

3.5.3. Adjust pH and D.O in Recycled
Water Prior to Discharge to the
Russian River

Alt 6B -

3.5.5 Provide Riparian Habitat in the
Russian River Watershed

Alt 6A -

Alt 6A and 6B -

Alt 6A 6.11.4. The Direct Discharge
component may result of nonattainment of established TMDLs

No mitigation identified for cyanide

Alt 6A -

3.5.7 Laguna Biostimulation
Reduction
3.5.10 Exception to Allow Discharge
Exceeding One Percent of Receiving
Water Flow
3.5.11 Basin Plan Amendment for
Discharge of Secondary Effluent
3.5.4. Reduce N Loads to Laguna de
Santa Rosa

Page 3-95, Mitigation Measure 3.5.11 is added:
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3.5.11 Basin Plan Amendment to Allow Discharge of Secondary
Effluent
The City of Santa Rosa shall request a Basin Plan Amendment to allow discharge of
secondary effluent during times of high flows.
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after
Mitigation

6.11.2. The direct discharge component
may cause narrative water quality
criteria to be exceeded.

Less than Significant

Alternative: 6A
Implementing Agency:
Timing:

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

Start: Prior to discharge of secondary effluent.
Complete: Prior to discharge of secondary effluent.

Monitoring Agency: City of Santa Rosa
Validation:

Not applicable.

Response to Comment 202-17
Comment Summary. The comment states that I&I reduction should be considered as the
environmentally superior alternative since it directly helps reduce the volume of wastewater
to be treated which can help to reduce plant bypass violations during periods of high
precipitation.
See Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component. The Draft EIR identifies Combination of Alternatives 5 as the environmentally
superior alternative. This combination consists of Indoor Water Conservation plus Direct
Discharge. (See Draft EIR, p. 6-42.) This alternative does not include as a component I&I
Reduction due to the environmental impacts associated with replacing pipelines. The
commentor’s preference for this alternative is noted and will be provided to the City for its
consideration.
Response to Comment 202-18
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for an aggressive I&I program, which
may avert the need for other capital expenditure projects.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Project
Alternative or Component.
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Response to Comment 202-19
Comment Summary: The comment states that I&I is a necessary maintenance item that
should be expanded as a means to meet a need and avoid constructing other project
alternatives.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Project
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 202-20
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR should recognize that I&I
reduction reduces the potential for groundwater contamination from leaking sewer lines.
The comment is correct that I&I reduction can reduce the potential for groundwater
contamination.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page is 4.5-31, the second paragraph under Impact 5.3.1, 5.3.3, and 5.3.4:
Continued use of the sewer pipes will be the same as the existing conditions, and
therefore have no adverse impact on groundwater. The reduction in leakage from the
collection system will reduce the potential from groundwater contamination from
sewage leaking out of the system.
Response to Comment 202-21
Comment Summary: The comment states that the noise and seismic impacts relating to the
construction of the Geysers pipeline should not be included as a factor in considering
whether the No Project Alternative would be the Environmentally Superior Alternative since
it was addressed in the Long-Term EIR.
The EIR states Alternative 7, the No Project Alternative, is not the Environmentally Superior
Alternative, and provides several supporting reasons. The primary reason is that Alternative
7, the No Project Alternative, has greater adverse impacts than Alternative 1, Indoor Water
Conservation. Alternative 7 continues to discharge to the Laguna and does not provide
mitigation. Due to this continued discharge to the Laguna, the No Project Alternative would
have the following impacts: biostimulatory substances, pH, dissolved oxygen, exceedences
of California Toxics Rule (CTR) standards for cyanide, copper, lead, gamma-BHC, and
endosulfan II. The No Project alternative also has significant impacts to public services, in
that wastewater treatment and disposal capacity would be limited and would not
accommodate the growth projected in the Subregional System members’ General Plans.
The impacts of the Geysers pipeline (i.e. noise and induced seismicity) represent what should
reasonably be expected to occur based on existing plans and infrastructure (CEQA
Guidelines, §15126.6(d)). They are therefore impacts that will occur under the No Project
Alternative. Indeed, because the project is imminent, the Geysers and its impacts are part of
the anticipated setting for all projects. Therefore, the commentor is correct that noise and
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induced seismicity are not impacts which would preclude Alternative 7 from being selected
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative if they were the only impacts associated with
this Alternative. This statement (page 6-41) will be deleted.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 6-41, fifth paragraph, last sentence:
The No Project Alternative also has significant impacts to public services, in that
wastewater treatment and disposal capacity would be limited and would not
accommodate the growth projected in the Subregional System members’ General
Plans. And finally, the No Project Alternative has both significant noise and induced
seismicity impacts relative to the existing baseline environmental conditions in July
2002, because at that time the Geysers Recharge Project had not yet become
operative.
Response to Comment 202-22
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Laguna Plant upgrades cause unavoidable
significant impacts on transportation, noise, air quality and cultural resources, but questions
how the treatment plant, which is located over one mile from concentrated populations,
could create permanent adverse impacts.
Draft EIR Section 4.10 Transportation, page 4.10-11 identifies the transportation impacts of
the Treatment Plant Upgrade as less than significant. Section 4.11 Air Quality, page 4.11-20
identifies significant unavoidable impacts from odors and greenhouse gas emissions. Odor
impacts may be experienced at the nearest sensitive receptor, which may be a single
residence, and greenhouse gas impacts are not related to the presence of nearby population
concentrations. Section 4.12 Noise, page 4.12-36 shows that countywide noise ambient
standards are exceeded. These impacts are not dependent on the presence of population
concentrations. Ambient noise standards apply everywhere in the county and a sensitive
receptor could be a single residence. Section 4.13 Cultural Resources and Paleontology,
page 4.13-23 states that there could be impacts to unknown resources that may be discovered
during project implementation. These impacts are not related to the presence of population
concentrations, but could occur wherever the resource is present within the impact area.
Response to Comment 202-23
Comment Summary: The commentor is concerned that I&I is the only alternative where
pipelines are vulnerable to ground rupture.
There are no major faults in the immediate vicinity of the Laguna Plant.
Response to Comment 202-24
Comment Summary: The comment asks what provisions are proposed for loss of
groundwater due to groundwater contamination, which is cited as a cumulative impact of the
project.
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As noted on page 4.5-54 of the Draft EIR, “IRWP impacts are localized, and impacts to wells
will be fully mitigated. If other proposed reservoirs (either for recycled water or potable
water) were to cause cumulative impacts, no further feasible mitigation has been identified.”
If a project requiring reservoirs is selected, the City of Santa Rosa intends to site and design
reservoirs to avoid groundwater impacts to the extent feasible. As noted in Technical
Memorandum 6, in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, reservoir siting and configuration will
consider watershed/drainage impacts, which would include potential effects on groundwater.
Facilities would be sited to minimize impacts to the extent feasible. Also, as noted on page
2-54 of the Project Description of the Draft EIR, “Storage facilities may require lining”. The
potential for significant cumulative impacts was identified because reservoir locations are
unknown, and thus full characterization of the existing setting or potential for cumulative
effects with other projects is not possible. The potential for cumulative impacts is not great,
but identification of the impact as significant was nevertheless deemed appropriate.
Although there may be cumulative impacts with other projects, the impacts of the IRWP
would be mitigated to the extent feasible.
Response to Comment 202-25
The comment requests additional information on how I&I pipe replacement through existing
backfill could impact cultural resources.
Impacts to cultural resources from implementation of the I&I component are discussed under
Draft EIR Section 4.13 – Cultural Resources, Impacts 4.13.1 through 4.13.4 beginning on
page 4.13-27. The analysis states that: “Replacement or repair of pipes, laterals, and
manholes represents a substantial ground disturbing activity that has the potential to impact
buried prehistoric and historic resources and to impact historic architectural resources.
Disturbance of historical archaeological resources is particularly likely because many pipes,
laterals, and manholes targeted for repair or replacement are within the oldest developed
areas of Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, Rohnert Park, and Cotati. These areas are likely to contain
sensitive historical archaeological resources.” The analysis concludes that this is a
potentially significant impact.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that little potential exists for adverse impacts in already
disturbed areas, such as in existing backfilled pipeline excavations and other infrastructure
sites. However, since the I&I infrastructure has yet to be designed, it is unknown whether
replacement of existing underground facilities will also require new excavation in areas not
previously disturbed by the construction of water facilities. In these areas, particularly in the
older developed areas of the region, there exists the potential for the presence of historical
archaeological resources. Given this uncertainty, a potentially significant impact has been
assumed and appropriate mitigation recommended.
Response to Comment 202-26
The Regional Water Board supports the increased use of recycled water to irrigate private,
public and municipal lands. The Board supports the widespread reuse of water as opposed
to the apparent focus on specific geographical areas.
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The City of Santa Rosa does not understand the reference to focus on specific geographical
areas, because the Agricultural Irrigation component covers approximately 35,000 acres
60,000. Please refer to Master Response A – Opinions for or against a Program Alternative.
Response to Comment 202-27
Comment Summary: The use of recycled water for wine grapes has drawn some scrutiny by
some Alexander Valley and Dry Creek Valley residents. We understand that these areas are
being included in this document since they have not been studied previously. Furthermore,
we understand that agricultural application to watersheds south of Santa Rosa have been
previously studied and therefore do not need to be included in this document.
The comment is correct regarding the agricultural areas studied. Use of recycled water on
crops is evaluated in Chapter 4.2, Agriculture, in the Draft EIR and elaborated upon in
Response to Comment 202-29 below.
Response to Comment 202-28
Comment Summary: The Regional Board has been questioned frequently about the safety of
recycled water for agricultural reuse. Pharmaceuticals, hormones, caffeine and endocrine
disruptors may be present in recycled water and, although their potential health impact on
humans is not understood, medical community is concerned about the presence of these
compounds in products grown with recycled water. The comment requests that the EIR
address the potential impacts of these compounds.
The Draft EIR discusses endocrine disruptors, pharmaceutically active compounds and other
xenobiotics and their possible human health effects on pages 4.7-15 through 4.7-17 and in
Appendix I.2 of the Draft EIR. However, as the commentor notes, their potential impact on
human health is not well understood and thus, while acknowledging that they may be present
at very low concentrations in recycled water, the City of Santa Rosa concludes that at this
time inadequate information is available on which to base a significance criteria for these
compounds under any of the potential exposure scenarios, including agricultural reuse.
Response to Comment 202-29
Comment Summary: The comment asks what provisions are in place to “ensure” that
vineyard owners in the Alexander and Dry Creek valleys would be willing to use recycled
water in place of potable water supplies, and are there foreseeable difficulties in inducing
vineyard owners to enter into recycled water supply contracts?
Detailed program requirements regarding how recycled water made available for agricultural
use under the IRWP would be marketed, priced and contracted have not been determined.
These would be subject to future negotiation as part of specific projects. Those
considerations would be part of later, more detailed analyses of future projects proposed for
implementation under the IRWP, as described in the City policy regarding Agricultural and
Urban Recycled Water Reuse (July 2002).
Draft EIR Section 2 – Project Description, page 2-46 contains the following provision which
is germane to the comment: “The Subregional System may acquire land that will be used for
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agriculture and irrigated with recycled water. For these sites, the Subregional System would
be responsible for directly applying the recycled water and managing the agricultural
operations.” Thus, in the event of insufficient interest in the private sector for the use of
recycled water in agriculture, the water may be utilized on public lands.
The City has a history of long-term agreements for use of recycled wastewater on
approximately 6,400 acres in the Santa Rosa plain. This system includes irrigation of
approximately 1,800 acres of grapes belonging to 14 vineyards.
Response to Comment 202-30
Comment Summary: The comment cites a statement in the Draft EIR that recycled water
storage facilities for agricultural use would be consistent with the goal and policy of
protecting agricultural lands and avoiding incompatible non-agricultural uses, and asks if
this statement thus implies that the ponds offer more water supply protection relative to
agricultural use as opposed to the present use of river and/or groundwater supplies.
The potential environmental impacts to loss of farmlands from the implementation of the
Storage Component are examined in pages 4.2-22 and 4.2-23 of the Draft EIR Section 4.2 –
Agriculture, Impacts 2.7.1 and 2.7.2. The analysis concludes that a potential for significant
unmitigated adverse impacts may result from the permanent loss of farmland or conflicts
with Williamson act contracts due to implementation of the Storage Component. No
statement regarding a positive consistency of the Storage Component with goals and policies
for protecting agricultural lands and avoiding incompatible non-agricultural uses is found in
the document. No additional response can therefore be made to that part of the comment.
The analysis of the Agricultural Irrigation component, beginning on page 4.2-14 of the Draft
EIR, concludes that implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation component would have a
beneficial impact on the loss of farmland – that it would assist in keeping existing farmlands
in production and facilitate bringing new lands into production due to the increased
availability of irrigation water.
As stated in Draft EIR Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum No 5 Santa Rosa Incremental
Recycled Water Program – Agricultural Reuse, page 3: “Adequate storage capacity would be
integral to the agricultural reuse infrastructure because it would offset any climatic and
seasonal fluctuations in supply.” This statement implies that the ponds offer more water
supply protection relative to the present use of river and/or groundwater supplies since those
supplies are variable due to seasonal and climatic fluctuations.
Response to Comment 202-31
Comment Summary: The comment references a statement on page 4.1-28 of the Draft EIR
that IRWP storage facilities would be consistent with maintaining a belt of open space
around the City of Santa Rosa, and states that open space is typically thought of as
undeveloped land or natural wetlands. It also states that storage facilities should be viewed
as an intensive land use and not as natural open space.
The statement in the Draft EIR that IRWP storage facilities would be consistent with
maintaining a belt of open space around the City of Santa Rosa concerns storage facilities
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located east of the City of Santa Rosa, and references Goal GM-1 and Policy LUS-1c of the
City of Santa Rosa General Plan. This Goal and Policy state that a belt of open space should
be maintained with ”agricultural and very low-density uses, including Community
Separators”; neither specify that the open space be natural in character. The Sonoma County
General Plan policy with respect to Community Separators provides for maintaining
Community Separators in open or natural character with low intensities of development, and
thus does not equate open space with exclusively natural character. The storage facilities
would be characterized by a low intensity of use because they would have no significant
building coverage and no residents. Therefore, the Draft EIR is correct in concluding that the
storage facilities would be consistent with the referenced Goal and Policy of the Santa Rosa
General Plan.
Response to Comment 202-32
Comment Summary: The comment requests confirmation that alternatives previously
evaluated in the Long-Term EIR are still open for consideration, including options using a
large reservoir in the Two Rock area and agricultural reuse near San Pablo Bay.
These options are not part of the IRWP, but have been evaluated in previous environmental
documents. Please refer to page 6-5 of the Draft EIR, which considers an alternative to
expand agricultural reuse areas to include Sebastopol, Santa Rosa plain, Petaluma, Penngrove
and West County. The IRWP EIR is not intended to rule out the use of lands already
analyzed in the Long-Term EIR. The City could proceed with irrigation on such other lands
at its discretion, subject to the requirement to perform supplemental environmental review if
required.
Response to Comment 202-33
Comment Summary: The comment asks whether the assumption contained in the
agricultural irrigation section in the Draft EIR that uncultivated lands in the region would be
developed into vineyards due to the availability of recycled water remains valid given the
current oversupply of wine grapes on the market.
The assumption concerning probable crop makeup is drawn from the analysis presented in
Draft EIR Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum No 5 Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled
Water Program – Agricultural Reuse, page 10. It is unknown whether the market will
continue to support conversion of uncultivated lands to grapes. However, the assumption of
viticulture use provides a worst case analysis in terms of the numbers of acres that would be
required to use a given volume of recycled water, because water use is relatively low. The
analysis further states that: “the assumption that most of the land would be used for vineyards
does not limit the types of crops that could be grown in a given area”. It is agreed that many
uncultivated lands may, in fact, remain uncultivated. For this reason the Draft EIR analyzed
a large area of potential irrigation sites, and included a number of alternatives that do not rely
on agricultural irrigation.
Response to Comment 202-34
Comment Summary: The comment expresses the belief that a program including aggressive
I&I reduction, expanded flows to the Geysers and Russian River discharge, would negate the
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need for additional storage reservoirs, which the Draft EIR says is necessary for a delivery
of 25 mgd to the Geysers.
Storage is necessary for Geysers Expansion if all discharge is to be avoided. If Geysers
Expansion is coupled with discharge, the requirement for additional storage may be possible
to avoid. However, the Draft EIR Combinations of Alternatives assume, as a worst case, that
storage would be needed for a combination of Geysers Expansion and discharge.
Response to Comment 202-35
Comment Summary: The comment asks if additional space in the new pump station buildings
could be created for the possibility of increased future flows to the Geysers steamfields.
The additional pump stations that are included in the Geysers Expansion Alternative are
designed to make maximum use of the existing Geysers pipeline capacity. As noted in
Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, Technical Memorandum 7, the maximum capacity of the
Mountain Section of the Geysers pipeline is 27 mgd. This translates to a reliable capacity of
25 mgd because “At the 27-mgd capacity, the average annual flow should be assumed to be
25 mgd, because the pipeline capacity could not be increased above 27 mgd to catch up from
a down time event, even though the firm capacity at the pump stations could be designed to
do so.” Future expansion could not be accommodated by expanding pump stations, but
would require construction of a new pipeline which is not proposed in this program.
Response to Comment 202-36
Comment Summary: Siting reservoirs in sensitive areas could have a negative effect on
groundwater quality and surface water flows, affecting flows of existing drainage. The
comment also cites the potential for discharges from reservoirs in heavy rain.
The City may develop reservoir sites and/or deliver recycled wastewater to others with
existing reservoirs or who develop their own reservoir sites. Should the City develop a
reservoir, the City will conduct reservoir siting in such a way as to minimize environmental
effects to the extent feasible. Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, Technical Memorandum 6,
Surface Storage, discusses factors that will determine siting and configuration of surface
water storage facilities. Factors that would be considered include: land availability,
geologic/seismic stability, visual sensitivities, amount of irrigated land that can be removed
from irrigation and dedicated to storage, cost of private land, tree impacts, residences,
watershed/drainage impacts (which would include groundwater), cultural resources impacts,
vernal pool (wetlands) impacts, construction cost, elevation and topography, and California
tiger salamander habitat. Pipeline length to connect to the system will also be considered.
For example, for storage reservoirs in irrigation areas, the reservoir should be located in the
area to be irrigated, and ideally, the reservoirs would be sited in cooperation with the
landowners who are interested in using recycled water. If individual projects requiring
storage are identified the siting of the reservoirs would be subject to supplemental CEQA
review, which may include evaluation of alternative reservoir sites.
Several mitigation measures are also included in the project regarding siting of all facilities,
including reservoirs. These measures are detailed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Measure
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3.3.1 requires siting to achieve compatible land use, Measure 3.3.3 specifies siting to avoid
status farmland and land under Williamson Act contract, and Measure 3.3.5 requires siting
outside Alquist Priolo fault zones. Locations of storage facilities would also be influenced
by the locations of uses to be served by the storage facility. Refer to the Project description
and table 5 of Appendix N.1, the Draft Feasibility Report, for identification of locations for
storage for the various alternatives.
The Draft EIR has evaluated the potential for reservoirs changing flow regimes. Impacts on
surface water hydrology are presented on pages 4.4-22 and 4.4-23: “The general reservoir
design includes facilities to divert local runoff around the reservoir”. Impacts on
groundwater are discussed in the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.5-42. As stated on page 254 of the Draft EIR, “Storage facilities may require lining”. Surface water quality impacts
are evaluated on page 4.6-40 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation is included to intercept dam
seepage if it is necessary to protect surface water quality. Reservoirs would be designed with
spillways for emergency release of water, so overtopping of dams would not occur. As noted
on page 4.6-40, “Spillway discharge (spill) is not expected to occur. If a spillway discharge
does occur, recycled water may impact pH, dissolved oxygen and biostimulatory substances
in water below the dam. The impacts would be less than significant due to dilution and the
timing of overtopping. If spills occurred, they would only occur during rare and very large
storm events when dilution of recycled water within the reservoir and dilution of the spill in
the receiving water would be high.” Project-specific evaluation of potential impacts on
surface and groundwater would be conducted if a storage reservoir component is selected for
implementation. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 202-37
Comment Summary: It would be prudent to have “focus areas” in which storage reservoirs
would be proposed to be located.
Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR identifies the geographical area in which storage reservoirs could
be located. More detailed siting studies for reservoirs were not conducted, because the City
has not determined if it will implement a project requiring storage. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 202-38
Comment Summary: The comment states that appropriate siting and design of impoundments
will be needed and asks how impoundments will be monitored “from a stability, leak with
plume and correct action context”. The comment asks what Basin Plan standards will be
applied.
Refer to Response to Comment 202-36 regarding reservoir siting. Basin Plan page 3-11.00
identifies Title 22 and federal Clean Water Act limits as objectives for the groundwater in the
Region. Impacts on groundwater were evaluated in the Draft EIR according to evaluation
criteria that are consistent with the Basin Plan (in particular, see criterion 1 in Draft EIR
Table 4.7-8). Mitigation Measure 3.3.9, Well Protection Program, on page 3-52 of the Draft
EIR states that the City shall monitor wells and evaluate for constituents of concern to
“County PRMD Well and Septic Division staff or under applicable regulation.” Title 22 and
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the federal Clean Water Act would be considered by the City to be applicable regulations.
Any changes in groundwater quality that are considered deleterious to County PRMD Well
and Septic Division staff or according to applicable regulation would thus trigger a corrective
action.
Response to Comment 202-39
Comment Summary: The comment states that impoundments cannot be placed in every
location, and requests that alternative locations for placing impoundments be identified.
Specific locations have not been identified at this stage.
Comment 202-36.

Please refer to Response to

Response to Comment 202-40
Comment Summary: The comment states that placement of reservoirs in existing waterways
would require significant study and permitting and that all beneficial uses of waterways must
be protected.
The City is aware that further studies would be required and that a number of permits would
be needed. The City would work with the Regional Water Board and other regulatory
agencies such as the Department of Fish and Game and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
ensure that beneficial uses are protected.
Response to Comment 202-41
Comment Summary: The comment asks whether the 55,000 new residents projected in the
General Plans for the Subregional communities can be accommodated without the inclusion
of recycled water in the IRWP or whether future potable water supplies dictate that some of
the population rely on recycled water.
All of the projected new residents would need to rely on treatment and disposal of recycled
water from the Subregional System. While the future potable water supply could affect the
actual number of new residents served by the Subregional System, the IRWP is based upon
providing adequate capacity to serve the System’s population envisioned in the General Plans
of the communities in the Subregional System, and speculation as to the availability of
adequate potable water supplies and its impact on population growth is beyond the scope of
this EIR.
Response to Comment 202-42
Comment Summary: The comment states that the use of gray water would require careful
planning and oversight to prevent discharge to receiving waters.
The comment is correct. As noted on page 2-44 of the Draft EIR, “Santa Rosa, Rohnert
Park, Cotati and Sebastopol would oversee gray water system permit compliance within their
respective jurisdictions”.
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Response to Comment 202-43
Comment Summary: The comment asks if reservoirs would be built on a “speculative basis”,
and if potable water supplies would be limited to vineyard growers once reservoirs were in
place.
The City would likely not propose to construct reservoirs if irrigators willing to use recycled
water were not identified as noted in Response to Comment 202-39. Because the City does
not serve potable water to most areas where agricultural reuse might occur, the City does not
have a mechanism to limit potable water supplies to vineyards.
Response to Comment 202-44
Comment Summary: The comment supports creation of wetlands if they are effective as
“polishing ponds” and states that projects should not occur in existing wetlands and will not
be considered as mitigation for wetland impacts.
Mitigation Measure 3.3.15, Avoid Fill of Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands, applies to
Created Wetlands. The City does not propose to create new wetlands in existing wetland
areas. As defined on page 2-55 of the Draft EIR, “wetlands would be constructed for
purposes of habitat enhancement … The created wetlands may also provide opportunities for
mitigation of IRWP impacts.” Wetlands designed specifically for polishing of recycled
water have not been proposed. The City will work with the Regional Board in development
of mitigation of any wetland impacts associated with the IRWP.
Response to Comment 202-45
Comment Summary: The comment asks if it is possible that a limit to the volume of recycled
water could be accepted by the steamfields.
There is a limit to the volume of recycled water that could be accepted by the steamfields.
The steamfields have been depleted by past energy production, and recycled water can be
used both to replace the water currently being removed and to replenish the depleted steam
reserves. As noted in the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum 7, “a 20-mgd
flow rate would possibly allow Calpine to balance the amount of water being removed from
the steamfield with the amount of water being injected... Second, receipt of 27 mgd is seen
as possible by Calpine because the additional flow would be used to recharge the aquifer
under the steamfield, although it is not believed by Calpine to be as effective for energy
production.”
Response to Comment 202-46
Comment Summary: The comment says that potential river discharge locations should be
identified more specifically than “the Russian River between north Healdsburg and
Mirabel”.
Please refer to Draft EIR Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum 8, Discharge. While
discharge locations closest to the Geysers pipeline would be advantageous, it is entirely
possible that discharge locations could be located anywhere between north Healdsburg and
Mirabel. At a program level of evaluation, it was deemed appropriate to keep a wide variety
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of options open for discharge locations. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 202-47
Comment Summary. The comment states that a seemingly self-imposed discharge rate of no
greater that 10 percent of the existing Laguna flow is proposed and asks how this discharge
rate was derived. The comment also states that the current discharges occur at a higher
percentage and asks how this discharge rate relates to the 5 percent Russian River cap that
is included in the existing long range permit.
Alternative 6A was defined so that receiving water impacts in the Laguna due to discharge
would be avoided. As described on page 6 of Technical Memorandum 8 (Santa Rosa’s
Incremental Recycled Water Program – Discharge), the 10 percent discharge rate was
developed using empirical discharge and receiving dissolved oxygen, temperature, pH, and
turbidity data collected in the Laguna between January 1992 and November 1998. From
each pair of upstream and discharge data, the concentration of each constituent in recycled
water that would be required to cause a receiving water violation was calculated. Ten
percent was the concentration of recycled water in the Laguna that was estimated to prevent
receiving water violations 90 percent of the time.
The 10 percent discharge rate to the Laguna is more stringent than the 5 percent Russian
River cap.
Response to Comment 202-48
Comment Summary. The comment points out that increasing discharge to the Laguna de
Santa Rosa may be problematic due to the impaired nature of that waterbody.
The City of Santa Rosa, as Lead Agency, assumes that the comment is referring to
impairment with respect to constituents included or proposed to be included in the 303(d) list
for the Laguna, which are dissolved oxygen, temperature, and nutrients. The only TMDL that
has been developed for the Laguna is for nitrogen. The impacts of direct discharge to the
Laguna on this TMDL were discussed in Chapter 4.6 pages 70 and 71. If and when other
TMDLs are developed for the Laguna, the City will identify the most appropriate compliance
approach.
Response to Comment 202-49
Comment Summary: The comment asks what additional pump station needs would be
required for River Discharge.
The need for additional pump stations to support a direct river discharge depends on the
location of the discharge point. As shown in Feasibility Report TM 8 (Volume 5,
Appendix N.2 of Draft EIR), this discharge point is variable over a large reach of the river.
For example, the northernmost discharge points (Alexander Valley vicinity) might be closer
to the Geysers pipeline, but because of the pressure drop associated with the distance from
Llano Pump Station, one or more intermediate booster pump stations might be required to

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 202-18

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

deliver the required flow rate in the Geysers pipeline. The southernmost discharge points
(Mirabel vicinity) might take advantage of the pressure available from the Llano Pump
Station without intermediate booster pumps, but depending on the actual location of the
outfall and the pipeline route and size, some additional booster pumping in the outfall
pipeline may be required to deliver the required flow rate.
Response to Comment 202-50
Comment Summary. The comment asks how the projected efficacy of proposed percolation
ponds (Alternative 6C) is affected by periods of heavy sustained precipitation.
The percolation pond sizing was developed so that the system will operate successfully under
the full range of hydrologic conditions reflected in the historical hydrologic record.
Percolation pond sizing was evaluated on pages 41 and 42 of Technical Memorandum 10
(Santa Rosa’s Incremental Recycled Water Program – Indirect Discharge).
Response to Comment 202-51
Comment Summary. The comment states that proposals to use percolation ponds as a means
of indirect discharge to the Russian River or Dry Creek will have to be analyzed with respect
to impacts to groundwater and adjacent surface waters.
The impacts of indirect discharge (including percolations ponds) on adjacent groundwater
were evaluated in Chapter 4.5 pages 49 through 52. The impacts of percolation ponds on
adjacent surface waters were evaluated in Chapter 4.6 pages 72 through 75. The authors of
the Draft EIR acknowledge on page 4.6-73 that additional study of this and all alternatives
would be needed. See also Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 202-52
Comment Summary. The comment states that analysis should include a discussion of
compliance with the State and federal “anti-degradation” policies.
This Draft EIR is a program EIR (see Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies) and does not contain sufficient detail to conduct an antidegradation analysis. An
antidegradation analysis is not appropriate until an alternative has been selected. At that time
studies will be conducted to adequately conduct an antidegradation analysis. Consistent with
the Long-Term EIR, it is expected that the antidegradation analysis may not be conducted in
the project-level EIR but rather may be conducted by the Regional Water Board based on
information provided by the City in the Report of Waste Discharge.
Response to Comment 202-53
Comment Summary. The comment states that the City’s contention that discharge through
infiltration basins constitutes an indirect discharge may be incorrect since this discharge
involves a direct hydraulic connection to the river underflow and likely to the river’s surface
flow, and thus may be considered a direct discharge.
In the Draft EIR, the City of Santa Rosa, as lead agency, called discharge via infiltration
basins an indirect discharge as a generic description. However, the City agrees (as noted on
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page 6 of Technical Memorandum 10 (Indirect Discharge) that in a regulatory sense, a
discharge to an infiltration basin may be a direct discharge depending on site specific
characteristics. If this alternative is selected, further study will be conducted to determine
whether discharge to the specific site chosen constitutes a direct discharge or an indirect
discharge.
Response to Comment 202-54
Comment Summary. The comment states that direct discharges to receiving water of treated
wastewater are subject to the CTR whereas indirect discharges are not subject to the CTR.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees with the comment.
Response to Comment 202-55
Comment Summary: The comment asks how a pipeline to the Geysers could contain 100
percent brine.
If the Geysers pipeline is used to convey brine from the Advanced Membrane Treatment
Plant, the composition of the water in the pipe would vary, depending on the time of year.
During certain months in early fall when demand for recycled water for irrigation is high and
amount of water in storage is low, the amount of recycled water available for Geysers
recharge is reduced. It is conceivable (as a worst case) that there could be some time periods
when the water in the Geysers pipeline could be almost exclusively brine. As noted on page
2-77 of the Draft EIR, the water in the pipeline “would consist of either exclusively recycled
water, exclusively brine, or a mixture of brine and recycled water”.
Response to Comment 202-56
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change to Table 2-15 in the Draft EIR.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees to make the change.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 2-88, Table 2-15:
All stormwater discharges when clearing, grading, and excavation result in a land
disturbance of 51 or more acres.
Response to Comment 202-57
Comment Summary: The comment expresses disagreement that project mitigation can avoid
significant and permanent impacts to habitat and likely to endangered biological resources.
While it is correct that the project may result in loss of habitat, the City intends to fully
compensate for any loss of habitat, which would mitigate this impact. The City will also site
and design facilities to avoid impacts to the extent feasible. Please refer to Mitigation
Measures 3.3.10 through 3.3.15, which describe avoidance and compensation measures.
Where sensitive habitat or species cannot be avoided, the Draft EIR proposes creation of
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replacement habitat (such as wetlands and sensitive plant communities) and populations (e.g.
transplanting of sensitive plant populations). The magnitude of the impacts will depend on
the particular combination of alternatives that is ultimately selected. Based on a ProgramLevel analysis, the Draft EIR finds that biological impacts can be mitigated; however, sitespecific studies would be performed once a particular set of components is selected for
implementation. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 202-58
Comment Summary. The Regional Water Board agrees that BMPs addressing confined
animal feeding operations, including manure management, vegetated buffer strips, and
excluding livestock from wetland and aquatic habitat are critically important nitrate and
ammonia reduction activities.
These are presented as examples of likely BMPs in Mitigation Measure 3.5.4 Reduce
Nitrogen Loads to the Laguna de Santa Rosa. Thank you for your concurrence.
Response to Comment 202-59
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the Draft EIR to correct allowable
discharge periods.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees to make the change.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 1-11:
…is discharged from April October to October April to the Russian River via the
Laguna de Santa Rosa in compliance with the System’s permit from the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Response to Comment 202-60
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude at the opportunity to comment and
interest in working with the City in the future.
The City appreciates the comments.
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COMMENT LETTER 300, CHRIS DEGABRIELE, GENERAL MANAGER, NORTH
MARIN WATER DISTRICT
Response to Comment 300-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that NMWD has reviewed the Draft EIR and
expresses gratitude at the opportunity to comment. Additionally, the commentor understands
that the Draft EIR is programmatic.
The City appreciates the comments.
programmatic.

The commentor is correct that the Draft EIR is

Response to Comment 300-2
Comment Summary: The comment encourages expansion of urban and agricultural recycled
water use to an even greater area, and advocates regional cooperation in developing
recycled water programs. The Sonoma County Water Agency is interested in cooperating
with waste dischargers to convey even more recycled water to urban and agricultural water
users and offset diversion from the Russian River.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. Actions of the Sonoma County Water Agency, as defined in their
Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition (March 2003), that may have a cumulative impact
with regard to the IRWP have been included in the list of cumulative projects in Appendix D.
Response to Comment 300-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks why avoided potable water costs were not included.
Cost analysis is not required under CEQA. The data to develop avoided potable water costs
were unavailable at the time the Draft EIR was written. These costs will be developed and
included in an economics analysis, as part of the IRWP Master Plan currently in being
developed.
Response to Comment 300-4
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about direct discharge to the Russian
River and strongly suggests that the City commit to additional treatment for any direct
discharge because water quality thresholds will continue to become more stringent.
The Draft EIR has acknowledged that discharge will be subject to future regulatory
requirements. Page 1-2 of the Draft EIR states that “regulatory requirements applicable to
recycled water discharge into the Russian River and its tributaries have increased since the
Geysers Recharge Project was selected, and additional regulatory requirements are
anticipated.” As noted on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of
the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge
options may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply with
CTR.” Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
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Response to Comment 300-5
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about discharge above the SCWA
collectors and states that they have requested that DHS make a conclusive determination
about whether a discharge would result in the requirement for treatment of SCWA water
supply. The comment further states that Santa Rosa should pay for any additional treatment
that might be required.
The City of Santa Rosa has consulted with the Department of Health Services (DHS) and to
date (October 2003) there has been no determination from DHS regarding the requirements
for additional treatment should the City discharge above the Sonoma County Water Agency’s
(SCWA) collectors.
The City does not agree that the discharge of recycled water would trigger additional
treatment requirements based on our findings presented in Appendix I.1 (Human Health Risk
Assessment) of the Draft EIR. In addition, only one of the five SCWA intakes is considered
by the DHS to be under the direct influence of surface water and thus subject to the Surface
Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) and any Final Enhanced SWTR. The four other water
agency intakes and District wells are considered by the Department to be not under the direct
influence of surface water according to the SWTR. The DHS considers the “not under the
direct influence” status of the Water Agency intakes to be subject to periodic review because
of the potential that the filtration characteristics of River sediments may change or the quality
of the River would be degraded. In addition, the SCWA is constructing a 6th collector.
Construction is expected to be complete in 2004 and at that time will be tested to ascertain
whether DHS will consider it to be under the direct influence of surface waters.
Response to Comment 300-6
Comment Summary. The comment quotes a section of the Draft EIR concerning
methodology for evaluating potential health impacts from recycled water. It then points out
that an inconsistency exists between Table 4.7-5 and Table 4.6-21 in that copper, lead,
nickel, and zinc are all showing an increase from pre- and post-geysers recharge baselines.
The apparent inconsistency is due to differences in what each of the tables is presenting.
Table 4.7-5 presents the concentrations of constituents in fresh, undiluted recycled water,
comparing data collected between 1988 and 1995 to data collected 1997 to 2002. Table 4.621 presents the estimated concentrations of constituents in the Russian River with varying
percentages of recycled water. These estimates are calculated using both the ambient
concentration of constituents and the recent (1997 to 2002) concentration in recycled water.
Response to Comment 300-7
Comment Summary: The comments states that Chapter 4.7 of the Draft EIR references only
current Maximum Contaminant Levels, that regulatory requirements are becoming more
stringent and that a comparison to Public Health Goals plus a sensitivity analysis based on
the assumptions and variables used in the evaluation should be provided.
Public Health Goals (PHGs) are required for drinking water contaminants for which there
already is a primary drinking water standard (maximum contaminant level, or MCL) as well
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as for any newly regulated contaminants. The Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment has adopted PHGs for 46 chemicals in the last two years. PHGs are
concentrations of chemicals in drinking water that are not anticipated to produce adverse
health effects after lifetime exposure. They are to be based on risk assessments conducted
using "most current principles, practices, and methods used by public health professionals"
and certain public health criteria. PHGs are solely health-based; the evaluations provide
health related information to the California Department of Health Services for consideration
of updating state Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) on the basis of the most recent
toxicity data and risk assessment methods. As such, PHGs are advisory, and information on
PHGs may or may not result in changes in MCLs. MCLs are thus the appropriate parameter
to use as criteria for the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 300-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that a discussion in Chapter 4.6 of the Draft EIR of
the anti-degradation policies of the EPA and State Water Resources Control Board supports
the commentor’s request for a Department of Health Services determination regarding water
treatment of SCWA water that might be required as a result of increased discharges to the
Russian River.
Please refer to Response to Comment 300-5.
Response to Comment 300-9
Comment Summary. The comment quotes a section of the Draft EIR that summarizes Policy
RC-3E of the Sonoma County General Plan and states the belief that direct and indirect
discharge would not comply with these policies, pointing out that direct and indirect
discharge alternatives are considered to have a significant impact in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR includes Policy RC-3E in its discussion of relevant Goals, Objectives and
Policies on Page 4.6-23 and directs the reader to the evaluation of criteria 1-4 of the Water
Quality Section. The City of Santa Rosa agrees that direct and indirect discharge alternatives
may not comply with these policies as well as some of the other alternatives. However, this
Draft EIR presents and evaluates a variety of alternatives. These alternatives were picked to
meet the mandate for a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly achieve the
Program Objectives. These alternatives were also specifically defined in such a way that
they would allow for the evaluation of the maximum range of potential environmental
impacts of any Program that the City may ultimately select. The Draft EIR identifies Indoor
Water Conservation as the environmentally superior alternative (Chapter 1 page 22).
Response to Comment 300-10
Comment Summary. The comment quotes the Draft EIR as stating some constituents do not
meet their respective CTR criteria. The comment further states that the project description
includes advanced membrane treatment (AMT) as needed to avoid exceeding CTR criteria
but says that the Subregional System has not committed to AMT.
The City is committed to AMT as needed to avoid exceedences of CTR criteria in the
receiving water if an alternative is selected that requires discharge. As noted on page 2-71 of
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the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for
discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include advanced membrane
treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.” The commentor is correct that no
commitments regarding AMT or any other component has been made, and cannot be made
until this EIR is certified.
Response to Comment 300-11
Comment Summary. The comment states that it appears that constituents in the Russian
River will increase from the pre- and post-geysers recharge baseline which is contrary to
antidegradation policies. The comment also states that the Draft EIR lists impact 6.12.1 as
significant because indirect discharge will exceed numeric criteria for constituents.
Some (not all) constituents are predicted to increase from the pre- and post-geysers recharge
baselines with the IRWP. However, in the Draft EIR, the significance of impacts was
evaluated assuming no dilution for receiving waters. Whether or not the increase in
constituents in the Russian River constitutes significant degradation will be determined in an
Antidegradation Analysis to be conducted after a project is selected.
The City agrees that the Draft EIR lists impact 6.12.1 as significant because indirect
discharge will exceed numeric criteria for some constituents after mitigation, specifically
cyanide.
Response to Comment 300-12
The comment suggests that alternatives for discharge above the SCWA collectors not be
considered further because of the cost and time required to perfect discharge alternatives.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 300-13
Comment Summary: The comment is the comment letter submitted September 27, 1998 for
the Santa Rosa Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Long-Term EIR).
This comment letter was numbered 18 in the Long-Term EIR and the response to the
comments presented in the letter can be found in Volume 20 on pages 6.3-295 through 6.3299.
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COMMENT LETTER 301, ERIC MCGUIRE, ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
COORDINATOR, MARIN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
Response to Comment 301-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that MMWD receives 25% of its supply from the
Sonoma County Water Agency and therefore has an interest in the quality of Russian River
Water.
The evaluation of impacts upon the water quality in the Russian River and its tributaries can
be found in Chapter 4.6, Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 301-2
Comment Summary. It is difficult to respond to specific project elements since the EIR is
programmatic and the alternatives are not fully defined but with regard to the overall project
and its treatment in the Draft EIR the Marin Municipal Water District is supportive of the
concept of wastewater treatment and the general adequacy of the Draft EIR. The District is
most concerned with maintenance and improvement of Russian River water quality for
domestic water supply.
The District’s support is appreciated. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies. IRWP impacts upon Russian River water quality are evaluated in
Chapter 4.6, Surface Water Quality, in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 301-3
The comment says that implementation of Reverse Osmosis for discharge to the Russian
River would help satisfy the more stringent regulations of the future.
The comment is in agreement with the Draft EIR. Page 1-2 of the Draft EIR states that
“regulatory requirements applicable to reclaimed water discharge into the Russian River and
its tributaries have increased since the Geysers Recharge Project was selected, and additional
regulatory requirements are anticipated.” Page 2-76 of the Draft EIR states “In order to meet
the requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of
the Discharge options may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to
comply with CTR.” Reverse osmosis is a form of advanced membrane treatment.
Response to Comment 301-4
Comment Summary: This is a copy of the comment letter submitted October 7, 1996 for the
Santa Rosa Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Long-Term EIR).
This comment letter was numbered 19 in the Long-Term EIR and the response to the
comments presented in the letter can be found in Volume 20 on pages 6.3-301 through 6.3303 of the Long-Term EIR.
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COMMENT LETTER 400, CRAIG LITWIN, MAYOR, CITY OF SEBASTOPOL
Response to Comment 400-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City has reviewed the Draft EIR.
The City appreciates the time and effort to review the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 400-2
Comment Summary: The comment expresses opposition to increased Geysers discharge
(Alternative 5); groundwater/aquifer injection (Alternative 6E); discharge to the Laguna,
coastal estuaries, or the ocean; direct or indirect discharge to the Russian River without
advanced treatment (Alternatives 6B-E); and reservoir storage unless lined and sited in flat
areas.
The Draft EIR does not consider any alternatives with discharge to coastal estuaries or the
ocean. Page 2-76 of the Draft EIR states that “In order to meet the requirements of the
California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options
may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.”
Regarding reservoir design, reservoirs would be lined as needed; page 2-57 of the Draft EIR
states that “Storage facilities may require lining …. All storage facilities on level sites would
be lined.” The Subregional System currently discharges to the Laguna de Santa Rosa, and an
option to continue discharge at this location is included in the Draft EIR. However, the Draft
EIR evaluates a number of options for eliminating discharge to the Laguna. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component, regarding opposition to specific alternatives or components evaluated in the
Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 400-3
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for Indoor Water Conservation
(Alternative 1), Infiltration and Inflow Reduction (Alternative 2), Urban Reuse (Alternative
3), “purple piping” of all new construction, and Agricultural Reuse (Alternative 4) without
reservoirs unless they are lined and sited in relatively flat areas.
“Purple piping” (dual piping systems) is included in Alternative 3. As noted in the
description of Urban Reuse (Alternative 3) on page 2-47 of the Draft EIR, “The urban reuse
system would also provide for the use of dual piping systems in new development. These
dual use systems provide for use of recycled water as a replacement for water use in
industrial processes as well as for new landscaped areas. Recycled water in the dual use
systems also would be available to commercial buildings for use for indoor plumbing such as
fire sprinklers and toilets.” As noted in Response to Comment 400-2, reservoirs would be
lined as needed. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component.
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Response to Comment 400-4
Comment Summary: The City of Sebastopol expects that its ratepayers will only be asked to
share in funding of projects that are specifically needed to address compliance with
regulatory requirements, and then only in proportion to Sebastopol’s contribution to total
discharges, and will not subsidize costs for future growth of other jurisdictions.
Formulas for allocation of costs to ratepayers are not relevant to environmental impacts, and
are outside the scope of this EIR. However, Subregional members will not be responsible for
financing the growth of other Subregional System members; individual members would only
be charged for the wastewater capacity used by that member. The City of Santa Rosa as
managing partner of the Subregional system, intends to coordinate the development of new
rates with each of the Subregional System Partners including Sebastopol.
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COMMENT LETTER 401, DON W. MONK, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR/TOWN
ENGINEER, TOWN OF WINDSOR
Response to Comment 401-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about the Town of Windsor’s potable
water supply, which comes from the Russian River and a Russian River well field along
Eastside Road as well as from the Sonoma County Water Agency.
Appendix I.1 of the Draft EIR contains a human health risk assessment which evaluates
impacts of exposure to recycled water. As noted on page I.1-9 of Appendix I.1, “The IRWP
is evaluating an additional direct discharge component that would release recycled water
from a new outfall on the Russian River between Healdsburg and Mirabel. A possible
exposure pathway from direct discharge into the Russian River includes movement of surface
water to groundwater where it could theoretically reach a water supply well or other intake
(private or municipal). The IRWP is also evaluating three indirect discharge options.
Possible exposure pathways that could result from indirect discharge include movement of
recycled water via groundwater to a domestic well where it may be used as a domestic water
supply and movement of recycled water via groundwater to a nearby waterway (e.g., Russian
River).” Page I.1-12 states that “potential exposure pathways include domestic water supply,
fish consumption, recreational use and irrigation. The domestic water supply, recreational
use and fish consumption pathways would include dilution of recycled water with surface
water or groundwater between the release point (e.g., Russian River discharge, reservoir
leakage) and the exposure point (e.g., domestic water use, recreational water use). For
purposes of screening, however, no dilution or other mitigating factors were considered in
the risk assessment.” The Risk Assessment found that the exposure to recycled water would
not present a significant human health hazard.
Response to Comment 401-2
Comment Summary: This comment suggests that the Supporting Program Objective to
provide flexibility to accommodate recycled water from neighboring agencies as deemed
appropriate by the City of Santa Rosa should be made primary rather than secondary
because of the common interests shared by several communities in the Russian River basin.
The IRWP EIR responds to the Program Objectives adopted by the City of Santa Rosa, as
managing partner of the Subregional Water Reclamation System, on September 4, 2001. It is
not within the scope of this EIR to change the Program Objectives, but this request will be
passed on to the Board of Public Utilities and City Council for their consideration.
Response to Comment 401-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks how proposed project sites for water storage
facilities would be screened and chosen if an alternative requiring storage is chosen.
Please refer to Response to Comment 202-36.
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Response to Comment 401-4
Comment Summary. The comment states that for Alternative 6B, a discharge site between
north Healdsburg and Mirabel was identified and asks how the final location for the site
would be screened and chosen. Are there other downstream locations that would be as
attractive or more attractive, considering all factors? The potential for surface water quality
and human health impacts should be carefully considered. A discharge location downstream
of Mirabel would be downstream of the Russian River wells for the Town of Windsor and the
water supply intakes of the SCWA.
Detailed technical studies are necessary to determine the most appropriate discharge location,
and a selection will be made in a public process. As indicated in Figure 1 of Technical
Memorandum 8 (Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program – Discharge) the general
study area for direct discharge extends slightly downstream of Mirabel, so a new discharge
location could potentially be located downstream of both SCWA and Windsor water intakes.
The location of the SCWA and Windsor intakes would be one factor considered in selecting
an appropriate discharge site. If Alternative 6B were selected, project-specific environmental
review would be required, which could include analysis of impacts associated with the
proposed location of the discharge.
Response to Comment 401-5
Comment Summary. The comment states that the Direct and Indirect Discharge Alternatives
have significant impacts to surface water quality before and after mitigation which could
adversely impact the potable water supply for the Town of Windsor and the SCWA if the
discharge locations are upstream of these water supply intake locations.
The only significant impact after mitigation identified for direct and indirect discharge is for
cyanide. As discussed in Chapter 4.6 page 4.6-62, the concentrations of cyanide in recycled
water may be an artifact of analytical methodology. In addition, the maximum recorded
concentration of cyanide in Santa Rosa’s effluent during the period covered by the Draft EIR
is 16 µg/L (Table 4.6-2) which exceeds the criterion for aquatic life (thus the determination
of a significant impact), but is far below human health standards. For example, the CTR
criterion for cyanide for the protection of human health is 700 µg/L for the consumption of
water and organisms. Thus, the concentrations of cyanide in recycled water are unlikely to
have an adverse impact on the potable water supply for the Town of Windsor and the SCWA.
Response to Comment 401-6
Comment Summary: The comment references statements in the Draft EIR concerning the
reduction in agricultural irrigation in the Laguna, and states that not including continued
full irrigation of lands in the Laguna under Alternative 4 of the IRWP could be a substantial
omission in the Draft EIR.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that existing agricultural irrigation of City-owned farms in the
Santa Rosa plain should be included under Alternative 4 of the IRWP. Alternative 4C
Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms in the Santa Rosa Plain has been added to the
analysis in Chapter 3, Lead Agency Revisions.
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Response to Comment 401-7
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that Alternative 4 should consider the expansion
of agricultural irrigation in the Laguna.
The existing program of agricultural reuse in the Santa Rosa plain irrigates approximately
6,700 acres with recycled water. Although slight expansions of this existing program might
be possible, most of the cultivated and irrigable land in the Santa Rosa plain is already
included in the program. A potential expansion of the existing system would not dispose of
enough recycled water to be worth considering in the IRWP.
Response to Comment 401-8
Comment Summary. The comment asks what periods of time are proposed for direct and
indirect discharges and what are the proposed volumes of the discharges.
Both direct and indirect discharge would be limited to October through May. Table 4 (page
11) of the Draft Feasibility Report presents total projected discharge volumes. Technical
Memorandum 16 (Water Balance Summary) presents more detailed information on projected
discharge volumes under a number of scenarios and environmental conditions. These
discharge volumes were not pegged to a certain percentage of river flow. The dilution
calculations in Technical Memorandum 16 account for SCWA future diversions and releases.
Response to Comment 401-9
Comment Summary. The comment asks what regulatory permits would be required for direct
and indirect discharge and if a new or modified NPDES permit would be obtained. The
comment also asks if the discharges would be consistent with the existing Basin Plan or
would significant exceptions be required.
The regulatory permits required are summarized in Chapter 2 page 83. They are described in
detail in Technical Memorandum 9 (Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program –
Regulations and Approvals for IRWP Alternatives). A new NPDES permit would be
obtained. Two exceptions to the Basin Plan may be required for IRWP discharge: an
exception to discharge over the 1% of the Russian River flow limitation; and an exception to
the requirement for advanced wastewater treatment if the secondary flow option during storm
events is selected. Please refer to Response to Comment 202-16 regarding the Basin Plan
Amendment for discharges of secondary effluent.
Response to Comment 401-10
Comment Summary: The comment asks how sites for indirect discharge would be screened if
this option were selected, and suggests that facilities should be sited to provide flexibility for
accommodating recycled water from neighboring agencies.
Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, Technical Memorandum 10, Indirect Discharge, develops
evaluation criteria for site suitability for indirect discharge. Criteria consider surface soil
conditions, geology, hydraulic conditions, location of historical river channels, topography,
floodplain areas, land use, and proximity to existing wells. If individual projects including
indirect discharge are selected for implementation, the siting of the facilities would be subject
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to supplemental CEQA review, including evaluation of alternative discharge sites. Also refer
to Response to Comment 401-3 regarding Mitigation Measures that establish some of the
requirements for siting of facilities. The City of Santa Rosa could consult with neighboring
agencies regarding siting of facilities.
Response to Comment 401-11
Comment Summary: Are the “existing facilities” described as being used as infiltration
basins active or retired quarry pits and where are they located?
For the purposes of the EIR it was assumed that there was a possibility of using existing
active or retired quarry pits as infiltration basins to accomplish indirect discharge to the river.
Figure 2-3 in the Draft EIR identifies the areas along Dry Creek and the Russian River where
facilities could be located. Specific facilities have not been identified at this time.
Supplemental CEQA review, including an evaluation of specific alternative sites, would be
required before implementing this component. Also refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR Studies for additional information regarding program EIRs.
Response to Comment 401-12
Comment Summary. The 6° F temperature rise in the Russian River for the 95th percentile
case appears to be substantial and exceeds the Basin Plan Criterion.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees. In the Draft EIR the impact of discharge on temperature in
the Russian River was determined to be significant before mitigation, but less than significant
after mitigation.
Response to Comment 401-13
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the City place emphasis on providing
agricultural irrigation to the Laguna and to South and West County users (as proposed in the
Long-Term EIR) so that the Town of Windsor can provide recycled water to users in the
Windsor and Russian River areas.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. The City of Santa Rosa could cooperate with other jurisdictions
adjacent to potential irrigation areas in the development of any future irrigation projects.
The City of Santa Rosa can implement projects in areas evaluated in the Long-Term EIR.
The IRWP EIR is not intended to rule out the use of lands already analyzed in the LongTerm EIR. The City could proceed with irrigation on such other lands at its discretion,
subject to the requirement to perform supplemental environmental review if required.
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COMMENT LETTER 402, PETE PARKINSON, DIRECTOR PERMIT
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT, COUNTY OF SONOMA

AND

Response to Comment 402-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR and a desire to replicate the City/County coordination that occurred with the
Geysers project.
The City appreciates the comments and shares the same desire for City/County coordination.
Response to Comment 402-2
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the Draft EIR acknowledge and describe the
Cooperative Agreement with the County that was developed for the Geysers Pipeline Project,
and to include this type of approach as a mitigation measure in section 3.3 Planning
Measures and 3.4 Construction Measures.
The City of Santa Rosa acknowledges the Cooperative Agreement with the County that was
developed for the Geysers Recharge Project pipeline to facilitate construction within County
right-of-ways and in conformance with County regulations and agrees that this type of
approach may be appropriate for future construction. Such an agreement may be necessary
and appropriate once a project-level environmental document is prepared, but is premature
given the programmatic nature of the alternatives at this point. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 402-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate the potential
groundwater impacts of other contaminants besides nitrate.
As described on Page 4.5-19 and 4.5-26 of the Draft EIR, the analysis of groundwater
impacts focuses on nitrate, because it is the only constituent in recycled water that sometimes
exceeds drinking water standards. Groundwater quality impacts are based on the constituents
that are contained in the recycled water that could cause drinking water to fail to meet state
and federal drinking water standards. Drinking water standards were selected because they
are the most stringent water quality standards applicable to groundwater and because
drinking water represents the most restrictive beneficial use of Sonoma County groundwater.
Based on the results of groundwater analysis for this and other projects, the chief constituent
of concern for groundwater quality for this Project is nitrate. Public health impacts of
constituents in recycled water are discussed in Section 4.7 of the Draft EIR, Public Health
and Safety. As noted on page 4.7-54 of the Draft EIR, “Expected chemical constituent
concentrations in the reservoirs would be less than drinking water standards. Although
individual samples of recycled water periodically contain nitrate at concentrations greater
than 10 mg/L nitrate as nitrogen (the drinking water standard), the concentration of nitrate in
reservoirs is expected to be less than 10 mg/L based on the recent historical average.” Thus,
analysis of groundwater impacts focus on nitrate, the only constituent in recycled water that
sometimes exceeds drinking water standards.
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Response to Comment 402-4
Comment Summary: The comment requests the opportunity to comment on the selection of
alternatives.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. The City appreciates the County’s input and encourages their
participation in the Master Plan process for selection of an alternative. This process of
adopting a Master Plan will occur during the months following certification of this EIR.
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COMMENT LETTER 403, CARL LEIVO, CITY MANAGER, CITY
PARK

OF

ROHNERT

Response to Comment 403-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 403-2
Comment Summary: The comment enumerates some discrepancies in EIR Table 2-1 of page
2-5 when compared to the Rohnert Park General Plan.
The calculation of future flows was performed for each of the Subregional System partners
using the same methodology. The City acknowledges that Rohnert Park’s General Plan
provides flow generation data, but finds that consistency among the partners is an overriding
objective. In addition, the IRWP calculation of flows is based on a more recent year, 2000,
than the General Plan, which used 1999. The end results of both calculations are the same;
the projected future volume for Rohnert Park and Sonoma State University is 5.15 mgd.
Flows for Sonoma State University were calculated separate from Rohnert Park’s flows and
agree with the comment that future flows would be 0.321 mgd.
Response to Comment 403-3
Comment Summary: The comment enumerates some discrepancies in EIR Table 2-4 of page
2-8 when compared to the Rohnert Park General Plan.
To provide a consistent basis for employment among the Subregional System partners,
ABAG projections were used instead of General Plan projections. The City acknowledges
that Rohnert Park’s General Plan provides flow generation data that differs from the flowgeneration data in the IRWP EIR. The reason for this discrepancy is that the IRWP used a
consistent methodology to calculate flow generation data for each of the member agencies,
The City of Santa Rosa believes an internally consistent approach was necessary to avoid
artificial distortions in flow generation data between different member agencies. In addition,
ABAG projections were considered more accurate because they were more recent (2001) and
take into account regional trends as well as local, municipal trends.
The City of Santa Rosa acknowledges that Table 2-4 lists permitted flows for the Geysers
Recharge Project for Rohnert Park and Sonoma State University, and that actual flows are
greater.
Response to Comment 403-4
Comment Summary: The comment enumerates some discrepancies in EIR Table 2-5 of page
2-9 when compared to the Rohnert Park General Plan.
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Refer to Response to Comment 403-2.
Response to Comment 403-5
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the future demand forecasts for urban recycled
water needs in Rohnert Park be updated in Tech Memo 4 Urban Reuse to 465 acre-feet per
year.
The City appreciates this information and will add it to the EIR.
The following changes are made in the Draft EIR:
Page 2-47, insert this paragraph after the second paragraph:
Although descriptions of specific types of reuse (e.g., future development, replacing
existing potable supply) are included herein, the intent of discussing these areas is to
show how the magnitude of the overall potential urban reuse system for the
subregional system was developed. The intent is not to restrict the type or volume of
application of urban reuse within the boundaries of one individually described area.
Page 45, Appendix N.1, Feasibility Report, insert parenthetically after last bullet, (Urban
Reuse description):
(although, as TM 4 explains, future development in many areas of the subregional
service area is possible and could be served through the proposed urban reuse system)
Page 45, Appendix N.1, Feasibility Report, insert under heading "Description of Alternative"
after the words "Southeast, Southwest and Northwest areas”:
However, the alternative is not restricted to the service of recycled water only to these
future development areas because any number of future developments could arise
with the subregional service area and be served. The intent of the alternative as
presented is to quantify what the overall urban reuse program might consist of within
the geographic boundary shown, with individual areas shown as basis for the
conclusions. Restrictions should not be placed on water service to any individual
areas because of the information shown in this report.
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Page 7, Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum No. 4, Urban Reuse, Table 1:
TABLE 1

Average Annual Demand by Area
Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program – Urban Reuse
Annual Demand (MG/yr)
Existing Source
Area

Potable
Water

Wells

Future
Development
(source
unknown)

Total

Additional
Future
Development
(a)

Total with
Additional
Future
Development

Southwest

108

97

192

397

0

397

Southeast

76

35

276

387

0

387

Bennett Valley

46

95

0

141

0

141

Rincon Valley

107

51

2

160

0

160

Central

77

74

2

153

0

153

Northwest

261

62

167

490

0

490

Fountaingrove

45

95

19

159

0

159

SR Golf &
C.C.

0

81

0

81

0

81

Cotati/Rohnert
Park

45

0

0

45

151

196

Total

765

590

658

2,013

151

2,164

"(a) Added as a result of information received from Draft Program EIR comments."

Although the future development volumes are presented for specific areas in Table 1,
these volumes are not restrictive to each individual area. The intent of this technical
memorandum is to present an overall urban reuse program and what the anticipated
quantity of reuse would be system-wide. For example, development in the Southwest
or Southeast areas in excess of the listed volumes should not be considered unusual.
The reason for presenting the individual categories is therefore for purposes of
showing the magnitude of the system-wide program rather than placing restrictions
on any individual development area.
Table 1 shows the revised total urban reuse volume (with additional future development) to
be 2,164 MG. The volume and costs corresponding to this revision are not carried forward
any further in this technical memorandum because the cost information reflected at the
previous level of 2,013 MG is still an indication of what the costs of the full urban reuse
program would be at its fullest extent.
The evaluation of urban reuse impacts does not need to change because it is based on a
maximum acreage of affected land (which has not changed) and is not based on the volume
of recycled water.
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COMMENT LETTER 404, MARIA J. CIPRIANI, ASSISTANT GENERAL
MANAGER, SONOMA COUNTY AGRICULTURAL PRESERVATION &
OPEN SPACE DISTRICT
Response to Comment 404-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 404-2
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation
and Open Space District be added to the list, in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, of agencies
from which approval may be necessary to implement the project.
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR does not list the agencies whose approval may be required for
the Program; it lists applicable federal, state, regional, county, and local policies and
regulations with which the Program may need to comply. The listing of agencies whose
approval may be required for the Program is contained in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, and the
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District is included in the list of
agencies on page 2-88.
Response to Comment 404-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks that Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 and the citations of the
Measure in Section 4.1 be clarified with respect to its application to lands held by the
District in fee.
The intent of Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 is that it would apply to lands in which the District
holds an interest, whether in fee or through a conservation easement. Therefore the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:
Page 3-43, Mitigation Measure 3.3.2, first paragraph is revised:
3.3.2 Replacement of Open Space Easements
The City shall contribute funds to the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and
Open Space District to compensate for land acquired for a facility on the District’s
land. that the District holds in fee, or land which is encumbered with District
conservation easements if the City’s use is determined incompatible or inconsistent
with the District’s interest as determined by the language in the easement. The
contribution of funds would be based upon the total acreage of incompatible or
inconsistent use of lands acquired by the City. The City’s monetary contribution shall
be equal to the open space and natural resource value of the total acreage land
acquired for the facility. The terms of acquisition and compensation shall be subject
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to approval by both the District and the City, and shall be incorporated in a
Memorandum of Agreement to be signed by the City and the District. All monies
contributed by the City shall be utilized in accordance with the Sonoma County Open
Space Expenditure Plan.
Pages 4.1-30 and 4.1-31 are revised:
Impact:

1.7.6. Will the Storage component convert public open space for
IRWP facilities uses not in accordance with restrictions on use of
the open space?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
Potential reservoir sites may include properties for in which the
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District
holds an interest. conservation easements. This could result in a use
which is inconsistent, depending on the terms and conditions of the
individual easement. If so, this would create a significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2, and 7 do not have a Storage component.

Mitigation:

3.3.2

Replacement of Open Space Easements

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of existing acreage in which the
District holds an interest and where the use is found to be incompatible
with the District’s interest open space easements. This would allow
purchase of interests in on new acreage in areas of comparable open
space character and open space value identified by the Open Space
District as a priority acquisition area.
The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of interests in
open space easements would ensure preservation of land as open space
which is not now controlled by the District covered by open space
easements and otherwise would not be assured of preservation as open
space. Replacing the existing value of acreage in conservation
easements on a one-for one basis would mitigate the impact of storage
reservoirs on regional open space to less than significant.

Pages 4.1-37 and 4.1-38 are revised:
Impact:

1.9.6. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component convert
public open space for uses not in accordance with restrictions on
use of the open space?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
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Llano Pump Station Upgrade. The land south of the Llano Pump
Station is not public open space or in a conservation easement, so there
would be no impact.
West College Pump Station. The site at the West College Ponds is not
public open space or in a conservation easement, so there would be no
impact.
Booster Pump Stations, Geysers Pump Stations (Valley Section), and
Urban Reuse Storage Tanks. Sites for these pump stations and tanks
have not been determined. If sites for these facilities would be located
on properties that are public open space and where the use is found to
be incompatible with the District’s interest, the conversion to non-open
space use would be a significant impact. Also, if sites would be
located on private property in which the Sonoma County Agricultural
Preservation and Open Space District holds an interest easements the
construction of the facilities could potentially conflict with the status
of the affected property as open space under the conservation
easements and therefore could result in a loss of open space. This
would be a significant impact.
Geysers Pipeline Pump Stations (Mountain Section). At least one of
the mountain pump stations may be located on property in which the
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District
holds an interest. Construction of a pump station on such property
could potentially conflict with the status of the affected property as
open space under the conservation easements and therefore could
result in a loss of open space. This would be a significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2 and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.
Mitigation:

3.3.2

Replacement of Open Space Easements

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of the existing value of acreage in
which the District holds an interest and where the use is found to be
incompatible with the District’s interest open space easements. This
would allow purchase of interests in easements on new acreage in
areas of comparable open space character and open space value
identified by the Open Space District as a priority acquisition area.
The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of interests in
open space easements would ensure preservation of land as open space
which is not now controlled by the District covered by open space
easements and otherwise would not be assured of preservation as open
space. Replacing existing acreage in conservation easements on a one-
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for one basis would mitigate the impact of pump stations and tanks on
regional open space to less than significant.
Page 4.1-42 is revised:
Mitigation:

3.3.2

Replacement of Open Space Easements

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 6B
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of existing acreage in which the
District holds an interest and where the use is found to be incompatible
with the District’s interest open space easements. This would allow
purchase of interests in on new acreage in areas of comparable open
space character and open space value identified by the Open Space
District as a priority acquisition area.
The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of interests in
open space easements would ensure preservation of land as open space
which is not now controlled by the District covered by open space
easements and otherwise would not be assured of preservation as open
space. Replacing existing acreage in conservation easements on a onefor one basis would mitigate the impact of discharge facilities on
regional open space to less than significant.

Page 4.1-45 is revised:
Mitigation:

3.3.2

Replacement of Open Space Easements

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 6C through 6E
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of the existing value of acreage in
which the District holds an interest and where the use is found to be
incompatible with the District’s interest open space easements. This
would allow purchase of interests in easements on new acreage in
areas of comparable open space character and open space value
identified by the Open Space District as a priority acquisition area.
The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of interests in
open space easements would ensure preservation of land as open space
which is not now controlled by the District covered by open space
easements and otherwise would not be assured of preservation as open
space. Replacing the existing value of acreage in conservation
easements on a one-for one basis would mitigate the impact of
discharge facilities on regional open space to less than significant.
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Page 4.1-49 is revised:
Impact:

1.13.6. Will the Advanced Membrane Treatment component
convert public open space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternative 6
If a site for these facilities is located on properties that are public open
space, the conversion to non-open space use would be a significant
impact. Also, if a site is located on property in which the Sonoma
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District holds an
interest and where the use is found to be incompatible with the
District’s interest easements the construction of the facilities could
potentially conflict with the status of the affected property as open
space under the conservation easements and therefore could result in a
loss of open space. This would be a significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 7 do not have an Advanced Membrane
Treatment component.

Mitigation:

3.3.2

Replacement of Open Space Easements

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 6
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of the existing value of acreage in
which the District holds an interest open space easements. This would
allow purchase of interests in easements on new acreage in areas of
comparable open space character and open space value identified by
the Open Space District as a priority acquisition area.
The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of interests in
open space easements would ensure preservation of land as open space
which is not now controlled by the District covered by open space
easements and otherwise would not be assured of preservation as open
space. Replacing the existing value of acreage in conservation
easements on a one-for one basis would mitigate the impact of
Advanced Membrane Treatment facilities on regional open space to
less than significant.
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Pages 4.1-52, 4.1-53 and 4.1-54, Table 4.1-10 are revised:

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.1-10
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Land Use
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Storage Component
1.7.6. The Storage component may
convert public open space for uses not
in accordance with restrictions on use
of the open space.

Alts 3 through 6 -

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space Easements

Alts 3 through 6 -

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space Easements

Alt 6B -

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space Easements

Alts 6C through 6E -

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space Easements

Alt 6 -

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space Easements

Pump Stations and Tanks Component
1.9.6. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space.
Direct Discharge Component
1.11.6. The Direct Discharge
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space.
Indirect Discharge Component
1.12.6. The Indirect Discharge
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space.
Advanced Membrane Treatment
Component
1.13.6 The Advanced Membrane
Treatment component may convert
public open space for uses not in
accordance with restrictions on use of
the open space.

Response to Comment 404-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that although the Draft EIR considers that wetlands
“would be consistent with the open space intent” of the District, their creation on District
property may not be consistent with the purposes for which the District acquired the property
and therefore the EIR should identify this as a potentially significant impact and include
appropriate mitigation.
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The City of Santa Rosa concurs that the creation of wetlands on District property may not be
consistent with the purposes for which the District acquired the property and should be
considered a potentially significant impact. Therefore the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.1-31 is revised:
Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

1.8.1 through 1.8.56. Will the Created Wetlands component
impact land use based on evaluation criteria 1 through 56?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
Wetlands could be constructed adjacent to storage reservoirs, indirect
discharge facilities or pipelines. These locations would primarily be in
unincorporated Sonoma County, but could also be within the City of
Santa Rosa or the City of Cloverdale. Wetlands would be consistent
with the County policy of maintaining Community Separators in an
open or natural character and protecting agricultural lands. If located
in Santa Rosa, they support the City’s policy of maintaining a belt of
open space around the city, with agricultural and low density uses
including community separators. They also help to protect and
conserve open spaces and significant natural features. As an open
space use created wetlands would also be compatible with any land
uses in the City of Cloverdale.
The construction of wetlands for purposes of habitat enhancement
would create an open space use that would be consistent in all Sonoma
County or City of Santa Rosa land use designations. Wetlands sites
would be 30 acres or less in size and therefore would not be large
enough to create a barrier that would divide established communities.
Wetlands would be an appropriate use in a Community Separator, and
a compatible land use with any adjacent land use. Wetlands are not an
urban use, and would be consistent with the open space intent of the
Agriculture and Open Space District should they be sited on any
District lands.
Alternatives 1, 2 and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands component.

Mitigation:

No mitigation is needed.

Impact:

1.8.6. Will the Created Wetlands component convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with restrictions on use of the
open space?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
Potential sites for created wetlands may include properties which the
Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District
holds in fee, or for which the District holds conservation easements.
This could result in a use which is inconsistent, depending on the
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terms and conditions of the individual easement. If so, this would
create a significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands component.
Mitigation:

3.3.2 Replacement of Open Space

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of the existing value of acreage in
which the District holds an interest and where the use is found to be
incompatible with the District’s interest. This would allow purchase
of interests on new acreage in areas of comparable open space
character and open space value identified by the Open Space District
as a priority acquisition area.
The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of interests in
open space would ensure preservation of land as open space which is
not now controlled by the District and otherwise would not be assured
of preservation as open space. Replacing the existing value of acreage
on a one-for one basis would mitigate the impact of created wetlands
on regional open space to less than significant.

Page 4.1-52, Table 4.1-10:

Table 4.1-10
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Land Use
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Created Wetlands Component
1.8.6. The Created Wetlands
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space.

Alts 3 through 6 -

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space

Page 4.1-55, Table 4-11:
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.1-11
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

--

z
==

-==

-==

-==

-==

-==

-==

--

Pipelines

-==

Storage

--

--

--

--

z
==

z
==

z
==

z
==

z
==

z
==

z
==

--

Created Wetlands

z
==

Pump Stations

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

--

--

--

--

==

==

==

==

==

==

--

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

==

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

--

Advanced Membrane
Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

==

Notes:
z

---

Level of Significance
Significant impact before and after mitigation
Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant after mitigation

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed

==

No impact
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Page 3-43, Mitigation Measure 3.3.2, is revised:
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

1.5.6, 1.7.6, 1.8.6, 1.9.6, 1.11.6, 1.12.6, and 1.13.6.
The Agricultural Irrigation, Storage, Created
Wetlands, Pump Stations and Tanks, Direct and
Indirect Discharge, and AMT components may
convert public open space for uses not in
accordance with restrictions on use of the open
space.

Less than Significant

Response to Comment 404-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that although the Draft EIR considers that
agricultural uses resulting from the provision of recycled water for agricultural reuse under
Alternative 4 “would be consistent with the agriculture and open space easements on these
lands” such use may not be consistent with the terms and conditions of the easements that the
District holds, because the terms and conditions may vary considerably (as acknowledged in
the Draft EIR). The comment also suggests that the EIR should identify this as a potentially
significant impact and include appropriate mitigation.
The City of Santa Rosa concurs that the agricultural uses on property for which the District
holds easements may not be consistent with the terms and conditions of the easements for a
given property and that this should be considered a potentially significant impact. Therefore
the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.1-22, Table 4.1-3, Evaluation Criterion 1.5.6 is revised:
Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.1-3
Land Use Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria
1.5.6. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component convert
public open space for uses
not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the
open space?
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Pages 4.1-24 and 4.1-25, Impact 1.5.6 are revised:
Impact:

1.5.6. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component convert public
open space for IRWP facilities uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Most of the City-owned land proposed for continued irrigation
under this component is subject to a Conservation Easement.
Continued farming and irrigation is consistent with the existing
easement and would not constitute an impact.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
The specific locations of agriculture irrigation areas have not been
determined, but they would be located within the East of Rohnert Park
and the North County areas. There are public recreational areas and
areas with Sonoma County Agriculture and Open Space District
easements which could be converted to agricultural uses because of the
availability of a new source of water. Lands owned by the Open Space
District would be managed according to District policies; on lands
where the District has an easement, not direct ownership, the terms
and conditions of the easement vary substantially. However, therefore
agricultural uses may notwould be consistent with the agriculture and
open space easements on these lands. If so, this would create a
significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation
component.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is needed.
Alternatives 4A and 4B
3.3.2 Replacement of Open Space

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of the existing value of acreage in
open space easements if the use is found to be incompatible with the
District’s interest. This would allow purchase of easements on new
acreage in areas of comparable open space character and open space
value identified by the Open Space District as a priority acquisition
area.
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The conveyance of funds to the District for the purchase of open space
easements would ensure preservation of land as open space which is
not now covered by open space easements and otherwise would not be
assured of preservation as open space. Replacing the existing value of
acreage in conservation easements on a one-for one basis would
mitigate the impact of agricultural irrigation on regional open space to
less than significant.
Page 4.1-52, Table 4.1-10:

Table 4.1-10
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Land Use
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Alt 4A and 4B - z

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space

Agricultural Irrigation Component
1.5.6. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space.

Page 3-43, Mitigation Measure 3.3.2, is revised:
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

1.5.6, 1.7.6, 1.8.6, 1.9.6, 1.11.6, 1.12.6, and 1.13.6.
The Agricultural Irrigation, Storage, Created
Wetlands, Pump Stations and Tanks, Direct and
Indirect Discharge, and AMT components may
convert public open space for uses not in
accordance with restrictions on use of the open
space.

Less than Significant

Response to Comment 404-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Final EIR should clarify the measure by
which replacement acreage under Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 would be determined, and
should also clarify that any proposed exchange would require either District approval or
appropriate legal remedy.
Under Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 the acreage would be determined based on the amount of
land acquired. Also, the Validation section of Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 states that, “A
Memorandum of Agreement shall be signed between the City and the District prior to the
beginning of facility construction.”
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To clarify these points, the Draft EIR on page 3-43 is revised:
3.3.2 Replacement of Open Space
The City shall contribute funds to the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and
Open Space District to compensate for land acquired for a facility that the District
holds in fee, or land which is encumbered with District conservation easements if the
City’s use is determined incompatible or inconsistent with the District’s interest as
determined by the language in the easement. The contribution of funds would be
based upon the total acreage of incompatible or inconsistent use of lands acquired by
the City. The City’s monetary contribution shall be equal to the open space and
natural resource value of the total acreage acquired for the facility. The terms of
acquisition and compensation shall be subject to approval by both the District and the
City, and shall be incorporated in a Memorandum of Agreement to be signed by the
City and the District. All monies contributed by the City shall be utilized in
accordance with the Sonoma County Open Space Expenditure Plan. If the City and
District are unable to agree on the appropriate compensation in lieu of eminent
domain, the City shall proceed with necessary condemnation proceedings against the
District where compensation is determined through the judicial process or by
settlement in lieu of further condemnation proceedings.
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COMMENT LETTER 405, MICHAEL A. BIERMAN, CITY MANAGER, CITY
PETALUMA

OF

Response to Comment 405-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR and states the topic covered by the letter.
The City appreciates the comments. Refer to Responses to Comments 405-2 through 405-8
for responses to the specific comments.
Response to Comment 405-2
Comment Summary: The comment notes that the Draft EIR relies on a Human Health Risk
Assessment that is nine years old and asks whether a new risk assessment was considered.
The commentor suggests that a new risk assessment be prepared.
An update to the risk assessment was prepared and is included as Appendix I.1 of the Draft
EIR.
Response to Comment 405-3
Comment Summary: The comment recommends establishment of an independent advisory
committee to provide additional review of water quality evaluations and the risk assessment
associated with discharge.
The City will consider this recommendation if the City decides to pursue one of the
Discharge Alternatives.
Response to Comment 405-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the water quality for Alternative 6 compares
with State and Federal drinking water standards.
Constituents in recycled water are lower than the State and federal Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) for all constituents except nitrate and nitrite. As noted on page 4.7-13 of the
Draft EIR. "Nitrate and nitrite concentrations have decreased in effluent since denitrification
was implemented at the Laguna Plant (Table 4.7-5). Prior to denitrification, both the mean
and maximum concentrations of nitrate and the maximum concentration of nitrite exceeded
drinking water standards. Mean concentrations of both constituents are now less than
drinking water standards while maximum values only slightly exceed the standards."
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.7-12, add the following text at the beginning of the last paragraph:
Constituents in recycled water are lower than the State and Federal Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for all constituents except nitrate and nitrite.
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Response to Comment 405-5
Comment Summary: The comment asks if AMT along with reverse osmosis, ultraviolet light
and hydrogen peroxide treatment was considered.
The alternative to recharge groundwater was screened out during the Feasibility Report phase
and is no longer under consideration or included in the EIR. Advanced Membrane Treatment
(AMT) as defined in Technical Memorandum No. 17 in Appendix N.2, Volume 6 of the EIR,
includes reverse osmosis. Hydrogen peroxide treatment was not considered because it was a
requirement only for the groundwater recharge alternative. As noted in the comment, the
Subregional Treatment Plant already uses ultraviolet light for disinfection.
Response to Comment 405-6
Comment Summary. The comment asks how the values in Table 4.6-3 were determined.
The values in Table 4.6-3 were determined as follows (as described in the footnotes for Table
4.6-3):
•
•
•

•

•

•

The values for copper and lead are estimates based on an assumption of a
slightly lower rejection than for calcium ion.
The concentration of bicarbonate is assumed to be after adding sulfuric acid to
partially neutralize 51 percent of the bicarbonate ion.
Dissolved oxygen should not be affected, either in the permeate, itself, or in
the receiving stream. (If anything there will be less organic matter passing
through the membrane, so the oxygen demand will be lower than in Santa
Rosa’s recycled water.)
Temperature is not raised perceptibly by the AMT process. (An exception can
occur in cases where the water temperature is too low for the AMT unit to
operate efficiently, thereby making it necessary to raise the AMT input
temperature. A preliminary evaluation indicates that these conditions are
unlikely to occur.)
The pH of the permeate (the purified water) is acidic. The exact pH depends
on precise operating conditions of the AMT unit, but the pH will be probably
between 6 and 6.5. If necessary, the pH can easily be increased to around 8
by degasification with packer tower aeration (to remove the CO2).
The values for organic compounds are estimates based on field observations
and supplier projections, so they should be taken as "best available
information" not necessarily as definitive results.

Response to Comment 405-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks how effective the proposed treatment technologies
would be at removing endocrine disrupting compounds, N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA),
and 1,4-dioxane.
Removal of endocrine disrupting compounds by advanced treatment technologies is
discussed beginning on page I.2-11 in Appendix I.2 of the Draft EIR. Advanced membrane
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treatment would probably have little effect on NDMA and 1,4-dioxane because of their low
molecular weight. As noted in the discussion in Appendix I.2 advanced membrane treatment
should remove most chemicals with a molecular weight greater than 200, however, NDMA
has a molecular weight of 74 and 1,4-dioxane has a molecular weight of 88. NDMA has not
been found in recycled water (see monthly monitoring reports submitted to the Regional
Water Quality Control Board).
Response to Comment 405-8
Comment Summary: The comment asks if discharge under Alternative 6 would occur in
winter months only or year round.
For all of the Alternative 6 options, discharge would only occur from October 1 through May
14. This would comply with current discharge prohibitions.
Response to Comment 405-9
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR.
The City appreciates the comments.
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COMMENT LETTER 406, DAVID WOLTERING, PLANNING DIRECTOR, CITY
COTATI

OF

Response to Comment 406-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City of Cotati is scheduled to begin
updating its General Plan in fiscal year 2003/2004 with a planning horizon of 2025, and that
while the estimated flow generation rates in the Draft EIR will be adequate for the City
through 2010 (which is the horizon year of the City’s current General Plan), the City is
concerned that it will not be adequate for the City’s needs through 2025.
As explained on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, the projected wastewater flows for the IRWP are
based on buildout at the horizon year as projected in the General Plans of the Subregional
System’s members in effect in July 2002. In the case of Cotati, that horizon year is 2010 and
planning for new capacity of the Subregional System responds directly to the growth
anticipated through the horizon year.
For this reason, it is not possible for the IRWP to consider future growth in the City of Cotati
beyond that projected for the horizon year of 2010 in the City’s current General Plan. When
Cotati adopts its new General Plan, Santa Rosa will consider amending the IRWP to
accommodate any growth in capacity at that time. Subsequent environmental documentation
would be required for any such amendment.
The Courts have held that, in considering water supply projects, agencies should
accommodate the growth envisioned in adopted General Plans, and not in draft or anticipated
future plans. (See County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76
Cal.App.4th 931.) Although this case focuses on a water supply project, the logic of this
decision applies to basic infrastructure needs generally, such as wastewater treatment
capacity. The IRWP EIR has been prepared in light of this requirement. For further
information, see Master Response H.
Response to Comment 406-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that it is expected that the City’s General Plan
update will be certified in the latter half of 2005 and requests that enough flexibility be
provided in the IRWP to provide adequate treatment and disposal capacity to meet Cotati’s
projected growth through 2025.
As explained in the Response to Comment 406-2, it is not possible for the IRWP to include
capacity to serve growth in the City of Cotati beyond that projected in the City’s current
General Plan. However, upon completion of Cotati’s General Plan update, the City of Santa
Rosa will work with Cotati to plan for additional treatment and disposal capacity to meet
Cotati’s projected growth under the updated General Plan. As explained on page 2-6 of the
Draft EIR, the Court of Appeals decision in County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water
Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931 holds that growth decisions must be made first by cities in
their General Plans, and then utility planning should respond. Also see Response to
Comment 406-1.
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Response to Comment 406-3
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment.
The City appreciates the comments.
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COMMENT LETTER 500, TOBEN DILWORTH, PROGRAM MANAGER, TOWN
HALL COALITION
Response to Comment 500-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for a combination of alternatives that
includes Indoor Water Conservation, Inflow and Infiltration Reduction, and a synthesis of
Urban and Agricultural Reuse.
All of these components have been included as alternatives in the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 500-2
Comment Summary: The comment supports flow reduction alternatives.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-3
Comment Summary: The comment encourages conservation using incentive-based programs
such as the Marin Municipal Water District’s conservation program, and suggests a tiered
rate system.
Conservation is included in the Draft EIR as Alternative 1. As described on pages 2-38 and
2-40 of the Draft EIR, “The Indoor Water Conservation Component consists of
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) recommended by the State of
California Urban Water Conservation Council, as shown in Table 2-11. The City of Santa
Rosa has implemented all of the appropriate BMPs that apply to indoor water conservation,
while the other Subregional System partners have implemented some of these BMPs,
primarily Residential Plumbing Retrofit and Metered Water Sales.” BMP 11 in Table 2-11 is
Conservation Pricing, which has been identified in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, Technical
Memorandum No. 2, Indoor Water Conservation, as one of the programs that could be
implemented by other Subregional System partners. As noted in page 3-9 of Appendix B of
the Draft EIR, the Final Screening Report, tiered water rates are included in Alternative 1,
Indoor Water Conservation.
Though the BMPs require certain conservation measures, they don't always prescribe
incentives as the way to get the measures implemented. In large part, the Subregional
Partners have used incentives to implement the BMPs - for example Santa Rosa has provided
over $6.5 million in incentives since 1995 to customers for upgrading plumbing fixtures, and
water use processes. The Draft EIR includes discussion of other incentives by the
Subregional partners.
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It is important to note that "Conservation Pricing" does not equate to "Tiered Rates".
According to the California Urban Water Conservation Council's Best Management Practices
for Urban Water Conservation, Conservation Pricing has several elements:
•
•
•
•
•

Rates are designed to recover the cost of service;
Billing for water and sewer service is based on metered water use;
Rates are defined so that the unit rate is constant regardless of the quantity
used (uniform rates) or increases as the quantity used increases (increasing
block rates or tiered rates);
Seasonal rates or excess-use surcharges are used to decrease peak demand;
Rates are based on the marginal cost of the next unit of capacity

Tiered rates are not required to achieve conservation pricing. In fact, a poorly designed tiered
rate can actually make customers more confused and decrease their understanding of how
rates work; therefore they are less inclined to make changes to reduce their rates/use.
Additionally, unless tiered rates are designed carefully, large families may subsidize smaller
families because the system does not necessarily reward efficiency and penalize waste.
In the IRWP service areas, sewer rates are already relatively high, and therefore encourage
conservation. There are very low fixed charges and the variable or commodity charge is
relatively high – only about 15 percent of the water revenues and 20 percent of the sewer
revenues are derived from fixed charges and the rest comes from the actual water a customer
uses. As a result, if a customer reduces water use, his or her water bill also declines. The
City of Santa Rosa bills for sewer are based on actual metered water sales so there is a great
incentive to drop water use during the sewer cap setting period (winter months) because both
the water and sewer bills go down. This makes it very cost effective for customers to
upgrade plumbing fixtures and industrial processes.
Response to Comment 500-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that I&I Reduction is imperative for consideration
as part of the project, and for keeping toxic chemicals out of wastewater.
I&I Reduction is included in the Draft EIR as Alternative 2. Please refer to Master Response
A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-5
Comment Summary: The comment urges expansion of existing reuse options and capabilities.
Expansion of Urban and Agricultural Reuse are included in the Draft EIR as Alternatives 3
and 4, respectively. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or
against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-6
Comment Summary: The comment advocates expansion of urban reuse, including use of gray
water and double piping, with reuse areas located close to storage reservoirs.
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Both gray water and double piping have been included in the Draft EIR, as part of
Alternative 3, Urban Reuse. As described on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, “The urban
irrigation component would also include dual use systems in new development that provide
for use of recycled water as a replacement for water supply in industrial processes as well as
for non-potable use for indoor plumbing (such as fire sprinklers and toilets) in commercial
buildings and for on-site landscape irrigation. Gray water systems, which would be allowed
by the Subregional members under this component, reduce sewage flows by reusing or
disposing of residential or commercial wash water on-site at the residence or commercial
buildings”. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-7
Comment Summary: The comment supports agricultural irrigation, with a preference for
subsurface irrigation of redwoods.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 500-8
Comment Summary. The comment states the commentor’s and others’ opposition to the
reuse of recycled water for viticultural irrigation because of high levels of chemicals that
exist in the water used for irrigation.
The Draft EIR evaluates the suitability of recycled water for use on agricultural crops in
Section 4.2 Agriculture. As shown there, and in Section 4.6, Water Quality, the recycled
water does not contain “high levels of chemicals”. The City has an existing program that
includes providing recycled water to over 1,800 acres of vineyards. There have been no
observed ill effects to either the environment or the 14 grape-growing businesses that have
entered into agreements for the recycled water. Please refer to Master Response A –
Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-9
Comment Summary: Technical Memorandum No. 5 points out that redwoods use ten times
more water than vineyards. This means that construction of fewer facilities is needed to
irrigate a redwood plantation than a vineyard. Harvesting redwood trees also provides an
economic benefit. Redwood irrigation is thus the superior reuse option.
The comment reflects the City of Santa Rosa’s understanding of the relative water demand of
vineyard and redwoods and the relative cost of irrigation facilities. Irrigation of redwoods is
included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master Response A –
Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component and Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 500-10
Comment Summary: The comment identifies a concern that storage reservoirs will increase
soil moisture levels and result in widespread slope failure throughout the region, leading to
OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 500-3

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

increased sedimentation and contaminated water. Additional concern is the possibility of
rupture during floods, causing catastrophic impacts to water quality.
The Draft EIR has acknowledged that slope failure is a concern. Page 4.3-61 of the Draft
EIR states that “[A]ppropriate reservoir siting criteria would ensure that storage sites would
avoid mapped landslides, and would not show evidence of mass wasting such as scarps,
slumps, or visible slides. Removal of surficial deposits and implementation of slope
stabilization measures would provide adequate dam and reservoir foundation at reservoir
sites and substantially reduce the amount of land sliding at the reservoirs.”
Storage
reservoirs, properly sited and engineered, do not experience slope failure, as evidenced by the
many reservoirs in the region that do not experience this problem. With respect to possible
rupture during floods, appropriate siting and construction methods are identified in the Draft
EIR. Siting considerations, proximity to earthquake faults, seismic design, liquefaction, and
soils issues are presented on pages 4.3-61 and 4.3-62. Please refer to Master Response G –
Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 500-11
Comment Summary: The comment states that there are potential reservoir locations in
eastern Santa Rosa and Rohnert Park that can be used more efficiently with nearby urban
reuse projects, avoiding areas with seismic, geologic and hydrologic hazards and habitat for
endangered species.
The EIR has evaluated storage both east of Santa Rosa and in Rohnert Park. The City could
pursue storage in these areas, following project-specific review. Refer to Figure 2-3 in the
Draft EIR, which shows both storage areas. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements
of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-12
Comment Summary: The comment states that it would be a mistake to select the Geysers
Steamfield Expansion Alternative because there is a direct correlation between wastewater
injection and increased seismic activity.
The commentor’s conclusion that there is a correlation between the injection of water at The
Geysers and increased seismic activity is consistent with the conclusions of the Draft EIR,
which found that the Geysers Expansion Alternative would have a significant impact on
induced seismicity in the vicinity of injection sites.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 500-13
Comment Summary: The comment has several parts, which are listed below:
a. All discharge options pose a significant threat to existing environmental conditions
since the quality of the treated wastewater discharged into the Russian River via the
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Laguna does not meet drinking water standards and threatens endangered salmonid
populations as well as other aquatic life;
b. Efforts to “declare certain areas” as mixing zones in order to comply with stricter
standards are unacceptable;
c. Actions taken to avoid rather than comply with laws meant to protect public health
and the environment reflect a lack of concern and will lead to an accelerated rate of
degradation in the watershed.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The impacts of the discharge option to public health are evaluated in Chapter 4.7
Public Health and Safety. The impacts of the discharge option to salmonids and other
aquatic life are evaluated in Chapter 4.8 Biological Resources and in Appendix J.8:
Salmonid Juvenile Density Monitoring in Sonoma County Streams, Synthesis of a
Ten-year Study (1993-2002). Direct discharge to the esteros is not included in the
IRWP. Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3.
b. Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
c. The CTR and State Board policies authorize the Regional Board to consider the use
of mixing zones to comply with water-quality standards, provided the use of mixing
zones protects beneficial uses. Whether to authorize the IRWP to use mixing zones
will be determined by the Regional Board.
Response to Comment 500-14
Comment Summary. The comment states that increased nutrients resulting from wastewater
discharge are known to cause massive algae blooms that may increase vulnerability to
vector-borne diseases. These problems are known to persist already in the Laguna which
has recently been listed under section 303(d) as impaired for nutrients.
According to the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 303(d) List Update
Recommendations (November 16, 2001) the Regional Board originally recommended listing
of nutrients because of problems with low dissolved oxygen (this recommendation was
subsequently rescinded). However, the Regional Board also states in their recommendations
report “However, the cause of the low dissolved oxygen levels is not certain”. The IRWP
discharge rates generally will be lower than existing discharge rates. To our knowledge the
links between wastewater discharges and algae blooms and vector borne diseases has not
been made in the Laguna. We are not aware of the relationship between algae and
vulnerability to vector-borne diseases. The recent problems with Ludwigia (a rooted plant)
and nutrients are discussed in the Response to Comment 535-8.
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Response to Comment 500-15
Comment Summary. The comment states that both of the Esteros are protected by federal
regulations that prohibit discharges of any kind to Sanctuary water and that justification for
this option is based on an already discredited EIR prepared two years ago.
Direct discharge to the esteros is not included in the IRWP. Please refer to Response to
Comment 100-3.
Response to Comment 500-16
Comment Summary: The comment states that potential human hazards are associated with
contamination of aquifers and other drinking water supplies and wastewater should be kept
clear of all aquifers, wells, and drinking water sources, unless treated by reverse
osmosis/membrane filtration or advanced membrane treatment.
The potential impacts associated with exposure to recycled water that may reach aquifers,
wells, and drinking water sources are discussed in the Public Health and Safety Section of the
Draft EIR. Impacts were determined to be less than significant because the release of water
would comply with the California Department of Health Services and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board standards, the recycled water meets drinking water standards for
chemical constituents, and the results of a human health risk assessment indicate that the
water would not exceed risk-based evaluation criteria. As noted on page 2-71 of the Draft
EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to
surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include advanced membrane treatment to the
extent needed to comply with CTR.” Reverse osmosis is a type of advanced membrane
treatment. Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component.
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COMMENT LETTER 501 – MIKE SANDLER, PROGRAM COORDINATOR, CLEAN
WATER INSTITUTE
Response to Comment 501-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for Alternative 1 (Indoor Water
Conservation), Alternative 2 (I&I Reduction), Alternative 3 (Urban Reuse), and Alternative 4
(Agricultural Reuse with irrigation of redwoods only). The comment also expresses
opposition to Alternative 5 (Geysers Expansion) and Alternative 6 (Discharge).
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 501-2
Comment Summary: The comment advocates subsurface irrigation of redwoods on Cityowned land.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 501-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that redwoods consume much more water than
vineyards, and that redwood irrigation has aesthetic, economic and environmental benefits.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 501-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that redwood irrigation would have the benefit of
providing revenue to the City via sustainable harvesting of redwoods, and that the City could
also assist other landowners in planting redwoods.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 501-5
Comment Summary: The comment urges that the City consider the effect of alternatives on
greenhouse gas emissions, citing the “carbon sequestration” ability of redwoods.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 501-6
Comment Summary: The comment recommends a joint venture with Sonoma State University
to plant redwood trees irrigated with recycled water.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component and Master Response D – Redwoods.
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Response to Comment 501-7
Comment Summary: The comment urges caution with agricultural reuse in Northern
Sonoma County and encourages reuse in areas adjacent to Santa Rosa, expressing concern
about geologic and seismic impacts of reservoirs.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. The Draft EIR has evaluated geology, soils and seismic impacts
of reservoirs in Section 4.3, in the evaluation of the reservoir component.
Response to Comment 501-8
Comment Summary: The comment recommends that urban conservation programs include
targets for per capita reduction of usage and mandated targets for summer reduction usage.
Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation, proposes to increase conservation by 300 MG
annually in approximately the year 2020. At that time, the General Plans project that the
Subregional System could be serving 275,000 people. The conservation goal is therefore
1,090 gallons per person per year, or about 3 gallons per person per day.
The commentor’s recommendations for increasing water conservation are targeted at
techniques which are most responsive to outdoor water conservation, which is not included in
the IRWP (because it does not reduce sewer flows). Technical Memorandum No. 2, Indoor
Water Conservation, discusses only the indoor water conservation efforts of the Subregional
System partners, because since determining the impact to sewer flows from water
conservation efforts is the Technical Memorandum’s main goal. Because of the focus on
indoor water conservation, landscape irrigation is not discussed as a best management
practice for urban conservation. However, the California Urban Water Conservation
Council’s (CUWCC’s) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which the majority of the
Subregional partners have signed, includes Best Management Practices that address outdoor
water conservation. While the CUWCC’s MOU does not directly address the reduction of
peak summer usage and per capita usage, it does require the implementation of rate structures
that encourage water conservation in BMP #4, Metering with Commodity Rates, and BMP
#11, Conservation Pricing. Additionally, BMP #13 requires MOU signatories to adopt a
water waste prohibition that enacts and enforces measures to reduce wasteful consumption of
water. Through the implementation of these three BMPs, Subregional partners can achieve
reductions in water usage.
Response to Comment 501-9
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Geysers Expansion Alternative could
exacerbate seismic issues and should not be considered until the Geysers Recharge Project is
up and running.
The first part of the comment is consistent with findings of the Draft EIR, which determined
that the Geysers Expansion Alternative would have a significant impact on induced
seismicity. The second part of the comment expresses an opinion about the selection and
implementation of the Geysers Expansion Alternative. Please refer to Master Response A Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
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Response to Comment 501-10
Comment Summary. The comment states that Appendix H – Surface Water Hydrology
Methodology lists several important water quality parameters but phosphate is not listed.
The comment suggests that since relatively high levels of phosphate have been measured in
the Laguna and one source may be Santa Rosa’s discharge, it may be useful for the IRWP
EIR to consider phosphate as a parameter to monitor.
Phosphate is not specifically mentioned because at this time no promulgated criteria for
phosphate exist for California and the City’s current discharge permit does not include a
phosphate limit. However, one possible result of high phosphate, biostimulation, was
evaluated in Chapter 4.6 pages 64-68. The Laguna Treatment Plant monitors total
phosphorus (which includes phosphate) in the discharge and in the receiving water weekly
when discharge is occurring.
Response to Comment 501-11
Comment Summary. The comment states that rumors that the City of Santa Rosa is lobbying
for an exemption to the California Toxics Rule are troubling. Exemptions of this sort would
not be in the interest of the public or of wildlife in the Laguna and Russian River.
The State’s implementation policy for CTR provides regulators – in this case, the Regional
Board – with flexibility and discretion regarding how to assure compliance with water
quality standards as applied to a particular discharge. For example, the CTR and SIP provide
Regional Boards with discretion to measure compliance with or without mixing zones,
provided beneficial uses are protected. The CTR and SIP, however, do not provide
exemptions from the water-quality standards set forth in the rule. The City is consulting with
the Regional Board and other regulatory agencies to determine how best to comply with the
California Toxics Rule in a fashion that will be protective of water quality, human health and
aquatic life. Refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones, and Master Response J –
California Toxics Rule and Advanced Membrane Treatment.
Response to Comment 501-12
Comment Summary. The comment states that the use of mixing zones should be avoided
since fish will not know to avoid the mixing zone and having a mixing zone in the same water
body as a drinking water source is not a good idea.
Master Response C - Mixing Zones provides a response to many of the mixing zone issues in
comment 501-12. The particular effect of mixing zones on fish is also addressed in Master
Response C- Mixing Zones, which quotes State policy that allows consideration of mixing
zone only if doing so would not compromise the integrity of the entire water body, cause
acutely toxic conditions, or harm sensitive biological resources. Appendix J.8 of the Draft
EIR summarizes a study of salmonid fish migration through the plume of recycled water that
is present in the Laguna de Santa Rosa when the City is discharging. No adverse impacts of
the discharge on migrating salmonids were been identified in this 10-year study.
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COMMENT LETTER 502, PETER ASHCROFT, CHAIR, SONOMA GROUP
SIERRA CLUB

OF

Response to Comment 502-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor is submitting comments on the
Draft EIR but not comments with regard to a preference for an alternative as the City will
consider this during a separate review.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 502-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the evaluation of indirect discharge should
consider the potential contamination of the Russian River gravel bed, which serves as the
source of potable water for 500,000 people, and that the Well Protection Program mitigation
is inadequate to address this potential impact.
Appendix I.1 of the Draft EIR contains a human health risk assessment which evaluates
impacts of exposure to recycled water, including the effects of indirect discharge. As noted
on page I.1-9 of Appendix I.1, “The IRWP is evaluating an additional direct discharge
component that would release recycled water from a new outfall on the Russian River
between Healdsburg and Mirabel. A possible exposure pathway from direct discharge into
the Russian River includes movement of surface water to groundwater where it could
theoretically reach a water supply well or other intake (private or municipal).” Page I.1-12
states that “potential exposure pathways include domestic water supply, fish consumption,
recreational use and irrigation. The domestic water supply, recreational use and fish
consumption pathways would include dilution of recycled water with surface water or
groundwater between the release point (e.g., Russian River discharge, reservoir leakage) and
the exposure point (e.g., domestic water use, recreational water use). For purposes of
screening, however, no dilution or other mitigating factors were considered in the risk
assessment.” The Risk Assessment found that the exposure to recycled water would not
present a significant human health hazard.
The Well Protection Program is only intended to address potential impacts in the immediate
vicinity of the Indirect Discharge site. If the Indirect Discharge Alternative were selected,
site-specific evaluations would be necessary to evaluate impacts on the Russian River gravel
bed, and the project would be required to meet all requirements of the RWQCB and
Department of Health Services requirements for discharge. As noted in the Chapter 2 of the
Draft EIR, Advanced Membrane Treatment would be implemented if necessary to assure
compliance with CTR and to protect beneficial uses of ground and surface water supplies.
Response to Comment 502-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR should have included evaluation
of a South County Reuse Alternative.
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The Draft EIR specifically notes that there were comments during scoping and alternative
screening recommending expansion of agricultural reuse areas to include Sebastopol,
Petaluma, Penngrove and West County. The IRWP EIR is not intended to rule out the use of
lands already analyzed in the Long-Term EIR. The City could proceed with irrigation on
such other lands at its discretion, subject to the requirement to perform supplemental
environmental review if required. Additional evaluation at a program level is not necessary.
Chapter 5, which evaluates potential Combinations of Alternatives, is only intended to
provide “examples of combinations of alternatives that each could provide adequate capacity
for the 6,700 MG of recycled water that must be accommodated under the IRWP.” Please
refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 502-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the North County Storage area is not fully
identified and analyzed as are other storage areas.
The comment appears to have misinterpreted Figures 2-3 and 4.1-1. Both Figures 2-3 and
4.1-1 depict a green shaded area, which is identified as the potential location for North
County Storage. For both North County and East of Rohnert Park, the potential locations for
agricultural reuse and storage are identical, so they are identified on the figures as “AR”,
Agricultural Reuse and Storage. The impacts of North County Storage are evaluated in all
sections of the document.
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COMMENT LETTER 503, GENE KOCH
Response to Comment 503-1
Comment Summary: The comment suggests the possibility of “secret communications”
between the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) and City of Santa Rosa.
Discretionary actions of either agency take place in open public meetings and are subject to
the CEQA process. Both agencies are pursuing recycled water projects, which will be
subject to appropriate CEQA review. All of the actions with regard to the IRWP EIR have
been undertaken in accordance with CEQA requirements.
Response to Comment 503-2
Comment Summary: The comment refers to a settlement between River Watch and SCWA
and EIRs done by the Occidental County Sanitation District and Camp Meeker Recreation
and Park District.
The comment does not address the IRWP EIR, so no response is possible.
Response to Comment 503-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks if agencies other than Santa Rosa and SCWA could
be paid for their wastewater and if Santa Rosa is competing with SCWA for takers of
wastewater.
The City of Santa Rosa will continue to work cooperatively with other agencies, including
SCWA, which are pursuing recycled water projects. The City is not competing for recycled
water users and has not proposed to take recycled water from other agencies for resale to
users. The Draft EIR does consider the payment of fees as mitigation for project impacts,
specifically as mitigation for open space impacts. These fees would be a cost to the City of
Santa Rosa, not a source of revenue.
Response to Comment 503-4
Comment Summary: The comment quotes information from the SCWA website which states
that recycled water for irrigation can be obtained from the City of Santa Rosa.
The information is correct, but does not pertain to the content of the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 503-5
Comment Summary: The comment quotes information from the SCWA website regarding
North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse.
The comment correctly quotes the SCWA website, but the comment does not pertain to the
content of the IRWP EIR. Both the SCWA and City of Santa Rosa are studying the
possibility of agricultural reuse in North County. It may be that the SCWA will implement
an agricultural reuse project evaluated under Alternative 4 described in the IRWP EIR. Or,
the SCWA agricultural reuse project in North County may use other sources of water besides
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the Santa Rosa Subregional System. Both SCWA and Santa Rosa processes are distinct and
separate, and the IRWP is not responsible for the SCWA project, other than to consider
cumulative effects.
Response to Comment 503-6
Comment Summary: The comment requests to be informed if West Sonoma County
wastewater, from Camp Meeker/Occidental and Monte Rio is contemplated by Santa Rosa.
The City is not currently contemplating such a project, and informs the public of all projects
through an appropriate public process.
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COMMENT LETTER 504, GENE KOCH
Response to Comment 504-1
Comment Summary: The comment identifies an article from the North Bay Business Journal
regarding in-tank septic systems.
The quote from the article contains no comments on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is
not necessary.
Response to Comment 504-2
Comment Summary: The comment references MicroSep Tec septic systems and Dan
Wickham’s West County Pirana system and wonders why Sonoma County will not allow
West County alternative septic systems.
The approval process for alternative septic systems is outside the scope of the IRWP Draft
EIR. No response is possible.
Response to Comment 504-3
Comment Summary: The comment provides contact information for data on alternative
septic systems.
Alternative septic systems are outside the scope of the IRWP Draft EIR. No response is
possible.
Response to Comment 504-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the NCRWQCB’s triennial review process
is “sandbagged” by the Santa Rosa IRWP. The comment further suggests that outlying
areas of Sonoma County and new urban growth areas should be allowed to use new
technologies so that wastewater flows would be reduced.
The comment is not clear about what is meant by sandbagging. The NCRWQCB has been
consulted in development of the IRWP. Septic systems are permitted by Sonoma County
where site conditions are suitable. Use of septic systems for new development was not
suggested as an alternative during the alternative screening process for the IRWP. Because
of land area constraints, septic systems are generally not feasible in urban areas. Please refer
to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
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COMMENT LETTER 505, GENE KOCH
Response to Comment 505-1
Comment Summary: The comment lists the pollution cleanups by the Lawrence Livermore
Labs.
This comment does not pertain to the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 505-2
Comment Summary: The comment quotes from the California Toxics Rule Fact Sheet, and
states that EPA’s final rule is narrower in scope than the proposed rule.
The comment provides a quote from an EPA web site, and does not address any specifics
regarding the Draft EIR. Please refer to Responses to Comments 505-3 through 505-7,
which address the specific questions posed regarding the impacts of mercury and selenium.
Response to Comment 505-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks how many dental offices and labs in the Santa Rosa
service area are using mercury and how much of this is mercury is left over in Santa Rosa’s
wastewater.
The concentration of mercury in Santa Rosa’s effluent is summarized in Chapter 4.6 Table
4.6-2. The number of dental offices and labs in the Santa Rosa service area using mercury is
not known. Since the concentration of mercury in Santa Rosa’s recycled water is low (below
detection since December 1997), an evaluation of the relative contribution of various sources
can’t be done and is not necessary at this time.
Response to Comment 505-4
Comment Summary:
wastewater.

The comment asks how much chloroform is in Santa Rosa’s

The concentration of chloroform in Santa Rosa’s recycled water is summarized in Chapter
4.6 Table 4.6-2.
Response to Comment 505-5
Comment Summary: The comment asks how chloroforms affect the salmon population.
The comment is presumably asking about the impact of chloroform in Santa Rosa’s recycled
water. The impacts of discharge Santa Rosa’s recycled water on salmonids are summarized
in Chapter 4.8 Biological Resources, page 109 and analyzed in detail in Appendix J.8:
Salmonid Juvenile Density Monitoring in Sonoma County Streams, Synthesis of a Ten-year
Study (1993-2002). Data have not shown adverse effects on salmonids. Additionally,
chloroform is a by-product of chlorination and Santa Rosa is no longer using chlorine to
disinfect its final effluent.
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Response to Comment 505-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks are there any selenium residuals left over in Santa
Rosa’s wastewater and how will they be mitigated along with the other two California Toxics
Rule exempt chemicals.
The concentration of selenium in Santa Rosa’s recycled water is summarized in Table 4.6-2.
The CTR has a chronic criterion for selenium which was used to evaluate the impacts of
selenium in recycled water. The CTR contains a human health criterion for mercury which
was used to evaluate the impacts of mercury in recycled water. The impacts of discharge of
selenium, mercury, and other CTR constituents are evaluated in Chapter 4.6 Surface Water
Quality, pages 46-47. Since no criteria exist for chloroform, no analysis specific to
chloroform was done. See also Response to Comment 505-5.
Response to Comment 505-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks what the Santa Rosa system is doing to prevent
hazardous chemicals from entering the wastewater stream in the first place.
Santa Rosa’s pre-treatment system is summarized in Chapter 2 Project Description under the
Existing System – Industrial Waste Pretreatment.
Response to Comment 505-8
Comment Summary: The comment suggests contacting the DOE regarding clean-up of
groundwaters and recommends on-site septic systems.
There are no groundwater clean-up problems associated with the IRWP. The land and soil
requirements of individual septic systems make this an infeasible alternative.
Response to Comment 505-9
Comment Summary: The comment states that Living Machines has an on-site septic system.
Refer to Response to Comment 505-8.
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COMMENT LETTER 506, LINDA CURRY
Response to Comment 506-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor has two concerns with regard
to the deficiencies in the Draft EIR.
This comment does not identify any specific deficiencies. Refer to Responses to Comments
506-2 through 506-4 for responses to the specific comments.
Response to Comment 506-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the sheer volume of technical reports is so
large as to be undigestable within the comment period, and suggests that the environmental
documents are redundant.
Please refer to Master Response E – Document Organization.
Response to Comment 506-3
Comment Summary: The comment advocates irrigation of redwoods with recycled water.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component and
Master Response D - Redwoods.
Response to Comment 506-4
Comment Summary: The comment advocates recognition of the value of wastewater and
recommends use of recycled water by agriculture and industry with no discharge to surface
water.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
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COMMENT LETTER 507, JEFFREY D. GOSPE
Response to Comment 507-1
Comment Summary: The commentor gives his name and affiliations and states his intention
to address the geysers alternative primarily.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 507-2
Comment Summary: Injection of massive quantities of wastewater into a highly faulted
watershed is unprecedented and it is impossible to know or predict the short- to long-term
human and environmental consequences of this action. Current injection rates already cause
thousands of man-made earthquakes.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that the mechanism(s) by which the geothermal steamfield
activities cause induced seismicity is not completely understood. Given this, the EIR
analyzes this potential impact using a probabilistic model, correlating injection rates with
nearby earthquakes. The model is similar to models used to evaluate induced seismicity in
other geothermal fields around the world and provides a reasonable basis for assessing
potential impacts.
The author of the induced seismicity analysis for both the IRWP EIR and the Santa Rosa
Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project EIR/EIS (Long-Term EIR) (1997) is Roger
Greensfelder. Dr. Greensfelder graduated from Stanford University with a doctorate in
geophysics, has 38 years of experience, served as California State Seismologist from 1970 to
1974, and has spent over 25 years studying induced seismicity. When the model was
developed as part of the Long-Term EIR/EIS, it was subject to peer review by Dr. Bruce R.
Julian, Seismology Section, U.S. Geological Survey, Menlo Park; Dr. Ernest L. Majer, Earth
Sciences Division, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Berkeley; William B. Cumming,
seismologist, Unocal Corporation; Dr. David H. Oppenheimer, U.S. Geological Survey,
Menlo Park; and Dr. Anthony Mossop, Stanford University. Please refer to Master Response
B - Requests for Further Studies or Adequacy of Analysis.
The Draft EIR results agree with the commentor that water injection rates correlate with
many small earthquakes in the area and that both steam production and water injection are
believed to be the cause of the increased seismicity that has been observed in the vicinity of
The Geysers (see page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment 507-3
Comment Summary: Previous studies, like those for the Long-term Project, have claimed that
induced seismicity would not be a problem for the environment, people or property.
However, during the first five years of wastewater injection at the Southeast Geysers—at
rates less than those proposed by the IRWP – earthquakes have more than quintupled and
resulted in serious and growing property damage, degradation of the environment and a
worsening quality of life.
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Previous studies of induced seismicity presented in the Long-Term EIR indicated that
earthquakes rated V or greater on the Modified Mercalli scale could increase in frequency by
up to 60% (reported as a decrease in the recurrence interval of 38%) due to injection of Santa
Rosa recycled water from the Geysers Recharge Project. The Long-Term EIR, therefore,
identified a potential impact for the environment, people and property, but concluded this
impact less than significant because the threshold for significance was a 100% increase in
earthquakes rated V or greater (reported as a decrease in the recurrence interval of 50%).
The threshold for significance has been lowered in the IRWP EIR to a 20% increase in
frequency (equivalent to a decrease in recurrence interval of 17%). The City of Santa Rosa
lowered the threshold because more data are now available and more research has been
conducted on induced seismicity, allowing more confidence in the results. The City of Santa
Rosa also concludes that the significance threshold is appropriate because, as noted on page
4.3-36 of the Draft EIR, changes of less than 20% in frequency may be the results of model
inaccuracies, rather than actual correlations of injection and earthquake frequency.
The commentor asserts that the number of earthquakes has quintupled since Lake County
injection began five years ago. Although the Draft EIR acknowledges that there has been an
increase in the number of earthquakes, the data used in the Draft EIR do not corroborate a
quintupling in earthquakes. The IRWP induced seismicity analysis uses earthquake data
from the Northern California Seismic Network (NCSN) provided by the U.S. Geological
Survey. For earthquakes of M 1.5 or greater, the Draft EIR reports on page F.1-9 of the
Induced Seismicity Analysis:
Between June 1, 1997 [approximate initiation of Lake County injection] and
November 30, 2002, the annual numbers of earthquakes detected and located by the
NCSN have been 877 earthquakes with M>1.5, 210 with M>2.0, and nearly 3 with
M>3.5. This level of seismicity is approximately 14% [emphasis added] higher than
during the period from January 1, 1980 to August 31, 1997.
The commentor may be counting earthquakes rated less than M 1.5, or using a different
baseline year than 1980, or using different geographic areas. However, it is unlikely that
these differences could account for a meaningful change in induced seismicity from 14% to
400%. For the purposes of the induced seismicity analysis, it is important to use a threshold
of M 1.5, because a reliable study of correlation requires complete detection and reporting of
hypocenters, which is not possible until the earthquake reaches a level of approximately M
1.5 (refer to page F.1-9, Appendix F-1 of the Draft EIR).
The commentor also states that these earthquakes result in serious and growing property
damage, degradation of the environment and a worsening quality of life. The commentor has
submitted numerous pictures of damage in homes, asserting that the damage has been caused
by induced earthquakes. However, no evidence of the cause of the damage has been
submitted, and no professional opinions linking the damage to induced earthquakes have
been submitted. The Draft EIR analysis presents a different conclusion. Baseline seismicity
data through November of 2002 show that earthquakes large enough to potentially cause
property damage (Modified Mercalli scale of V or greater) occur on average 0.74 times per
year at Cobb and 0.93 times per year in Anderson Springs. While the City of Santa Rosa
does not argue with the residents of the area regarding the disturbing nature of the many
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earthquakes in the Cobb and Anderson Springs area, USGS monitoring data for the Northern
California Seismic Network (NCSN) stations indicate that less than one earthquake capable
of property damage occurs per year1. The potential for indirect environmental impacts (e.g.,
changes to springs) to result from the induced earthquakes is evaluated in the Draft EIR
Appendix F.2 and summarized in Impact 3.10.10 on page 4.3-79 and 80; and no such indirect
impacts have been identified. CEQA does not require an evaluation of socioeconomic
impacts or quality of life.
Response to Comment 507-4
Comment Summary: The EIR doesn’t address the high social and economic costs that would
result from wastewater injection. The EIR experts wrongly discuss the cumulative impacts
from microseismic events along with larger events.
CEQA does not require an evaluation of social or economic costs, unless they cause physical
environmental impacts.
No evidence of social or economic impacts or physical
environmental impacts caused by the social or economic impacts has been presented. .
Regarding cumulative impacts, the induced seismicity analysis includes existing injection,
including Lake County injection, in its baseline and includes Santa Rosa Geysers Recharge
Project injection of 11 mgd plus IRWP injection in its impacts analysis. Conversations with
Lake County Sanitary District, Calpine, and Northern California Power Agency (NCPA)
have revealed no additional plans for increased injection from any source, so no additional
cumulative impacts have been identified. The commentor may be referring to indirect
impacts of induced seismicity, such as property damage, rather than cumulative impacts from
other injection projects. The Draft EIR does not dismiss indirect impacts, but identifies a
significant and unavoidable impact on induced seismicity; refer to Impact 3.10.4, for
earthquakes capable of causing property damage. Refer also to Response to Comment 528-3
regarding cumulative impacts.
Response to Comment 507-5
Comment Summary: Santa Rosa is moving down the same path as Lake County, which is
taking them closer to class-action lawsuits from the residents of Anderson Springs that may
result in inverse condemnation of the community or costly seismic retrofitting.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of
Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 507-6
Comment Summary: A magnitude M3.4 earthquake on May 21, 2003 near Anderson Springs
produced greater ground acceleration (22.6% g) than a magnitude M4.3 earthquake on May
24, 2003 near Santa Rosa (16.9% g). The Anderson Springs’ event produced 34% stronger
ground shaking than the Santa Rosa’s event because our earthquake was 2 miles closer to
1

These data do not include reports from the two strong ground motion sensors which were placed in Cobb
and Anderson Springs in 2003, as the Induced Seismicity Analysis had already begun when data from this
equipment became available.
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the surface at depths associated with wastewater injection. There has been an average of
three such earthquakes every month this year and an average of two smaller events per day.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that depth of the ground movement affects the peak ground
acceleration and that earthquakes may be physically and emotionally disturbing events for
the residents of Anderson Springs and others (page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR). In addition, the
commentor may be saying that the EIR induced seismicity analysis should have used peak
ground acceleration instead of the Modified Mercalli scale to assess the potential for property
damage. Peak ground acceleration, by itself, is not a good predictor of damage because it
does not consider duration of the shaking. The Modified Mercalli scale is a direct predictor
of potential damage because its documented values are based on felt effects, including
damage where the earthquake is large enough to cause damage. In the example given in the
comment, greater damage could have occurred from the Santa Rosa earthquake, even though
its peak ground acceleration was less than the Anderson Springs earthquake, because of
duration, distance to structures, ground conditions, and other parameters.
Response to Comment 507-7
Comment Summary: Newspaper articles have documented these same problems. David
Oppenheimer, the USGS’ top earthquake scientist, has validated the commentor’s analysis
and stated that the earthquakes are related to power production. Oppenheimer and
Calpine’s top seismologist are both doubtful that shifting the injection location, which is the
only mitigation measure proposed, will reduce induced seismicity.
Media coverage submitted includes reports of seismic activity at The Geysers, personal
reports of the felt effects of earthquakes (e.g., frequency and intensity), and statements,
theories and opinions regarding the effects of water injection and induced seismicity on
geothermal phenomena and structural damage at Anderson Springs as stated by residents,
scientists, engineers and other interested parties. The media coverage is consistent with
information provided in the Draft EIR (although some of it was published after the Draft EIR
was released on May 16, 2003). Residents’ concerns regarding the negative impacts of
induced seismicity are noted on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR. The information presented in
the articles does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.
The purpose of shifting injection, as described in Mitigation Measure 3.5.1, is two-fold: to
move injection to areas where less seismic activity is generated and to move injection that
causes felt induced seismicity away from residential areas. Both of these purposes will serve
to reduce the effects of increased earthquake activity. The Draft EIR acknowledges that this
Mitigation Measure may not be effective at reducing induced seismicity to pre-program
levels, as indicated by the impact remaining significant after mitigation. However, Calpine
seismologists, as well as the City of Santa Rosa, believe that shifting injection will be
effective for some wells and is a feasible and reasonable mitigation measure.
Response to Comment 507-8
Comment Summary: The proposed strategy, which makes Calpine solely accountable for
reporting and monitoring is like having the proverbial “fox guarding the hen house”.
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While the City will rely on Calpine to provide monitoring information on injection and also
to provide reports of associated seismic activity, the reports will be available to the public,
and Santa Rosa will evaluate the quarterly reports and oversee the implementation of the
Mitigation Measure. Mitigation Measure 3.5.1 on page 3-84 of the Draft EIR states that the
City may retain an expert to evaluate the significance of the reported effects in the
community and compare them to the findings of the quarterly injection operations and
seismological monitoring reports submitted by the geysers operators.
Response to Comment 507-9
Comment Summary: Rather than speculate in theory about what may or may not happen with
earthquakes, the City needs to establish independent monitoring and research of residents,
their structures and the surrounding environment to learn first-hand of the impacts resulting
from geothermal operations. The City, Lake County and the geothermal operators have
refused to support studies of human, structural and environmental impacts of induced
seismicity. The Geysers Recharge Project, let alone increases in injection from IRWP,
should be conditioned on empirical monitoring in local communities, not theoretical studies
or guarantees to report from the geothermal operators.
There are reports of damage that has occurred due to earthquakes, but no evidence of such a
relationship has been submitted by professional sources. Therefore, to accommodate the
request of the commentor, the City has attempted to formulate a method to determine
potential property damage impacts from predicted induced seismicity of the IRWP and to
evaluate the method’s accuracy and feasibility.
The purpose of the method would be to identify property damage in the communities to the
east of the Geysers steamfield, such as Cobb and Anderson Springs, that is caused by
injection of recycled water from Santa Rosa’s IRWP. A successful program would need to
distinguish this source of potential property damage from damage caused by improper
construction, normal aging of structures, poor maintenance, landslides, soil conditions
(particularly seasonal moisture variations), naturally occurring earthquakes, earthquakes due
to steam production, earthquakes due to injection of cooling tower condensate or surface
waters, earthquakes due to Lake County wastewater injection, or earthquakes due to Santa
Rosa Geysers Recharge Project injection.
Residents of the Cobb Mountain and Anderson Springs communities have submitted
anecdotal reports and pictures of property damage considered by them to be the result of
induced seismicity. The City recognizes the high degree of concern on the part of Cobb
Mountain and Anderson Springs residents. This response describes the challenges associated
with linking this damage to induced seismicity, as opposed to other potential causes of
property damage.
The area potentially affected by induced seismicity from the IRWP Geysers Expansion
component encompasses as much as 10,000 acres and is indicated on Figure 2.1, of the Draft
EIR, Appendix F.2. This area contains roads, utilities, private residences, and other
improvements. Information regarding this rural area with clusters of residential communities
is not readily available, but it includes hundreds of miles of roads and overhead and
underground utilities, and up to 1,500 dwellings.
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The Draft EIR Induced Seismicity Analysis estimates that earthquakes large enough to cause
property damage currently occur at a rate of 0.74 per year in Cobb and 0.93 per year in
Anderson Springs. With Geysers Recharge Project injection and IRWP injection, rates are
projected to increase to 1.15 per year in Cobb and 1.35 per year in Anderson Springs.
Some types of structural and non-structural damage have been historically correlated with
earthquakes. Structural damage would be defined as significant damage to the primary
lateral or gravity load-carrying members of a structural system. Non-structural damage
would include damage to elements of a structure that are not part of the primary lateral or
gravity load-carrying system such as non-structural sheathings including wall board or
stucco, windows, contents of shelves, furniture, chimneys, etc. These known correlations,
however, have been established with earthquakes with a Richter magnitude greater than those
occurring in the Geysers. The type of damage that could be expected from repeated low
energy seismic activity such as experienced from the Geysers is not known. Generally,
structure loading associated with the shaking from small seismic events will be less than that
associated with frequently experienced wind loading events.
The City has identified the following conceptual monitoring method. There is no accepted
methodology for analyzing or monitoring the effects of induced seismicity. For this reason,
there is no accepted approach for developing or implementing such a method. The following
description represents the City’s best effort to set forth a potential monitoring method.
Conceptual Identification of Property Damage Monitoring Method
Step 1. Establish Existing Conditions.
Because each private residence or public road or utility (termed improvements herein)
is subject to different existing sources of damage, it is not possible to monitor a few
improvements and then extrapolate to the existing condition of other improvements.
Therefore, each of the potentially affected improvements would be inspected for
existing structural integrity and existing causes of potential damage. Initial
inspections would need to occur in both summer and winter because many sources of
distress are related to drainage conditions and seasonal moisture variation in soils
beneath structures. For example, roads and the interior of homes would be
videotaped; sewage collection systems could be videotaped, the existing rates of
leakage from potable water systems could be established, foundations could be
checked, and the elevation of floors taken. Because the condition of improvements
changes through time, update monitoring of the existing conditions would need to be
conducted every 2-3 years. In addition, a public outreach program would educate
residents regarding how to monitor damage, and how to implement preventative
measures for minimizing non-structural damage such as bolting shelving to walls,
stringing fishing line through breakables on shelves, strapping water heaters, etc.
Step 2. Reports of Damage.
Residents and public agencies would report damage to improvements as it occurs.
Some improvements could be damaged, however, without being noticed. Therefore,
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inspections of improvements should be made to look for damage every 2-3 years,
coincident with the update of existing conditions provided in Step 1.
Step 3. Determination of Cause of Damage.
Seismic vs. Non-seismic Source
Each incident of damage would be inspected on site to determine the extent of the
damage and attempt to determine the cause of the damage. The initial assessment
would attempt to determine whether the source of the damage was due to seismic or
non-seismic sources.
Source of Seismic-generated Damaged
If a non-seismic source could not be identified, then the timing and location of the
damage would be correlated with known earthquake activity. If the timing and
location of the damage were correlated with known earthquake activity, then attempts
would be made to identify the source of the earthquake: natural, steam extraction
(production) activity, or injection activity in the area. If the timing and location of the
earthquakes is correlated with injection activity, further investigation would identify
the type of water being injected in the area, namely whether the injection water is
from Santa Rosa’s IRWP.
Evaluation of Property Damage Monitoring Method
The conceptual monitoring program described above may be infeasible. The program would
depend on participation by residents to provide access to private property and to monitor
physical conditions. Because a monitoring program of this sort has not been implemented in
the past, it is not known whether residents would participate in significant numbers. It is also
unclear whether the information provided by residents would be reliable, because there may
be an incentive to report that property damage has been caused by induced seismicity, even
when the damage has been caused by other conditions. Finally, the cost of designing and
implementing such a monitoring program would be extremely high. Establishing a reliable
baseline of physical conditions would take several years of field studies over a wide area.
There is no accepted methodology for distinguishing physical impacts from induced
seismicity from impacts due to other causes. Moreover, there is no accepted methodology
for determining whether a seismic event is attributable to IRWP injection, to other Geysers
injection activities, or to natural causes. Thus, there is no way to reliably determine the
source of any particular seismic event, and the Lead Agency cannot therefore reliably
determine if an event is due to IRWP injection rather than naturally occurring earthquakes or
other steamfield activities (including historic and current extraction of steam, historic and
current injection of water for recharge from surface waters, cooling towers, sumps,
LACOSAN wastewater, and Geysers Recharge Project recycled water). The Induced
Seismicity Analysis relies upon a correlation equation to predict the likelihood of future
induced earthquakes, but this does not allow any one earthquake to be pinpointed as caused
by injection at a particular well.
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Our conclusion from this preliminary attempt to formulate a monitoring program for the
purpose of identifying damage due to IRWP injection is that such a program would be
infeasible for technical reasons (no reliable identification of the source of the damage), and
possibly for logistical (access and homeowner participation) and economic (high costs)
considerations as well. If the City proposes to implement the Geysers Expansion Alternative
as part of the IRWP, the City will perform supplemental environmental review to determine
whether such a monitoring method is feasible. If the analysis indicates such a program is
feasible and would avoid or substantially lessen the impacts of the project, then the City
would consider incorporating such a monitoring program into the Geysers Expansion
Alternative.
Response to Comment 507-10
Comment Summary: Injection of wastewater at The Geysers is a risky, costly path. The City
should invest the Public’s money on viable, long-term solutions that improve infrastructure,
promote better conservation and urban reuse, proceed in a measured cautious way at The
Geysers, and utilize the best technology available to produce healthy water to put back in the
environment, use on crops, or use in other productive ways. Otherwise the City will end up
spending comparable amounts of money without finding a solution and in the process risk
destroying our water supply, environment and communities.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 507-11
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a table that shows the numbers of earthquakes
of M>1.2 in the Southeast Geysers during the past 33 years.
The table does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data presented
by the commentor were not verified, the information is consistent with the statements on
page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR, which indicate that the number of earthquakes in the vicinity of
the Southeast Geysers has increased since the 1960s and 1970s, particularly in recent years
for total earthquakes reported as M>1.2 in the commentor’s table and M>1.5 in the Draft
EIR.
Response to Comment 507-12
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a bulleted summary of seismic data for two
recent earthquakes in Santa Rosa and Anderson Springs.
The bulleted summary does not provide a specific comment on the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment 507-6, wherein groundshaking caused by the two recent earthquakes
is discussed.
Response to Comment 507-13
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a table of seismic data for two recent
earthquakes in Santa Rosa and Anderson Springs.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 507-8

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The table does not provide a specific comment on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to
Comment 507-6, wherein groundshaking caused by the two recent earthquakes is discussed.
Response to Comment 507-14
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a newspaper article from the May 24, 2003
edition of the Lake County Record-Bee.
The newspaper article does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Nevertheless,
the information in the article is consistent with statements made in the Draft EIR regarding
induced seismicity. David Oppenheimer, for example, is quoted as saying that water
injection causes earthquakes but that not all earthquakes are caused by injections. He notes
that “it is a complex situation in the Geysers.”
The article appears to misinterpret some of Jeff Gospe’s data that were presented at the
meeting described in the article. The article states that Mr. Gospe’s data showed that the
number of earthquakes “has been climbing, from 321 in 1998 to 1,738 in 2002.” According
to the same data presented by Mr. Gospe in comments 528-49, -50 and -51 on the Draft EIR,
the value for 2002 is a cumulative total for the period from September 1997 through
December 2002 and not the total for 2002. The article makes a similar error in reporting
“affluent [sic] injection” and steam production for 2002 (both are cumulative totals, not
yearly totals).
Response to Comment 507-15
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a newspaper article from the June 6, 2003
edition of the San Francisco Chronicle.
The newspaper article does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment 507-7, wherein the same article is referenced.
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COMMENT LETTER 508, CECILIA MCGHEE
Response to Comment 508-1
Comment Summary: The comment opposes discharge of wastewater in the Estero
Americano.
The Draft EIR does not include any alternative that proposes discharge to the Estero
Americano.
Response to Comment 508-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that old environmental documents cannot be used to
justify Estero discharge.
Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3 regarding use of the Long-Term EIR. However,
it should be noted that the West County Alternative evaluated in the Long-Term EIR did not
propose discharge to the Esteros.
Response to Comment 508-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that an ocean outfall should be removed from the
list of Santa Rosa sewage options.
The Draft EIR does not include evaluation of an ocean outfall alternative.
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COMMENT LETTER 509, FRED CORSON, RESIDENT OF DRY CREEK VALLEY,
AND PRESIDENT OF THE DRY CREEK VALLEY ASSOCIATION
Response to Comment 509-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the time to evaluate a very long and complex
document was inadequate.
Please refer to Master Response F – Time for Review and Availability of the Document.
Response to Comment 509-2
Comment Summary: The comment states the letter is on behalf of the commentor.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR. Therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 509-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR has many deficiencies in
assumptions and analysis of impacts.
The Draft EIR evaluates all alternatives and components at a program level, and because
specifics of individual Programs have not been defined the analysis is necessarily somewhat
general. Supplemental environmental review will be conducted as needed when specific
Programs are identified. Please Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 509-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that availability of recycled water will result in
conversion of timberland to vineyards and that it is incorrect that conversion of land above
the 400-foot elevation with slopes less than 50% would be beneficial.
The comment has misinterpreted the Draft EIR. The footnote at the bottom of Page 2-45 of
the Draft EIR specifically says that “Suitability is defined as undeveloped land that exists
below [emphasis added] 400 feet elevation, with an average slope less than 50 percent…”.
The Draft EIR does identify the availability of recycled water as a benefit to agriculture (see
page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR). However, the Draft EIR does not state that conversion of
timberland, mixed evergreen forests, or brush lands to vineyards is beneficial. Page 4.2-18 of
the Draft EIR states that “Recycled water would not be supplied to any land which was
converted from timberland, without an approved Timberland Conversion Permit or
Exemption.”
Response to Comment 509-5
Comment Summary: The comment addresses several topics related to timberland
conversions and the use of recycled water for irrigation. These topics are:
a. The proposed mitigation measure to reduce conversion of timberlands by not selling
recycled water to growers without a minor conversion exemption or a major
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conversion permit is inadequate because CDF authority to deny such permits is
insufficient to reduce the impacts of cumulative conversions.
b. The mitigation measure to utilize the Sonoma County Hillside Vineyard Ordinance to
reduce impacts from vineyard conversions is inadequate as demonstrated by current
examples of severe erosion occurring after good faith efforts by experienced growers
to comply with the ordinance.
c. The analysis of the potential for stream bank erosion (specifically along Dry Creek)
is inadequate because it does not take into account erratic releases from Warm
Springs Dam which already create severe stream bank erosion. Additionally,
significant additional runoff into tributaries will compound the erosion problem.
d. If additional recycled water is made available and leads to conversions to vineyards,
then additional regulations or controls are necessary “to limit conversion to
vineyards to specific suitable sites and to suitable total acreage in order to protect the
watersheds and habitat of the north county.”
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The assessment of the impacts to agricultural resources from conversion of
timberlands is addressed in the discussion of Impact 2.5.5 on page 4.2-18 of the Draft
EIR. That analysis concludes that, based on the significance criterion of zero number
of acres converted without a Timberland Conversion Permit or Exemption, there
would be no environmental impact because such permits or exemptions would be
required prior to approval of a conversion. Obtaining a timberland conversion permit
is a discretionary action subject to CEQA review. In addition, to obtain a conversion
permit from CDF, the applicant must also demonstrate compliance with timber
harvesting rules (other than restocking requirements). Thus, persons who propose to
convert timberlands to vineyards must comply with both CDF regulations and CEQA.
The commentor asserts that the CDF authority to deny permits is insufficient to
mitigate cumulative impacts from conversions. However, the commentor does not
provide any information on the nature or degree of presumed inadequacy. Basic to
the Draft EIR’s impact conclusions is the assumption that existing government
programs’ regulations are efficient and effective in protecting the environment.
Should Sonoma County or another governmental entity conclude that the existing
CDF authority needs to be augmented with additional requirements, then that entity
will take action independent of the IRWP CEQA environmental process.
b. Please see response to item a, above. Similar to the consideration of the issue of CDF
authority, the Draft EIR assumes that implementation of the Sonoma County Hillside
Vineyard Ordinance will be sufficient to mitigate erosion impacts from conversions.
The commentor provides no additional information on the alleged erosion problems
or any steps that should be taken to correct them. The County’s ordinance has been
adopted for the purpose of establishing standards to avoid or substantially lessen
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erosion impacts, water quality impacts, and other impacts. CEQA authorizes a lead
agency to cite compliance with a regulatory standard adopted for the purpose of
environmental protection to conclude that a project’s contribution to a cumulative
impact will not be cumulatively considerable. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd.
(i)). Therefore, no additional response can be made at this time.
c. The potential for significant stream bank erosion is analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.4
– Surface Water Hydrology, Impacts 4.5.1 and 4.5.2 on page 4.4-19. The analysis
concludes that there is a significant impact potential for both erosion and flooding
caused by the Agricultural Irrigation component and the conversion of land from
uncultivated to cultivated uses. The implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3.8 –
Flood Storage Management (found on page 3-51 of the Draft EIR) would mitigate the
impacts to a level of less than significant.
The commentor is correct that the impact assessment does not specifically consider
impacts along Dry Creek or the issue of releases from Warm Springs Dam. However,
the analysis is not “inadequate” because of the level of detail provided in the analysis
is appropriate to the level required in a Program EIR. As discussed in Response to
Comment 509-5 (d) below, the Draft EIR is a program level document and therefore
does not include specific analyses of impacts based on project-level data. Subsequent
environmental impact documentation prepared under CEQA will examine site- and
Program-specific data in detail and determine any additional specific actions that will
be necessary to mitigate or avoid the impacts from proposed Programs to be
implemented under the IRWP. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
d. The City of Santa Rosa agrees that conversions to vineyards or other agricultural uses
have the potential for significant adverse impacts even though they may otherwise be
in compliance with general plan objectives and existing rules and regulations. As
stated on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR: “This EIR is a Program EIR under the provisions
of CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. In recognition of this, the alternatives and
components of the IRWP have been developed at a conceptual level and
environmental review will also be at a conceptual level.” The document further states
on page 1-1: “Because it is a Program EIR, this document addresses the potential
impacts and mitigation measures for the overall program. As individual components
are subsequently proposed for implementation as Programs within the scope of the
IRWP, the City of Santa Rosa will then determine the appropriate level of subsequent
environmental review. . . The environmental review process will comply with the
CEQA requirements for public notice and review of all further environmental
documentation for IRWP Programs, thus assuring that all interested parties will have
the opportunity to review and comment on the implementation of IRWP
components.” Therefore, more detailed environmental documentation will be
prepared under CEQA requirements as individual Programs within the scope of the
IRWP are brought forward for implementation. Those analyses may include
recommendations on additional regulations or other controls to mitigate impacts in
the north County and elsewhere in the Program area. Please refer to Master Response
G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
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Response to Comment 509-6
Comment Summary. The comment states that due to the high variability of effluent volume
and quality it is possible that concentrations of contaminants in the water in the reservoirs
could be at peak or excursion levels and potentially exceed even the maximum levels detected
in samples. This potential to have higher than expected concentration of contaminants in the
wastewater in storage reservoirs affects the analyses of impacts on surface waters, on
groundwater, and on grapevines.
EIRs often involve a degree of forecasting of future events and, as such, absolute accuracy
may not be possible. It is not expected that pollutant concentrations would exceed current
maximums by an amount that is environmentally important. Exceedences are extremely
unlikely due to the frequency of sampling under the monitoring required by the Regional
Board. In evaluating water quality impacts, the City was guided by the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15151 which states that "An EIR should be prepared with sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision
which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of
environmental effects of a proposed Program need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of
an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.” Thus, the evaluations of
impacts on surface water, groundwater, and on grapevines fulfill the requirements for the
Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response B- Use of Data.
Response to Comment 509-7
Comment Summary: The comment addresses several topics related to surface water quality.
These topics are:
a. The evaluation of impacts to surface water quality is inadequate. The commentor
agrees that the greatest potential for runoff would occur from a break in irrigation
lines, but asserts that the figure of 3,000 gallons of accidental agricultural runoff per
hour is incorrect. The reason for this disagreement is that many north county
irrigators operate at rates of 30,000 to 40,000 gallons per hour.
b. The potential for accidental runoff from frost protection is even greater since many
frost systems operate at over 60,000 gallons per hour. Complicating this situation is
that frost protection is needed most frequently in the valleys and along creeks during
the spring when the ground is saturated. The combination of “higher that predicted
levels of contaminants” and higher than predicted rates of (accidental) runoff makes
the analysis inadequate.
c. Impacts to north county aquatic biota in small streams could be significant and the
commentor’s opinion is that the Best Management Practices mitigation measure is
inadequate.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. An agricultural irrigation system typically consists of a fixed underground main water
line, fixed risers and eight to ten moveable aboveground laterals (depending upon the
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size of the parcel being irrigated). Accidental breaks in underground main lines are
rare events – usually when a break occurs it is in one of the laterals (City of Santa
Rosa, 2003). Thus, about 10% of the total flow may escape from the agricultural
field to a local waterway as accidental runoff. For analytical purposes the analysis in
the Draft EIR assumed a 10% accidental runoff rate from a field being irrigated at an
average rate of 3,000 gallons per hour over a 12 hour period. However, for the
surface water quality impacts evaluation, a worst case scenario of a rupture to a
Geysers pipeline was evaluated (Chapter 4.6 pages 4.6-35 through 4.6-37). As
described on page 2-76 through 2-77 (Emergency Scenarios – Geysers Pipeline
Rupture), the quantity of water released with a Geysers pipeline rupture would not
exceed about 111,000 gallons. Thus, 111,000 gallons was used for the surface water
quality impacts evaluation. Since a rupture of an irrigation pipeline would release
less water volume that a Geysers pipeline rupture and would be of shorter duration,
the evaluation of impacts of a pipeline rupture in Chapter 4.6 also applies to an
irrigation pipeline rupture. The City of Santa Rosa agrees to provide clarification of
the EIR.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.6-34, last two paragraphs:
The City has adopted Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion,
and Chemical Use, as part of the Project Description. Measure 3.2.4 requires
the City to perform a series of Best Management Practices to minimize runoff,
e.g., application of irrigation water should be consistently equivalent to crop
demand. These BMPs apply to normal operating conditions. The impacts of
irrigation runoff under emergency scenarios are evaluated in the Pipeline
component.
Indirect Discharge from agricultural irrigation or frost control with recycled
water, under normal operating conditions with implementation of Measure
3.2.4, will not reach surface waters and thus will not cause numeric or
narrative-based criteria to be exceeded or result in non-attainment of
established TMDLs. Therefore, the Agricultural Irrigation component is
expected to have less than significant impacts on surface water quality.
Page 4.6-36, second to the last paragraph, first sentence:
The potential for Geysers pipeline ruptures are described in the Project
Description, Chapter 2, page Section 10.
Page 4.6-37, 1st and 2nd paragraphs:
than 111,000 gallons (2 minutes of flow for maximum pipeline capacity of 80
mgd). Because the volume of water that may potentially reach surface waters
for a Geysers pipeline rupture is larger than for other emergency scenarios
(Page 2-77 and 2-78) which are also of relatively short duration, the
evaluation below for a Geysers pipeline rupture also applies to Urban or
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Agricultural Reuse Pipeline Rupture and Accidental Agricultural Irrigation
Runoff.
Recycled water in pipelines would only reach surface waters in the event of a
pipeline rupture or other emergency scenario.
b. The commentor is correct that flow rates for frost protection are greater than for
irrigation, ranging up to 150,000 gallons or more, depending upon the area of the
agricultural parcel (City of Santa Rosa, 2003). Thus, an assumed break in a lateral
line could cause runoff at an average rate of up to 15,000 gallons per hour or more.
However, because applications for frost protection are closely monitored, accidental
runoff from frost protection application of recycled water would be detected more
quickly than accidental runoff during other times. In response to the comment
concerning the accidental runoff rate and to clarify the Accidental Agricultural
Runoff Emergency Scenario, the City agrees to change the document.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 2-78, 1st paragraph:
Accidental Agricultural Irrigation Runoff is runoff that occurs in the irrigated
field due to pipeline rupture or other accidents. This is distinct from Urban or
Agricultural Reuse Pipeline rupture which refers to ruptures of main lines. If
accidental agricultural runoff from agricultural irrigation should occur, the
average maximum flow would be about 0.1 cfs (34,000 gallons discharged
over 12 hours), or an average of less than about 3,000 gallons per hour. If
accidental agricultural runoff from frost protection systems should occur, the
runoff would be detected within about 4 hours since frost protection irrigation
is closely monitored. The assumed average 4-hour flow rate would be about
15,000 gallons per hour for a total of 60,000 gallons.
The discussion in Draft EIR Section 4.4 – Surface Water Hydrology, Impacts 4.5.1
and 4.5.2 on page 4.4-19 analyzes the potential impacts from runoff and concludes
that there is a potential for a significant impact from runoff resulting from
implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation component. The impact would be
reduced to a level of less-than-significant through implementation of recommended
Mitigation Measure 3.3.8 Flood Storage Management, along with Mitigation Measure
3.2.4 Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural Chemical Use, which is
included as part of the proposed Program.
c. The effects of agricultural irrigation runoff on water quality under emergency
scenarios, which would also affect biota in the north County and elsewhere are
discussed in section a of this Response to Comment. The effects of agricultural
irrigation runoff on flora and fauna under emergency scenarios are discussed in the
Biological Resources Chapter 4.8 page 4.8-72.
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Reference
City of Santa Rosa, 2003. Telephone communication with Randy Piazza, Utilities
Department. August 20.
Response to Comment 509-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that the evaluation of groundwater impacts is
inadequate because of the potential for higher level of contaminants in reservoirs, high rates
of percolation in North County. The comment further states that the Well Protection Program
mitigation is inadequate.
There is extensive data on quality of recycled water, which meets drinking water standards
for all constituents except nitrate. Average levels of nitrate meet drinking water standards of
10 mg/L, but the maximum levels of nitrate occasionally exceed the standard. Table 4.6-2 in
the Draft EIR presents data on quality of recycled water. Because the maximum levels of
nitrate exceed drinking water standards, the Draft EIR has concluded that storage reservoirs
could have a significant impact on wells. As noted on page 2-54 of the Draft EIR, “Storage
facilities may require lining”. Requirements for lining would be determined on a sitespecific basis, if an alternative requiring storage is selected. The Well Protection Program is
included as a safeguard to ensure that wells in the vicinity of the reservoir are protected. It is
not intended as a replacement for proper reservoir design. Further detailed studies would be
conducted before any reservoir is sited. Please Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 509-9
Comment Summary: The comment states that the impact of wastewater irrigation on
grapevines is a concern because of the potential for higher-than-predicted levels of
contaminants in the stored wastewaters. The comment also states that the levels of boron in
recycled water could be sufficient to cause serious damage. Research needs to be done prior
to implementation of this alternative.
See Response to Comment 509-6. The Draft EIR has evaluated the effects of water quality
parameters know to be important for agricultural productivity. The recycled water produced
by the Laguna Plant has been determined to be of a suitable quality for irrigation of crops,
including vineyards. The City of Santa Rosa currently provides recycled water for about 14
vineyard users totaling approximately 1,800 acres of vineyards. No problems are thus
anticipated with irrigation of vineyards associated with the IRWP. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 509-10
Comment Summary: The comment states that Indirect Discharge would result in serious
groundwater and well contamination, and that the Well Protection Program is inadequate.
Refer to Response to Comment 502-2 for a discussion of the Human Health Risk Assessment
in Appendix I.1 of the Draft EIR, which found that exposure to recycled water would not
present a significant human health hazard. If Indirect Discharge is selected as part of the
Program, further site-specific evaluation would be conducted, and Advanced Membrane
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Treatment would be employed if necessary. The Well Protection Program is included as a
safeguard to ensure that wells in the vicinity of the Indirect Discharge are protected. It is not
intended as a replacement for proper siting and design of the discharge facilities.
Response to Comment 509-11
Comment Summary: The commentor states that he believes that agricultural irrigation,
direct discharge, and indirect discharge will be considered discharge into surface waters
and will be regulated by the CTR. The commentor also believes that because of the critical
importance of north county surface waters and groundwater to the economic and
environmental well being of the North Bay area, these uses will also be subject to regulation
by the State Antidegradation Policy. The commentor believes that contaminants in
wastewater will change and regulations will change. The commentor believes that the only
feasible program to meet current and future regulatory requirements for these alternatives
will include reverse osmosis.
Surfaces waters are subject to the CTR. To the extent that the Program alternatives and
components affect surface waters, they will be subject to the CTR. This Draft EIR is a
program EIR (see Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies) and for that
reason does not contain sufficient detail to conduct an antidegradation analysis. An
antidegradation analysis is not appropriate until an alternative has been selected at which
time studies will be conducted as necessary and an antidegradation analysis will be
completed. The City of Santa Rosa agrees that contaminants in wastewater and regulations
will likely change sometime in future. As noted on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to
meet the requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters,
all of the Discharge options may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed
to comply with CTR.” Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or
against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 509-12
Comment Summary: The comment urges that the City implement reverse osmosis treatment.
As noted on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California
Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include
advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.” Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
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COMMENT LETTER 510, PAUL OGASAWARA
Response to Comment 510-1
Comment Summary: The comment contains a statement of problems of regional growth, as
well as problems related to wastewater treatment and disposal. The comment also states that
all of the options considered the address the problems have major flaws and will cost
hundreds of millions of dollars.
With respect to the statement that all of the options considered have major flaws, the
comment does not indicate what it considers to be the flaws, and therefore with respect to the
Alternatives considered in the IRWP, no further response can be provided. The remainder of
the comment, while describing regional problems, does not raise any issues as to the
adequacy of the EIR, and therefore no further response is necessary.
Response to Comment 510-2
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the solution to the need for additional
wastewater capacity should take into consideration future costs, supplies and necessities;
should not pollute rivers or the ocean; should not gamble on unproven technology or impose
waste on neighbors; should create new jobs and increase independence while enhancing the
quality of life.
The comment is not inconsistent with the Program’s objectives and purpose. As noted on
page 1-3 of the Draft EIR, the Program’s purpose is “treatment, reuse and disposal of
wastewater in a reliable, practicable manner that provides the best use of water resources,
while protecting public health and the environment.” Additional information regarding the
Program’s primary and supporting objectives is provided on page 1-2 and 1-3.
Response to Comment 510-3
Comment Summary: The comment suggests treatment technology that kills bacteria in
wastewater with heat, uses ponds to remove chemical constituents, and renovation of
railroad systems to transport fuel for the heat treatment process.
Please refer to page 6-9 of the Draft EIR. Pasteurization was considered as an alternative,
but was not carried forward, because it was determined to be infeasible. Percolation ponds
are one of the options under consideration as part of Alternative 6 – Discharge. Expansion of
railroad systems is outside the scope of the IRWP. Please refer to Master Response A –
Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 510-4
Comment Summary: This comment is part of a declaration made by the commentor that
deals with agricultural, lumber and fishing resources, energy sources, social problems, and
growth.
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This does not pertain to the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not possible.
Response to Comment 510-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the present practice of discharge to the
Russian River presents problems.
As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, “regulatory requirements applicable to reclaimed
water discharge into the Russian River and its tributaries have increased since the Geysers
Recharge Project was selected, and additional regulatory requirements are anticipated.
Treatment and disposal/reuse capacity is not available to accommodate the General Plan
population growth in compliance with regulatory requirements.” The Draft EIR evaluates
options to reduce or eliminate discharge or to provide additional treatment to meet regulatory
requirements.
Response to Comment 510-6
Comment Summary: The comment recommends pasteurization of tertiary treated sewage.
Please refer to page 6-9 of the Draft EIR. Pasteurization was considered as an alternative,
but was not carried forward, because it was determined to be infeasible. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 510-7
Comment Summary: The comment advocates dual plumbing for new development.
Dual plumbing systems for new development are included in the Draft EIR as part of
Alternative 3 – Urban Reuse.
Response to Comment 510-8
Comment Summary: The comment advocates an approach to regional growth that includes
development of new smaller separate communities rather than continued expansion of
existing cities; cogeneration facilities; and expanded mass transit.
It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to consider alternatives for regional growth patterns.
As stated in the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of Amador
v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931. That decision holds that
growth decisions must be made in the first instance by cities and counties when they adopt
their general plans, and agencies that provide essential infrastructure necessary to serve that
growth must base their planning efforts on growth authorized by approved general plans.
Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted General Plans for purposes of determining
population, housing and employment projections.
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Response to Comment 510-9
Comment Summary: The comment provides an argument in support of enhanced treatment.
The comment does not define “Enhanced Treatment”. The Draft EIR evaluates Advanced
Membrane Treatment. Refer to Response to Comment 510-6 and Master Response A Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 510-10
Comment Summary: The comment advocates cogeneration.
Cogeneration is a method for generating energy, and is outside the scope of this Program.
Response to Comment 510-11
Comment Summary: The comment advocates Enhanced Treatment.
The comment does not define “Enhanced Treatment”. The Draft EIR evaluates Advanced
Membrane Treatment. Please refer to Response to Comment 510-6 and Master Response A
– Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 510-12
Comment Summary: The comment advocates directing new growth around mass transit
corridors.
It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to consider alternatives for regional growth patterns.
Please refer to Response to Comment 510-8.
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COMMENT LETTER 511, STEVE SMIT
Response to Comment 511-1
Comment Summary: This comment states that the Draft EIR contains a variety of projects
that can solve Santa Rosa’s wastewater problem.
The comment is accurate.
Response to Comment 511-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that agricultural water reuse, if done properly, can
be a help to our environment and our business.
The comment agrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusions that agricultural reuse can benefit
agriculture.
Response to Comment 511-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks if use of recycled water would be voluntary in a
reuse area.
If the Agricultural Reuse Alternative is selected as part of the Program, it is the City’s intent
to work with landowners who are interested in receiving recycled water in developing the
Program.
Response to Comment 511-4
Comment Summary. The comment asks if, with regard to water quality, the 1994 FAO
standards are updated, especially given the newer industries that may be developing in Santa
Rosa.
The 1994 FAO (Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations) standards were
used in Section 4.2, Agriculture, to evaluate the suitability of water for irrigation uses. As
described on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR, “The Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation
System has an active Industrial Waste Division that implements the U.S. EPA-approved
Industrial Wastewater Pretreatment Program. This program reduces the concentration and
loading of such pollutants in the treatment system by requiring the pretreatment of certain
wastes to eliminate or reduce the amounts of pollutants such as organic polymers, silver, and
heavy metals entering the collection system”.
Response to Comment 511-5
Comment Summary: The comment suggests taking advantage of the seasonal flow flexibility
in the Geysers contract to provide summer irrigation and thus needing smaller reservoirs.
The comment is correct in that optimization of required storage volumes to serve a specific
area is possible by using other infrastructure. For example, an irrigation project in the
Alexander Valley using a specific volume of water might not require that equivalent storage
volume if the Geysers Pipeline could be used to deliver some of the irrigation water directly
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and at the time it is needed. This condition typically exists in the spring and fall months. As
suggested by the comment, adjustments in the Geysers deliveries could also help reduce
required storage. At the programmatic level, however, the actual combination of reuse
measures is not known, and it may not be possible to achieve this type of optimization of
storage. Therefore, storage volumes matching irrigation usage is assumed. Subsequent
planning and design efforts should take into account possible potential storage optimization.
Response to Comment 511-6
Comment Summary: The Comment suggests phasing in projects and to first implement the
easiest project which has the least environmental impact.
It is agreed that phasing of projects is appropriate.
Response to Comment 511-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the project needs to be flexible to encourage
other agricultural uses besides wine grapes, and that phasing of projects will allow
accommodation of both existing and future agricultural needs.
Probable crop makeup is discussed in Draft EIR Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum No.
5 Agricultural Reuse, page 10 in the section titled “Probable Crop Makeup”. The discussion
states that, based on current agricultural trends in the region, viticulture was utilized for
relative comparison to water demands for other crops. The discussion concludes that: “In
any case, the assumption that most of the land would be used for vineyards does not limit the
types of crops that could be used within a given area. Ultimately, economic factors will
dictate which crops are planted because all of the land considered in this document is
privately owned.” If an Agricultural Reuse Alternative is selected, the City will work with
all types of agricultural users. It is agreed that phasing of projects is appropriate.
Response to Comment 511-8
Comment Summary: The comment recommends use of a combination of options, and states
that the project is an opportunity to strengthen existing agriculture.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that “implementation of the IRWP may require a combination
of alternatives” (see page 1-11 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR is in agreement that the
IRWP has a potential to benefit agriculture. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements
of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component. The comment does not
identify specific options that were not evaluated in the IRWP EIR, so a more specific
response is not possible.
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COMMENT LETTER 512, DALE WEBSTER
Response to Comment 512-1
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a newspaper clipping of the Seismo-Watch
column by Charles Watson.
The newspaper article reports seismic activity in the IRWP study area including The Geysers
Geothermal Area during the week of May 29 – June 4, 2003. Although the article appeared
in print after the Draft EIR was published on May 19, 2003, it is consistent with information
presented in the Draft EIR, which includes a discussion of the seismic activity at The
Geysers. The article notes many earthquakes (maximum magnitude appears to be M2.2)
occurring in the vicinity of The Geysers during the week.
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COMMENT LETTER 513, UNATTRIBUTED (THIS APPEARS TO BE
ATTACHMENT 533-82 TO A LETTER FROM BRENDA ADELMAN)
Response to Comment 513-1
Comment Summary:
numbers.

This comment is a table depicting flow capacity and population

Please refer to Responses to Comments 513-2 through 513-6 which address the comments
that reference the specified table.
Response to Comment 513-2
Comment Summary: The comment requests clarification concerning the basis for the IRWP
proposed capacity forecast, including whether unsewered areas are included in the Santa
Rosa General Plan.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity, regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. The forecasts include all of the area covered by the general plans of
each of the Subregional System members, including currently unsewered areas that are
proposed for connection to sewers. This includes both areas which are currently on septic
systems, but are known to require sewer connections (for example, Canon Manor in Rohnert
Park) and areas which are currently undeveloped, but have General Plan designations
indicating future development (for example, southwest Santa Rosa). The comment does not
provide any information on location of the septic systems in the Santa Rosa area referred to
in the comment – therefore a more specific response cannot be provided.
Response to Comment 513-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that: “The Regional System includes South Park,
Sebastopol, and Cotati as well as Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa but the latter two account for
over 90% of the system’s use. For brevity’s sake data presented on latter two only.”
The commentor is correct: Rohnert Park (including Sonoma State University) and Santa
Rosa (including the South Park County Sanitation District) account for approximately 94%
of the flow in the Subregional System. However, data used in the Draft EIR are presented
for the entire Subregional System to ensure full disclosure of the Program’s features and
potential environmental impacts, as required by CEQA.
Response to Comment 513-4
Comment Summary: The comment questions the flow projection calculations and the year
used for base calculations.
As noted on page 2 of Technical Memorandum No. 2 in Appendix N.2, Volume 5 of the
EIR, “The year 2000 was used as a benchmark because it is the most recent year for
which population data are available.”
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Response to Comment 513-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the current flow numbers do not reflect the
results of the meter installation program in Rohnert Park. The comment also suggests that
more conservation efforts should be made.
The City of Rohnert Park’s meter installation program is included on page 12, Table 10
of Technical Memorandum No. 2, Appendix N.2, Volume 5 of the EIR. The City of
Santa Rosa will continue to focus efforts on conservation, and has included Indoor Water
Conservation as an alternative in the IRWP.
As noted on page 7 of the same memorandum, “While the City’s focus on indoor water
savings through 2000 resulted in an 8.5 percent sewer flow reduction, for future years,
the City plans to focus more on outdoor water usage. This will affect water consumption,
but not sewer flows. Because of this proposed change in focus, it is presumed that most
of the sewer flow reductions have already been captured in the City’s Go Low Flow
Program through 2000. The Go Low Flow Program would need to continue to avoid an
increase in future per capita sewer flows for reasons such as residents removing the
water-conserving plumbing fixtures, or because of leaking fixtures.”
Response to Comment 513-6
Comment Summary: The comment questions the method used for flow projections.
As noted on page 2 of Technical Memorandum No. 2 in Appendix N.2, Volume 5 of the
EIR, “The year 2000 was used as a benchmark because it is the most recent year for
which population data are available.” Using 2000 flows, per capita flow estimates were
developed for resident, employee, and student populations of the Subregional System
partners, and used to project future flows, as noted in the comment. This is consistent
with accepted engineering practice and consistent with the General Plans of each of the
Subregional System partners.
Response to Comment 513-7
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a copy of page 2-7 of the Draft EIR.
The comment reproduces a page from the Draft EIR without any further notes or
commentary. Therefore no response is possible.
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COMMENT LETTER 514, T. Boultbec
Response to Comment 514-1
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the draft report may be somewhat
inadequate in its assessment of potential impacts in several specific areas.
Without a more specific indication of the ways in which the assessments of impacts are
inadequate, further response opportunity is limited. However, to the extent possible, the
specific impact assessments will be discussed individually in the Responses to Comments
514-2 through 514-6. Also please refer to Please Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data
and Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 514-2
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR may be somewhat inadequate
in its assessment of impacts on public open space for Alternatives 3 and 4.
Open space impacts are evaluated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR. The comment does not
indicate in what way it deems the assessment of impacts on public open space for
Alternatives 3 and 4 to be inadequate, and therefore no further response can be provided.
Response to Comment 514-3
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR may be somewhat inadequate
in its assessment of visual impacts, impacts on scenic vistas and resource, and degradation of
existing visual character for Alternatives 3 and 4.
Visual impacts are evaluated in Section 4.14 (Volume 2) of the Draft EIR. The comment
does not indicate in what way it deems the assessment of visual impacts for Alternatives 3
and 4 to be inadequate, and therefore no further response can be provided.
Response to Comment 514-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that from a cursory review of the Draft EIR it
appears that there is an inadequate evaluation of long-term impacts on biotic and vegetative
habitat, wildlife habitat and connectivity.
Impacts on biological resources are evaluated in Section 4.8 (Volume 2) of the Draft EIR.
The comment does not identify any specific way in which the Draft EIR may be inadequate.
It is thus not possible to make a specific response.
Response to Comment 514-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR is inadequate in its assessment
of increased pests, pesticide use, health effects and soil and water contamination via
unsealed reservoir basins.
The comment does not indicate which pests are of concern. The Draft EIR discusses and
evaluates mosquito control in Section 4.7 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIR. As noted in the Draft
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EIR on pages 4.7-23 (Public Health and Safety setting), 4.7-58 (7.7.7 impact analysis for the
Storage component) and 4.7-63 (7.8.7 impact analysis for the Created Wetlands component)
mosquito control would follow guidelines provided by the Marin/Sonoma Mosquito
Abatement District. The District uses an integrated pest management approach that first uses
habitat modification (e.g., elimination of water ponding, proper storage basin design and
maintenance procedures) and biological controls (e.g., use of mosquito fish) to limit
mosquito populations. If additional control is needed the District would use a bacteria-based
pesticide (Bacillus thuringiensis israeliensis) or juvenile growth hormone (methoprene),
which specifically target mosquito larvae and are non-toxic to other aquatic wildlife (except
midges) or humans. As a last resort control for larvae, the district may use a larvicidal oil,
which spreads thinly and evenly over the water surface and prevents mosquitoes from
obtaining oxygen. If adult mosquitoes become a problem the District would use an “ultralow volume” spray of pyrethrum, which is a naturally occurring pesticide found in some
species of Chrysanthemum. This chemical degrades to a non-toxic compound within four to
six hours of application.
Impacts to environmental media and health effects of stored recycled water that may
infiltrate to groundwater are discussed on page 4.7-54 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 514-6
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR may be somewhat inadequate
in its assessment of impacts on air quality, particularly concerning the Ozone Attainment
Plan and eCO2 emissions.
Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 4.11 (Volume 2) of the Draft EIR, including
evaluation of impacts on air quality attainment and eCO2 emissions. The comment does not
indicate in what way it deems the assessment of impacts on air quality, including the Ozone
Attainment Plan and eCO2 emissions, to be inadequate. Therefore no further response can be
provided.
Response to Comment 514-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that Figure 4.1-3a of the Draft EIR appears to be
incomplete concerning the designation “Specific Area Policy Applies to Parcel” as shown on
the map for the Bennett Valley and Sonoma/Taylor Mt. Plans.
The data on Figure 4.1-3a of the Draft EIR shows land use designations from the Sonoma
County General Plan; one of the designations is “Specific Area Policy Applies to Parcel”. As
these data were taken from the Sonoma County General Plan Land Use Maps, the City of
Santa Rosa believes the designations shown on the map to be correct. As the comment does
not indicate in what way it believes the figure to be incomplete, no further response can be
provided.
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COMMENT LETTER 515, UNKNOWN
Response to Comment 515-1
Comment Summary: This comment states that the commentor has not read the entire EIR.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 515-2
Comment Summary: The comment expresses interest in ensuring that projects are
environmentally acceptable and that the EIR process is complete and sufficiently revealing
for selection of projects in the future.
The City agrees with the aims expressed in the comment.
Response to Comment 515-3
Comment Summary: The comment questions the need for the plant upgrade in relation to
population and rate of growth, and asks that the need for commercial and industrial growth
be examined by all.
TM. 2 in Appendix N.2, of the EIR describes the methodology for projecting flows, and the
need for commercial and industrial growth is included in that methodology.
Response to Comment 515-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the City or Calpine has the responsibility and
liability for well construction associated with the Geysers Expansion Alternative.
Calpine would be responsible for constructing and operating wells in the Geysers Steamfield.
Costs of Geysers Expansion are presented on page 2-85 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 515-5
Comment Summary: The comment asks if other cities in the Subregional System have been
contacted about their plans for I&I Reduction. (Note: the comment was submitted at the
public hearing in incomplete form; the comment summary is based on the transcript of the
hearing).
Page 26 of TM. 14, Appendix N.2 of the EIR addresses the programs of the Subregional
System partners other than Santa Rosa.
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COMMENT LETTER 516, MARTIN E. COORPENDER, THE BIG RED BOAT
Response to Comment 516-1
Comment Summary:
service.

This comment summarizes the commentor’s career and volunteer

This information does not pertain to the Draft EIR. Therefore a response is not possible.
Response to Comment 516-2
Comment Summary: The comment describes projects in the Cities of Arcata, Davis, Tucson
and Phoenix, which use wastewater in wetlands.
The comment makes no reference to content or analyses in the Draft EIR, so no response is
possible.
Response to Comment 516-3
Comment Summary: The comment describes processes by which wetlands clean water.
The comment makes no reference to content or analyses in the Draft EIR, so no response is
possible.
Response to Comment 516-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests construction of a berm in the Laguna, and
testing the effluent before and after it enters the marsh. The comment also appears to
suggest that water quality problems in the Russian River are due to discharges from the
Occidental treatment plant and septic systems along the river. The comment also enquires
about the composition of the “Regional Plant Advisory Committee”.
As noted on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR “The reclamation system operates and manages
wetland areas that use recycled water. These are the Kelly Farm wetland, the LaFranchi
marsh, and the Laguna wetland (located on the southerly portion of the Laguna Plant
property).” Data on the Kelly Farm wetland were presented in the Long-Term EIR. Section
4.6 of the Draft EIR presents information on existing water quality in the Russian River, but
it is outside the scope of this EIR to determine all of the sources of existing water quality
problems. The composition of the Regional Plant Advisory Committee is also outside the
scope of this EIR.
Response to Comment 516-5
Comment Summary: This comment suggests that all treatment plants discharging into the
Russian River should comply as well as the Laguna Plant. It also states that the Geysers
Plan is loaded with fault lines and suggests that ratepayers pay too much.
The discharge to the Russian River by other treatment plants does not pertain to this Draft
EIR; nor does the amount ratepayers pay. Therefore a response is not possible to these two
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comments. With regard to fault lines, although many faults run through the geothermal area,
there are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.
Response to Comment 516-6
Comment Summary: The comment advocates wastewater recycling and provides some
examples. The comment also questions the expenditure of money on a survey and states that
seniors and low-income families can not afford any more rate hikes.
The City also is interested in water recycling and has included both urban reuse and
agricultural reuse alternatives in the Draft EIR. With regard to increased rates, this does not
pertain to the Draft EIR and therefore a response is not possible.
Response to Comment 516-7
Comment Summary: The comment notes that carbon plants and treatment wetlands have
been used to filter water prior to discharge to rivers and aquifers.
The comment does not provide a specific comment on the Draft EIR, but expresses an
opinion about the use of treatment wetlands and carbon plants for removing nutrients,
chemicals and biological components from wastewater. Please refer to Master Response A Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 516-8
Comment Summary: The comment consists of articles about created wetlands.
The articles do not contain any specific comments about the IRWP Draft EIR, so no response
is possible.
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LETTER 517, RICHARD CHARTER, MARINE CONSERVATION ADVOCATE,
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE
Response to Comment 517-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that comments are made on behalf of
Environmental Defense and Friends of the Esteros and asks that the letter be included in the
record for the Draft EIR. The comment also references having submitted other comments on
the Draft EIR.
This letter has been included in the Final EIR. For responses to comments made on the Draft
EIR at the public hearing, refer to Responses to Comments 601-1 through 601-7. No other
comments have been received from this commentor on the IRWP Draft EIR. Any comments
submitted on previous Wastewater program environmental documents have already been
responded to in those final documents.
Response to Comment 517-2
Comment Summary: The commentor expresses appreciation that the City of Santa Rosa did
not include an ocean outfall as an alternative in the IRWP.
The City acknowledges the commentor’s support of the Board of Public Utilities decision not
to pursue study of an ocean outfall at this time.
Response to Comment 517-3
Comment Summary: The EIR does not allow reviewers to assess the impacts of any project
in a sufficient level of detail and expresses opposition to Russian River discharge, rapid
infiltration or percolation to drinking water aquifers, geotechnically unstable storage dams
and other options that fail to further responsible environmental stewardship.
The Draft EIR is a program-level document, and thus does not evaluate alternatives at a
project level. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies and
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 517-4
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR considers West
County projects to be feasible and states that the Long-Term EIR is not usable in the current
planning process.
The Long-Term EIR is still a valid document. Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3.
It is important to note that a West County project has not been identified as part of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 517-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City cannot rely on previously discredited
documents for any part of a West County project and would need to start a new CEQA and
NEPA process if any project element in West County is considered again.
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The City does not agree with the comment. While supplemental CEQA and NEPA review
would be conducted if required, the Long-Term EIR/EIS is a valid document from which
further CEQA review can be tiered. The Long-Term EIR/EIS has not been discredited.
Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3. The City would comply with all state and
federal requirements, including the federal Endangered Species Act, for any project that is
implemented.
Response to Comment 517-6
Comment Summary. The commentor requests that the IRWP Draft EIR document the fact
that the Gulf of the Farralones National Marine Sanctuary federal regulations prohibit any
impacts on the waters of both the Estero Americano and the Estero de San Antonio.
A West County project has not been identified as part of the IRWP. Therefore, reference to
the National Marine Sanctuary federal regulations is unnecessary.
Response to Comment 517-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City committed itself, in executing a tolling
agreement, to avoid the coastal watersheds and waterways of the West County, and that the
City should avoid projects in West County.
While the comment is correct that the City signed an agreement at the time that the Geysers
Project was selected, the agreement does not preclude the City from pursuing a West County
project in the future. The agreement allowed the Friends of the Esteros/Environmental
Action Committee of West Marin (FOE/EAC) to reserve the right to file suit challenging the
adequacy of the Long-Term EIR in the future, if a West County project is pursued. Rather,
the parties to the agreement agreed to extend the statute of limitations as to those parties.
Thus, if and when the City pursues a West County project, the signatories to the agreement
may, if they choose, litigate the adequacy of the Long-Term EIR. Any other challenge to the
adequacy of the Long-Term EIR would be time-barred. In summary, the agreement states
that “In the future, if the City approves any … “West County project”… and FOE/EAC
challenges such a project for inadequacy under CEQA… the City agrees that it will not assert
as a defense to such challenges the failure of FOE/EAC to bring suit upon the Disputed
Matters prior to the approval of a West County project, including but not limited to the statue
of limitations based upon the Notice of Determination filed January 30, 1998…”. The City
acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to pursuing a project in the West County.
Response to Comment 517-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that City should not pursue any project affecting
the Esteros, and that the Long-Term EIR did not consider the protection afforded the coast
by the new California Coastal National Monument.
The IRWP does not affect the Esteros, and does not need to consider the California Coastal
National Monument.
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Response to Comment 517-9
Comment Summary: If the City decides to pursue a West County project, entirely new CEQA
and NEPA documentation would be required. The current process of addressing multiple
projects in a program document is not acceptable.
The IRWP does not include a West County project; please refer to Response to Comment
100-3. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies, regarding
the appropriateness of using a Program EIR.
Response to Comment 517-10
Comment Summary: The comment states that any West County project elements would
require review of Sonoma County and the California Coastal Commission.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-11
Comment Summary: The comment states that West County or Estero project elements would
likely be subject to requirements of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-12
Comment Summary: The comment states that any direct or indirect Estero discharge will
require careful evaluation of impacts.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-13
Comment Summary: The comment states that any direct or indirect Estero discharge will
need to fully comply with all applicable physical and chemical characteristics.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-14
Comment Summary: The comment provides a list of long-term studies that would need to be
incorporated in a new CEQA and NEPA process if a West County project element or Estero
discharge component was selected.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-15
Comment Summary: The comment provides an extensive list of biological surveys that would
be required if a West County project is selected for implementation.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
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Response to Comment 517-16
Comment Summary: The comment states that long-term cultural/archaeological resource
surveys of the entire length of the wastewater pipeline from the terminus of any discharge
point to the inland boundary of the coastal zone need to be completed and incorporated into
a new CEQA and NEPA process before any West County project or Estero discharge
component is selected.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-17
Comment Summary:
would be required.

The comment states that geotechnical and oceanographic surveys

The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-18
Comment Summary: The comment states that analysis of impacts to commercial and
recreational fishing would be required.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-19
Comment Summary: The comment states that construction management practices for a West
County project would need to be implemented to prevent and control erosion and
sedimentation and control chemical releases.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-20
Comment Summary: The comment questions the water quality studies that would be needed
if a West County project is selected for implementation.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-21
Comment Summary. The comment states that impacts to shellfish including a fate and
transport study to insure bacteria water quality objectives are met would be needed if a West
County project is selected for implementation.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-22
Comment Summary. The comment states a comprehensive water quality monitoring plan
would be needed if a West County project is selected for implementation.
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The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-23
Comment Summary. The comment states a water quality objective and effluent limitation
exceedence contingency plan would be needed if a West County project is selected for
implementation.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-24
Comment Summary: The comment states that if a West County project is selected, a
wastewater reclamation plan will be needed with commitments to reclamation goals to
ensure that wastewater volume discharged would not increase significantly in the future.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-25
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that there are inadequacies in the Draft EIR that
the City needs to address and that generic responses in the Final EIR may not be considered
adequate.
Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Each
comment submitted has been included and addressed as completely as possible in the Final
EIR. The term “comment noted” is not used in responses.
Response to Comment 517-26
Comment Summary: The comment states that the project fails to identify and evaluate a
preferred alternative as required by CEQA.
There is no requirement in CEQA for identification of a preferred alternative in a Draft EIR.
Section 15126.6 of CEQA discusses the requirements for evaluation of alternatives in an
EIR, and this section does not require identification of a preferred alternative.
Response to Comment 517-27
Comment Summary: The comment objects to the document’s “nonlinear” organization
Please refer to Master Response E – Document Organization.
Response to Comment 517-28
Comment Summary: The comment states that the program approach does not permit the
preparers of the EIR to reconsider levels of significance and appropriateness of mitigation
for various project elements.
The City of Santa Rosa disagrees. Both levels of significance and appropriateness of
mitigation were considered for all project components in this Program EIR, and must be
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reconsidered in any subsequent environmental review tiered off of the Program EIR. Please
refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 517-29
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to conduct a comparative
analysis weighing environmental impacts and mitigation measures, and balancing
environmental and socioeconomic costs of the preferred alternative as compared to other
alternatives.
The Draft EIR has considered all alternatives at a similar level. CEQA does not require the
identification of socioeconomic costs. However, costs of alternatives are provided starting
on page 2-83 of the Draft EIR. Table 1-3 on page 1-24 of the Draft EIR, and Table 1-4
starting on page 1-25 of the Draft EIR provide a summary and comparison of impacts by
alternative, including the No Project Alternative. The Draft EIR does not assign, rank or
evaluate the relative importance or magnitude of different environmental effects. Rather, for
each resource area analyzed, the EIR determines whether the impact is significant. At the
time the City considers adopting an alternative or combination of alternatives in the IRWP, it
may consider and weight the relative importance of these various impacts, and determine that
some impacts are of greater concern than others. The EIR is designed to provide decisionmakers with the information necessary to undertake this weighing process. The City’s
conclusions in this regard will be reflected in the findings adopted by the City under Public
Resources Code section 21081. The Draft EIR provides adequate information for the public,
agencies and decision-makers to weigh the effects of the various alternatives and make
decisions regarding which alternatives should be pursued for implementation of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 517-30
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide clearly defined
levels of significance and does not delineate appropriate mitigations needed to reduce
impacts below the threshold of significance.
The comment is incorrect. Each section of the Draft EIR contains clearly identified and
quantified significance criteria. For example, Table 4.1-2 on page 4.1-19 of the Draft EIR
provides criteria for land use impacts. The table has four columns title: “Evaluation
Criteria”, “As Measured by”, “Significance Thresholds” and “Sources of Criteria”. A similar
table is provided for each issue area evaluated in the Draft EIR. Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR
contains a detailed Mitigation and Monitoring Program. Each section of the EIR references
the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 3, and provides an assessment of whether
impacts are reduced to less than significant, or whether the impact remains significant after
mitigation.
Response to Comment 517-31
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that the City cannot use the Long-Term EIR and
that a comprehensive Draft EIR and EIS is required. The comment references Section
15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and states that significant new information has surfaced
subsequent to public review and comment on the Long-Term EIR, requiring recirculation of
the Long-Term EIR.
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It appears that the comment refers to environmental review that would be required for a West
County project. The IRWP does not include a West County project. Please refer to
Response to Comment 100-3.
Response to Comment 517-32
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City cannot carry forward project elements
not previously evaluated, and that a totally new CEQA and NEPA process would be required
for any West County project elements.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-33
Comment Summary: The comment alleges that the City belatedly introduced new project
elements late in the CEQA/NEPA process for the Long-Term EIR, which resulted in
“significant new impacts.”
This is not a comment on the adequacy of the IRWP Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 517-34
Comment Summary: The comment states that new designations under the federal
Endangered Species Act have occurred within the project area since the certification of the
Long-Term EIR.
The IRWP EIR addresses the current status of all species of concern in the project area.
Response to Comment 517-35
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Long-term EIR and the IRWP Draft EIR
fail to adequately consider nitrogen loading to the Stemple Creek Watershed and the “Total
Maximum Daily Load and Attainment Strategy for the Stemple Creek Watershed.
The IRWP Draft EIR does not consider impacts to the Stemple Creek Watershed because
none of the Program Alternatives affect the watershed.
Response to Comment 517-36
Comment Summary: The comment cautions the City against any action pursuing project
elements in West County that would affect jurisdictional wetlands.
Please note that a West County project has not been identified as part of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 517-37
Comment Summary: The comment states that export of Russian River watershed water to
Americano Creek or Stemple Creek watersheds for any purpose would fail to provide the
beneficial fish habitat improvements promised by the city. Such an extra-basin water export
scenario would also fail to free up additional future domestic and industrial water supplies
from the Russian River.
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The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-38
Comment Summary: The comment expresses opposition to condemnation of private lands
within the Americano and Stemple Creek watersheds, and expresses the opinion that the City
does not have the power of eminent domain to condemn lands outside City boundaries.
No projects that include any facilities in the Americano and Stemple Watershed are included
in the IRWP. Therefore, condemnation of land in the Americano and Stemple Creek
watersheds is not included in the IRWP.
Response to Comment 517-39
Comment Summary: The comment expresses opposition to the use of generic master
responses, which it states do not provide clearly defined answers to legitimate questions.
The City of Santa Rosa disagrees that master responses are not in keeping with the letter or
spirit of CEQA compliance. Review of the comments made on the Draft EIR showed that
some comments were made frequently, demonstrating a common concern that was
widespread among both those submitting written comments and those speaking at the public
hearing. In some cases the array of similar comments about a particular topic provided a
clearer picture of a particular technical concern or procedural issue that was provided by a
single comment. To allow presentation of a response that addresses all aspects of these
related comments, Master Responses have been prepared for those topics that were raised in
a number of comments from agencies and members of the public. These Master Responses
are intended to allow a well-integrated response addressing all facets of a particular issue, in
lieu of piece-meal responses to each individual comment, which may not have portrayed the
full complexity of the issue. The use of a Master Response is in no way intended to
minimize the importance of the individual comments. In fact, Master Responses were used
as a way to highlight some of those issues that appeared to be of particular importance to
those making comments. The Master Responses were crafted carefully to address all of the
concerns expressed in comments, and are not generic.
Response to Comment 517-40
Comment Summary: The comment disagrees with conclusions in the Long-term EIR
concerning nitrogen loading to the Stemple Creek Watershed and states that the City has
previously committed not to pursue any project elements in the West County.
Please refer to Responses to Comments 517-7 and 517-35.
Response to Comment 517-41
Comment Summary: The comment contends that a Basin Plan Amendment would be needed
for transfer of water from the Russian River basin into either the Stemple or Americano
Creek watershed.
The IRWP does not include transfer of water from the Russian River into either the Stemple
or Americano Creek watersheds.
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Response to Comment 517-42
Comment Summary: The comment states that condemnation would be a significant impact
on land use and socioeconomics of West County.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 517-43
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City of Santa Rosa previously determined
that it would not proceed with projects in the Stemple and Americano Creek watersheds,
although the current IRWP Draft EIR states that the City may do so at any time.
Please refer to Response to Comment 517-7. The IRWP EIR is not intended to rule out the
use of lands already analyzed in the Long-Term EIR. The City could proceed with irrigation
on such other lands at its discretion, subject to the requirement to perform supplemental
environmental review if required.
Response to Comment 517-44
Comment Summary: The comment asks that all previous written comments on the Draft EIR
and on previous documents related to the Long-Term Wastewater Program, be incorporated
by reference into the public record.
No other written comments on the Draft IRWP EIR have been received from the commentor.
The comments made by the commentor at the pubic hearing on the Draft EIR are included
here in Responses to Comments 601-1 through 601-7. Any comments submitted on previous
Long-Term Wastewater program environmental documents have already been responded to
in those final documents.
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COMMENT LETTER 518, CATHERINE CAUFIELD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION COMMITTEE OF WEST MARIN
Response to Comment 518-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Environmental Action Committee of West
Marin was party to a 1991 lawsuit that resulted in the Long-Term EIR being invalidated.
The Santa Rosa Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project EIR/EIS (Long-Term EIR) was
certified in 1997, and was not invalidated in the courts. Please refer to Response to
Comment 100-3. The comment appears to be referencing an earlier EIR, the Santa Rosa
Subregional Water Reclamation System Long-Term Wastewater System EIR/EIS, which was
certified in 1991 and later was deemed inadequate in the courts.
Response to Comment 518-2
Comment Summary: The comment claims that the Long-Term EIR cannot be used in this
planning process because it was found to be in noncompliance with several CEQA
requirements.
The comment is incorrect. Please refer to Responses to Comments 100-3 and 518-1.
Response to Comment 518-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City cannot rely on previously discredited
documents for any part of a West County project and would need to start a new CEQA and
NEPA process if any project element in West County is considered again.
The IRWP does not include a West County project. However, the City does not agree with
the comment. While supplemental CEQA and NEPA review would be conducted as
appropriate, the Long-Term EIR/EIS is a valid document that can be used for the approval of
projects that were evaluated in that document. The Long-Term EIR/EIS has not been
discredited. Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3. The City would comply with all
state and federal requirements, including the federal Endangered Species Act, for any project
that is implemented.
Response to Comment 518-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City committed itself, in executing a tolling
agreement, to avoid the coastal watersheds and waterways of the West County, and that the
City should avoid projects in West County.
Please refer to Response to Comment 517-7.
Response to Comment 518-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that City should not pursue any project affecting
the Esteros, and that the Long-Term EIR did not consider the protection afforded the coast
by the new California Coastal National Monument.
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The IRWP does not affect the Esteros, and therefore does not need to evaluate the affect of
the new Monument on the Esteros.
Response to Comment 518-6
Comment Summary: The comment expresses agreement with comments submitted by the
Friends of the Estero.
Please refer to Responses to Comment Letter 517. Please note that a West County project
has not been identified as part of the IRWP.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 518-2

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER 519, KEVIN POHLSON, V.P. LAND PLANNING,
BROOKFIELD HOMES
Response to Comment 519-1
Comment Summary: The comment congratulates the City on the preparation of the Draft
EIR and states the letter includes comments related to the use of recycled water.
The City thanks the commentor. Refer to Responses to Comments 519-2 through 519-4 for
the specific comments and responses on the use of recycled water.
Response to Comment 519-2
Comment Summary: The comment points out discrepancies between the recycled water
needs identified in the various specific plans of the City of Rohnert Park and those used in
Tech Memo 4 Urban Reuse.
This information will be useful for the preparation of the subsequent Master Plan document.
Technical Memorandum No. 4, Figure 3, shows an urban reuse boundary that would include
the referenced urban developments. The volumetric information presented in Table 1 of TM
No. 4 has been updated to include “Additional Future Development”. Please see Response to
Comment 403-5.
Response to Comment 519-3
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the storage tank needed for Rohnert Park
reuse be included in the Draft EIR.
Table 5 of the Feasibility Report (Appendix N.1 of the EIR) shows how urban reuse could be
supported by storage to the East of Rohnert Park. The expected storage type was to be
surface storage with significantly more volume than that provided by aboveground tanks.
Any other storage tank projects, such as aboveground tanks to support the existing
reclamation system, would be considered part of current operations and not part of the IRWP.
Response to Comments 519-4 and 519-5
Comment Summary: The comments are a table showing Future Recycled Urban Water
Demand for two areas of Rohnert Park and asks that the information be incorporated in to
the Draft EIR.
The information provided has been incorporated into the EIR. Please refer to Response to
Comment 403-5.
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COMMENT LETTER 520, HAMILTON HESS, FRIENDS OF COBB MOUNTAIN
Response to Comment 520-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Friends of Cobb Mountain are submitting
comments in light of their concerns about induced seismicity in the Cobb region that are
likely to be caused by wastewater injection in the North Geysers field.
The comments and responses have been included in this Final EIR.
Response to Comment 520-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIR acknowledges
that the injection of water and production of steam at The Geysers steamfield causes
earthquakes, but that the accuracy of the report could have been improved by including more
data (from the Lake County Seismic Monitoring Advisory Committee, from Jeff Gospe, and
from communicating with residents of Anderson Springs and Cobb). The comment notes that
an earthquake with a peak ground acceleration of 0.23g, which was anomalous to the
magnitude of the event, recently occurred near Anderson Springs. The comment states that
the report does not take into account the increase in magnitude 3.0 earthquakes in Anderson
Springs during the past year.
Please refer to Responses to Comments 528-15 and 528-16 regarding consultation with local
residents and the collection of data from them. Please refer to Response to Comment 507-6
regarding peak ground acceleration of the recent earthquake near Anderson Springs. Please
refer to Response to Comment 528-30 regarding the increase in frequency of magnitude 3.0
earthquakes in Anderson Springs.
Response to Comment 520-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the information in Appendix F.1 is flawed
because it relies on seismicity data from the Southeast Geysers to predict seismicity in the
North Geysers, which has, until recently, been more active during the history of induced
seismicity. The comment states that it is not illogical to anticipate a higher degree of activity
in the North Geysers than is predicted in this report.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that seismicity, historically, has been greater in the northern
portion of The Geysers (see, for example, Figure 2.1 in Appendix F.1). Nevertheless, data
from the Southeast Geysers were used for the study because both injection volumes and
seismicity data for this area were available to the City of Santa Rosa, and because these data
were not included in the Induced Seismicity Analysis for the Long-Term Wastewater EIR
(1997). Given the availability of data, the results reported in the induced seismicity study
provide a reasonable assessment of the potential impacts from water injection throughout The
Geysers steamfield.
Response to Comment 520-4
Comment Summary: The comment supports the recommendation to carefully manage the
injection program to avoid exceeding seismically critical injectate volume thresholds at The
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Geyser as proposed in the Draft EIR. It also recommends that a means of implementing the
injection management program that is agreeable to the geothermal steamfield operators
should be included in the Mitigation Measure.
The City agrees with the commentor that careful management of the injection program to
substantially lessen felt effects of induced seismicity to the extent feasible, as proposed in the
Draft EIR, is a reasonable and feasible mitigation.
The specific procedures for implementing the management program (e.g., which wells would
be used or modified, and specific flow rates for individual wells) have not been identified,
but would be determined during project-level environmental review as required if the
Geysers Steamfield Expansion Alternative is selected. Managing the injection program holds
promise as a means of substantially lessening seismic impacts, but the impact has been
identified as significant because the degree of resulting feasible mitigation is uncertain.
Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines acknowledges that “Where a lead agency is using the
tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning approval… site-specific
information may not be feasible but can be deferred, in many instances, until such time as the
lead agency prepares a future environmental document in connection with a project of a more
limited geographical scale”. Section 15152 also acknowledges that “not all effects can be
mitigated at each step of the process. There will be some effects for which mitigation will
not be feasible at an early step of approving a particular development project.” Supplemental
CEQA review would then be required to develop the detailed mitigation. If the City pursues
Geysers Expansion, at that time the City should be able to determine how to implement the
recommended measures.
Response to Comment 520-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that consideration of earthquake-induced
psychological trauma and damage to structures and household items and possessions of
homeowners and residents is lacking from the Draft EIR. The liability that Santa Rosa
would incur and the means of meeting the liability need to be included.
On page 4.3-24 the Draft EIR acknowledges that residents of Anderson Springs and Cobb
have submitted information during the scoping process (including the referenced comments
on the Southeast Geysers Pipeline Pump Station Upgrades Project Draft Supplemental EIR)
indicating that they have concerns regarding the impacts of induced seismicity on their
property and personal well-being (e.g., cracked driveways, walls, and plaster, and being
wakened from sleep).
In addition, the Draft EIR identifies Impact 3.10.4 as significant and unavoidable. Impact
3.10.4 relates specifically to induced earthquakes of MMI V or greater. This significance
threshold was chosen because an intensity of V on the Mercalli scale includes the lowest
energy level at which minor property damage could occur. Also, the Draft EIR identifies
increases in the frequency of induced earthquakes with intensities less than MMI V, where
household items may be disturbed, or some may be awakened at night. Further effects, such
as psychological trauma from earthquakes are acknowledged, but are not evaluated in the
EIR because CEQA requires evaluation only of effects on the physical environment.
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The City has not found nor been able to generate a feasible method to reliably identify
physical property damage due to the Program’s predicted induced seismicity. Please refer to
an explanation of the difficulties of such identification in Response to Comment 507-9.
Financial effects or liability for the predicted damage is not evaluated in the EIR, and need
not be evaluated because CEQA does not require an evaluation of socioeconomic impacts,
but focuses only on effects to the physical environment.
Response to Comment 520-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the points made in these comments be included
in the Final EIR.
This letter, and the responses to the letter, are included in the Final EIR.
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COMMENT LETTER 521, JOSEPH MORTENSON, PH. D.
Response to Comment 521-1
Comment Summary: The comment indicates that the EIR did not address the potential
impact from increased frequency and damage from earthquakes, and that it was outdated,
outmoded and doesn’t address many kinds of important issues.
Chapter 4.3 of the Draft EIR, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, addresses potential impacts
from earthquakes, including potential for induced seismicity. The comment does not indicate
which other important issues are not addressed, nor which portions of the EIR are outdated
and outmoded. Therefore, no further response can be provided.
Response to Comment 521-2
Comment Summary: The comment says that there is not enough information to evaluate the
impact of an ocean outfall through the Esteros.
An Ocean Outfall is not part of the IRWP. Discharge to the Ocean is evaluated on page 3-33
of the Screening Report, contained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR, where it is recommended
that ocean discharge be eliminated from further study.
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COMMENT LETTER 522, MARTIN NELSON
Response to Comment 522-1
Comment Summary: The comment requests elimination of any further consideration of
discharge to the Esteros or any related West Sonoma County wastewater storage. The
comment further urges water recycling and reduction in the rate of growth.
The IRWP does not include any West County project or components; discharge to the
Esteros has not been proposed. The IRWP does consider a variety of water recycling
alternatives.
Growth is controlled by the General Plans of the Subregional System’s member jurisdictions.
The Subregional System does not control growth. It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to
revisit the General Plan population projections. As stated in the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, the
City has chosen to use the population projections in the adopted General Plans, because that
approach would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of Amador v. El
Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931. That decision holds that growth
decisions must be made in the first instance by cities and counties when they adopt their
general plans, and agencies that provide essential infrastructure necessary to serve that
growth must base their planning efforts on growth authorized by approved general plans.
Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted General Plans for purposes of determining
population, housing and employment projections.
Also as noted on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR “This EIR does not analyze the impacts of
development authorized by the member entities’ General Plans, other than the impacts of
accommodating future flows of wastewater generated by development authorized in those
Plans. The general impacts of development are analyzed in the EIRs for the General Plans of
the member entities.”
Response to Comment 522-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Sonoma Coast is a valuable resource.
None of the proposed alternatives or components included in the IRWP are located along the
Sonoma Coast. The IRWP does not include any West County project or components.
Response to Comment 522-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that it would be foolish to pollute resources.
It is the City’s intent to protect resources. The City’s purpose for the IRWP is presented on
page 1-3 of the Draft EIR (Volume 1): “treatment, reuse and disposal of wastewater in a
reliable, practicable manner that provides the best use of water resources, while protecting
public health and the environment.”
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Response to Comment 522-4
Comment Summary: The comment contends that discharge to the Esteros would be criminal.
The IRWP does not include any West County project or components; discharge to the
Esteros has not been proposed.
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COMMENT LETTER 523, INGRID NOYES
Response to Comment 523-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about consideration of discharging
wastewater to the Esteros and condemning the Tresch ranch in Two Rock.
No part of the IRWP is proposed the Tresch ranch. Direct discharge to the Esteros is not
included in the IRWP, and was not included in the Long-Term Project. The IRWP does not
include a West County component. For this reason, the IRWP EIR does not analyze the
impacts of implementing a West County component.
Response to Comment 523-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that it is hard to understand why growth continues
in Santa Rosa without having infrastructure in place first to deal with sewage, etc., and that
it is irresponsible to go ahead with more development and then try to figure out what to do
about the traffic, sewage, etc. The comment also states that many people avoid the area
because of the sprawl and big-city problems it creates.
The growth-inducing impacts of the IRWP are discussed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR.
Decisions about growth are made by elected officials of cities and counties when they adopt
General Plans, specific plans, zoning ordinances, and other land-use policies and standards.
Those decisions trigger CEQA, and thus are subject to the environmental review process.
The EIRs prepared for General Plans and other land-use decisions must analyze the impacts
of growth, including the impacts of providing the infrastructure necessary to serve growth.
(See Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th
182.) Once decisions about growth have been made by elected officials for cities and
counties, the General Plans for the jurisdictions in the area represent the policy decisions
regarding whether, where and how growth should occur.
“In this case, the City is acting as a provider of basic infrastructure. In accordance with the
County of Amador decision, the City has relied upon adopted General Plans to determine the
level of growth necessary to be served. Against this backdrop, it would be inappropriate for
the City to second-guess or revisit the decisions of the cities and Sonoma County regarding
growth. Rather, the issue for the City is how to provide sufficient sewage capacity to serve
anticipated growth, taking into account the City’s objectives for the Program, including the
environmental impacts of the Program. As stated in the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, Volume 1,
the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency
(1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931 addresses CEQA review of growth and the infrastructure serving
that growth. That decision holds that growth decisions must be made in the first instance by
cities and counties when they adopt their general plans, and agencies that provide essential
infrastructure necessary to serve that growth must base their planning efforts on growth
authorized by approved general plans. Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted General
Plans for purposes of determining population, housing and employment projections.
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Also as noted on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR ”This EIR does not analyze the impacts of
development authorized by the member entities’ General Plans, other than the impacts of
accommodating future flows of wastewater generated by development authorized in those
Plans. The general impacts of development are analyzed in the EIRs for the General Plans of
the member entities.”
Response to Comment 523-3
Comment Summary: The comment recommends a halt to new development, and recommends
recycling and conservation measures.
Growth is controlled by the General Plans of the Subregional System’s member jurisdictions.
The Subregional System does not control growth. Please refer to Response to Comment 5232. The IRWP does include a variety of options for recycling and conservation. The City of
Santa Rosa has already implemented an aggressive program of replacing toilets and
showerheads with low-flow fixtures. Additional conservation measures are included in
Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation. Gray water systems and dual plumbing are
included as part of Alternative 3, Urban Reuse. As noted on page 2-44 of the Draft EIR,
“gray water systems can be installed during new construction or existing plumbing can be
retrofitted if the plumbing system is not confined in a slab foundation.” Dual plumbing is
only expected to be installed during new construction. Discharge to the ocean is not being
considered as part of the IRWP EIR. Use of trucks for watering large areas of landscaping is
labor intensive and is not considered to be feasible on a large scale.
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COMMENT LETTER 524, JUDITH OLNEY
Response to Comment 524-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Project Description is incomplete and the
document does not meet either the letter or the spirit of CEQA or NEPA.
This comment does not state what is missing from the Project Description, or what aspect of
CEQA and/or NEPA is not met. Therefore, no further response to this comment can be
provided. A more detailed response to specific comments is provided in Responses to
Comments 524-2 through 524-26.
Response to Comment 524-2
Comment Summary: The Subregional System growth projections do not justify the amount of
wastewater proposed for disposal. Additionally, the alternative of “no disposal in the
Geysers” should be evaluated.
This comment does not state in what way the growth projections used in the Draft EIR are
either not justified or are not related to the calculations of the amount of wastewater used in
the project impact analyses. Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity
regarding the calculation of future wastewater flows.
Concerning the analysis of alternatives, specifically those relating to disposal at the Geysers,
Section 2 - Project Description beginning on page 2-20, presents the seven alternatives, and
the components that comprise each of them, that were evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Alternative 5 – Geysers Expansion is one of the alternatives. The Geysers Steamfield
Expansion component is also assessed as part of each Alternative where it is included, as
appropriate. The Project Description states that not all of the alternatives would individually
be able to provide reliable capacity for future flows; therefore, implementation of the IRWP
may require a combination of alternatives. Furthermore, the document states that individual
IRWP alternatives are not necessarily mutually incompatible. The City anticipates that when
the IRWP is implemented various alternatives would be combined to provide reliable and
cost-effective system capacity. The impacts of alternatives that do not include new flows to
the Geysers have, in fact, been evaluated at a Program EIR level in the assessments of
alternatives that do not include the Geysers Steamfield Expansion component.
The IRWP does not include an alternative to eliminate the existing Geysers Recharge Project,
as such an alternative would not contribute to fulfillment of the IRWP objectives.
Response to Comment 524-3
Comment Summary: The Program description is incomplete if it does not address water
rights impacts of the Program, which proposes inter-basin transfer of wastewater in
exchange for appropriated fresh water.
The IRWP does not include any appropriation of fresh water, either directly or as a transfer
in exchange for use of recycled water. The only transfer of recycled water outside the
Russian River basin is included in the Geysers Expansion Alternative, where a portion of the
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recycled water may be injected into the steamfield within Lake County, which drains to Clear
Lake or Lake Berryessa; or a small area to the southeast of Rohnert Park irrigation area that
drains to the Petaluma River. The injection of water into these watersheds is evaluated in the
Draft EIR both in the Water Quality Section, 4.6 and the Groundwater Section 4.5. The fact
that the transfer is made from one basin to another does not cause additional direct or indirect
physical environmental impacts and therefore does not need to be evaluated separately in an
EIR.
The IRWP also does not propose any transfer or exchange of appropriative or riparian water
rights. If water becomes available though the IRWP for such uses as landscape irrigation or
agricultural irrigation, such use could replace the current use of potable water for such
purposes. Indeed, replacing the current use of potable water for uses for which recycled
water is suitable is one of the supporting program objectives (see Draft EIR, p. 1-3). The use
of recycled water to replace the current use of potable water where appropriate is considered
a beneficial impact of the project. Whether such use would result in the transfer of water
rights is unknown.
Response to Comment 524-4
Comment Summary: The comment questions whether CEQA allows decisions to be made
based on technology, logistics and costs feasibility.
CEQA contains a substantive mandate to avoid or substantially lessen the significant
environmental impacts of a project whenever it is feasible to do so. (Pub. Resources Code, §
21002.) CEQA recognizes there may be circumstances in which avoiding or substantially
lessening such impacts is infeasible, in which case the lead agency must adopt a “statement
of overriding considerations” setting forth the reasons why the agency is approving the
project despite such impacts. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.)
CEQA acknowledges that alternatives must be feasible. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA
Guidelines specifically states that “An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to
a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that
will foster informed decision-making and public participation.” The City has considered a
large number of alternatives, and some of them were determined to be infeasible based on
technology, logistics and cost. Reasons are provided for all of these determinations in the
Screening Report, which is contained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 524-5
Comment Summary: The comment requests scientific analysis showing the effect of
recharge, reuse and direct and indirect discharge on groundwater, and asks whether the
document discloses that any groundwater contamination is permanent.
Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR evaluates impacts of project components on groundwater. With
mitigation, IRWP groundwater impacts are found to be less than significant; cumulative
impacts on groundwater are identified as significant and unavoidable. Project-specific
CEQA documentation will be prepared for any projects proposed under the IRWP to evaluate
the environmental effects of implementation.
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Response to Comment 524-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks how cumulative impact analysis requirements can be
met when environmental review is bifurcated between the IRWP EIR and Sonoma County
Water Agency Project and asks about NEPA compliance.
While the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) North Sonoma County Agricultural
Reuse Project is included as a cumulative project in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, the IRWP
EIR does not rely on SCWA for evaluation of storage reservoirs or pipelines. The IRWP
EIR evaluates, at a program level, all of the components (including pipelines and storage
reservoirs) that might be implemented as part of the City’s Program. The analysis is thus not
“bifurcated”. The IRWP also considers cumulative impacts with other water recycling,
wastewater, and water resources projects, which are listed in Appendix D of the Draft EIR,
including the SCWA North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project.
The Sonoma County Water Agency continues to pursue its Northern Sonoma County
Agricultural Reuse Projects and intends to hold public pre-scoping meetings regarding the
project soon after the first of the year in January 2004. The Project is a recycled water
distribution system in the Russian, Alexander and Dry Creek Valleys intended to offset
surface and ground water used for agriculture. Recycled water would be stored in several
off-stream reservoirs. The Project will provide a voluntary, alternative source of irrigation
water to help reduce reliance on natural regional water supplies. The North County
Agricultural Reuse Projects are proposed by a separate agency from the City, and are not part
of the IRWP. The IRWP has independent utility, and does not depend on SCWA projects.
Thus, the SCWA projects are not part of the IRWP.
No Federal action is proposed for the IRWP, so no NEPA documentation is required.
Response to Comment 524-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the Program EIR relates to subsequent projectspecific EIRs.
Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies. Project level
impacts will be identified as individual projects are selected and evaluated. As projects may
be phased over time, the precise time line for this cannot be provided at the present time.
Response to Comment 524-8
Comment Summary: The comment asks how project-specific EIRs will address cumulative
and growth inducing impacts.
Project-specific EIRs will use an approach similar to that employed in the IRWP Draft EIR.
Cumulative impacts will be evaluated using both General Plan projections and the list
approach. Projections from General Plans are listed in Appendix M of the Draft EIR, and a
list of individual projects is contained in Appendix D. It is likely that the list of cumulative
projects can be narrowed down for specific projects, but the list will also be updated as
necessary. Further analysis of growth inducing impacts is not expected to be necessary, as
the existing IRWP Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the growth that would be
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accommodated under the entire Program. Project-specific EIRs would reference the analysis
contained in the IRWP Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 524-9
Comment Summary: Explain how the project description is complete given it discloses the
Program’s intent to recharge the drinking water aquifer with wastewater, but does not
address the exchange of wastewater for potable water rights as described in the Sonoma
County Water Agency’s Policy Statement.
The IRWP does not include a provision for directly recharging any aquifer with recycled
water. An aquifer may be indirectly recharged with recycled water released to the Russian
River, and the Draft EIR analyzes this impact on pages 4.5-50 and -51 of the Groundwater
Section. The IRWP does not propose an exchange of water rights; please refer to Response
to Comment 524-3. The City’s IRWP is not subject to the County’s statement regarding
water rights. The City acknowledges the possibility that potable water rights could be
exchanged for guaranteed recycled water, but the City does not propose such an exchange
and therefore no analysis of impacts is required. Impacts of such an exchange by others are a
matter of speculation and beyond the scope of this EIR.
Response to Comment 524-10
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the document complies with the requirements of
CEQA and NEPA, and specifically references section 15065(a) of CEQA.
The IRWP Draft EIR was designed to meet all of the requirements of CEQA for a Program
EIR. The EIR is not a NEPA document, although it meets many of the requirements of
NEPA, including analysis of alternatives at an equal level of detail. Section 15065 of the
CEQA Guidelines states that:
A lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the project where any of
the following conditions occur:
(a) The project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered,
rare or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory.
An EIR has been prepared for the project, so the City of Santa Rosa has fully complied with
Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Draft EIR evaluates impact to cultural
resources and biological resources, including species of concern.
In particular, the significance thresholds for impacts to biological and cultural resources are
consistent with the ‘mandatory findings of significance’ established by CEQA Guidelines
section 15065(a). Thus, for example, an impact is considered significant if the project will
reduce the number or restrict the range of a listed species. (See Draft EIR, Table 4.8-5,
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which references section 15065(a) among other sources relied upon to develop significance
thresholds).
Response to Comment 524-11
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the EIR addresses the requirements of laws that
govern contamination of groundwater and inquires about the laws and requirements.
Please refer to page 4.5-20 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR. The Regulatory Framework
portion of the Groundwater Section discusses applicable regulations protecting groundwater.
The criteria for evaluating groundwater impacts are based on these regulations, and are
summarized in Table 4.5-3, starting on page 4.5-24.
Response to Comment 524-12
Comment Summary: The comment asks where the impacts on groundwater are analyzed and
where California Toxics Rule considerations on impacts to surface water are addressed.
Groundwater impacts are evaluated in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR, beginning on page 4.527. Surface water quality impacts are addressed in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR. As noted on
page 4.6-27 of the Draft EIR, “Numeric criteria are based on the California Toxics Rule and
Basin Plan numeric criteria”. The analysis of surface water quality impacts begins on page
4.6-29. Please refer to Master Response J – California Toxics Rule and Advanced
Membrane Treatment.
Response to Comment 524-13
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the document addresses requirements of the
Endangered Species Act, as it applies to salmon and California tiger salamander.
Please refer to the Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR, Biological Resources. Criterion 1 in Table
4.8-5, which starts on page 4.8-37, addresses the requirements of the both the Federal and
California Endangered Species Acts (FESA and CESA). Impacts of all project components
on endangered salmonids and the California tiger salamander are evaluated in Section 4.5.
Mitigation Measure 3.3.10, Avoid Loss of Endangered Biological Resources and their
Habitats, provides measures to protect California tiger salamander (see page 3-54) and
steelhead, Chinook salmon and coho salmon (see page 3-55 and 3-56).
Response to Comment 524-14
Comment Summary: The commentor asks why the costs and impacts on rates for the
Healdsburg, Windsor and Sonoma County Water Agency water users are not included in the
analysis of Discharge and Indirect Discharge alternatives?
Analysis of costs and impacts on rates from the Discharge or Indirect Discharge alternatives
is not necessary to include in the Draft EIR because the discharge does not create health
hazards for drinking water supply, and therefore Healdsburg, Windsor and Sonoma County
Water Agency will not need to build treatment plants. Therefore, there are no costs or
impacts to evaluate. Information on the feasibility of alternatives, including costs, may
appear in the EIR or elsewhere in the record before the public agency. (See Association of
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Irritated Residents v. County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383; San Franciscans
Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th
656.)
Response to Comment 524-15
Comment Summary: The commentor asks where the Program describes the transfer of
avoided costs resulting from the Subregional System ratepayers not paying for a Reverse
Osmosis facility.
See Response to Comment 524-14. The costs and impacts discussion presented above is
accurate whether or not there is an Advanced Membrane Treatment plant constructed.
Response to Comment 524-16
Comment Summary: The comment questions the estimated costs for the RO plant and asks
that a costs comparison of other RO plants be conducted.
The advanced membrane treatment component comprises microfiltration (a membrane
process), reverse osmosis (a second membrane process), and management of waste brine
generated by both membrane processes. Therefore, this system is far more costly than a
reverse-osmosis plant that might be used for desalinating ocean water to provide drinking
water, which is increasingly common in coastal areas. Plants located in coastal areas
typically dispose of their brine through a short ocean outfall, commonly called a “brine line.”
Because a brine line is not available to the Subregional System, injection of brine into The
Geysers Steamfield or crystallization and disposal of the residue in a hazardous waste landfill
are the feasible disposal options. Both are far more costly in terms of capital and operating
costs than a short coastal brine line.
Cost estimates for the reverse-osmosis component of the advanced membrane treatment
system were developed using a model purchased from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Raw
costs for the reverse-osmosis component, not including contingencies, legal costs,
engineering, or administration, are $2.72 per gallon in 2002 dollars.
Response to Comment 524-17
Comment Summary: The comment asks for the rationale for eliminating discharge via
injection wells in the Santa Rosa Plain, and asks why it doesn’t apply to Indirect Discharge
via wells above the public drinking water wells without prior Reverse Osmosis treatment.
Please refer to the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 10, Indirect Discharge. As noted there,
several locations for indirect discharge were considered, including locations along the Lower
Reach of the Russian River and Mark West Creek in the Santa Rosa Plain. As described on
pages 31 through 33 and summarized on page 3 of TM 10, “Several faults run north-south
perpendicular to Mark West Creek east of the confluence with Laguna de Santa Rosa, which
could limit groundwater movement through the area, and thus, make it unsuitable for
development of this alternative”. The density of existing wells is also unfavorable, “with
some of the more eastern portions of the study area having well densities of up to 100 wells
per section. The areas near the Russian River have the lowest density (5 to 15 wells per
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section in this study area. However, one set of SCWA Ranney intake wells is located just
downstream of the confluence with the Russian River at Mirabel.” The Mark West study
area was thus determined to be infeasible. As noted in the Technical Memorandum, some
SCWA intakes would still be downstream of an indirect discharge location in the Santa Rosa
Plain. The Lower Reach Russian River study area was also determined to be infeasible,
because “acceptable soils are often completely in the floodplain and are often bounded by
steeply sloping hills just outside of the river floodplain. The underlying geology does not
contain significant water-bearing formation, which would allow infiltration.” As stated on
page 3 of Technical Memorandum 10, “In general the study areas encompassing the Middle
Reach Russian River, Alexander Valley North and South, and portions of the Dry Creek
Valley appear to be the most appropriate for development of this alternative. These study
area include larger tracts of land that are suitable for this type of use compared to the Lower
Reach Russian River and Mark West Creek study areas. There are larger areas of suitable
soils and underlying geologic formation outside the 100-year floodplain, and there are lower
densities of existing wells.”
As noted on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California
Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include
advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.” Advanced
Membrane Treatment (AMT) techniques such as reverse osmosis would thus be used as
necessary.
Response to Comment 524-18
Comment Summary: The comment asks what the rationale was for eliminating discharge
into Lake Sonoma, while retaining indirect discharge via infiltration basis that, according to
the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) are a “direct
discharge into groundwater”.
The comment is correct that infiltration basins are considered a direct discharge to
groundwater. Discharge of recycled water to groundwater is allowable, and while infiltration
basins are not a “planned groundwater recharge”, the NCRWQCB would likely use the
Department of Health Services Draft Groundwater Recharge (DGWR) regulations in
evaluating infiltration basins. These regulations provide measures ensuring protection of
groundwater. Refer to page 4.5-20 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the
DGWR. Discharge to Lake Sonoma was evaluated in the Screening Report for the IRWP,
which is contained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. Please refer to the discussion on page 325 and 3-26 of Appendix B, which concludes that because regulations for surface water
augmentation have not yet been adopted, it is questionable if such a project is feasible. In
addition, “no overriding benefits have been identified to warrant pumping the water up to
Lake Sonoma so that it can be released and flow down into the Russian River, rather than
discharging directly into the Russian River”. No surface water augmentation project has yet
been implemented in California.
Response to Comment 524-19
Comment Summary: The comment asks how infiltration basins will cleanse out heavy
metals, and soluble and insoluble organic chemicals prior to discharge into the groundwater.
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As noted on page 6 of Appendix N.2, TM 10, Indirect Discharge, “The RWQCB recognizes
a treatment credit through the vadose zone for the percolation pond technology. However,
the RWQCB will not grant a treatment credit for the infiltration basin and injection well
technologies because they do not allow for percolation through the vadose zone.” (The
vadose zone is the unsaturated area between the ground surface and the top surface of the
groundwater.) It is thus not assumed that infiltration basins will remove constituents in
recycled water. Recycled water meets drinking water standards for heavy metals and organic
chemicals.
Response to Comment 524-20
Comment Summary: The comment asks who will be liable for cleaning up or paying fines
from an agricultural spill.
Agricultural reuse falls under the current NPDES waste discharge permit, therefore, the City
would be liable for cleaning up or paying the fines for a spill as determined by the Regional
Board. However, it is possible that for future permits, others, in addition to the City will be
named in the permit. In the event of an accidental discharge of a pollutant, the Regional
Board would have enforcement authority to issue an order requiring corrective action and,
potentially, imposing penalties. There is no way to predict whether or how the Regional
Board will exercise its enforcement discretion, because that will depend on the particular
facts of an unauthorized discharge. Mitigation is included in the Draft EIR that would reduce
the possibility of a spill and minimize the impacts should a spill occur. Please refer to
Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural Chemical Use.
Potential measures include small-scale drainage improvements (ditches and drain systems)
for portions of fields where management practices are insufficient to preclude localized
development of drainage problems.
Response to Comment 524-21
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the Subregional System can release control of
the storage and discharge of wastewater that does not meet the standards of the CTR if the
agricultural land managers accept the liability for surface water discharges.
The IRWP does not propose to “release control of the storage and discharge of wastewater”
because under the current and under future NPDES permits, the City is responsible for
meeting the Water Reclamation Requirements (section D of the current NPDES permit). The
City is responsible for complying with the terms of its existing NPDES permit. The City
anticipates that will be named as a discharger on, and responsible for complying with, any
future NPDES permits issued by the Regional Board. Please refer to Response to Comment
524-20.
Response to Comment 524-22
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not provide information on
the long-term impacts of recycled water use on soils, lacks studies on mitigation of
bioaccumulation in soils, and also lacks studies on “the migration of chemicals through the
soil and release of the chemicals when the soil exceeds field capacity.”
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Long-term irrigation impacts from the Agricultural Irrigation component are evaluated in
Section 4.2, Agriculture, beginning on page 4.2-13 (Volume 1 of the Draft EIR). Impact
2.5.4 evaluates the impacts due to the buildup of trace elements or increased salinity. The
document’s conclusion is that the impact of utilizing recycled water for irrigation on
concentrations of trace elements and increased salinity in the soils would be less than
significant. The Draft EIR lists the references used in the soils impact analysis, and those
documents are available for review as part of the EIR administrative record. The reference
documents include:
•

Canada, Government of, Prairie Farm Rehabilitation Administration.
Irrigation and Salinity. June.

•

CH2MHill and Winzler & Kelly. 2002. Technical Memorandum No. 5, Santa Rosa
Incremental Recycled Water Program – Agricultural Reuse

•

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 1993. Standards for the Use or Disposal
of Sewage Sludge (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], Part 503),
Federal Register (58 FR 9248 to 9404). February 19.

•

Merritt Smith Consulting. 2002. Technical Memorandum No. 19, Santa Rosa
Incremental Recycled Water Program – Effluent Quality, Reasonable Potential
Analysis and Permit Limits.

•

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), R.S. Ayers and D.W.
Westcott, authors, 1985. Water Quality for Agriculture, Irrigation and Drainage
Paper 29, Revision 1. Reprinted 1994.

2000.

The commentor is also referred to Draft EIR Volume 3, Appendix E.1 Trace Loading
Analysis, for additional information.
Bioaccumulation, toxicity, and biostimulation in connection with water quality are examined
in Draft EIR Section 4.6 Surface Water Quality, beginning on page 4.6-35. The evaluation
of Impacts 6.5.1, 6.5.2, and 6.5.4 conclude that the Agricultural Irrigation component has less
that significant impacts to surface water quality.
Concerning the impacts of the use of recycled water for agricultural irrigation on soil tilth
and general productivity, the most relevant publication (Asano, 2003) presents the results of
a five-year study (1980-1985) on the irrigation of vegetables with treated wastewater in the
Salinas Valley of California. After five years, the results showed few statistically significant
differences in measured soil or plant parameters attributable to three different water types
(two types of reclaimed municipal wastewater, and well water). None of these differences
had important implications for public health. The study concluded that yield of annual crops
is often significantly higher with reclaimed water. Soil tilth appears from the literature to be
much more sensitive to crop and soil management practices than the use of reclaimed water.
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Response to Comment 524-23
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the potential
economic impacts to the region’s wine and agri-tourism industries from the use of recycled
water for irrigation of wine grapes by influencing negative public perceptions of the
County’s water quality, soils, and quality of wines produced from vineyards irrigated with
recycled water.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states that: “Economic or social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause
and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social
changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or
social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any
detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis
shall be on the physical changes.” This direction is further clarified in Citizens Association
for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. Inyo (1985) 172 Cal. App., 3d 151. In the
court’s decision, it held that “economic or social change may be used to determine that a
physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect of the environment. Where a
physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may
be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting
from the project. Alternatively, economic or social effects of a physical change may be used
to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on the environment.”
The issues raised by the comment are that (a) public perceptions of the use of recycled water
for irrigating wine grapes would detract from the desirability of Sonoma County wines in the
market, and (b) that the tourism industry would be impacted by the presence of non-potable
water warning signs. No chain of cause and effect is found between the use of recycled
water for irrigation and the resulting value of wines produced in Sonoma County. Instead, as
stated on page 4.18-41 of the Final EIR/EIS for the Subregional Long-term Wastewater
Project EIR/EIS, there is the potential for substantial increases in the values of crops,
including wine grapes, through the increased availability of irrigation water. The City of
Santa Rosa currently provides recycled water for about 14 vineyard users totaling
approximately 1,800 acres of vineyards. There has been no problem with adverse perception
regarding the quality of those wines. No problems are thus anticipated with irrigation of
vineyards associated with the IRWP.
The potential negative public perceptions of recycled water were addressed the Final
EIR/EIS for the Subregional Long-term Wastewater Project EIR/EIS Master Response 7 Russian River Tourism. The response states that: “Improvements in the treatment process
since 1988 have substantially increased the quality of reclaimed water to the point where it is
perceived by some to be cleaner than river water.” Numerous factors affect the tourist
industry in Sonoma County including competition from other areas, weather, seasonality,
flooding and flow conditions along the Russian River, wine industry-related special events,
and others. It does not appear that the use of recycled water in agricultural irrigation would
adversely affect tourism.
As the Court explained in Friends of Davis v. City of Davis (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1004,
“CEQA and its implementing guidelines make it clear that social and economic effects are
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not to be considered a significant environment effect and need be considered only to the
extent they are relevant to an anticipated physical change in the environment or, on the basis
of substantial evidence, are reasonably likely to result in physical change to the environment.
Plaintiff's argument is that, because it is arguably possible that in some instances the
establishment of a retail business may have social or economic effects, and because it is
arguably possible that in some instances social or economic effects can cause physical
changes in the environment, social and economic effects must be addressed in an EIR as a
matter of law. We reject such an argument as flatly inconsistent with CEQA and its
implementing guidelines.” In this case, the commentor speculates that the agricultural reuse
component may adversely affect the wine industry. There is no evidence, however, of such
an impact, nor of any physical environmental impacts there from.
Response to Comment 524-24
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the EIR relies so heavily on Agricultural Reuse
in North County when other areas such as South County have greater need for water and
soils that are ideally suited for cleansing wastewater.
The IRWP Agricultural Reuse Alternative includes areas in North County, “mid-County”
near Windsor, areas East of Rohnert Park, and areas in the Santa Rosa plain. Little interest
has been expressed for irrigation by South County landowners, and a South County project
could be implemented as part of the Long-Term Wastewater Project, if desired, and
supplemental environmental documentation were prepared as required. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 524-25
Comment Summary: The comment asks why there is so little analysis of wastewater disposal
via silviculture, when many speakers during scoping recommended this option and it has
several benefits.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods. Silviculture is specifically included in
Alternative 4 – Agricultural Reuse.
Response to Comment 524-26
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address comments
made during the scoping process. Therefore, the previous comments also are attached to this
letter.
The referenced letter was included, and responded to, as Comment Letter 309 in the
Incremental Recycled Water Program Scoping Report. Issues brought up in the letter, have
been addressed in the EIR.
Response to Comment 524-27
Comment Summary: The comment consists of an article titled “Groundwater Problems
Caused by Irrigation with Sewage Effluent”.
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The article advocates groundwater impact analyses be conducted be performed for all
“significant effluent irrigation projects”. There are no specific comments regarding the
IRWP Draft EIR. Groundwater impacts are analyzed at a program level in Section 4.5 of the
Draft EIR, and project-specific CEQA documentation will be prepared for any projects
proposed under the IRWP to evaluate the environmental effects of implementation.
Response to Comments 524-28 through 524-31
Comment Summaries: This is an attachment to the comment letter and is a copy of a letter,
including attachments to the letter, from Bishop’s Ranch to the City of Santa Rosa.
This letter was included, and responded to, as Comment Letter 309 in the Incremental
Recycled Water Program Scoping Report.
Response to Comment 524-32
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a letter from the California Department of
Forestry stating that the Timberland Conversion Permit Application for the Twin Valley
Ranch, Gallo Glass Company, requires the preparation of an EIR.
The letter contains no comments regarding the IRWP Draft EIR. The City of Santa Rosa
agrees that appropriate CEQA review should be conducted for timberland conversion.
Response to Comment 524-33
Comment Summary: The comment consists of an excerpted report prepared by Crop Care
Associates, Inc. titled “Potential Problems from Irrigating with Wastewater” for an
unidentified vineyard. The report addresses use of secondary effluent and concludes with the
statement that the conclusions and/or recommendations in the report are site specific and
directed to the specific and stated needs of the addressed clients only.
The letter contains no comments regarding the IRWP Draft EIR. Please see the discussion in
Volume 1 of the Draft EIR section 4.2 Agriculture, page 4.2-16, Impact 2.5.4 regarding the
impacts to the buildup of trace elements or salinity in the soil, and the response to comment
number 545-4. The IRWP proposes use of tertiary treated recycled water, not secondary
effluent.
Response to Comment 524-34
Comment Summary: The comment consists of excerpts of information regarding the
redwood demonstration project conducted by the City of Santa Rosa and Sonoma State
University.
The letter contains no comments regarding the IRWP Draft EIR. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 524-35
Comment Summary: The comment consists of an article titled “State Forester Treats Waste
with Trees”.
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The letter contains no comments regarding the IRWP Draft EIR. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
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COMMENT LETTER 525, MICHAEL GRAF, LAW OFFICES
LIPPE

OF

THOMAS N.

Response to Comment 525-1
Comment Summary: The comment letter is submitted on behalf of the Russian River
Watershed Protection Committee, the Bishop’s Ranch, Friends of the Russian River and the
Russian RiverKeeper.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 525-2
Comment Summary: This comment raises the possibility that the Draft EIR is dictating a
future course for the City of Santa Rosa that relies on increasing discharge capacity at the
expense of conservation, increased efficiency and other mitigation approaches.
The Draft EIR presents a thorough analysis of each alternative by examining each of its
components; there is no intention of emphasizing one alternative more than another. The
alternatives are analyzed at a similar level of detail.
One of the three Primary Objectives of the Program includes promoting the use of recycled
water. Also, the Supporting Program Objectives emphasize several conservation-related
approaches, as follows: maximize the use of recycled water, maximize reuse opportunities,
and optimize water conservation. Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion
for or Against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 525-3
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should identify a specific
alternative or combination of alternatives as the proposed project.
There is no requirement in CEQA for identification of a preferred or proposed alternative in a
Draft EIR. The IRWP Project Description meets the requirements of Section 15124 of the
CEQA Guidelines. Section 15126.6 of CEQA discusses the requirements for evaluation of
alternatives in an EIR, and nowhere in this section is there a requirement for identification of
a preferred alternative. It is entirely within the spirit of CEQA for decision-makers to use the
impact analysis contained in the IRWP Draft EIR to provide them with information about
which options to select as part of the program. Subsequent project-level documents will
identify and further evaluate proposed alternatives and components.
Response to Comment 525-4
Comment Summary: The comment claims that the approach to alternatives is unacceptable
because alternatives are “vague and/or isolated from other related project alternatives” and
several depend on the implementation of other projects.
The City does not agree with the comment. In addition to providing an evaluation of
individual alternatives and components, the EIR evaluates Combinations of Alternatives in
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Chapter 5. As noted on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, both Geysers Expansion and Discharge
would be capable of individually meeting the entire requirement for increased system
capacity. However, the other alternatives would need to be combined with one or more of
the other alternatives. None of the alternatives depends on other projects that are not
evaluated in the IRWP EIR, and all of the alternatives in the IRWP have been determined to
be feasible. It is unclear from the comment why it is considered inappropriate for the
Discharge Alternative to include a range of options. The City believes that in stating the
objectives for the Program (see pages 1-1 through 1-3 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR) the
intent of the IRWP has been clearly identified. The approach in Draft EIR allows the public
to comment both on specific components and combinations of alternatives. Refer to Master
Response E – Document Organization.
Response to Comment 525-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR fails to discuss the City’s current
effort to obtain authorization to discharge to the Russian River and Laguna through the use
of mixing zones.
Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 525-6
Comment Summary: The comment objects to the EIR, stating that its intent is to insulate the
IRWP from the detailed environmental review requirements of CEQA.
The IRWP Draft EIR performs an appropriate level of review for a Program EIR. Please
refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR studies. The City does not intend
to avoid project-specific environmental review or any of it environmental documentation
responsibilities.
Response to Comment 525-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not comply with CEQA
requirements for “an environmental full disclosure statement”.
The comment provides no details about the alleged inadequacies. The IRWP Draft EIR does
provide full disclosure of impacts at a program level of analysis.
Response to Comment 525-8
Comment Summary:
The comment cites CEQA requirements for describing the
environmental setting as a baseline for determining project impacts.
The comment summarizes certain provisions in the CEQA Guidelines and relevant case law
regarding EIR contents. Detailed setting information about each issue is provided in the
Draft EIR.
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Response to Comment 525-9
Comment Summary: The comment cites CEQA requirements for identification of mitigation
measures and alternatives.
The Draft EIR has identified a range of alternatives, and also includes an extensive
Mitigation and Monitoring Program in Chapter 3.
Response to Comment 525-10
Comment Summary: The comment enumerates several alleged inadequacies in the Draft
EIR, which are summarized as follows:
a. The Draft EIR fails to provide an adequate project description to allow for public
review.
b. The Draft EIR fails to accurately describe the environmental setting.
c. The Draft EIR fails to consider or underestimates alternatives relating to
conservation, infiltration and inflow and urban reuse.
d. The Draft EIR does not consider the feasibility or impacts of other events or project
necessary to implement alternatives such as irrigation or geysers expansion.
e. The Draft EIR does not analyze the alternative of discharging wastewater to the
Russian River or Laguna without advanced treatment.
f. The Draft EIR does not adequately consider the impacts of alternative combinations.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The comment does not identify any specific inadequacies in the IRWP project
description. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-3.
b. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-8.
c. The comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR includes evaluation of Alternative 1 Indoor Water Conservation; Alternative 2 – I&I Reduction; and Alternative 3 – Urban
Reuse. The basis for the capacity of each alternative is explained in the IRWP Project
Description and in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment
525-27.
d. The comment is incorrect. As noted on page 5-1 of the Draft EIR, Geysers
Expansion would be capable of individually meeting the entire requirement for
increased system capacity. While the Agricultural Reuse Alternative would not meet
the entire system requirement, several Combinations of Alternatives including
Agricultural Reuse are evaluated in Chapter 5. None of the alternatives depends on
other projects that are not evaluated in the IRWP EIR, and all of the alternatives in
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the IRWP have been determined to be feasible. The comment does not provide
information regarding what other projects might be required for implementation of
Geysers Expansion or Agricultural Reuse. The IRWP does, however, depend on the
existing system, including sewers, the Laguna Treatment Plant, etc., as described on
pages 2-12 through 2-19 of the Project Description in the Draft EIR.
In addition, the commentor is referred to Appendix D of the Draft EIR which
identified projects with a potential for cumulative impacts.
e. The commentor may be referring to Advanced Membrane Treatment (AMT), rather
than advanced treatment, which is the common name for tertiary treatment currently
undertaken at the Laguna Plant. Discharge options in the IRWP include AMT to the
extent necessary to comply with the CTR, as stated in the Project Description on page
2-31. However, analysis of water quality impacts considered a “worse case”
situation, where AMT was not included, and thus identified significant impacts for a
number of constituents unless AMT were implemented. See the analysis on pages
4.6-46 through -47 of the Draft EIR. The comment is incorrect. Impacts of all five
discharge options are addressed in the Draft EIR. Analysis of impacts for the
discharge options does not assume that advanced membrane treatment would be
implemented.
f. The comment is incorrect. Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR evaluates 9 Combinations of
Alternatives; this Final EIR adds another 6 Combinations. The comment does not
identify any specific inadequacies in the analysis of these combinations.
Response to Comment 525-11
Comment Summary: The comment states that CEQA requires a full and accurate description
of the proposed project.
Chapter 2 in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR contains a full and accurate description of the
proposed IRWP.
Response to Comment 525-12
Comment Summary: The comment states that the IRWP is not a project as defined by CEQA
and suggests that the apparent intent of the EIR is to insulate the actual project from CEQA
review requirements.
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR defines all of the proposed activities that are potential parts of the
IRWP. Each of them meets the CEQA definitions of “an activity which may cause either a
direct physical change in the environment”. Please refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR Studies. The intent of the EIR is not to avoid future project-specific
review, but to provide a basis for decisions about which options to pursue at a project-level.
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Response to Comment 525-13
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City must wait until the Draft Master Plan
is issued before circulating a Draft EIR on the IRWP, or recirculate the Draft EIR after
selecting a combination of alternatives.
The City disagrees with this comment. The IRWP EIR will provide decision-makers with
the information regarding environmental impacts to consider as they decide which
Combination of Alternatives should be pursued further.
Project-specific CEQA
documentation will be prepared for any projects proposed under the IRWP to evaluate the
environmental effects of implementation.
Response to Comment 525-14
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that selection of a Combination of Alternatives
as the IRWP after certification of the IRWP EIR would require further environmental review.
The comment further states that this is inappropriate because alternatives are not described
sufficiently to allow meaningful comparison.
The City disagrees with this comment. Chapter 2 provides a detailed description of all of the
alternatives and components that might be adopted as part of the IRWP. The IRWP Project
Description provides maps, graphics, and descriptions that meet the requirements of Section
15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. While the alternatives have only been defined at a
conceptual level, the description is adequate, at a program level, to evaluate impacts of each
option, and to compare the potential effects of each alternative and combination of
alternatives. Once the Board of Public Utilities selects a Preferred Combination of
Alternatives, the City will consider whether that Combination of Alternatives was completely
evaluated in the IRWP EIR. Several example Combinations of Alternative are already
evaluated in Chapter 5 of the IRWP EIR. Should a different combination be selected the
City will determine whether supplemental CEQA review is needed.
Response to Comment 525-15
Comment Summary: The comment states that to satisfy CEQA a preferred alternative must
be identified and described, and quotes CEQA case law that alternative analysis cannot
occur after public review.
There is no requirement in CEQA for identification of a preferred or proposed alternative in a
Draft EIR. The IRWP Project Description, described in Chapter 2 in Volume 1 of the Draft
EIR, meets the requirements of Section 15124 of the CEQA Guidelines. Section 15126.6 of
CEQA discusses the requirements for evaluation of alternatives in an EIR, and nowhere in
this section is there a requirement for identification of a preferred alternative. It is entirely
within the spirit of CEQA for decision-makers to use the impact analysis contained in the
IRWP Draft EIR to provide them with information about which options to select as part of
the program. The comment cites CEQA case law that addresses the requirement to evaluate
alternatives in the Draft EIR. The IRWP Draft EIR does evaluate alternatives, at a level of
detail and analysis above and beyond what is presented in most EIRs. CEQA allows
alternatives to a proposed project to be addressed at a lesser level of detail than the proposed
project, and the IRWP EIR, has addressed all alternatives at a similar level.
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The intent of the comment is somewhat confusing. It appears to suggest that the City should
have decided on a proposed project prior to preparing the EIR, prior to public input and
CEQA review, and then spent public funds on designing the “preferred project” before
issuing a Draft EIR. Because it would be cost-prohibitive to design six project alternatives
(and eleven subalternatives) at a project level, the alternatives to the “preferred project”
would, of necessity, have been described only at a conceptual level. Should CEQA review
show that an alternative other than the “preferred project” were preferable, funds spent on
designing the “preferred project” would have been wasted, and another project would have to
be designed, with subsequent project-level CEQA review. This is one of the reasons that
tiering has been included in CEQA.
The IRWP Draft EIR affords the public ample opportunity to comment on specific proposals.
The public need not, as described in the comment, “submit comments on an infinite range of
alternative combinations”, but can instead focus on those alternatives or components of
greatest concern. The IRWP process does not preclude the possibility of meaningful public
review and input, but instead opens the doors for comment at a stage where the comments
can make a real difference in how the program progresses.
Response to Comment 525-16
Comment Summary: The comment states that impact analysis for individual alternatives is
inadequate, as it does not consider the cumulative impacts that would result from combining
alternatives.
The Draft EIR does not assert, as the comment suggests, that a combination of alternatives
will necessarily have less impacts than relying on a single alternative. As noted on page 5-3
of the Draft EIR, “there is the potential that certain impacts for the combination could either
be greater or lesser than for an individual alternative.” However, it is true that some
alternatives, such as Indoor Water Conservation, have fewer impacts than others such as
Agricultural Reuse. Where the size and scope of storage reservoirs and irrigation areas can
be reduced through other activities such as Water Conservation and I&I Reduction, that
particular combination of alternatives would likely have fewer impacts than a larger scale
Agricultural Reuse project. The City disagrees that the evaluation of Combinations of
Alternatives in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR is inadequate. The analysis acknowledges that
effects of alternatives can be additive, and considers the cumulative impacts of combining
alternatives. Please refer to the Methodology section of Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, which
begins on page 5-4. Chapter 5 evaluates the additive impacts of nine combinations. The
comment fails to provide any example of interactions or combinations of effects that are not
addressed in Chapter 5. Please also refer to Response to Comment 525-14.
Response to Comment 525-17
Comment Summary: The comment states that because the Discharge Alternative has a range
of options the public cannot comment on any specific discharge option.
It is unclear why the presence of more than one option for discharge precludes the public
from commenting on any or all of the options. Impacts of each option are evaluated in the
Draft EIR. Any Program selected for implementation would also undergo further project-
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specific environmental review. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project
EIR Studies.
The IRWP selection process does defer selection of a particular discharge option until the
EIR is certified and a Master Plan adopted. Such deferral is appropriate, however, given the
programmatic nature of the EIR and the IRWP. In the event the City ultimately selects a
discharge option as part of the IRWP, and decides to move forward with that option, then
site-specific environmental review will be performed focusing on the impacts of that
particular discharge project. Environmental analysis of the impacts of discharge will occur,
and the public will have the opportunity to submit comments on such a proposal before the
City approves it.
Response to Comment 525-18
Comment Summary: The comment states that the project description is inadequate because it
fails to describe the City’s intent to use mixing zones to allow for the discharge of water.
Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 525-19
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately or
accurately describe the need for increased capacity, the amount of wastewater that will be
discharged as part of the Geysers project, and the actual impacts of adopting the no project
alternative.
The comment does not provide specifics about why the need for capacity is not accurately
described. Please refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity and to
Responses to Comments 525-21 through 525-26, which provide responses to the detailed
comments about need for capacity. The City’s existing system is described in detail
beginning on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 2-17 the Geysers Recharge
“Project will deliver an average of 11 mgd for steamfield recharge at The Geysers, to be
utilized for electricity generation.” Discharge to the Laguna varies due to operational and
seasonal considerations and due to annual variations in weather. The no project alternative is
evaluated in detail throughout each section of the document. The comment provides no
specifics about why the analysis is inaccurate.
Response to Comment 525-20
Comment Summary: The comment states that the IRWP forecast of required discharge
capacity is not supported by the evidence.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. That discussion documents the data and methodology used in the
forecast.
Response to Comment 525-21
Comment Summary: The comment states that the capacity forecast is based on dry weather
flows that were lower in 2002 than in 1992 due to the beneficial effects of water conservation
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and other improvements. That reduction in flows is cited as evidence that the IRWP forecast
is flawed.
The effects of water conservation and the reduced flows in the period 1992-2002 are
discussed in Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity, and to Response to
Comment 525-24 and were considered in the calculation of future wastewater flows. Please
see that response.
Response to Comment 525-22
Comment Summary: The comment states that the capacity forecast is based on population
growth projections that, when combined with the benefits of future water conservation and
other factors, results in an unnecessarily high figure.
The application of future population and economic growth projections and their effects on
capacity forecasts, along with the flow projection methodology utilized in the IRWP, are
discussed in Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity. Please see that response.
That response explains in detail how the forecasts were developed, and documents their
appropriateness based on all available information and planning data.
Response to Comment 525-23
Comment Summary: The comment states that the future capacity needs as set forth in Table
1-1 are flawed, and that the increase in growth leads to a project total of 8,800 million
gallons.
Please refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity, which explains how
capacity was determined. The 25.9 mgd includes both capacity for additional population,
plus capacity to serve the needs of businesses and industry. The capacity requirements in
Table 1-1, which range from 9,500 to 12,600 million gallons, are accurate.
Response to Comment 525-24
Comment Summary: The comment questions data used to determine average dry weather
flow: 2000 flows used as the baseline year; the addition of 0.39 mgd Oakmont; the addition
of .05 mgd for Cotati; and the 1996 report on wastewater flows should have been updated
and compared to wet-weather water supply volumes. The comment also questions the annual
irrigation quantity used in the analysis.
ADWF metered at the Laguna Plant during 2002 was 16.2 mgd. However, dry weather
flow for Oakmont is 0.39 mgd, and unmetered flows are estimated to be 0.07 mgd for
landfill leachate and 0.14 mgd for septage. Therefore, these additional flows must be
added to 16.2, for a total of 16.8 mgd. The City’s NPDES permit and the baseline flows
for 2000 of 17.9 mgd were made using this same basis. The difference between the 2000
and 2002 ADWF is, then 6.1 percent rather than 9.5 percent. Refer also to Master
Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity.
The 0.39 mgd for Oakmont is relevant because it is part of the system-wide dry weather
flow. During winter, the Oakmont plant is turned off and all Oakmont flow goes to the
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Laguna Plant. During spring, summer, and fall, the Oakmont system is weather
dependent and cannot be relied upon for disposal because there is no storage. If there is
rain and the golf course cannot irrigate, flows are returned to the sewer system for
treatment at the Laguna Plant.
Flows from each of the Subregional partner’s sewer systems are metered individually.
During 2000, there was a malfunction of one of the Cotati meters. The 0.05 mgd was a
one-time correction factor.
The 1996 report referenced in the comment was a detailed analysis of winter water meter
data used to determine the split between residential and commercial/industrial flow
components. This detailed analysis was cited in the Draft EIR Appendix N.2 Technical
Memorandum 1 because there was no reason to expect much change in this flow split.
The City has since compared the ratio of number of residential accounts to number of
commercial/industrial accounts and has verified that this ratio changed less than one-half
of one percent during the period from 1996 to 2002.
Draft EIR Appendix N.2 TM 16 (Page 4) notes that “Although existing agriculture is on
the order of 6,000 acres, all simulations assume that Laguna agriculture will undergo
attrition and that future acreage will be about 60 percent of current, or roughly 3,550
acres. All simulations use 3,550 acres (60 percent of 5,922 acres).” Attrition is assumed
because there has been ongoing attrition within the system and it is reasonable to assume
that it will continue. Also, some irrigators are converting from pasture to vineyards,
which use less water. For an irrigated acreage of 3,550 acres, Laguna irrigation delivery
ranges from about 1.9 to 2.2 billion gallons per year depending on the year type. Full
delivery is 2.2 billion gallons, but the model simulates reduced irrigation due to rainfall
during the irrigation season. Thus in wet, and even in normal years, annual irrigation
delivery is often less than 2.2 billion gallons. The City thus does not agree that the
ADWF increment is overestimated. The capacity requirements in Table 1-1, which range
from 9,500 to 12,600 million gallons, are accurate.
Response to Comment 525-25
Comment Summary: The commentor asks a series of questions related to the regression
equation used to evaluate I&I.
a) the details of the formulation of the regression equation are not presented, as well as
several issues with regard to the validity of the data set used to formulate the
regression equation,
b) I&I should decrease to insignificant levels when wastewater flows approach ADWF
values, and that I&I reduction may affect the validity of the regression equation.
c) additional scenarios could provide more specific details,
d) a simulation model to represent conservation options may be useful.
e) Further, there is a comment on additional analyses/scenarios.
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The following are the responses developed for the comments summarized above:
a. The Draft EIR, Appendix N.1, TM 16 presents the regression equation in its
original form. Subsequent to the release of TM 16, the regression equation has
been refined using data from 1990 to 1999 to address several of the issues raised
in this comment. The following changes in the Draft EIR outline the
methodology of the regression equation formulation, using the 1990-1999 data.
Page 2, Appendix N.2, TM 16, Paragraph 2 is deleted and the following insertion
is made:
For modeling purposes the wet weather increment is calculated from a
regression fit of the observed wet weather increment at the Laguna
Subregional Water Reclamation Facility (Laguna Plant) versus the
incremental river inflow indicated by available data from 1985 through
1996. The incremental inflow is the inflow to the Russian River
system between Healdsburg and Guerneville. The historical
incremental local inflow was computed from gauge data (i.e.,
incremental local inflow = Russian River flow at Guerneville + SCWA
withdrawal - Warms Spring Dam release - Russian River flow at
Healdsburg - Santa Rosa recycled water discharge.) The incremental
local inflow is determined using output from the SCWA Operations
Model. The recycled water production is computed as:
WW = K * ADWFBase Qi < 250 cfs
WW = K * (ADWFBase + 0.3164 x (Qi-250½) 250 cfs < Qi

Where:
WW
= total recycled water production (mgd)
ADWFBase = Baseline average dry weather flow (mgd)
K = the ratio between ADWFBase and the user-specified ADWF
Qi = incremental local inflow at start of day (end of previous day)
(cubic feet per
second [cfs])
Table 1 shows the actual historical wastewater production and model
wastewater production. On average, the model production is within ±6%
of the historical values on an annual basis and within ±1.5% for the total
wastewater production over the period of analysis.
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Actual and calculated wastewater production: 1990-99
Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program—Water Balance Modeling Summary
Year
Actual
Calculated
Percent
WWP
WWP
Difference
(MG)
(MG)
1990
6,096
6,096
0.0%
1991
6,652
6,894
3.6%
1992
7,060
7,157
1.4%
1993
7,361
7,696
4.6%
1994
7,021
6,857
-2.3%
1995
8,401
8,069
-4.0%
1996
8,283
7,845
-5.3%
1997
7,508
7,312
-2.6%
1998
8,784
8,245
-6.1%
1999
6,071
5,836
-3.9%
Total
73,235
72,008
Average
7,324
7,201
-1.5%

Although the original equation had a calculated total WWP of 72,995 MG,
which was approximately 0.2% different than the actual WWP during the
1990-99 period, the newer regression was used because it was obvious that
the flow measurement methods were improved for this period as well as
complete records.
Figure 2 illustrates measured and modeled monthly wastewater production
and Figure 3 shows the comparison of the old and new regression models.
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Figure 2: Measured and modeled monthly average wastewater
production
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Figure 3. Comparison of the new and old monthly average
wastewater production regression equations: wastewater
production for the period 1990-1999
This information and the information presented below address the
majority of the comments raised. Some specific comments were noted
about particular days illustrating the variability between ADWF and I&I.
Review of the correlation equation regression statistics suggests that such
variability exists. Regression equations, by definition, cannot be truly
validated, but their performance and limitations can be demonstrated in
representing historic conditions, as well as interpretation of the goodness
of fit statistic as shown below. Subsequent simulations and analysis will
use the refined regression equation.
Wastewater production is computed as the sum of the average dry weather
flow (ADWF) and a wet weather increment. The wet weather increment
is based on a regression fit of the observed wet weather increment and the
incremental inflow. The incremental inflow is the inflow to the Russian
River system between Healdsburg and Guerneville and is computed from
data supplied by the Sonoma County Water Agency. (i.e., Incremental
local inflow = Russian R. flow at Guerneville + SCWA withdrawal –
Warms Spring Dam release - Russian R. flow at Healdsburg – Santa Rosa
wastewater discharge. Flow routing through the stream system is
included.)
Wastewater (WW) flow data were available from the City of Santa Rosa
from 1986 to 2000; however the data prior to 1990 were spotty and flow
measurement methodology changed in June of 1990 that substantially
improved the City’s ability to measure WW flow. (Another change, in the
mid-1990’s, included addition of storage at West College. This was not
considered for this analysis.)
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The general steps that were used to construct a WW production equation
include:
Step 1. Obtain incremental daily local inflow from Sonoma County Water
Agency (SCWA) Operations Model (cfs) – 1990-1999 (Figure 1). No data
were available after 1999, limiting the analysis to this ten-year period.
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Figure 1. Daily local inflow (derived from SCWA operations
model output) and historical wastewater production
Step 2. Obtain historic wastewater production from the City of Santa Rosa
(mgd) – 1986 to 2000 (this data brackets the 10-year period) (Figure 1).
Step 3. Plot historic daily wastewater production (mgd) – 1990 to 1999
(Figure 1).
Step 4. From historic daily wastewater production, estimate average dry
weather flow. In this case, the average dry weather flow (ADWF) was
derived from data provided by the City of Santa Rosa. Seasonal (dry
weather flow from May through October) ADWF are provided (Table1).
The average value for the period of analysis of 17.6 mgd was used for this
analysis.
Seasonal (May through October) Average Dry Weather Flow
Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program—Water Balance Modeling Summary
Year
ADWF (mgd)
1999
17.77
1998
18.82
1997
17.09
1996
18.42
1995
18.06
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Seasonal (May through October) Average Dry Weather Flow
Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program—Water Balance Modeling Summary
1994
17.32
1993
17.05
1992
17.88
1991
17.01
1990
16.10
Average
17.6

Step 5. Using the wet weather increment of waste water production and
the corresponding daily local inflow values a regression equation was
formed using the square root of the incremental local inflow (minus any
values below the specified limit, see step 6, above) as the dependent
variable and the wet weather increment of WW production as the
independent variable.
Regression equation is of the form: ADWF+ b*(Qi-250)0.5, where Qi is
incremental local inflow, and b = 0.2882, and an r2 of 0.55.
Step 6. The final limits on the regression equation were:
WW = ADWF

Qi<250 cfs

WW = ADWF+0.2882*(Qi-250)0.5 250 cfs>Qi
b. The current I&I volume is estimated as described above. I&I reduction
alternatives evaluated in TM 16 were defined according to the fraction of annual
I&I volume that could be reduced, where I&I flow is the portion of flow above
average dry weather flow. Simulation of I&I reduction in the water balance model
is consistent with the definition of the I&I reduction alternative (i.e, only on the
wet weather increment of flow was reduced). If an I&I alternative were
implemented, the regression equation described above would no longer be
applicable. The comment correctly states that as wastewater flows approach
ADWF (as occurs each summer) the impact of I&I diminishes (i.e., wastewater
flows equal ADWF).
c. Two specific scenarios combining several components are proposed in the
comment. As a Program document, the Draft EIR necessarily contains a
somewhat general level of evaluation, further CEQA documentation will be
conducted as needed when specific project alternatives and components are
defined at a project level. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
d. Conservation represents a reduction in average dry weather flow and conservation
does not affect the amount of wastewater entering the system through inflow and
infiltration. The effect of conservation on wastewater production is thus the
product of the daily flow reduction due to conservation and the number of days in
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the period of interest (i.e., a month or year). Thus, simulation of a conservation
alternative is not needed.
e. The commentor also proposes an alternative consisting solely of water
conservation, I&I reduction and urban re-use. Please see Response to Comment
533-15.
Response to Comment 525-26
Comment Summary: The comment states that the description of the no project alternative is
inadequate because the baseline conditions regarding system capacity are described
inaccurately.
As discussed in Responses to Comment 525-21 through 525-23, the existing capacity of the
system is correctly described correctly in the Draft EIR. The consideration of the no project
alternative in the Draft EIR is thus also accurate.
The Draft EIR includes an analysis of the “no project” alternative. Under CEQA, the “’no
project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future
if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services. When the project is the revision of an existing land
use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the ‘no project’ alternative will be the
continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future. Typically this is a
situation where other projects initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new
plan is developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans
would be compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan.” (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (d)). That is the approach taken by the IRWP EIR, because the
City’s system is an ongoing operation, and existing elements of the operation (e.g., the
Geysers) had already been approved at the time the City released the IRWP Draft EIR. As
required by CEQA, the no-project alternative consists of existing environmental conditions,
‘as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the
project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure
and community services.’ (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (d)(2).)
Response to Comment 525-27
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR either fails to consider or
underestimates the potential for reducing wastewater discharge through conservation, I&I
Reduction and Urban Reuse.
The basis for the estimates of the amount of flow reduction that could be feasibly
accomplished through water conservation is explained starting on page 2-41 of the Draft EIR,
with supporting information presented in Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum 2, Indoor
Water Conservation. Because the Subregional System already has a very successful water
conservation program, additional reductions in flows that can be accomplished are limited.
Projections of wastewater flows from new development already consider the use of water
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conservation features such as low-flow toilets and showerheads. Similarly, each of the
Subregional System members has existing I&I reduction programs. The basis for calculation
of potential additional reductions in flows is detailed in Appendix N.2, Technical
Memorandum 14. The basis for estimates of the amount of Urban Reuse that can be
accomplished is presented in Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum 4. The Draft EIR
discusses all of these options in full, with evaluation of the impacts of conservation, I&I
reduction and urban reuse presented in each section of the Draft EIR. Costs for each
alternative, including these three options are presented in the Project Description beginning
on page 2-83 of the Draft EIR. The ongoing emphasis on conservation is consistent with the
General Plans of all of the members of the Subregional System. Refer also to Response to
Comment 533-15.
Response to Comment 525-28
Comment Summary: The comment enumerates several inadequacies in the Draft EIR, which
are summarized as follows:
a. The Draft EIR fails to consider or underestimates the potential for conservation to
reduce wastewater discharge.
b. The comment suggests that the environmental benefits of Indoor Water Conservation
on water supplies should be included in the Draft EIR.
c.

Indoor Water Conservation can save more than what is projected in Technical
Memorandum 2 Indoor Water Conservation.

The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. See response to c. below.
b. Evaluation of benefits of water conservation on water supply sources is outside the
scope of the IRWP EIR. It is acknowledged that conservation water supplies is a
secondary Program objective for the IRWP.
c.

The discussion of water conservation is limited to the CUWCC MOU Best
Management Practices due to the fact that these are the BMPs to which the
Subregional partners are committed at this time. While some of the cities may plan to
go beyond the requirements of the MOU, those plans are known at this time, and
there may or may not be industry standards by which to measure the success of such
programs. The MOU provides measurement and evaluation tools for each of the 14
BMPs included in the program. The commentor does not propose specific measures
which should be added to the Program.
The City of Santa Rosa, while focusing its efforts on outdoor water conservation in
future years, will not be abandoning its indoor water conservation programs. The
City still plans on implementing the indoor water conservation BMPs, however, they
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do not plan on increasing their efforts or implementing any new aspects of those
programs.
The Subregional Partners are currently committed to implementing the 14 BMPs
included in the CUWCC’s MOU. Going beyond this at this point or in the near future
is unlikely due to cost-effectiveness and implementation considerations. It has been
demonstrated that the CUWCC’s 14 BMPs are amongst the most cost-effective, and
that for other BMPs, it is more difficult to quantify savings and the costs of the
program (see Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 2).
The EIR has provided general cost data as an information item, however, alternative
costs are not pertinent to environmental impacts, and it is outside the scope of the
IRWP EIR to perform detailed evaluation of net costs of conservation programs.
The amount of savings from water conservation efforts for both water and sewer
volumes are shown on Tables 1 and 2 in TM 2 – Indoor Water Conservation.
This evaluation is a program-level evaluation, not a project-specific evaluation. This
TM quantifies savings based on BMPs currently being performed, as well as those
from the CUWCC’s MOU that are planned for future implementation. Each city can
choose to implement additional BMPs, if they wish, which would result in additional
savings.
However, no information was available to suggest that any of the
Subregional partners were planning on doing this.
Response to Comment 525-29
Comment Summary: The comment asks for information on basis of flow parameters and how
I&I reduction would vary in wet and dry years. The comment also states that Draft EIR fails
to consider or underestimates the potential for Infiltration and Inflow improvements to
reduce wastewater dishcarge. The discussion of alternative combinations limits the
contribution of I&I reduction to 1,200 million gallons. There is considerable evidence that
the cumulative potential for this alternative to reduce waste-water discharge is substantially
more.
In response to the question about the basis of the I&I flows in terms of peak hour or peak day
volumes, the Feasibility Report attempted only to quantify I&I flows in terms of annual
flows based upon certain types of water years. This relates to the annual removal volumes
discussed later in this response. It will be appropriate to review and study peak flows (either
peak day or peak hour) when more detailed I&I work is done in the future. For the purposes
of the current documentation, the alternative has been quantified by the annual removal
volumes only.
In response to the question about how the I&I removal is quantified between wet and dry
years, Table 9 of the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 14 shows how the volume changes for a
dry, normal and wet year and for various removal percentages.
As shown in TM 14, Table 9, the potential I&I reduction is not limited to 1,200 MG as the
comment suggests. The amount could be an annual volume of approximately 2,000 MG in a
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wet year that would occur one out of every 10 years. In a normal year, the reduced annual
amount could be approximately 700 MG. These reductions are at the 70 percent I&I
reduction level, which would require an extremely comprehensive program to achieve. Most
known I&I removal programs reach a maximum level of 40 to 50 percent reduction, even
where severe I&I problems exist. The subregional system does not have severe I&I problems
when contrasted with other municipal collection systems.
The comment additionally explores several solutions that were not studied in detail for the
Feasibilty Report because of the programmatic nature of the EIR document. The intent of the
Feasibility Report was to show what the maximum extent of an I&I removal program could
attain, and that was presented as a 70 percent removal. The approximately $600 million
corresponding cost represented a comprehensive sewer replacement program, as well as
private lateral improvements. As discussed in TM No. 14, the removal obtained for a lesser
level of implementation is difficult to predict without more information, which requires more
study. It is possible, as the comment suggests, that different percentages of I&I removal
could result in different water years. That type of data would require more study to develop.
In any event, the IRWP has to focus on how to manage 6,700 MG in the wettest year, and the
most that could be expected from an I&I program at its greatest extent is approximately
2,000 MG of this annual volume. Therefore, I&I removal cannot be a full solution on its
own.
A possible method to obtain more detailed data on cost-versus-removal percentage is to
implement a study within the Subregional System. Peak wet weather flows are resulting in
flows at the Laguna Plant that are approximately 5 times the average dry weather flow, as
stated in TM No. 14. There are no data at this point to indicate that the need for additional
facilities at the Laguna Plant could be reduced or eliminated by implementation of an I&I
program, but it is possible that this could occur.
Response to Comment 525-30
Comment Summary: The comment enumerates several alleged inadequacies in the Draft EIR
regarding the potential of Urban Reuse to reduce wastewater discharge, which are
summarized as follows:
a. The discussion of alternative combinations limits the contribution of urban reuse to
900 million gallons. There is considerable evidence that the cumulative potential for
this alternative to reduce wastewater discharge is substantially more.
b. Only irrigation is considered, while commercial/industrial/institutional (CII) reuse is
ignored (Technical Memo 13 considers only gravel mining outside the urban areas).
c. Only 79% of dedicated irrigation meters are considered feasible.
d. Only turf irrigation is considered, while the potential for year-round subsurface
irrigation of evergreen trees is ignored. Several studies of Redwood irrigation at
Sonoma State University show that winter irrigation capacity is substantial.
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e. Gray water reuse is not considered for CII users. Examples include cooling tower
blowdown, boiler blowdown, Reverse Osmosis reject water, etc.
f. Black water treatment and reuse is not considered. City managed and maintained
septic/leach systems for appropriate sites could simultaneously reduce discharges to
the sewer and irrigation water demands.
g. Potential urban reuse is severely underestimated, in terms of the range of feasible
options, benefits to the environment, and net economic costs.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As shown in the Project Description, the maximum feasible implementation of urban
reuse could result in approximately 2,100 MG of reuse capacity, rather than 900 MG
listed in the comment.
b. The Urban Reuse Alternative includes CII reuse, but has not identified large potential
users within the Subregional System boundaries. Irrigation is the largest water use
that can be replaced by recycled water in an urban setting. Therefore, CII flow was
not ignored; but CII volume was not included in the estimated urban reuse volume
because it has not been found to be a large contributor. If an urban reuse program is
implemented, it is likely that some specific CII users will be identified and included
in the program (other than their likely irrigation water demands). However, these CII
demands will be small in comparison to the larger irrigation water usage.
c. The reason that 100 percent of irrigation meters were not considered is that it was
assumed to not be reasonable to build infrastructure to every corner of the City, but
rather to serve areas that were more cost effective.
d. Planting of large numbers of evergreen trees in the urban environment for reuse is not
considered practical, and could not represent a significant reuse capacity if the land
for plantings could be located. The intent is to irrigate existing turf and landscaping
that are typically part of the urban setting, or turf and landscaping as part of new
developments in the urban area. Redwood trees planted as part of landscaping would
be accommodated as part of the Urban Reuse Alternative.
e. Significant industrial users were not identified for urban reuse, and the ones that were
checked (such as Agilent) already had a reuse system in place. If such users are
identified in the future, they can be included in the program.
f. Black water treatment would be difficult to implement primarily because of user
acceptability. The urban setting is already sewered, and will likely remain that way.
Reverting back to leach fields and septic systems would likely be unacceptable to the
typical urban user, because of maintenance and performance requirements. The soils
in Sonoma County are not generally well suited for septic systems. These soil
conditions lead to higher levels of septic system maintenance and increase costs.
Therefore, it is assumed that in an urban setting, implementing a program to

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 525-19

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

disconnect customers from a sewer system which has been in use for years will not be
acceptable.
Some additional attributes of black water systems are discussed as follows: The
systems would remove sewer flow from the sewer collection system and would
therefore be beneficial because of the reduced flow to the Laguna Plant. However, the
potential impacts could include impacts on residential water wells and to quality of
stormwater runoff due to failing leach fields. There would also be impacts from leach
field installation throughout the City. In terms of reliability, experience in unsewered
areas of Sonoma County has shown that septic systems are largely unreliable and fail
in performance on a regular basis, potentially degrading local water quality. Sonoma
County has had to require more expensive mound systems in many areas because of
the unsuitability of soils. Mound systems in an urban setting would have numerous
visual impacts. These systems would also not be cost effective in contrast to a publicowned collection and treatment system where conditions are more controlled and
regulated. Finally, the Laguna Plant currently receives and processes hauled septage
from septic users in the county; implementation of urban black water would increase
this septage hauling to the Laguna Plant, so the black water systems would only
partially reduce the loading on the Laguna Plant.
g. The urban reuse program at its maximum, as presented in the Draft EIR, is an
extensive program as evidenced by similar urban reuse systems in other cities, and it
would be difficult to achieve significantly greater results in terms of reuse volume in
an urban setting.
Response to Comment 525-31
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR fails to consider or underestimates the potential for
industrial recycling to reduce wastewater discharge.
To clarify the industrial reuse is included as part of the Urban Reuse Alternative, the
following changes are made in the Draft EIR:
Page 2-24:
•

Urban Irrigation, which would provide recycled water from the Laguna Plant to
urban irrigation sites as a replacement for either potable municipally-supplied
water or well water used for irrigating landscaped areas. Under this component
recycled water would be supplied as a replacement for existing irrigation systems,
as well as an irrigation supply for landscaped areas in new development.
The urban irrigation component would also include industrial reuse and dual use
systems in new development that provide for use of recycled water as a replacement
for water supply in industrial processes as well as for non-potable use for indoor
plumbing (such as fire sprinklers and toilets) in commercial buildings and for on-site
landscape irrigation.

Page 2-44, the fourth paragraph is revised:

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 525-20

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The urban reuse system would also provide for industrial reuse and the use of dual
piping systems in new development. These dual use systems provide for use of
recycled water as a replacement for water use in industrial processes as well as for
new landscaped areas. Recycled water in the dual use systems also would be
available to commercial buildings for use for indoor plumbing such as fire sprinklers
and toilets. Another option may be a dual-plumbed system in which buildings in a
common development have a gray water collection system (as discussed below) in
which the water is filtered and conveyed to a larger irrigation site, such as a nearby
school or park. Use of recycled water in dual piping systems in future development
would also avoid the need to supply an additional 658 MG/yr, either from Citysupplied or groundwater for an irrigated area of 718 acres in new development areas.
The water would be supplied to irrigation systems, which would be installed as part
of the grading and construction for the new development.
TM 13 discusses how industrial uses along the Geysers pipeline corridor were evaluated. For
CII uses in the urban setting, city staff observations of major water system users and
experience with the water system indicate the following observations:
•

The summer peak monthly usage for these types of users is not a great deal higher
than winter monthly usage, giving a preliminary indication that cooling towers are not
in use by a large number of CII customers.

•

Some of the known industrial users require super-purified water for their processes
and would not find recycled water an acceptable alternative.

The inclusion of CII users in the urban alternative also requires more detailed site specific
surveys to determine viability of the recycled water into the customer's processes. It is
possible that, if an urban reuse system develops in the City of Santa Rosa, some of these CII
uses will be revealed as conceptual design is completed and detailed points of supply are
identified. There would be no reason to preclude these types of users from an urban system
because their locations and annual usage volumes are known, and if recycled water
infrastructure is created in the vicinity, it should be sized to accommodate this type of
demand. However, it is not likely that the overall volume of the reuse program is going to be
able to be extended beyond the level of approximately 2,000 MG of reuse system-wide,
which is already an aggressive urban reuse program.
For example, OCLI, an industrial user in the City of Santa Rosa and one of the top ten
customers in the City, pretreats its process water and would not accept a recycled water
supply because it would have to increase the level of treatment even more. Another example
is Agilent Technologies in Santa Rosa, which uses its treated process water for irrigation of
its recreational fields and would therefore not be able to convert this irrigated area to
recycled water because it is already using recycled water rather than potable supply. Another
top ten potable water user is the Flamingo Hotel, which has large pool for which the
customer would not be expected to accept recycled water usage. These examples show why
CII users are not likely to provide a large demand component to an overall urban reuse
system, but as a system is implemented, they are worthy of consideration on a site specific
basis.
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Response to Comment 525-32
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR fails to compare the increased costs of the Discharge
Alternative with the costs required to implement environmentally benign alternatives. The
Draft EIR also fails to conduct a meaningful cost comparison between environmentally
benign alternatives and other alternatives with the potential for significant impacts.
The comment offers an opinion regarding the cost effectiveness of conservation and I&I
removal and the potential savings at the Laguna plant.
In terms of the effectiveness of conservation, the 300-MG reduction in wastewater flow will
help reduce the sizing of Laguna Plant facilities, but does not provide enough reduction on its
own to avoid the need for new facilities. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-28 for
more details.
In terms of the effectiveness of I&I removal, it is possible that such a program could reduce
the need for facilities impacted by peak flows. However, there are not adequate data at this
time to determine what the cost-effective point is. Additionally, large amounts of I&I
removal resulting in significant peak shaving will likely involve major lengths of sewer and
manhole replacement as well as a private lateral repair program. The extent and timing of
these improvements could have a large interference with urban life within the Subregional
System, which is why a study is likely to be a first step in evaluating the acceptability of an
intensive I&I removal program. If a study is implemented, more detailed data on the speed
of implementation and cost effectiveness of removal will be available, which can then be
extrapolated out to the entire system. The impact on Laguna Plant improvements and the
overall cost effectiveness can then be determined.
Information on the feasibility of alternatives, including costs, may appear in the EIR or
elsewhere in the record before the public agency. (See Association of Irritated Residents v.
County of Madera (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383; San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown
Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656.) See Response to
Comment 524-14.
Response to Comment 525-33
Comment Summary: The comment states that the two conservation measures of requiring
new development to provide water conservation to offset its water use and requiring dual
piping for all new development should have been included in the Draft EIR, and questions
the rationale for rejecting these options from further study.
The IRWP does include dual piping of new development as one of the elements of Urban
Reuse. As noted on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, “The urban irrigation component would also
include dual use systems in new development that provide for use of recycled water as a
replacement for water supply in industrial processes as well as for non-potable use for indoor
plumbing (such as fire sprinklers and toilets) in commercial buildings and for on-site
landscape irrigation.” The question of whether dual plumbing for new developments is
voluntary or mandatory does not alter the environmental impacts of this option, which have
been evaluated in the Draft EIR. Similarly, the requirement that new development provide
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water conservation is, as described on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR, “a strategy for water
conservation that shifts the funding responsibility to the private sector. Under this approach,
new development would be required to incorporate sufficient water conservation measures to
offset, in whole or in part, the water demand created by the new development. New
development would need to reduce its water use and/or acquire "credits" generated by
reductions in water usage by other, existing water users.” The types of water conservation
methods that would be used would be essentially the same Best Management Practices that
are described in the Draft EIR. The environmental impacts of a water conservation program
that was funded partially by private developers would not be different than the impacts of a
program that was funded solely by the members of the Subregional System. CEQA does not
require every possible alternative to be evaluated in an EIR. The Draft EIR evaluates a
reasonable range of alternatives, including a reasonable program of conservation.
Response to Comment 525-34
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the feasibility
and environmental impacts of surface water storage.
Surface water storage reservoirs have been constructed all over the world for many years. It
is clearly technically feasible to construct water storage facilities, and the Draft EIR provides
conceptual information on siting and design of storage reservoirs in the Project Description,
with supporting information in Appendix N.2, TM 6. The Draft EIR does not defer the
analysis of storage reservoirs. Analysis of the impacts of storage facilities at a program level
is included in each section of the Draft EIR. Future project-level analysis would also be
conducted if specific projects requiring storage facilities are adopted as part of the IRWP. It
is also noted that the passage quoted in the comment suggests that a reservoir could be
proposed and implemented by another agency. For purposes of the EIR, however, the
surface storage component was evaluated as part of the Program implemented by the City.
Response to Comment 525-35
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR proposes that environmental
review of storage reservoirs be deferred until after a project requiring storage is selected.
The comment is incorrect. Although analysis has been conducted at a program level, the
potential impacts of storage reservoirs have been evaluated in the Draft EIR, and a number of
potentially significant impacts have been identified. Further site-specific analysis would be
conducted if an option requiring storage were pursued. Before any Program that includes a
storage reservoir was approved, appropriate CEQA documentation would be completed, with
project and site-specific review tiering off the IRWP EIR.
This approach is authorized by CEQA Guidelines sections 15152 and 15168, which envision
programmatic environmental review followed by site-specific review. The City has
determined that the IRWP represents an appropriate situation in which to use a tiered
approach. In approving the IRWP, the City would not approve a specific reservoir site.
Approval of a specific reservoir site would not occur until after the City performs sitespecific environmental review. The IRWP EIR provides the public and decision-makers with

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 525-23

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

a general understanding of the impacts of constructing a storage reservoir. This analysis is
consistent with the programmatic nature of the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 525-36
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City is violating CEQA’s rule against
deferring relevant and necessary environmental review to a later point after project
approval.
Environmental review of reservoirs has not been deferred. Please refer to Responses to
Comments 525-34 and 525-35 and to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies.
The cases cited in the comment all involved site-specific projects, for which no further
CEQA review would be performed. The IRWP EIR, by contrast, involves a program that
expressly envisions site-specific review for individual components of the program. The
Courts of Appeal uphold this approach. (See, e.g., Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County
of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351.)
Response to Comment 525-37
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that the City cannot consider the Expanded
Geysers Recharge Alternative because Calpine has no contractual obligation to accept
additional recycled water.
The decision to enter into a contract with Calpine to provide additional recycled water would
be a discretionary decision, which the City cannot undertake without appropriate
environmental review. It would violate CEQA for the City to undertake such a contract
without first evaluating this option in an appropriate CEQA document. Calpine has indicated
an interest in receiving additional recycled water. Please refer to page 14 of TM 7, which is
contained in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR. As noted there, “Calpine has indicated that
there may be two levels of daily flow that could be of interest. First, a 20-mgd flow rate
would possibly allow Calpine to balance the amount of water being removed from the
steamfield with the amount of water being injected. Therefore, the 20-mgd flow rate is
assumed to be productive for Calpine because it would presumably all be converted to steam.
Second, receipt of 27 mgd is also seen as possible by Calpine because the additional flow
would be used to recharge the aquifer under the steamfield, although it is not believed by
Calpine to be as effective for energy production.” Thus, the Geysers Expansion Alternative
appears to be potentially feasible, based on Calpine’s expressed willingness to enter into an
agreement to accept this additional recycled water. If the City and Calpine are unable to
reach an agreement, then this alternative would prove to be infeasible, because it is premised
on reaching such an agreement. In any event, the City would not approve such an agreement
without first performing site-specific CEQA review.
Response to Comment 525-38
Comment Summary. The comment points out that the Draft EIR does not discuss the fact that
the City would not be permitted to adopt the option of blending secondary and tertiary
wastewater without an amendment to the Basin Plan.
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Please refer to Response to Comment 202-16.
Response to Comment 525-39
Comment Summary: The comment states that the project description is inadequate because
it fails to describe the City’s intent to request an allowance for the use of mixing zones.
Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones. The Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of
discharging recycled water without advanced treatment or mixing zones. Section 4.6 of the
Draft EIR, Surface Water Quality, identifies the effects of discharging recycled water, and
estimates resultant pollutant levels. Please refer to the discussion of impacts that begins on
page 4.6-46 of the Draft EIR. The analysis presented in the Draft EIR is thus a “worst case”
analysis. Should advanced treatment be included as part of direct or indirect discharge,
quality of recycled water would be improved over existing recycled water quality, which was
the quality assumed for the analysis of impacts.
Response to Comment 525-40
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate potentially
significant environmental impacts as required by CEQA.
The comment provides no specifics as to the alleged inadequacies. Please refer to responses
to subsequent specific comments.
Response to Comment 525-41
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR analysis is meaningless because
of a lack of information on the following issues:
a. Lack of knowledge regarding future effluent requirements for direct discharge into
the Russian River or Laguna;
b. Lack of knowledge regarding the pollutants for which the Russian River and Laguna
will be listed as impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act;
c. Lack of knowledge regarding the beneficial uses that will apply to this Project for the
Russian River and Laguna;
d. Lack of knowledge regarding the feasibility of reservoir storage for irrigation
discharge;
e. Lack of knowledge regarding the actual amount of discharge that may be
accommodated by the Geysers project;
f. Lack of knowledge regarding the feasibility of various conservation alternatives;
g. Lack of knowledge regarding the feasibility of inflow and infiltration reduction
alternatives;
h. Lack of knowledge regarding the feasibility of various urban reuse alternatives;
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i. Lack of knowledge regarding the actual need for this project.
j. Lack of analysis of how components interact and combine to produce effects that are
greater than those of each component in isolation.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As noted on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, “The regulatory requirements applicable to
reclaimed water discharge into the Russian River and its tributaries have increased
since the Geysers Recharge Project was selected, and additional regulatory
requirements are anticipated.” A lack of information about future requirements does
not invalidate the analysis in the Draft EIR. The EIR provides analysis of impacts
based on existing regulations. Should effluent requirements change in the future, the
new requirements would either be considered in supplemental CEQA review for the
Program (if the IRWP has not yet been implemented) or the City would need to
consider revisions to its system to meet the requirements. An EIR’s analysis should
focus on the existing regulatory environment, and need not speculate about draft
plans or potential future proposals. (See Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Vista
(1996) 50 Cal.App.4th 1134.).
b. See Response to Comment 525-41(a).
c. Beneficial Uses for the Laguna de Santa Rosa, Russian River, Petaluma River, Cache
Creek, and Putah Creek are shown in Table 4.6-1 in the Draft EIR. Although some
beneficial uses have not been finalized, they are included as potential beneficial uses
and evaluated as though they were adopted.
d. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-34 regarding the feasibility of reservoir
storage.
e. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-19 regarding the capacity of the existing
Geysers Recharge Project. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-37 regarding
the potential capacity of the IRWP Geysers Expansion Alternative.
f. The basis for the estimates of the amount of flow reduction that could be feasibly
accomplished through water conservation is explained starting on page 2-41 of the
Draft EIR, with supporting information presented in Appendix N.2, TM 2, Indoor
Water Conservation. This documents the feasibility of the water conservation
alternative.
g. The basis for calculation of potential additional reductions in flows is detailed in the
Draft EIR in Appendix N.2, TM 14. This documents the feasibility of the I&I
Reduction Alternative.
h. The basis for estimates of the amount of Urban Reuse that can be accomplished is
presented the Draft EIR in Appendix N.2, TM 4. This documents the feasibility of
the Urban Reuse Alternative.
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i. Please refer to Responses to Comments 525-20 through 525-25 regarding the need for
the Program.
j. For the reasons described above, the analysis in the Draft EIR is deemed adequate for
a program-level evaluation of impacts, and will provide decision-makers with
sufficient information to determine which options should be pursued further. Please
refer to Response to Comment 525-16 regarding effects of combinations of
alternatives.
Response to Comment 525-42
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR is defective because it does not
identify a preferred alternative, the analysis of alternative combinations is inadequate,
cumulative analysis does not satisfy CEQA, and potential conservation is underestimated.
The City disagrees with the comment. Identification of a preferred alternative is not required
by CEQA. Please refer to Responses to Comments 525-3 and 525-15 regarding CEQA
requirements for a project description. Please refer to Responses to Comments 525-4 and
525-16 regarding combinations of alternatives and cumulative impacts. The City has not
avoided analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative analysis of impacts is presented in each
section of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-27 regarding the
capacity of the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative.
The example provided in the comment is not correct. The Draft EIR has considered the
potential impacts of increased pesticide use associated with expansion of agriculture. As
noted on page 4.6-34 of the Draft EIR, “The City has adopted Measure 3.2.4, Implement
BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Chemical Use, as part of the Project Description. Measure
3.2.4 requires the City to perform a series of Best Management Practices to minimize runoff,
e.g., application of irrigation water should be consistently equivalent to crop demand.” The
measure would apply to agricultural irrigation no matter where it was implemented, and the
Draft EIR has concluded that this would reduce potential impacts to less than significant.
Response to Comment 525-43
Comment Summary: The comment states that cumulative impacts are not adequately
addressed because the project has not been sufficiently described and the Draft EIR does not
describe other ongoing related projects.
The comment is incorrect. The elements of the Program are fully described in Chapter 2 of
the Draft EIR, and the approach for cumulative analysis is explained on page 2-85 of the
Draft EIR. As stated there, “Cumulative projects have been identified using two methods (as
defined under Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines): General Plan projections and the list
approach. Projections from the general plans and individual projects are listed in Appendix
M and individual projects are listed in Appendix D.” An extensive list of other projects is
presented there. There are no other projects that are necessary for the implementation of the
IRWP.
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Response to Comment 525-44
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that it is premature to attempt to identify projects
to meet future wastewater discharge requirements and that this analysis should be deferred
until regulatory issues are clarified, demand for the project is more clearly assessed, and the
Geysers project has been implemented and its success evaluated.
The City does not agree that it is prudent to defer planning for future needs. Please refer to
Response to Comment 525-41.
Response to Comment 525-45
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that further environmental review will be
required once an alternative is chosen.
The comment is correct. The Draft EIR is a program level EIR. Once an alternative or
combination of alternatives is chosen, analysis will be conducted at the project-level. Refer
to Master Response G - Program versus Project EIR Studies. See also CEQA Guidelines,
sections 15152 and 15168 (requirements for use of program EIR in subsequent project
implementing the program).
Response to Comment 525-46
Comment Summary: This comment is an attachment titled “Agreement for Professional
Services with California Resource Strategies for Regulatory & Legislative Support
Services.”
The comment is an attachment to the letter, which is referenced in Comment 525-5. Please
refer to Response to Comment 525-5.
Response to Comment 525-47
Comment Summary: This comment is an attachment of a letter from the City of Santa Rosa
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board dated September 23, 2002.
The comment is an attachment to the letter, which is referenced in Comment 525-5. Please
refer to Response to Comment 525-5.
Response to Comment 525-48
Comment Summary: The comment is an attachment to Comment Letter 525 entitled “Hold
the Flow! – Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional (sic) Water Efficiency Program for the
City of Petaluma.
The attachment contains no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment 525-28, which addresses comments about potential
commercial/industrial/institutional (CII) flow reduction.
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Response to Comment 525-49
Comment Summary: The comment is an attachment entitled “Policy Analysis Related to the
Conversion of Native Habitat to Vineyard: Sonoma County’s Vineyard Erosion and Sediment
Control Ordinance as a Case Study”.
The attachment contains no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment 552-12 which addresses comments about potential impacts from
conversion under the provisions of the Sonoma County Vineyard Erosion and Sediment
Control Ordinance.
Response to Comment 525-50
Comment Summary: The comment is an attachment to Comment Letter 525 entitled
“Membrane Filtration of Biologically Treated Effluent for Production of Boiler Feedwater”.
The attachment contains no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Advanced Membrane
Treatment is included as a component in the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 525-51
Comment Summary: The comment is an attachment to Comment Letter 525 entitled
“Recycled Water and Cooling Towers: The San Jose Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plant/San Jose State University Case Study.
The attachment contains no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. The attachment is
referenced in Comment 525-30. Please refer to Response to Comment 525-30.
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COMMENT LETTER 526, PAUL OGASAWARA
Response to Comment 526-1
Comment Summary: The comment provides an argument in support of enhanced treatment.
The comment does not define Enhanced Treatment. The Draft EIR evaluates Advanced
Membrane Treatment. Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component. If the comment refers to pasteurization of wastewater,
please refer to page 6-9 of the Draft EIR. Pasteurization was considered as an alternative, but
was not carried forward, because it was determined to be infeasible.
Response to Comment 526-2
Comment Summary: The comment addresses costs overruns and eminent domain
proceedings on the Geysers Recharge Project.
Cost overruns and eminent domain proceedings related to the Geysers Recharge Project are
outside the scope of the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 526-3
Comment Summary: The comment addresses construction safety procedures on the Geysers
Recharge Project.
Safety procedures related to the Geysers Recharge Project are outside the scope of the IRWP
EIR.
Response to Comment 526-4
Comment Summary: The comment addresses the financial status of Calpine, the Geysers
Steamfield operator, and other energy companies, and states that the Geysers Option will
prove too costly.
The financial statuses of Calpine and energy companies are not environmental issues under
CEQA and are outside the scope of the IRWP EIR. Neither project costs nor sources of
funding are environmental issues examined under the provisions of CEQA. The
consideration of project costs and sources of funding is part of the process of the selection of
an alternative, which will occur after the EIR is certified.
Response to Comment 526-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that earthquake frequency and magnitude have
increased in the vicinity of The Geysers and asks if the City of Santa Rosa has predicted how
many more earthquakes would occur. It also asks if the City of Santa Rosa will be
responsible if a “massive” earthquake is triggered.
A discussion of the relationship between steam production, water injection and induced
seismicity, which includes predictions regarding the size and magnitude of earthquakes that
might occur as a result of injection, is included in Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIR. Refer to
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Response to Comment 520-7 regarding the City of Santa Rosa’s liability and Response to
Comment 507-9 regarding potential damaged property.
Response to Comment 526-6
Comment Summary: The comment supports, and discusses the benefits of, Enhanced
Treatment and using cogeneration technology and pasteurization of wastewater.
Please refer to page 6-9 of the Draft EIR. Pasteurization was considered as an alternative,
but was not carried forward, because it was determined to be infeasible. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component. Cogeneration is a method for generating energy, and is outside the scope of this
Program.
Response to Comment 526-7
Comment Summary: The comment addresses the selection of a pipeline route for the Geysers
Recharge Project, and states that the City has raised water and sewer rates and plans on
eventually doubling them.
The selection of a pipeline route for the Geysers Recharge Project is outside the scope of this
EIR. Raising the City’s water and sewer rates is not relevant to environmental impacts, and
is also outside the scope of this EIR.
Response to Comment 526-8
Comment Summary: The comment asks for an explanation of the cause of recent earthquakes
(including an earthquake that was felt by the commentor, who lives in Sebastopol) and of the
increase in the frequency of earthquakes at The Geysers. He asks whether earthquakes are
attributable to wastewater injection, whether smaller earthquakes could portend a larger
earthquake, whether an increase in injection rates could increase the number of earthquakes,
and whether the City of Santa Rosa will be held accountable if earthquakes cause damage or
injury.
The date and time of the earthquake that was felt by the commentor is not identified so it is
not possible to surmise the location, magnitude or cause of the event to which he refers. The
Draft EIR includes discussions of regional seismicity and of the relationship between steam
production, water injection and induced seismicity in Section 4.3 and in Appendix F.1 of the
Draft EIR. Please also refer to Response to Comment 526-5.
Response to Comment 526-9
Comment Summary: The comment supports Enhanced Treatment.
Please refer to Response to Comment 526-6.
Response to Comment 526-10
Comment Summary: This comment is an article from Discover magazine about turning
waste into oil.
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This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
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COMMENT LETTER 527, KATHY TRESCH, JOE TRESCH DAIRY, INC
Response to Comments 527-1 through 527-4
Comment Summary: The comments describe the commentor’s property and that it has been
targeted for a wastewater dam and irrigation by the Long-Term Wastewater Project. The
comments state that the land is not for sale and requests that the site be permanently omitted
from further consideration because it is not a viable alternative.
The project and property referred to would not be affected by any IRWP alternatives and is
not included in the IRWP Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 527-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that a West County project is not viable because
irrigation acreage is not available.
A West County project is not part of the program under consideration in the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 527-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the impacts of a West County project could not
be mitigated.
The IRWP does not include a West County project.
Response to Comment 527-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the reader refer to previous comments and legal
records on the West County Project.
The IRWP does not include a West County project. Previous comments were addressed as
part of the Long-Term EIR.
Response to Comment 527-8
Comment Summary: The comment questions a pipeline being built to the central landfill.
The project in question is not part of the IRWP Draft EIR. Sonoma County has dropped the
reclaimed water supply line project component as part of the Supplemental EIR, as noticed in
the Second Revised Notice of Preparation dated June 27, 2003.
Response to Comment 527-9
Comment Summary: The comment supports expansion of the Geysers pipeline.
Refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
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COMMENT LETTER 528 – JEFFREY D. GOSPE
Response to Comment 528-1
Comment Summary: The Anderson Springs Community Alliance has reviewed the Draft EIR
and concludes that the Geysers Expansion Alternative of the IRWP will likely seriously
exacerbate an already intolerable situation regarding induced seismic activity in the nearby
communities around Anderson Springs and Cobb.
The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts of the IRWP on induced seismicity in the communities
of Anderson Springs and Cobb. Results of the analysis are reported in Appendix F.1,
Induced Seismicity Analysis, and summarized in Impact 3.10.4 starting on page 4.3-77 of the
Draft EIR. The impact of injecting up to 25 mgd of recycled water (from both the Geysers
Recharge Project and the IRWP) would tend to increase the frequency of MMI III and above
earthquakes at Cobb from about 36 earthquakes per year to 66 earthquakes per year, an 83%
increase. At Anderson Springs, the frequency of MMI III and greater earthquakes would
increase from a baseline of about 50 per year to 81 per year1, a 62% increase. Earthquakes of
MMI III and above are earthquakes that are felt by some persons (MMI III) to nearly all
persons (MMI V).
The impact of injecting up to 25 mgd of recycled water (from both the Geysers Recharge
Project and the IRWP) would tend to increase the frequency of MMI V and greater
earthquakes at Cobb from 0.74 earthquakes per year to 1.15 earthquakes per year, a 55%
increase. At Anderson Springs, the frequency of MMI V and above earthquakes would
increase from a baseline of 0.93 per year to 1.35 per year, a 45% increase1. Earthquakes of
MMI V and greater are earthquakes that are capable of property damage, such as cracked
plaster and broken windows.
The Draft EIR defines a significant impact on induced seismicity as a 20% increase in the
frequency of MMI V and greater earthquakes and reports that the predicted increases in
frequencies exceed the 20% significance threshold, both before and after mitigation.
Therefore, a significant impact was identified, and Mitigation Measure 3.5.1, Monitor
Seismic Events and Adjust Injection Rates, proposed. Because the effectiveness of
mitigation is undetermined at this time, the impact is considered significant both before and
after mitigation because there is no assurance the induced seismicity impact would be
avoided.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.

1

The baseline analysis period was June 1, 1997 to November 30, 2002, and the number of earthquakes
listed is an average per year that occurred during this period. Also during this period, the number of
earthquakes continued to increase so that the number per year in 2002 was approximately double the
number in 1997. Use of an average number of earthquakes during a five-year baseline period, rather than
the highest number of earthquakes in 2002 is a conservative choice, in that the percentage increase is higher
and more reflective of long-term trends.
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Response to Comment 528-2
Comment Summary: Due to our worsening situation with induced seismicity attributable
solely to increased steam production and wastewater injection associated with geothermal
operations at The Geysers, it is unacceptable to increase injection volumes to the Geysers,
given the existing and worsening levels of induced seismic activity in Anderson Springs. This
is especially true since Lake County’s program of 8 mgd has been demonstrated by
independent scientists and the Press to be the likely cause of negative environmental impacts
on the community of Anderson Springs.
By definition “induced” seismicity is attributed only to man-made causes, and so geothermal
operations at The Geysers are solely responsible for the induced seismicity in the area. The
various owners of the Geysers steam field began injecting water in the 1960s with injection
of excess steam condensate. Currently, 17-18 mgd is injected by Calpine from condensate
and surface water sources (Steve Burden, Calpine Corporation, personal communication
September 2003). NCPA injects an additional 2-3 mgd from condensate and rain water (Bill
Smith, NCPA personal communication, September 2003). The current level of induced
seismicity is not due solely to Lake County’s program of 8 mgd injection, but a combination
of steam extraction, and injection of condensate, surface waters, and wastewater totaling
approximately 27-29 mgd.
As summarized in Response to Comments 528-1, the Draft EIR predicts an increase in
induced seismicity from the IRWP. The Draft EIR also investigated reports of other
environmental impacts from the increased injection, but did not identify any effects
attributable to the current injection other than the increase in induced seismic activity, and
does not predict any future environmental impacts due to injection except the induced
seismicity.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 528-3
Comment Summary: Lake County has approved upgrades to pump stations for the Southeast
Geysers Effluent Pipeline (SEGEP) that will increase the volume of water available for
injection from Lake County to about 10 mgd. The Draft EIR wrongly eliminated Lake
County’s volumes from its calculations of total injection and resulting impacts.
The pump station upgrade proposed by LACOSAN is listed as a cumulative project on page
D-1, Appendix D of the Draft EIR, but the pump station upgrade is not expected to result in
an increase in injection beyond that which actually occurred during the baseline analysis
period from June 1997 to November 2002. Although the design capacity of the LACOSAN
pipeline was intended to pump 7.8 mgd of recycled water to the Geysers, the system was able
to pump substantially more water, starting at 9.3 mgd in 1998. During the ensuing five years,
pipeline flow decreased substantially to about 8.2 mgd in 2002. The new pump station being
built by LACOSAN will add approximately 1.1 mgd capacity and serve to return injection
levels back to approximately 9.3 mgd (Mark Dellinger, LACOSAN; and Bill Smith, NCPA,
personal communication, September 2003).
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The Draft EIR did not eliminate any of Lake County’s current injection from the analysis.
The EIR is also correct in stating that there are no plans to increase the volume of water sent
for injection.
The following changes are made in the Draft EIR:
Page 4.3-95, Impact 3.1 C, cumulative impacts
Regarding induced seismic activity in The Geysers, injection varies on a daily,
monthly, and yearly basis in response to availability of injection water from cooling
towers and surface waters. This ongoing variability has been considered in the
Program’s Induced Seismicity analysis, and no new cumulative impacts are
identified. Geothermal operations, including both production and injection, have
induced seismicity at The Geysers since the beginning of operations in the 1960s.
Injection at the Geysers is currently at approximately 27-29 mgd and is correlated
with induced seismicity at the Geysers (Steve Burden, Calpine; Bill Smith, NCPA;
personal communication, September 2003). These past and continuing projects cause
cumulative impacts, which are reflected in the baseline analysis and reported in the
analysis of impacts in Appendix F.1 and the Impact 3.10.4 discussion.
The Lake County Sanitary District (LACOSAN) plans to increase the percentage of
treated effluent in the water that they send to the Geysers, and decrease the
percentage of water from Clear Lake in 2003, but this should have no impact upon the
amount of injection. LACOSAN also is constructing a pump station upgrade on their
Southeast Geysers Effluent Pipeline (SEGEP) project, but the pump station upgrade is
not expected to result in an increase in injection beyond that which actually occurred
during the baseline analysis period from June 1997 to November 2002. Although the
design capacity of the SEGEP pipeline was intended to pump 7.8 mgd of recycled
water to the Geysers, the system was able to pump substantially more water, starting
at 9.3 mgd in 1998. During the ensuing five years, pipeline flow decreased
substantially to about 8.2 mgd in 2002. The new pump station being built by
LACOSAN will add approximately 1.1 mgd capacity and serve to return injection
levels back to approximately 9.3 mgd (Mark Dellinger, LACOSAN; and Bill Smith,
NCPA, personal communication, September 2003).
Response to Comment 528-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR is seriously and substantially
flawed because it ignores impacts that have already occurred in Anderson Springs due to the
injection of water from Lake County’s SEGEP and because it does not consider cumulative
impacts caused by previous geothermal development. Substantial facts about actual
residents have been ignored.
As noted in Appendix F.1 and in the footnote on page 4.3-77 of the Draft EIR, calculations of
baseline seismic activity in the vicinity of Anderson Springs were based on data available as
of November 2002 and thus take into account seismicity associated with previous geothermal
development at The Geysers. The baseline therefore includes the period of time during
which water from the LACOSAN project has been injected at The Geysers; water from that
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project has been injected since 1997. Cumulative impacts with other projects are discussed
on page 4.3-95 of the Draft EIR. Refer also to Response to Comment 528-3.
The City of Santa Rosa is not aware of any substantial facts about residents that have been
ignored, and without further details, it is not possible to incorporate such facts.
Response to Comment 528-5
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR uses theory and pseudo-science to explain why induced
seismicity (or observed geothermal phenomena) and its associated impacts cannot be related
to wastewater injection. More effective, empirical studies could have been conducted by
analyzing structural damage and interviewing residents regarding impacts from actual
seismic events.
The City relied upon statistical and geophysical theories and developed a model that relates
the magnitude (Richter Scale) of measured, historic seismic events to the intensity (Modified
Mercalli Scale) of their felt effects. The calculations in the model and the assumptions used
to develop it are presented in Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIR. As noted in Appendix F.1, the
model was evaluated by comparing predicted intensities of historical earthquakes with
intensities described by residents of Cobb and Anderson Springs. Refer to Response to
Comment 507-2 for a description of the preparer’s qualifications and the peer review process
used to develop and critique the model. The analysis was based on the best available analytic
approaches to estimate the potential seismic effects of increased injection.
The commentor is incorrect in stating that the Draft EIR explains why induced seismicity and
water injection are not related. Based on the information in Appendix F.1, the Draft EIR
concludes on Page 4.3-78 of the Draft EIR that the injection of recycled water would increase
seismicity at Anderson Springs and Cobb, causing the significance threshold for induced
seismicity to be exceeded. The Draft EIR also concludes that after mitigation the impact may
not be reduced to a level that is less than significant for nearby residents on the east side of
The Geysers steamfield.
The connection between observed changes in geologic phenomena and wastewater injection
has not been established, as noted in Appendix F.2. The City of Santa Rosa concludes that
some observed phenomena such as bacterial growth, foam, and white scum near hot springs
are natural phenomena unrelated to the injection of water at The Geysers. The City also
concludes that other phenomena may be related (e.g., changes in temperature at hot springs
and changes in emissions at gas seeps) but these may also be the result of natural variations
that occur in geothermally active areas. For example, as noted on page F.2-2, water
temperatures at some hot springs have fluctuated before geothermal development of The
Geysers began, which suggests that natural variations in the temperature of the hot springs do
occur. Again, these evaluations relied on standard geologic and hydrogeologic theories and
methodologies.
Please refer to Response to Comment 507-9 regarding the request for empirical studies of
property damage. Please refer also to Master Response B - Use of Data.
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Response to Comment 528-6
Comment Summary: Theories in the Draft EIR were concocted by the City and its EIR
consultants to justify the Draft EIR’s conclusions that the environmental impacts wouldn’t be
significant (or could be easily mitigated) and out of their reluctance to ask the residents of
Anderson Springs about their experiences and fear of uncovering “inconvenient truths and
troubling problems.” Impacts to structures and water resources were not studied and
residents were not interviewed. Although representatives of the City’s EIR consultants
visited Anderson Springs on April 14, 2003, the purpose of their visit was to gather
information to bolster pre-determined conclusions that none of the problems in Anderson
Springs are related to geothermal development, particularly wastewater injection.
To the extent this comment concerns induced seismicity impacts, please refer to Response to
Comment 528-5. The remainder of this response refers to other potential environmental
impacts, such as changes to springs, which were evaluated in Appendix F.2 and summarized
in Impact 3.10.10 in the Draft EIR.
As noted in Appendix F.2 and on pages 4.3-24 through 4.3-26, the City of Santa Rosa
considered information from published sources, a visual inspection of the Anderson Springs
area, scoping comments submitted by residents of Anderson Springs and Cobb, information
on the Anderson Springs Community Alliance website, and information provided to the City
of Santa Rosa by the commentor (during a site visit) in preparing the analysis in the Draft
EIR. Potential impacts of property damage (including structures and water utilities) were
studies and significant impacts identified, however the studies were based on modeling rather
than on site visits.
The purpose of the April 14, 2003 site visit was to visually observe some of the geothermal
phenomena and structural damage noted by Anderson Springs’ residents and to gain
knowledge in the field of potential impacts prior to completing the impact analysis. Based on
those observations and information from other available sources, the City of Santa Rosa
concluded that some observed phenomena such as bacterial growth, foam, and white scum
near hot springs are natural phenomena unrelated to the injection of water at The Geysers.
The City concluded that other phenomena may be related (e.g., changes in temperature at hot
springs and changes in emissions at gas seeps) but these may also be the result of natural
variations that occur in geothermally active areas. For example, as noted on page F.2-2,
water temperatures at some hot springs fluctuated before geothermal development of The
Geysers began. On page 2.3-25 of the Draft EIR, the City states that residents of Anderson
Springs have reported damage such as cracked driveways, walls and plaster, which the
residents believe are related to an increase in induced seismicity associated with the
LACOSAN project.
Please refer to Master Response B – Use of Data. For a discussion of research necessary to
establish baseline conditions and a causal connection between induced seismicity and
physical impacts, see response to comment 507-9.
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Response to Comment 528-7
Comment Summary: The City should make increases in injection volumes conditional and
revocable based on success of the initial 11 mgd for a minimum of 18 months due to
documented lag times known to occur with induced seismicity. A decision to continue
injection of the initial volume or subsequent increases in injection volumes should be made
based on monitoring of the environment and structures in Anderson Springs, as well as
polling of residents in Anderson Springs and Cobb. Approval of injection rates based on
theoretical, superficial, and highly speculative analysis is unreasonable and unacceptable,
when empirical monitoring is easier and more accurate.
The first part of the comment expresses an opinion on how the Geysers Steamfield
Expansion Alternative should be implemented if it is the selected alternative. This is not a
comment on the Draft EIR; please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or
against a Program Alternative or Component. Please refer to Response to Comment 528-5,
507-2 and 507-9 regarding the use of models versus empirical data for assessing the impacts
of induced seismicity.
CEQA prohibits the use of speculative analysis; the analysis of induced seismicity and its
indirect impacts is neither superficial nor speculative, but reasoned. It follows a standard
geophysical and statistical approach, and is acceptable to a group of expert peers. If the City
approves the Geysers Expansion Alternative, and evidence is thereafter obtained indicating
that the alternative is inducing an unacceptable level of seismic activity, then the City could
reconsider its approval of that alternative, and could reduce the amount of water delivered to
the Geysers as part of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 528-8
Comment Summary: Media coverage of the negative impacts on Anderson Springs of
wastewater injection at The Geysers has been substantial and constitutes substantial and
mounting evidence about the negative impacts of wastewater injection. It is implausible that
the Draft EIR authors ignored these reported impacts.
Please refer to Response to Comment 507-7 and Master Response B - Use of Data. The City
of Santa Rosa is aware of media reports regarding induced seismicity attributable to Geysers
injection. The analysis in the EIR is intended to provide an objective analysis of this
phenomenon.
Response to Comment 528-9
Comment Summary: Independent scientists, including David Oppenheimer of the USGS and
Charles Watson of Seismo-Watch, have substantiated and validated many of the commentor’s
findings and analyses, while pointing out “serious flaws” in the analyses and conclusions of
scientists from the geothermal operators (Calpine and NCPA).
The City of Santa Rosa is aware of, and has considered, the analyses referenced in the
comment. Comments regarding analyses conducted by Calpine and NCPA are not comments
on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Master Response B – Use of Data.
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Response to Comment 528-10
Comment Summary: David Oppenheimer recommends that analyses of induced seismicity
should avoid using data below M 1.2, which is also the threshold for seismic events that
residents can feel in cases where the epicenter and hypocenter are in close proximity, due to
inconsistencies in the seismic array. The EIR analysis uses M 1.5 as a threshold. The EIR
analysis should lower the threshold from M 1.5 to M 1.2. The Draft EIR also uses data as
low as M 0.7, which must be disregarded.
The rationale for selecting M 1.5 as the threshold is explained on page F.1-9 (Appendix F.1)
of the Draft EIR. Dr. Oppenheimer has opined (as stated by the commentor) that it is
inappropriate to use data below M 1.2 in the analysis of induced seismicity because events
below M 1.2 are not completely documented in the historical data set. The City of Santa
Rosa agrees with this statement. Using the same reasoning, the City excluded data for events
less than M 1.5 because the data set used in the analysis (which dates back to 1975) was
believed to be incomplete for events below M 1.5 (based on the City’s knowledge of the falloff in numbers of microearthquakes reported between M 1.5 and M 1.2 in the study area).
Earthquakes less than M 1.5 will not contribute to induced seismicity of MMI V or greater,
and so this difference in methodology would not result in any change in the analysis relative
to the potential for property damage, the level at which the impact is considered significant.
Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIR reports earthquakes as low as M 0.7, but does not use them in
the correlation analysis. Such data have been used properly, given their reliability.
Please refer to Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 528-11
Comment Summary: The commentor commends the EIR authors for doing an admirable job
of creating sophisticated models to predict induced seismicity but then notes that the
approach is seriously flawed and falls hopelessly short due to personal biases. The models
are trying to predict a phenomenon that is highly complex with a large number of variables
for which there are no conventional models or relevant precedents. Even the EIR analysis
acknowledges the difficulty and unprecedented nature of the modeling effort.
Please refer to Response to Comment 528-5 and Master Response B - Use of Data. The City
of Santa Rosa agrees that impacts from induced seismicity are unusual, and analytic
approaches towards addressing this issue are still evolving. Nevertheless, the approach in the
EIR represents the best available approach towards modeling such impacts. As noted
previously, the analysis agrees with the commentor that induced seismicity will be a
significant impact.
Response to Comment 528-12
Comment Summary: The induced seismicity model is seriously flawed because of its reliance
on earthquake magnitude as the primary determiner of impacts, ignoring 7 other factors:
frequency, proximity to epicenter; proximity to hypocenter; directionality and nature of the
earthquakes’ seismic waves; characteristics of the underlying faults, soils, and geology;
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design and construction of the homes and other structures; and individual sensitivities and
perceptions about earthquakes.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that there are variables other than magnitude that affect how
residents feel and perceive earthquakes. Among the eight factors listed in the comment, the
model addresses magnitude, frequency and proximity to epicenter to assess perceived effects.
Note, however, that the model used to predict MMI does not show variation of MMI for
epicentral distances between 1 and 8 km because the empirical MMI data available do not
support greater refinement. Furthermore, the empirical data do not distinguish among
hypocentral depths, so that depth is not utilized in the model.
The factors of magnitude, frequency, and epicentral distance were used because they were
feasible to obtain from the historical record. While the use of additional factors could reduce
the uncertainty in the model, most would require information that is highly site-specific (e.g.,
soil types, design and condition of structures, and individual sensitivities and perceptions)
and could not feasibly be collected for all locations within the IRWP study area, nor in detail
for a village such as Anderson Springs. The Draft EIR acknowledges that there is
uncertainty associated with the predictive effort; that is a necessary result of the statistical
methods employed.
Response to Comment 528-13
Comment Summary: Hypocenters of induced earthquakes at The Geysers occur at shallower
depths than the hypocenters of typical naturally occurring earthquakes in California. An
example is provided of two earthquakes with similar magnitudes but different hypocentral
depths—one natural, at a depth of 17 kilometers and one man-made, at a depth of 3.9
kilometers. Addressing the magnitude of the quakes without considering hypocentral depth
would be misleading.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that induced earthquakes generally occur at shallower depths
(noted as less than 20,000 feet deep on page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR) than typical naturally
occurring earthquakes in the region.
Consideration of hypocentral depths would tend to increase the accuracy of the analysis,
resulting in a higher correlation between felt effects and injection rates. The addition of such
data would also tend to predict earthquakes of greater intensity. But, the addition of
hypocentral depth data would not be expected to change the basic conclusions, because
magnitude and location are more determinative parameters in the prediction of earthquakes
than depth. Please refer to Response to Comment 528-12 and Master Response B – Use of
Data.
Response to Comment 528-14
Comment Summary: The comment provides a summary of information presented at a
meeting of the Southeast Geysers Effluent Monitoring Advisory Committee held on May 19,
2003. The information includes a model that the commentor proposes is a better predictor of
felt seismic events than the model presented in the EIR studies. The commentor’s model is
based on “personal & vicarious occurrences of feeling earthquakes, then determining their
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locations.” The model predicts that in 2003 an average of 2.1 earthquakes per day will
impact people and property in Anderson Springs—an increase of 8% over 2002 and 48%
over 2001.
The commentor’s presentation was not available to the City of Santa Rosa because the
meeting at which the commentor presented his model was held after the Draft EIR was
published (May 16, 2003). The commentor’s model correlates intensity of earthquakes to
distance from the epicenter and does not correlate earthquakes with injection. Also, the
commentor provides no input, log, or theoretical basis for the model, other than “personal
and vicarious experience,” so it is not possible to confirm the approach.
Although the frequency of earthquakes that the commentor calculates is for a more recent
period of time and differs from values used in the Draft EIR, the conclusion that the number
of earthquakes has been increasing is consistent with statements in the Draft EIR. For
example, on page 4.3-24 the Draft EIR states that the rate of earthquakes approximately
doubled during the 1997 – 2002 time period.
On the other hand, the number of earthquakes reported by the commentor is much higher
than that reported in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR, for example, predicts approximately 75
earthquakes per year in 2002 of MMI III or greater at Anderson Springs (Table 3.4-7 of the
Draft EIR) Earthquakes rated below MMI III are expected to be felt by only a few people at
rest who are situated in upper floors of buildings (see Modified Mercalli scale on page F.1-41
of Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIR), and so the 75 events per year (one every 4 or 5 days)
should be approximately equivalent to the number of felt events. The commentor predicts
instead 767 earthquakes per year (over 2 per day) in 2003.
The City of Santa Rosa does not agree that revising the model to account for anecdotal
evidence would improve the analysis. The City is not aware of the use of such evidence to
determine the significance of seismic events. The City of Santa Rosa concludes that such
evidence would introduce much greater uncertainty into the analysis. Please refer to Master
Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 528-15
Comment Summary: The purportedly independent, objective, scientific EIR analysis ignores
previously submitted extensive relevant documentation and evidence of serious seismic
impacts to Anderson Springs. This is documented in the commentor’s letter to LACOSAN
dated July 17, 2002, on the Southeast Geysers Pipeline Pump Station Upgrade Project, that
was submitted as part of the commentor’s scoping comments. This information includes
comments on the Southeast Geysers Pipeline Pump Station Upgrades Project Draft
Supplemental EIR dated June 2002.
On page 4.3-24 the Draft EIR acknowledges that residents of Anderson Springs and Cobb
have submitted information during the scoping process (including the referenced comments
on the Southeast Geysers Pipeline Pump Station Upgrades Project Draft Supplemental EIR)
indicating that they have concerns regarding the impacts of induced seismicity on their
property and personal well-being (e.g, cracked driveways, walls, and plaster, and being
wakened from sleep).
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Response to Comment 528-16
Comment Summary: The EIR analysis omits any study, analysis or confirmation of an
earthquake survey that was conducted of residents of Anderson Springs. Copies of the
survey have been provided to the Calpine, NCPA, the City, representatives of EIR
consultants and GeothermEx and others, and is available on the Anderson Springs
Community Alliance’s website (www.AndersonSprings.org).
Page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR identifies the website established by the Anderson Springs
Community Alliance and acknowledges that the residents of Anderson Springs have
concerns regarding the impacts of induced seismicity on their property and personal wellbeing (e.g, cracked driveways, walls, and plaster). The information provided in the
referenced survey is consistent with information presented in the Draft EIR in that it
documents that residents feel the induced earthquakes, that they report damage to their
property and well-being and that the earthquakes have increased in frequency in recent years
concurrent with increased injection rates at The Geysers. The City of Santa Rosa is unaware
of any scientifically accepted model that would link the anecdotal information presented on
the web site to predictive effects of induced seismic events. Refer also to Response to
Comment 507-9.
Response to Comment 528-17
Comment Summary: The preparers of the EIR ignored the earthquake survey conducted by
the Anderson Springs Community Alliance and instead relied heavily on far more
questionable, seriously outdated, and unscientific data provided to Calpine by Betty Archy.
The data include only 32 points, five of which are uncertain as to the year. They pre-date the
increase in seismicity that has occurred since 2000 and most of the timeframe during which
wastewater injection has occurred in the Southeast Geysers.
The purpose of the information provided by Ms. Betty Archy was to compare the predicted
frequency of intensity MMI III earthquakes with those felt during a specific period of time
(the first six months of 1998) for the purpose of calibrating the magnitude-intensity
relationship at Anderson Springs. The Earthquake Survey submitted by the commentor does
not provide information about when earthquakes were felt by Anderson Springs’ residents
(although it notes that they are occurring more frequently in recent years) and thus is not
useful for calibrating the intensity of the earthquakes on a Richter scale to the felt effects
reported on the MMI scale.
Response to Comment 528-18
Comment Summary: Appendix F.1-7 states that “no adequate baseline exists to identify
local microseismicity prior to geothermal development.” Long-time residents attest that
there was virtually no seismicity until after geothermal development in the Southeast Geyser
began in the early 1970s.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the report of residents regarding seismicity prior to
geothermal development. The commentor refers to a statement in Appendix F.1, which was
made in reference to the availability of seismographic data. As noted on page F.1-7
(Appendix F.1) of the Draft EIR, because seismographic networks did not have the capability
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to detect small-magnitude earthquakes characteristic of The Geysers before the 1970s, these
data are not available to establish a baseline of seismographic data. The Draft EIR also
acknowledges on page F.1-6 (Appendix F.1) that earthquakes began to occur in the Geysers
in the early 1960s.
The following change is made in the first paragraph on page F.1-7 of Appendix F.1 of the
Draft EIR:
As a result, no adequate baseline exists prior to the 1970s to identify local
microseismicity (microearthquakes with magnitudes less than M 3) prior to
geothermal development. However, long-time residents report that the area was not
seismically active prior to commencement of Geysers-related activities. By 1972,
regional seismographic capabilities were greatly enhanced, and numerous small
earthquakes with epicenters in the Geysers Geothermal Field began to be routinely
reported.
Response to Comment 528-19
Comment Summary: Based on personal experience and conversations with local residents,
the commentor strongly disagrees with the results in Tables 3-5 through 3-14 in Appendix
F.1 for the Draft EIR. The earthquake intensities experienced from 2001 to 2003 already
exceed those projected in the Draft EIR for IRWP 25 mgd injection impacts. Peak ground
acceleration as a function of magnitude is also under-predicted. Tables should be corrected
to reflect actual resident experiences with MMI IIIs and IVs being frequent, MMI Vs
happening 1-3 times per month, and occasional MMI VIs occurring, as evidenced by damage
to chimneys, rock walls, etc. that have been documented at Anderson Springs in recent years.
Magnitude and peak ground acceleration for three earthquakes that occurred on April 23,
May 3, and May 21, 2003 in the Anderson Springs area exceed the Draft EIR 25 mgd
predictions already. These earthquakes had magnitudes of M3.3 to M3.7 with peak ground
accelerations of 12.8% to 22.6%. This data was accessible yet the EIR authors deliberately
chose to ignore it, casting doubt on the integrity of “scientific” analysis in the EIR.
Reports of earthquake magnitudes in Richter scale should not be used to judge the
correctness of Tables 3-5 through 3-14 which report intensities using the MMI scale.
The Draft EIR agrees that MMI IIIs and IVs in Anderson Springs occur frequently,
approximately 5 or 6 times a month; MMI Vs occur 1-2 times per year; and MMI VIs occur
infrequently. Reported damage to chimneys, rock walls, etc. could be due to natural causes,
aging structures, or poor maintenance and may or may not be due to an induced seismic
event of intensity MMI VI.
The data that the commentor cites for earthquakes that occurred in late April and May 2003
became available after the studies for the Draft EIR were complete; the Draft EIR was
published on May 16, 2003. The induced seismicity analysis requires approximately three
months to prepare and two months to review and publish. Thus data which became available
just prior to Draft EIR publication could not be integrated into the Draft EIR analysis. The
three larger earthquakes experienced in 2003 have not been converted from Richter scale to
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MMI scale, but would tend to be larger intensities, and may represent a continuing trend for
more frequent earthquakes of all sizes.
Although these earthquakes are more recent than those reported in the Draft EIR, their
occurrence supports the conclusion of the Draft EIR that induced seismicity would be a
significant impact.
The following change is made in the Draft EIR:
Page 4.3-78:
The increased frequencies exceed the 20% threshold identified in the evaluation
criteria, and therefore, are considered significant. After completion of the Induced
Seismicity Analysis in Appendix F.1, three larger earthquakes have occurred near
Anderson Springs in April and May of 2003: an M 3.3 event, an M 3.4 event, and an
M 3.7 event. These earthquakes may indicate a continuing trend toward increasing
frequencies of all sizes of induced earthquakes in the region.
Please refer to Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 528-20
Comment Summary: As an example of the disruptiveness of earthquakes, the comment notes
that a magnitude M 3.4 earthquake on May 21, 2003 near Anderson Springs produced
greater ground acceleration (22.6% g) than a magnitude M 4.3 earthquake on May 24, 2003
near Santa Rosa (16.9% g). The epicenters of the earthquakes were about the same distance
(1¼ miles) from the devices that measured their respective peak ground accelerations.
Earthquakes that cause similar ground shaking have been occurring at a minimum of two per
month at The Geysers in March, April and May 2003, contrary to the Draft EIR. As noted in
the Santa Rosa press, earthquakes that produce this level of ground-shaking are physically
and emotionally disturbing events.
Please refer to Response to Comment 507-6.
Response to Comment 528-21
Comment Summary: The EIR doesn’t consider cumulative impacts from hundreds of small
seismic events along with dozens of larger events. The EIR doesn’t consider directionality
nor the S- and P-wave components of seismic waves.
The EIR states that thousands of seismic events occur from geothermal operations, and
considers them in the Induced Seismicity Analysis. Cumulative impacts from past, present,
and resasonably foreseeable induced seismic events have been evaluated. The analysis
focuses on the extent to which the Program will result in increased earthquakes exceeding the
significance threshold set forth in the Draft EIR. Earthquakes below this threshold would not
cause physical damage, and therefore are not considered significant for purposes of CEQA.
Please refer to Response to Comment 528-12 and Master Response B – Use of Data.
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Response to Comment 528-22
Comment Summary: The EIR doesn’t adequately consider cumulative projects near
Anderson Springs and Cobb. Projects that should be considered include drilling production
and injection wells, expansion of injection volumes in the Southeast Geysers, injection of 11
mgd from Santa Rosa’s Long-Term Project, and construction of a drug rehabilitation and
mental health facility near Anderson Springs.
The methods used to identify cumulative projects are discussed on page 2-80 of the Draft
EIR. Municipal, regional, state and federal agencies with jurisdictions over lands within the
cumulative Program study area were contacted and the lists of projects that they provided are
included in the Draft EIR as Appendix D. The Draft EIR lists the Sprouse A1 Well Drilling
in the East Ford Flat Geothermal Field, as well as the East Ford Flat Field development
project in the Cumulative Projects list. The Draft EIR also lists the injection of 11 mgd as a
cumulative project on page D-1 of the Draft EIR and includes this project in the impacts of
the IRWP. As the Draft EIR states on page 4.3-79 and 80:
These [impact] calculations use a baseline of seismic activity through November
2002, the most recent information available, while still allowing time for preparation
of the induced seismicity analysis. This baseline activity precedes any injection of
recycled water from the Santa Rosa Geysers Recharge Project, which is scheduled to
start injection of 11 mgd in 2003. Projected increases of 45% and 55% at Cobb and
Anderson Springs respectively, therefore, include increased seismic activity due to
the Geysers Recharge Project, as well as expected increases due to the IRWP.
Percentage increases are therefore conservatively high, and would be less if
calculated from a post-Geysers Recharge Project injection baseline.
LACOSAN projects in the Southeast Geysers are listed on page D-3 of the Draft EIR. Please
refer to Response to Comment 528-3.
The PSG Properties and Support Community Care Facility is a new use on an existing site. It
involves no new construction and occupancy will not exceed that of previous uses.
Residences are already considered sensitive receptors, and care facilities would not warrant
an additional level of protection in the EIR analysis. Potential impacts from induced
seismicity in this area were analyzed in Section 2.5.1 of Appendix F.1 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 528-23
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the serious
social and economic costs of injection, including the potential cost of liability, seismic
retrofitting or inverse condemnation.
Refer to Response to Comment 520-5 regarding liability issues and 507-9 regarding
mitigation of property damage. Social and economic costs need not be evaluated in an EIR
unless they cause physical environmental impacts.
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Response to Comment 528-24
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR doesn’t analyze the impacts of drilling
injection wells or constructing pipelines at The Geysers.
On the contrary, the Draft EIR describes injection wells and pipeline construction as
components of the Geysers Expansion Alternative on pages 1-17, 2-28, and 2-66. A
schematic drawing of an injection well pad occurs on page 2-67. Potential impacts
associated with construction and operation of these components are fully evaluated in each of
the impact analysis sections; see, for example, Land Use (pages 4.1-38 and 39), Groundwater
(page 4.5-47) and Public Health and Safety (pages 4.7-69 and 4.7-70).
Response to Comment 528-25
Comment Summary: The comment states that avoidance of siting facilities in Alquist-Priolo
Fault Zones is an inadequate mitigation measure at The Geysers because, while the area is
known to have many faults and is prone to earthquakes, Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones in the
area have not been mapped by the State Geologist due to the area’s insufficient population
density.
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (1973), the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
(1990), and related regulations establish a statewide public safety standard for mitigation of
earthquake hazards based on concepts of “mitigation” and “acceptable risk”. The intention is
to mitigate against fault movement to a level that will reduce the risk of ground failure that
would result in severe damage and collapse of structures but not to a level of no ground
failure at all. Additional criteria are used in the EIR to determine mitigations for other
hazards connected with earthquakes (e.g. strong earthquake ground motion, landsliding, etc.).
Several State publications that classified faults in the Geysers area have been produced under
the administration of the State Geologist (for example, Bryant 1981, Wagner and Bortugno
1983, and Jennings 1994). The boundaries of Alquist-Priolo zones were first determined in
the mid-1970’s throughout the State of California based on information that had already been
collected by a variety of geological researchers from universities, the United States Geologic
Survey, and the State of California. Faults were targeted for initial mapping based on
extensive existing knowledge of earthquake occurrence and fault activity, not population
density. Some of the earliest zones to be created were in very remote deserts and
inaccessible mountain areas. Zoning was essentially complete in the early 1980’s. The zone
boundaries in southern Lake County and northern Sonoma County were last officially revised
in 1983. In that review process the California Division of Mines and Geology determined
that the Collayomi fault zone and faults in the Whispering Pines quadrangle (which includes
the community of Anderson Springs) in the Geysers area should not be zoned as active
(Bryant 1981). The State reviewers made the evaluation that none of these faults fulfill the
criteria for potential Holocene activity: sufficiently well-defined and exhibiting evidence for
ground offsets in the last 10,000 years, and so no Alquist-Priolo zones have been established
in the Geysers.
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Response to Comment 528-26
Comment Summary: The comment states that on page 4.3-1, the Draft EIR wrongly refers to
the San Andreas Fault as the main source of seismic activity in the study area. Virtually all
seismicity at The Geysers and within the wider study area is the result of geothermal
development, not natural tectonic phenomena. Two natural faults underlie Anderson
Springs—the Anderson Springs Fault and the Big Chief Fault. The faults are Late
Quaternary and classified as active under California law. These faults and numerous
ancient landslides underlie the homes that have been experiencing the greatest damage in
recent years. The faults also underlie a mercury mine, hot springs and a mercaptan gas seep
that have exhibited changes since the start of the Southeast Geysers Effluent Project.
The comment is referring to a section of the Draft EIR that discusses the general geologic
setting of the IRWP, which includes a large portion of Sonoma and Lake Counties. In this
context it is correct to state that the San Andreas Fault is the main source of seismic activity
in the study area. The importance of induced seismicity to the geology of specific subareas
of the IRWP including The Geysers Geothermal Resource Area/Northeast Sonoma County
(page 4.3-23 of Draft EIR) are discussed in subsequent sections of the Geology, Soils and
Seismicity Section of the Draft EIR. There are no active or potentially active faults that are
not already listed in the Setting on page 4.3-7 and in Table 4.3-2.
Several official State of California publications and maps show activity classification of
faults in The Geysers area (e.g., Bryant 1981, Wagner and Bortugno 1982 (Sheet 5), and
Jennings 1994) and two faults depicted on these maps pass very near or through the
community of Anderson Springs. One of them, the Cobb Mountain fault, is classified as
Quaternary (evidence of possible activity in the last 2 million years) and an unnamed fault,
probably the fault referenced in the comment as the Anderson Springs fault, is classified as
late Quaternary (showing evidence for activity in the period 10,000 to 700,000 years ago).
Other than the Collayomi fault, which lies approximately 1 mile to the east of Anderson
Springs, there are no other Quaternary or younger faults shown in these publications in the
immediate vicinity of the community. The Anderson Springs Fault and the Big Chief Fault
could not be located by those names on official maps. However, that the City of Santa Rosa
believes they have identified and studied all the faults and recognize the names provided in
the comment may be different than the names found on official maps and publications used
to prepare the EIR. There is no single law that establishes definitions of fault activity
applicable for all purposes.
Lead agencies may adopt standards that are more stringent than the Alquist-Priolo (Seismic
Hazards Mapping Act) definitions of fault activity. However, the definitions used in the EIR
apply for permitting of structures designed for human occupancy and for structures to be
designed under the Uniform Building Code (UBC 1997) and are therefore suitable as criteria
for CEQA evaluations.
Changes exhibited at the mercury mine, hotsprings and mercaptan gas seeps are addressed
beginning on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR.
References:
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Bryant, W. A. 1982. Fault Evaluation Report FER 132 (Konocti Bay fault, Collayomi fault,
Big Valley fault, and other unnamed fault segments in the Clear Lake area). Fault Evaluation
Reports Prepared under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, Region 1 – Central
California. Compilation of internal FER reports prepared by the California Division of
Mines and Geology (CGS CD 2002-01).
Jennings, C.W. 1994. Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas. California
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Geologic Data Map Series,
Map No. 6.
Wagner, D.L. and Bortugno, E.J. (compilers). 1982. Geologic Map of the Santa Rosa
Quadrangle, California, 1:250,000, California Division of Mines and Geology, Regional
Geologic Map Series, Map 2A.
Response to Comment 528-27
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR claims that induced seismicity would have a maximum
magnitude of M 5.0, whereas seismic events on the Anderson Springs and Big Chief Faults
could be M 5.5 and M 5.7, respectively, with even larger earthquakes possible on the area’s
bigger faults.
The City of Santa Rosa has reviewed the available data, and have not confirmed the
maximum magnitude events cited by the commenter. The above-named faults are not listed
in official State publications in which maximum earthquake magnitudes are assigned to
active or potentially active faults (e.g., CDMG, 1996). They are not classified as “active” as
the term is applied under CEQA. Please also see Response to Comment 528-26.
References:
California Department of Mines and Geology. 1996. Probabilistic Seismic hazard
Assessment for the State of California. Open-File Report 96-08.
Response to Comment 528-28
Comment Summary: The comment states that on page 4.3-20, the Draft EIR falsely claims
that the Rodgers Creek Fault dividing the Rincon and Bennett Valleys “has had no recent
activity.” An M4.3 event occurred on May 24, 2003 and there has been other activity in May
and June 2003.
The Draft EIR does not state that the Rodgers Creek Fault “has had no recent activity” as
indicated by the comment, rather the document states that a “poorly mapped branch of the
Rodgers Creek Fault” in the Santa Rosa Plain has had no recent activity. However, the text of
the Draft EIR is being revised to reflect the information submitted by the commenter.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.3-20, the fourth full paragraph is revised:
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The Rodgers Creek Fault Zone runs along the eastern edge of the Santa Rosa Plain
near the City of Santa Rosa. It runs through the area that divides the Rincon and
Bennett Valleys from central and southeast Santa Rosa. Recent events on this fault
include an earthquake of M 4.3 that occurred on May 24, 2003. The remainder of
the plain is free of faults…
Response to Comment 528-29
Comment Summary: The text on page 4.3-24 should be corrected to indicate that “Both
steam production and water injection to restore production have and will continue to induce
seismic activity.” (the underlined words replacing the word “may”). On the same page (and
on page F.1-9 of Appendix F), the word “nearly” should be removed from the phrase
“nearly 3 with M>3.5” or, “nearly 3” should be replaced with the correct whole number.
Based on the information submitted by the commentor, the text of the Draft EIR is being
revised as follows:
Page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Both steam production and water injection to restore production may induce seismic
activity.
The phrase “nearly 3” refers to the annual average of earthquakes of magnitude M>3.5 that
occurred between June 1, 1997 and November 30, 2002. Because this is an average, the
Draft EIR is correct in stating that the annual number of earthquakes was nearly 3.
Response to Comment 528-30
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR downplays or dismisses the risk that induced seismicity
could trigger events greater than M 3.0. There has been an increase in events greater than
M 3.0 in 2003. On May 20, 2003 an M 4.0 event occurred at The Geysers, which was only
the third or fourth such event in 30 years. The Draft EIR should state that the data set for
M>3.0 events is insufficient to draw firm conclusions regarding their potential to cause
larger events.
The occurrence of earthquakes of M>3.0 at The Geysers is noted on page 4.3-24 in the
second and third paragraphs of the induced seismicity section. The text notes that 300
earthquakes of M>3.0 have occurred at The Geysers since 1975 and that about three per year
have occurred between June 1, 1997 and November 30, 2002. The earthquake of
approximately M 4.0 on May 20, 2003 occurred after the Draft EIR was published and thus
this information was not available to the City of Santa Rosa, but is consistent with the results
of the Induced Seismicity Analysis. Refer also to Response to Comment 528-19.
Response to Comment 528-31
Comment Summary: At a meeting of the Southeast Geysers Effluent Monitoring Advisory
Committee on May 19, 2003 David Oppenheimer stated that the generalized relationship
between earthquake magnitude and frequency is that M 2.0 events are 10 times more
frequent than M 3.0 events, which are in turn 10 times more frequent than M 4.0 events. This
relationship applies to geothermally induced earthquakes. Increasing wastewater injection
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volumes will increase the risks of larger earthquakes.
addressed in the Draft EIR.

This impact is not adequately

The City of Santa Rosa agrees that the relationship between earthquake frequency and
magnitude described by David Oppenheimer is generally accurate. However, the City of
Santa Rosa believes that the modeling effort in Appendix F.1, which is based on local
historical data, is a better predictor of earthquake frequency and magnitude in The Geysers
area than the more generalized statement.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that the number or events of M>3.0 has increased since water
injection began. As noted on page F.1-7 of the Draft EIR, since 1975 more than 20,000
microearthquakes, with 0.7≤ M <3.0, have been located in The Geysers area and some 300
earthquakes have had 3.0 ≤ M ≤ 4.5.
Response to Comment 528-32
Comment Summary: The earthquake evaluation criterion in Table 4.3-7 on page 4.3-34 is
inadequate because geologic and seismic conditions at Anderson Springs are unique and
don’t fit conventional textbook conditions. Anderson Springs residents have experienced
significant property damage from events when M<3.0, while intensities may or may not have
exceeded MMI IV. An M 1.9 event that occurred on April 11, 1999 and knocked over a 60foot retaining wall is cited as an example. The significance threshold of a 20% increase in
frequency of MMI V events should be lowered.
The City selected the significance threshold because it approximates the accuracy of the data
and modeling efforts, as noted on page 4.3-36 of the Draft EIR. This significance threshold
was lowered from the ones established for the Geysers Recharge Project in the Long-Term
Wastewater Project EIR because of the additional data and experience gained in the past 7
years. Given the increased frequency of earthquakes in the program area and the accuracy of
the data and the modeling efforts the City of Santa Rosa believes that this level of
significance is appropriate. Please refer to Response to Comment 520-5.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees that site-specific conditions can affect the felt effects of
earthquakes of varying magnitudes. Thus, the City used a model calibrated to local
conditions, as described on page F.1-42 of the Draft EIR, to evaluate the potential impacts of
induced seismicity.
Based on engineering judgment, an M 1.9 tremor is insufficient to knock down a properly
constructed retaining wall. Please refer to Response to Comment 507-9 for a further
discussion of the problems of demonstrating a causal link between induced seismicity from
particular injection activities and resultant property damage.
Response to Comment 528-33
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR is incorrect in stating that a reservoir depth of at least
260 feet is required to induce seismicity. Failures of the Saint Francis Dam and the Baldwin
Hills Dam are cited as examples of dams that failed in areas with known faults, where the
reservoir depth was much less than 260 feet. Fault activation is cited as the cause of at least
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one of the failures. The omission of these facts casts doubt on the integrity and credibility of
the Draft EIR.
The commentor is referring to text that begins at the bottom of page 4.3-13 of the Draft EIR,
which discusses seismicity that is induced by the weight of water stored in reservoirs. The
City of Santa Rosa believes that the statement, when taken in context is correct. The dam
failures to which the commentor refers are not believed to have been induced by the weight
of water in the reservoirs. The Baldwin Hills Dam is believed to have failed because of fluid
pressure changes in nearby oil fields that triggered earthquakes and fault creep. The Saint
Francis Dam Failure was caused by improper construction of the dam in an area of poorly
consolidated materials that were apparently dissolved and washed away by dam seepage
within days of the filling of the reservoir. As stated on page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR, the
IRWP would comply with DSOD requirements and current dam engineering requirements,
which would avoid these potential problems.
Response to Comment 528-34
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR’s analysis of the physical and chemical changes at hot
springs and mercaptan gas seeps is biased and speculative. Inadequate consideration is
given to the possible relationship of these phenomena to increased steam production and
wastewater injection associated with the Southeast Geysers Effluent Pipeline Project. Only
explanations provided by Calpine’s geologists and consultants are used in this section. The
comment describes the explanation of a release of mercury-contaminated water from an
abandoned mine in 1998 as pure conjecture with no basis in any studies or fact. Table 4.315 indicates that no impacts would occur to hot springs and other unique geologic features, a
claim that cannot be made for the hot springs at Anderson Springs or other hot springs in the
area, which were not studied.
The Draft EIR analysis of the physical and chemical changes at hot springs is based on
observations at the site, interviews with the commentor and representatives of Calpine. A
review of data collected by the USGS and others on temperature data of hot springs, and
general information about the behavior of geothermally active areas was prepared by
qualified professionals in hydrogeology, geology, water quality, and hazardous materials.
The possible causes of these phenomena are discussed in Appendix F.2 and Section 4.3 of
the Draft EIR.
While the exact cause of the water release from the Schwartz Mine, which is alleged to have
been contaminated with mercury, cannot be known with certainty, a number of pieces of
evidence support the explanation provided in the Draft EIR. Among this evidence is
information from Janik et al. (2002), which is cited in Appendix F.2 of the Draft EIR, that
indicates that water from the Schwartz Mine is meteoric2 in origin. Thus, it is likely that
some local, near-surface movement, such as a roof collapse, caused water to be released from
the mine. The alternative explanation involving the release of steam from the geothermal
reservoir, which then condensed into near-surface groundwater causing the mine to overflow,
is unlikely, given that the water was meteoric in its characteristics.
2

Meteoric refers to water that originates from rainfall. Near surface groundwater is considered meteoric;
the steam in the geothermal reservoir is not considered meteoric.
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The City of Santa Rosa concludes that there is no evidence that the IRWP would cause
changes to unique geothermal features, and there is a lack of information regarding the true
underlying causes of such phenomena. Thus, the text of the Draft EIR indicates that the
impact to unique geologic features should be less than significant. The heading to the section
and the summary information in Table 4.3-15 incorrectly indicate that there is no impact.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows to correct the heading and the table.
Page 4.3-79, “Analysis” heading is revised:
Analysis

No Impact Less than Significant: Alternatives 5 and 6

Page 4.3-76, Table 4.3-25, Evaluation Criteria 3.10.10
3.10.10 Will the Geysers
Steamfield Expansion
component cause a
substantial, adverse change
to a hot spring or other
unique geologic feature.

Any alteration of a unique
geologic feature.

None

O&M

==

Response to Comment 528-35
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR wrongly characterizes the caprock at The Geysers as
impervious. If this were true, hot springs, thermal springs, fumaroles and other geothermal
phenomena would not exist at The Geysers. Asserting that the caprock is impervious doesn’t
provide a mechanism for the recently observed doubling of temperature at hot springs and
the increase in vapor production. The water and vapor at the hot springs have
characteristics similar to production wells in the Southeast Geysers; helium ratios in the
water are between 3 and 4, which are different from water on the earth’s surface and
“trending towards” ratios found in the steam reservoir.
The geothermal phenomena that the commentor identifies can exist in the presence of an
impervious caprock as explained on page F.2-7 of the Draft EIR. These phenomena can
result from the high heat flow from subsurface layers that are shallower than the steam
reservoir. The changes in hot springs, fumaroles and other geothermal features could occur
due to changes in groundwater flows that bring meteoric water into contact with higher heat
flow areas, which could result in higher temperatures or geothermal activity, or lower heat
flow areas, which could result in lower temperatures or geothermal activity.
Most published information indicates that water in the hot springs near The Geysers is
meteoric in origin. For example, the paper by Janik et al. (2002), which is cited in the Draft
EIR, indicates that the water from the hot springs is meteoric in origin. This is in contrast to
steamfield water which is not meteoric in origin. The source of the helium data is not
provided so an independent confirmation of the data could not be made.
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Response to Comment 528-36
Comment Summary: Although located near the Southeast Geysers, Anderson Springs is
routinely affected by seismic events in other parts of The Geysers. The town’s water supply
is derived from the south face of Cobb Mountain, which is closer than Anderson Springs to
areas where wastewater would be injected as part of the IRWP. Further study and special
measures must be taken to minimize seismicity, water withdrawal, and other impacts that
could affect the water supply for nearby creeks and Anderson Spring’s source of domestic
water.
The Draft EIR analyzed the impacts of induced seismicity at two locations, Cobb and
Anderson Springs. The commentor is correct that other areas and facilities could be affected
by induced seismicity, however, it is not feasible or necessary to examine all of these areas
individually. Note that the Draft EIR concludes that the impact of induced seismicity would
be significant based on the selected locations and that this does not preclude that impacts
could be significant at other locations, as well. The locations for analysis were selected
because they were the closest communities to the potential areas of injection, and therefore
represent the worst impacts. The IRWP does not propose water withdrawal or other impacts
to nearby creeks. Additional detail about potential impacts and implementation of mitigation
measures would be developed if the Geysers Steamfield Expansion Alternative is selected.
Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 528-37
Comment Summary: The proposed strategy for monitoring seismicity and adjusting injection
rates is inadequate. The City is abdicating its responsibility by allowing Calpine to be solely
accountable for reporting and monitoring increased seismicity. Calpine has a history of
denying any linkage between earthquakes and damage claimed by residents. A recent
example is provided for an earthquake that occurred on May 3, 2003.
Calpine is not solely responsible for monitoring seismicity or adjusting injection rates. While
the City will rely on Calpine to provide information on injection, reports of seismic activity
are available from the USGS Calnet data for earthquakes with a magnitude over 1.5.
Currently Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, with funding from the California Energy
Commission, is setting up a modern digital fieldwide array, which is intended to replace the
Calpine array.
These reports will be available to the public, and Santa Rosa will evaluate the quarterly
reports and oversee the implementation of the Mitigation Measure. Mitigation Measure 3.5.1
on page 3-84 of the Draft EIR states that the City may retain an independent expert to
evaluate the significance of the reported effects in the community and compare them to the
findings of the quarterly injection operations and seismological monitoring reports submitted
by the geysers operators.
Response to Comment 528-38
Comment Summary: Calpine’s attempts to mitigate increased seismicity in the Southeast
Geysers by decreasing injection volumes have been unsuccessful during the past two years.
A quote attributed to Mitch Stark of Calpine, which appeared in the May 24, 2003 edition of
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the Lake County Record-Bee, states that closing two wells had no significant effect on
earthquake frequency patterns. The sphere of influence of wells is probably greater than the
proposed 2-kilometer control radius because tracer studies have shown that injectate can
travel up to a couple of kilometers in a few days.
The sphere of influence for wells (in Mitigation Measure 3.5.1) is based on historical data for
induced seismicity that show that the epicenters for the majority of earthquakes associated
with water injection wells occur within the 2-kilometer radius (see, for example, Figure 2.3
in Appendix F.1) although felt effects could occur at greater distances. The quote from
Mitch Stark was specific to two wells in the Calpine leasehold and while the closing of these
two wells had no immediate effect, it is not clear that these were the only wells in the area
that could be contributing to induced seismicity. The article also indicates that Calpine is
trying to move injections away from other wells in a continued attempt to reduce felt effects
in Anderson Springs.
The purpose of shifting injection, as described in Mitigation Measure 3.5.1, is two-fold: to
move injection to areas where less seismic activity is generated and to move injection that
causes felt induced seismicity away from residential areas. Both of these purposes will serve
to reduce the effects of increased earthquake activity. The Draft EIR acknowledges that this
Mitigation Measure may not be effective at reducing induced seismicity to pre-program
levels, as indicated by the impact remaining significant after mitigation. However, Calpine
seismologists, as well as the City of Santa Rosa, believe that shifting injection will be
effective for some wells and is a feasible and reasonable mitigation measure.
Response to Comment 528-39
Comment Summary: Monitoring and adjusting injection rates is the sole measure proposed
for mitigating induced seismicity. This measure is likely to fail because induced seismicity is
caused by complex inter-relationships between wells, which is further complicated by 30+
years of geothermal exploitation that has caused a variety of phenomena including
subsidence, increased seismicity, changes in the caprock and condensation zone, volumetric
contraction and changing ratios of wastewater injected to steam being withdrawn.
The commentor is correct that the proposed mitigation involves monitoring and adjusting
injection rates to mitigate induced seismicity. As noted on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR, the
underlying mechanism of induced seismicity is not well understood (although there is a
historical correlation with water injection rates and steam production rates) and it is uncertain
to what degree adjusting injection rates would be effective. Thus, the Draft EIR concludes
that even with mitigation, the impact of induced seismicity could be significant for residents
on the east side of the Geysers steamfield. The link between geothermal development and
other changes identified by the commentor has not been well established. These phenomena
are discussed on page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR. Refer also to Response to Comments 528-37
and 528-38.
Response to Comment 528-40
Comment Summary: The City needs to establish independent monitoring and research of
residents, their structures and the surrounding environment to learn first-hand of the impacts
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resulting from geothermal operations. The City, Lake County and the geothermal operators
have refused to support studies of human, structural and environmental impacts of induced
seismicity.
The procedures for gathering information on the effects of induced seismicity have not been
identified, but would be determined during project-level environmental review as required if
the Geysers Expansion Alternative is selected. The City will consider retaining an
independent expert to collect and evaluate data, as stated in Mitigation Measure 3.5.1,
Monitor Seismic Events and Adjust Injection Rates. Please refer to Master Response G –
Program versus Project EIR Studies and also to Response of Comment 507-9.
Response to Comment 528-41
Comment Summary: It is recommended that the City create a multipartite regulatory body to
assure independent and balanced oversight, monitoring, and control of wastewater injection
and steam production based on empirical impacts.
The City is not opposed to support of a committee effort similar to the Effluent Monitoring
Advisory Committee for LACOSAN injection, but believes that details of mitigation
implementation such as this should be considered in a project-level environmental review
documents as required if the Geysers Expansion Alternative is selected. The procedures for
public interface, monitoring, and gathering information on the effects of induced seismicity
would be determined at the project-level if the Geysers Steamfield Expansion Alternative is
selected.
Response to Comment 528-42
Comment Summary: The City must institute a comprehensive program for ongoing
monitoring, which includes the community and independent organizations. Several
monitoring and data collection methods are recommended including an interactive voice 800
number for real-time monitoring of earthquakes; expand the array of strong ground motion
sensors; establish a GPS array or network to monitoring landslides, ground fluctuations and
landslides; perform a baseline structural assessment of buildings in Anderson Springs;
conduct tracer studies to better understand connections between production and injection
wells and nearby springs water sources and other sensitive areas; and expand aquatic
monitoring programs.
The procedures for public interface, monitoring, and gathering information on the effects of
induced seismicity would be determined at the project-level, if the Geysers Steamfield
Expansion Alternative is selected. Refer also to Response to Comment 507-9.
Response to Comment 528-43
Comment Summary: The comment requests that mitigation should include cessation of
operations or compensation to affected residents, including provisions of property insurance
and replacement of damaged property.
Refer to Response to Comment 520-7 regarding liability and Response to Comment 507-9
regarding damaged property. See also Master Response A regarding the commentor’s

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 528-23

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

opinion that the continued operation of an alternative should be subject to specific
restrictions.
Response to Comment 528-44
Comment Summary: Injection of wastewater at The Geysers is a risky, costly path. The City
should invest the Public’s money on viable, long-term solutions that improve infrastructure,
promote better conservation and urban reuse, proceed in a measured cautious way at The
Geysers, and utilize the best technology available to produce healthy water to put back in the
environment, use on crops, or use in other productive ways. Otherwise the City will end up
spending comparable amounts of money without finding a solution and in the process risk
destroying its water supply, the environment and nearby communities like Anderson Springs
and Cobb.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 528-45
Comment Summary: The comment provides a list of newspaper articles that are attached to
the commentor’s letter. The newspaper articles describe earthquake activity and geothermal
phenomena in the vicinity of Anderson Springs, Cobb and The Geysers.
The newspaper articles do not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Response to Comment 528-8, wherein these articles are referenced.
Response to Comment 528-46
Comment Summary: The comment consists of an earthquake survey that was conducted of
residents of Anderson Springs.
The survey does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response
of Comment 528-16, wherein the survey is referenced.
Response to Comment 528-47
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a report presented by the commentor at the
May 19, 2003 Southeast Geysers Monitoring Advisory Committee meeting.
The report does not provide additional specific comments on the Draft EIR. It contains
iterations (or variations on them) of several statements that were made in the main text of the
comment letter. Please refer to Response of Comment 528-12 for items 1 and 2 in the report;
to Response to Comment 528-14 for items 3, 4, 5 and 6; to Response to Comment 528-44 for
item 7; and to Response to Comment 528-40 for item 8.
Response to Comment 528-48
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a table that compares groundshaking caused
by two recent earthquakes—one near Santa Rosa and one near Anderson Springs.
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The table does not provide a specific comment on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to
Comment 507-6, wherein groundshaking that caused the two recent earthquakes is discussed.
Response to Comment 528-49
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a graph and a table that show the number of
earthquakes M>1.2 that occurred in the Southeast Geysers Quadrangle from September
1997 through December 2002.
The graph and table do not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR, however the
reported increases in the number of earthquakes in recent years (mostly in 2001 and 2002),
are consistent with statements in the Draft EIR. For example, the graph and table show that
the average number of earthquakes per month was 20 in 1998 and 44 in 2002. On page 4.324 the Draft EIR states that the rate of earthquakes approximately doubled during the 1997 –
2002 time period and that the residents of Anderson Springs and Cobb have indicated that the
number earthquakes has increased substantially since LACOSAN injection began in 1998—a
statement that is consistent with the results presented in the comment. Please also refer to
Response to Comment 528-14.
Response to Comment 528-50
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a graph that shows the cumulative volumes of
wastewater injected at the Southeast Geysers plotted against the cumulative earthquakes that
have occurred in the Southeast Geysers from September 1997 through December 2002.
The graph does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. The graph replots (on a
cumulative basis) the data provided in the table included in Response to Comment 528-49.
Please refer to Response to Comment 528-49.
Response to Comment 528-51
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a graph that shows the cumulative volumes of
steam production at the Southeast Geysers plotted against the cumulative earthquakes that
have occurred in the Southeast Geysers from September 1997 through December 2002.
The graph does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. The graph replots (on a
cumulative basis) the data provided in the table included in Response to Comment 528-49.
Please refer to Response to Comment 528-49.
Response to Comment 528-52
Comment Summary: The comment consists of two graphs and two tables that show the depth
and causation of earthquakes over the past 33 years within 1- and 2-mile radii of Anderson
Springs.
The graphs and tables do not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data
presented by the commentor were not verified, the information is consistent the statements in
the Draft EIR (e.g., page 4.3-24, first paragraph under the heading “Geysers Seismicity”),
which indicate that “the rate of earthquake occurrence increased as steam development
increased from the 1960s to the 1970s” and that “both steam production and water injection
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to restore production may induce seismic activity.” The City believes that causation of
earthquakes cannot be reliably assigned as the commentor has done, given the available data.
Response to Comment 528-53
Comment Summary: The comment consists of three graphs that show the number of
earthquakes of M>1.2 within a 1-mile radius of Anderson Springs during the past 13 years.
The graphs do not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data presented
by the commentor were not verified, the information is consistent the statements on page 4.324 of the Draft EIR, which indicate that the number of earthquakes in the vicinity of
Anderson Springs has increased in recent years.
Response to Comment 528-54
Comment Summary: The comment consists of several graphs that show the numbers of
earthquakes of M>2.0 within 1-, 2-, and 5-mile radii of Anderson Springs during the past 33
and 13 years.
The graphs do not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data presented
by the commentor were not verified, the information is consistent the statements on page 4.324 of the Draft EIR, which indicate that the number of earthquakes in the vicinity of
Anderson Springs has increased since the 1960s and 1970, particularly in recent years.
Response to Comment 528-55
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a graph that shows the numbers of earthquakes
of M>3.0 within a 5-mile radius of Anderson Springs during the past 33 years.
The graph does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data
presented by the commentor were not verified, the information is consistent the statements on
page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR, which indicate that the number of earthquakes in the vicinity of
Anderson Springs has increased since the 1960s and 1970s (although the maximum number
per year has varied between 5 and 12, with no increasing or decreasing trend, since 1990).
Because a 5-mile radius around Anderson Springs was used as the study area, data from
outside of the area where induced seismicity is known to occur may be included on the
graph. Thus, it is not possible to directly compare these data with information contained in
the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 528-56
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a graph that shows the numbers of earthquakes
of M>3.0 within a 6-mile radius of Anderson Springs during the past 13 years.
The graph does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data
presented by the commentor were not verified, the information shows very little discernable
long-term trend in the number of M>3.0 earthquakes within a 6-mile radius of Anderson
Springs. Because a 6-mile radius around Anderson Springs was used as the study area, data
from outside of the area where induced seismicity is known to occur may be included on the
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graph. Thus, it is not possible to directly compare these data with information contained in
the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 528-57
Comment Summary: The comment consists of several graphs that show the numbers of
earthquakes of M>1.2, >2.0, and >3.0 in the Southeast Geysers during the past 33 and 13
years.
The graphs do not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Although the data presented
by the commentor were not verified, the information is consistent with the statements on
page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR, which indicate that the number of earthquakes in the vicinity of
The Geysers has increased since the 1960s and 1970, particularly in recent years for all
earthquakes M>1.2 in the commentor’s graphs and M>1.5 in the Draft EIR. The annual
number of earthquakes of M>3 (three in 2001, 2002, and 2003) is consistent with
information on page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR, which indicates the annual number of
earthquakes between June 1997 and November 2002 is about three.
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COMMENT LETTER 529, CURTIS KENDALL, MAYACAMAS MOUNTAINS
AUDUBON SANCTUARY
Response to Comment 529-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about the adequacy of the Draft EIR
and potential impacts to the Mayacamas Mountains Audubon Sanctuary.
This comment does not identify a specific concern in which to respond. Specific concerns
regarding potential impacts are responded to below.
Response to Comment 529-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the proposed capacity of the IRWP is
unnecessarily high. The comment further states that implementation of the Indoor Water
Conservation and the Infiltration and Inflow Reduction alternatives, along with reuse not
requiring the construction of reservoirs, would provide adequate capacity to accommodate
anticipated growth. Finally, the comment urges “slower and wiser” growth policies as an
alternative to the growth forecasts in the IRWP.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. The IRWP Project Description states that not all of the alternatives
would individually be able to provide reliable capacity for future flows; therefore,
implementation of the IRWP may require a combination of alternatives. Furthermore, the
document states that individual IRWP alternatives are not necessarily mutually incompatible.
The City anticipates that when the IRWP is implemented various alternatives would be
combined to provide reliable and cost-effective system capacity. A combination of
conservation, I&I Reduction and Urban and Agricultural Reuse could be used to
accommodate additional flows. However, storage would be necessary for most of the reuse
components.
It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to revisit the General Plan population projections. As
stated in the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, the City has chosen to use the population projections in
the adopted General Plans, because that approach would be consistent with the Court of
Appeal’s decision in County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76
Cal.App.4th 931. That decision holds that growth decisions must be made in the first
instance by cities and counties when they adopt their general plans, and agencies that provide
essential infrastructure necessary to serve that growth must base their planning efforts on
growth authorized by approved general plans. Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted
General Plans for purposes of determining population, housing and employment projections.
Response to Comment 529-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR is flawed in many ways. –
especially in the analysis of the Geysers Expansion alternative. The Geysers Expansion
alternative has an extremely high potential to cause irreparable harm to our Mayacamas
Mountains Audubon Sanctuary along Pine Flat Road. The sanctuary is managed by
Audubon and is protected by a Forever Wild conservation easement through the Sonoma
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County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District. The easement specifically
prohibits new development that is inconsistent with the conservation purpose of the Forever
Wild easement.
The Land Use section discusses the conservation easement on Audubon property on pages
4.1-37 and -38, and identified a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 3.3.2, Replacement
of Open Space Easements, is recommended to reduce this impact to less than significant.
The comment does not identify any specific flaws in the evaluation of the Geysers Expansion
Alternative. See Response to Comment 529-4 below.
Response to Comment 529-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that one of the sites for the three new pump stations
needed to expand flow rates above 16 mgd to a maximum of 25 mgd is located on the
Mayacamas Mountain Audubon Sanctuary. Santa Rosa’s existing easement on the sanctuary
does not permit construction of additional facilities and such construction would violate the
Settlement Agreement between Audubon and the City. The “Feasibility Report” fails to
identify the Settlement Agreement with Audubon and the Forever Wild Open Space Easement
as a barrier to Geysers Expansion beyond 16 mgd.
Flow rates below 19 mgd would not require additional facilities or construction at the
Mayacamas Pump Station.
The City of Santa Rosa entered into a settlement agreement with the National Audubon
Society and the Madrone Audubon Society on October 27, 1998. The Settlement Agreement
settled a CEQA lawsuit filed by Audubon against the City in connection with the Geysers
Recharge Project and settled in lieu of eminent domain the amount of compensation due
Audubon for the easements necessary for the Geysers Recharge Project on Audubon’s
property.
The IRWP Geysers Expansion Alternative was not part of the Settlement Agreement. To the
extent new property rights would be needed as part of IRWP, the City would negotiate with
the applicable property owners and would file an eminent domain action to condemn those
property rights not acquired by negotiation.
The IRWP Geysers Expansion Alternative would not involve any new pipeline on Audubon
property. Any expansion of the pump station on Audubon’s property would be preceded by
consultation and negotiation with Audubon with an action in eminent domain in the event
negotiations were not successful. See Johnston v. Open Space District (2002) 100 Cal. App.
4th 973.
The comment does not provide any information on how the proposed construction would
violate the settlement agreement. Therefore additional response cannot be made at this time.
Response to Comment 529-5
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions regarding a second pump
station, which are summarized as follows:
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a.) The Draft EIR inadequately addressed many of the environmental impacts
associated with construction and operation of a second pump station on the
Mayacamas Mountains Audubon Sanctuary as well as at Bear Canyon and Pine
Flat.
b.) The commentor expresses opposition to the Geysers Steamfield Expansion
alternative due to unmitigable noise impacts.
c.) The commentor asserts that the Draft EIR’s conclusions that impacts to wildlife
and habitat will be mitigated to a level of less-than-significant is unsupported by
detailed analysis or specific mitigation measures – thus the conclusions are not
supported.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Impacts from the construction and operation of pump stations are evaluated as
part of the consideration of impacts from the Pump Stations Component under
each alternative, as applicable. The comment does not provide any additional
information on the nature of the asserted inadequacy of analysis – therefore, no
additional response can be provided.
b. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component regarding opposition to specific alternatives
or components evaluated in the Draft EIR.
c. Impacts to Biological Resources are evaluated in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR,
beginning on page 4.8-1. The commentor is referred to the Summary of Impacts
by Alternative on page 4.8-131 which provides a summary of the potential
impacts to biological resources both before and after implementation of the
recommended mitigation measures. Specific Mitigation Measures are detailed in
Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Mitigation Measures 3.3.10 through
3.3.15, which address impacts to biological resources.
Studies on wildlife have shown that noise levels as high as 95 dBA have little or
no effect on turkey vultures, great egrets, and grebes. Noise levels between 85 to
95 dBA could disturb or agitate the ring-necked duck, coot, gadwall, purple
gallinule, and pintail duck (Newman and Beatie 1985). Noise levels within the
range of 110 to 135 dBA would affect nesting turkeys (Jeannoutot and Adams
1961). Anther study, using low flying F-16 aircraft, has shown that noise levels
of up to 100 dBA would not alter the reproductive behavior of great egret, snowy
egret, tricolor heron, little blue heron, and cattle egret (Black, et.al. 1984).
With the proposed noise mitigation measures implemented, adverse effects on
wildlife is not expected.
References:
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Black, B.B., M. W. Callopy, H. F. Percival, A. A. Tiller, and P. G. Bohall. 1984,
Effects of Low-Level Military Training Flights on Wading Bird Colonies in
Florida, Florida Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit, School of Forest
Resources and Conservation, University of Florida, Tech. Report No. 7, 1984.
Jeannoutot, D. W. and J. L. Adams, 1961. Progesterone Versus Treatment by
High Intensity Sound as Method of Controlling Broodiness in Broad Breasted
Bronze Turkeys. Poultry Science: 40, 1961.
Newman, J. S. and K. R. Beattie, 1985. Aviation Noise Effects, Federal Aviation
Administration, Office of Environmental and Energy, Report No. FAA-EE-85-2,
1985.
Response to Comment 529-6
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern that when writing EIRs a best-case
scenario assumption is used; this is not a realistic approach. The impacts from construction
of the Geysers Recharge Project have been greater than anticipated.
The intent of the City of Santa Rosa is to analyze potential impacts under realistic conditions,
neither best nor worst case. It is not feasible to cover a full range of worst case scenarios,
particularly since CEQA deems it inappropriate to consider a broad range of speculative
possibilities. This EIR addresses worst-case scenarios in the Emergency Scenarios section of
the IRWP Project Description (see pages 2-76 through 2-78). These scenarios include
Geysers pipeline rupture, urban or agriculture pipeline rupture, accidental agriculture
irrigation runoff, and reservoir dam or berm break.
In addition, safeguards described in Chapter 3, Mitigation and Monitoring Program, include
Compliance with Existing Programs, i.e. laws and regulations designed to protect the public
and the environment; Measures Included in the Project in order to avoid or minimize
potential environmental impacts; Planning Measures to be implemented during the final
planning and detailed design of the Project; Construction Measures to be implemented prior
to, during, and immediate following Project construction; and Operation and Maintenance
Measures generally requiring certain constraints during construction and repair and
rehabilitation of impacts resulting from construction of the Project; and Operation and
Maintenance Measures which require monitoring of system operations over time and the
modification of those operations to reduce adverse environmental impacts.
Response to Comment 529-7
Comment Summary: The comment questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR to address leaks
or ruptures of the pipeline because increases in flows will reduce the life of the pipeline. .
It is not apparent, based upon sound engineering guidelines, that the potential increase in
flow rate will decrease pipeline life, increase repair and maintenance requirements, or
increase rupture hazard risk. The reasons are:
•

The approximately 10 miles of Geysers Pipeline in the mountain section is mostly
steel with butt-welded joints (the strongest joint type possible), which received a high
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level of inspection and nondestructive testing during installation. During hydrostatic
testing of the pipeline, not one of these joints showed leakage. The high-density
polyethylene (HDPE) sections of this pipeline have similar butt-fusion welds.
•

The higher velocities associated with the 27-mgd flow rate in this type of pipeline
configuration are supported by operating and design guidelines used by other major
water utilities, such as the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.

•

The higher velocities do not represent a substantial operating pressure increase in the
piping system because the majority of the pipeline pressure is associated with gravity
(static) head rather than friction (dynamic) head losses. This pressure increase was
evaluated and was found to be within the allowable design pressures for the installed
piping and joints.

•

There is no documented evidence that the increased velocities will increase
maintenance or decrease service life for HDPE piping or mortar-lined steel piping.

Emergency scenarios for geysers pipeline rupture are described in the IRWP Project
Description of the Draft EIR beginning on page 2-76, and are evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 529-8
Comment Summary: The comment requests that additional review of the Geysers Expansion
be conducted before considering the alternative.
If Geysers Expansion is chosen, a project level environmental document would be prepared
as required before implementing the project.
Response to Comment 529-9
Comment Summary: The comment questions the adequacy of the analysis of the potential
impacts of a leak or rupture while pumping RO brine.
The Draft EIR did evaluate the potential impacts of rupture of a pipeline containing brine. In
fact the Draft EIR identified a significant unavoidable impact to water quality associated with
the potential for rupture of a pipeline carrying brine. Please refer to Impact 6.6.1b and 6.6.2b
on page 4.6-37 of the Draft EIR. Please also refer to Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 529-10
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the impact analysis of I&I reduction is
misleading and that I&I will be implemented as part of ongoing maintenance regardless of
the IRWP.
I&I Reduction in the Draft EIR refers to the replacement of a large number of pipes in a short
amount of time instead of short segments over many years as would occur under regular
maintenance. Due to the difference in quantity and timing, regular maintenance would most
likely result in little reduction of existing I&I levels. The IRWP Project Description of the
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Draft EIR recognizes that routine I&I reduction programs are part of the existing system (see
page 2-17 of the Draft EIR).
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COMMENT LETTER 530, BOB RAWSON, INTERNATIONAL WASTEWATER
SOLUTIONS
Response to Comment 530-1
Comment Summary: This comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment and
requests that the comments be included in the document along with the comments made at
the public hearing.
This letter has been included in the Final EIR. Refer to Responses to Comments 725-1
through 725-3 for the responses to the comments made at the public hearing.
Response to Comment 530-2
Comment Summary: The commentor has performed calculations that indicate that there is
sufficient capacity in the existing wastewater system to allow the City of Santa Rosa to
continue to grow to 2020.
No information was provided on the calculations referred to in the comment. Therefore, no
response can be made. Refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity.
Response to Comment 530-3
Comment Summary: The commentor asks that, if the calculations referred to in Comment
530-2 above are not accurate, then what are the technical issues that create the need for
capacity expansion.
Since the calculations referred to in the comment were not provided, no determination can be
made concerning their accuracy or applicability to the project. Please see Master Response
H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of future wastewater flows.
Additionally, please see Draft EIR Section 2 – Project Description, beginning on page 2-20
regarding the implementation of combinations of alternatives to meet future capacity needs
and to address requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR). For a discussion of CTR
requirements see page 2-11 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 530-4
Comment Summary: The comment commends the City for its efforts in water conservation
and industrial waste regulation. The comment also asks if the technical requirements for
safe reuse of water, and the accumulated burden of toxic materials, will be covered in the
EIR.
The treatment and quality of recycled water is covered in section 4.6 Water Quality of the
Draft EIR. In addition, as noted on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the
requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the
Discharge options may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply
with CTR.”
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Response to Comment 530-5
Comment Summary: The commentor asks, if there is presently adequate capacity to 2020,
then what growth projections were used by the City in determining the need for increased
capacity under the IRWP as proposed.
Growth projections used were the general plans of the Subregional System partners in effect
in July 2002. Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the
calculation of future wastewater flows.
Response to Comment 530-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks if impacts of moving water from one watershed to
another will be described in a Watershed Budget analysis, including studies of depletion and
recharge of watersheds.
From a regional perspective, all wastewater is generated within the Russian River watershed
and all IRWP disposal is proposed within the Russian River watershed, except for a very
small amount of Geysers injection which may flow east to Clear Lake or Lake Berryessa and
a small amount of potential agricultural irrigation land in southern Rohnert Park which drains
into the Petaluma River. Analysis of smaller watersheds does not occur in this Program EIR,
because specific sites for disposal are not yet known. Refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 530-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the EIR will consider extensive planting of
Redwood forests. Will a redwood forest be identified as mitigation for growth related
impacts such as noise? Will the economic benefits of extensive forest or irrigation areas be
identified? The commentor asks if xenobiotics impacts will be mitigated through
bioremediation with bacteria.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods. Mitigation of growth related impacts is
beyond the scope of the IRWP EIR. Economic benefits of forest or crops irrigation areas are
also not required in a CEQA document.
Potential concerns regarding endocrine compounds, pharmaceutically active compounds and
xenobiotics are discussed in the Draft EIR beginning on page 4.7-15, with additional
information presented in Appendix I.2. Because no criteria for xenobiotics have been
adopted, no impacts have been identified for these compounds, and the IRWP does need to
identify ways to mitigate or reduce the concentration of these compounds prior to discharge
or reuse. Bioremediation with bacteria for the purpose of reducing impacts from xenobiotics
does not contribute to fulfillment of the Program objectives and need not be studied as an
alternative in the EIR.
Response to Comment 530-8
Comment Summary: The comment asks if phosphorous removal will be considered and
provides examples of phosphorus removal technologies.
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Discharge will potentially be affected by establishment of TMDLs and effluent limits for
phosphorus in response to the listing of the Laguna as impaired for phosphorus. However,
the City does not know what these TMDLs and effluent limits, if any, will be. No effluent
limits for phosphorous for discharge to the Russian River are expected because the Russian
River is not considered impaired for phosphorus. If discharge to the Laguna is selected as an
alternative, and if effluent limitations are established for phosphorus which result in the need
to remove phosphorus from the Subregional System’s recycled water, various methods to
remove phosphorus will be evaluated, possibly including the Chinese method referred to by
the commentor.
Response to Comment 530-9
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for Indoor Water Conservation and
asks if the Draft EIR will study effective means of removing pollutants from the “semi-closed
reuse loupes of purple pipe systems” and inhibiting bacterial regrowth.
Regarding support for the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative, refer to Master Response
A – Opinions for or against a Program Alternative or Component. The Draft EIR does not
contain a detailed investigation of specific technologies dual piping. The IRWP Program
EIR has evaluated each alternative conceptually and is therefore not considering specific
technologies. Most of the proposed measures for Urban Reuse do not involved closed or
semi-closed loop systems. Should either of these components be selected for implementation
as part of the IRWP, each would need to be developed at a project level, with appropriate
CEQA documentation. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies.
Response to Comment 530-10
Comment Summary: The comment asks if reclamation of the Cargill salt marsh or south
county irrigation projects will be included.
The Draft EIR does not consider the Napa River Salt Marsh Reclamation Project (Cargill).
The IRWP Final Screening Report (Appendix B in the Draft EIR) recommended that the
proposal not be carried forward in the EIR because the alternative does not meet the primary
Program objectives, and feasibility is unknown. Please refer to Appendix B for the
discussion of evaluation relative to Screening Criteria. The agricultural reuse component of
the Draft EIR covers the north county and the area east of Rohnert Park. It does not cover
areas in the “south” county.
Response to Comment 530-11
Comment Summary:
investigated.

The comment asks if reuse of steam from the Geysers will be

Injection of the recycled water would allow The Geysers operators to continue use of the
steamfield for electric generation. Under maximum water delivery (the Geysers Project and
the Geysers Expansion Component) to The Geysers, generation would increase by .5 billion
kWh’s annually, for a total of 1.3 billion kWh’s annually. The Geysers operators currently
recapture steam for reinjection.
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The IRWP Final Screening Report (Appendix B in the Draft EIR) recommended that Reuse
of steam condensate from the Geysers Power Plants as drinking water in Santa Rosa not be
carried forward in the EIR because it was considered infeasible. The proposal includes
significant new technology for management of the Geysers steamfield. That technology is
unproven. The success of heat exchangers and quenching of the steamfield is speculative,
and therefore unreliable. Please refer to Page 6-8 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of an
alternative for reusing steam that was dropped from further consideration.
Response to Comment 530-12
Comment Summary: The comment asks if discharge to Lake Sonoma or ponds with gravel
connected to the aquifer of the Russian River will be investigated.
The Draft EIR does not consider a project for discharge to Lake Sonoma. The IRWP Final
Screening Report (Appendix B in the Draft EIR) recommended that the proposal not be
carried forward in the EIR because no environmental benefits of discharge to Lake Sonoma
have been identified to justify the cost of piping recycled water there instead of discharging
to a closer location on the Russian River. Under Alternative 6 Discharge, percolation ponds
and infiltration basins are considered. Both would allow indirect discharge to the Russian
River if placed along the waterway. For further description of a percolation pond and
infiltration basin refer to Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 530-13
Comment Summary: The comment asks if irrigation of Redwoods will be investigated.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 530-14
Comment Summary: The comment asks that ocean outfall and groundwater injection not be
included in the scope of the Draft EIR. The comment further requests that if these options
are included that all previous comments made on all previous EIR’s regarding these options
be included in the Final EIR.
The Draft EIR does not consider a project for ocean outfall. The IRWP Final Screening
Report (Appendix B in the Draft EIR) recommended that the proposal not be carried forward
in the EIR because the proposal could not be logistically implemented in the time frame
required and the low probability that permits could be obtained from responsible federal and
state agencies. However, indirect recharge using injection wells is evaluated as a project
component. Refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. Comments on previous EIRs were evaluated as part of those
documents.
Response to Comment 530-15
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the EIR organization makes it difficult to
follow the impact information and suggests alternate organizational possibilities.
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Please refer to Master Response E – Document Organization regarding document
organization in response to this concern. The Draft EIR does evaluate all program
components for each issue area, and contains a table at the end of each section, identifying
which components and alternatives have significant impacts.
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COMMENT LETTER 531, R. BRIAN HINES, SECRETARY, TROUT UNLIMITED
OF CALIFORNIA
Response to Comment 531-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the proposed capacity of the IRWP is
unnecessarily high, and is based on faulty assumptions. There are additional opportunities
for water conservation that also reduce the need for increased system capacity. Finally, the
comment questions whether implementation of the IRWP is an appropriate use of public
funds since the program is based on asserted faulty forecasts of future need.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. Additionally, please see Draft EIR Section 2 – Project Description,
beginning on page 2-20 regarding the development of the indoor water conservation
alternative. The question regarding appropriate use of public funds is beyond the scope of an
EIR.
Response to Comment 531-2
Comment Summary: The comment recommends revisiting the General Plan population
projections as the projected population increase has fiscal and environmental impacts that
were not disclosed during the General Plan update process.
It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to revisit the General Plan population projections. As
stated in the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, the City has chosen to use the population projections in
the adopted General Plans, because that approach would be consistent with the Court of
Appeal’s decision in County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76
Cal.App.4th 931. That decision holds that growth decisions must be made in the first
instance by cities and counties when they adopt their general plans, and agencies that provide
essential infrastructure necessary to serve that growth must base their planning efforts on
growth authorized by approved general plans. Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted
General Plans for purposes of determining population, housing and employment projections.
Also as noted on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR ”This EIR does not analyze the impacts of
development authorized by the member entities’ General Plans, other than the impacts of
accommodating future flows of wastewater generated by development authorized in those
Plans. The general impacts of development are analyzed in the EIRs for the General Plans of
the member entities.”
Response to Comment 531-3
Comment Summary: The comment expresses strong support for water conservation and
states that current users of the system can conserve enough water to serve an additional
31,500 customers. The comment further recommends use of tiered rate structures, low-flow
washing machines, and no net increase in water consumption.
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As described on pages 2-38 and 2-40 of the Draft EIR, “The Indoor Water Conservation
Component consists of implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) recommended
by the State of California Urban Water Conservation Council, as shown in Table 2-11. The
City of Santa Rosa has implemented all of the appropriate BMPs that apply to indoor water
conservation, while the other Subregional System partners have implemented some of these
BMPs, primarily Residential Plumbing Retrofit and Metered Water Sales.” BMP 11 in Table
2-11 is Conservation Pricing, which has been identified in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR,
Technical Memorandum No. 2, Indoor Water Conservation, as one of the programs that
could be implemented by other Subregional System partners. As noted in page 3-9 of
Appendix B of the Draft EIR, the Final Screening Report, tiered water rates are included in
Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation. BMP 6 in Table 2-11 is High-Efficiency Washing
Machine Rebates. Please refer to page 3-10 of Appendix B, which discusses the policy of
requiring new development to pay for conservation measures to offset the water that it uses.
This alternative was considered to be infeasible. While the City of Santa Rosa supports
water conservation, the success of its existing programs limits the amount of additional
conservation that is available. Programs such as those in Marin County calculate water
conservation based on both indoor and outdoor use, so the percentage of conservation that
can be achieved is not comparable to a program that only includes indoor water conservation.
Outdoor conservation does not reduce wastewater flows. Please refer to Master Response A
– Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 531-4
Comment Summary: The comment strongly supports Infiltration and Inflow (I&I) reduction
with or without additional population growth, and states that maintaining this infrastructure
should be a higher priority for the City of Santa Rosa than subsidizing new development.
The comment is a statement of opinion in support of one of the IRWP alternatives. Please
refer to Master Response A– Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 531-5
Comment Summary: The comment supports the urban reuse alternative.
Refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 531-6
Comment Summary: The comment supports agricultural reuse as long as it only replaces
existing diversions of water from the Russian River and its tributaries. The comment also
requests that agricultural reservoirs be off-stream, lined, and preferably existing.
Refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component. It is not within the scope of the EIR to determine who would receive the
recycled water. If the City chooses the Agricultural Reuse Alternative a project-level
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environmental review document will be completed that evaluates specific locations and
design of the storage facilities.
Response to Comment 531-7
Comment Summary: The comment supports Geysers Expansion only after the current system
is operational and has been evaluated for its seismic impacts.
Refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component. The Draft EIR evaluates induced seismicity in Section 4.3 Geology, Soils, and
Seismicity.
Response to Comment 531-8
Comment Summary: The comment expresses opposition to the discharge alternative when
other alternatives provide superior benefits. That this Draft EIR finds Discharge in any way
“preferable” is an indication of the inadequacy of the document. The comment also states
that discharge is another financial “boondoggle” to add to the City’s support of new
development which leads to a waste water problem. The comment also states that the
commentor hopes that the CTR will end the City’s irresponsible waste and that discharge of
water should be minimized through water conservation and reused for appropriate purposes.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. The Draft EIR identifies Alternative 1, Indoor Water
Conservation as the environmentally superior alternative (page 1-22). The City’s support of
new development is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR. The impacts of IRWP discharge are
evaluated in Chapter 4.6, pages 4.6-45-71.
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COMMENT LETTER 532 – STEPHAN C. VOLKER
Response to Comment 532-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the project’s
consistency with the Santa Rosa General Plan and Sonoma County General Plan,
specifically with respect to the land and water use goals, policies and objectives of those
plans.
The Draft EIR addresses the IRWP’s consistency with the relevant goals, objectives and
policies of both the Santa Rosa and Sonoma County General Plans. Table 4.1-1, on pages
4.1-16 through 4.1-18 of the Draft EIR lists the relevant land use goals, objectives and
policies of these General Plans, and also identifies the evaluation criteria under which these
goals, objectives and policies were addressed. The evaluation of land use impacts on pages
4.1-20 through 4.1-49 specifically address the consistency of the IRWP with General Plan
land use policies.
Similarly, Table 4.4-5 on page 4.4-13 identifies relevant water use goals, objectives and
policies with respect to surface water hydrology; Table 4.5-2 on page 4.5-22 identifies
relevant water use goals, objectives and policies with respect to groundwater; and Table 4.67 on page 4.6-23 identifies relevant water use goals, objectives and policies with respect to
surface water quality. These tables also identify the evaluation criteria under which these
goals, objectives and policies were addressed, and the impacts related to these goals, policies
and objectives are addressed under the evaluation criteria in the respective Impact Analysis
sections (i.e., Section 4.4 for Surface Water Hydrology; Section 4.5 for Groundwater; and
Section 4.6 for Surface Water Quality).
Response to Comment 532-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to consider the cumulative
land use impacts to Santa Rosa and the surrounding area.
Cumulative land use impacts are addressed on pages 4.1-49 through 4.1-51 of the Draft EIR.
As explained on page 4.1-49, General Plans in the Program area by definition are not
inconsistent with their own policies. Therefore, the cumulative regional land use impacts of
growth under the General Plans would be less than significant. However, the Draft EIR also
concludes that major public facilities have the potential to present land use conflicts if
engineering constraints preclude appropriate siting to avoid such conflicts, and on this basis
the Draft EIR identifies significant cumulative land use impacts, as described on page 4.1-50,
related to consistency with General Plan policies and land use compatibility.
Response to Comment 532-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to evaluate impacts of
NDMA/THM contamination.
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Data on recycled water are part of the monthly reports that the City submits to the North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA) has not
been detected in recycled water from the Subregional System, and thus was not discussed in
the Draft EIR. The levels of trihalomethanes (THMs) and other disinfection byproducts in
recycled water are discussed in the Public Health and Safety starting on page 4.7-13 of the
Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.7-14 of the Draft EIR, “The concentration of trihalomethanes
in undiluted effluent does not exceed the drinking water standard (0.080 mg/L). The average
concentration in undiluted Laguna Plant effluent represents a theoretical incremental lifetime
cancer risk of about one in a million (1 X 10-6). This level of risk is within the acceptable
cancer risk range (1 X 10-4 to 1 X 10-6) that EPA considers protective of human health when
setting drinking water standards (EPA 1994)”. Thus no contamination of groundwater with
either NDMA or THMs is expected.
Response to Comment 532-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the EIR should analyze a conservation
alternative that encompasses I&I reduction, indoor water conservation, and urban reuse.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-15.
Response to Comment 532-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR presents a discharge alternative
with three indirect discharge proposals that are apparently designed to sidestep restrictions
on the direct discharge of priority pollutants. Evasion of water quality standards is not a
lawful pathway and should be dismissed from further consideration.
The City does not intend to evade water quality standards. Without further detail from the
commentor as to how he believes the indirect discharge evades water quality standards, it is
not possible to more thoroughly address this comment. Because it is not known whether the
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board will consider the indirect discharge
options to have a direct connection to surface waters, the Project Description provides that
each of the indirect discharge options includes AMT to the extent necessary to meet CTR.
Response to Comment 532-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not consider possible
impacts of reservoirs upon the tributaries of the Russian River.
Chapter 4.6 of the Draft EIR, Surface Water Quality, pages 4.6-39 and 4.6-40 evaluates the
impact of storage reservoirs on downstream water quality. Please refer to Response to
Comment 532-3 regarding NDMA and THMs.
Response to Comment 532-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not properly consider the
impacts of reservoirs upon nearby land uses, including vineyards, and subsequently on the
local economy.
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a) states that: “Economic or social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause
and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social
changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or
social changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any
detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis
shall be on the physical changes.” This direction is further clarified in Citizens Association
for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. Inyo (1985) 172 Cal. App., 3d 151. In the
court’s decision, it held that “economic or social change may be used to determine that a
physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect of the environment. Where a
physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a project, the physical change may
be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical change resulting
from the project. Alternatively, economic or social effects of a physical change may be used
to determine that the physical change is a significant effect on the environment.”
The issue raised by the commentor is that storage reservoirs may impact local land uses,
including vineyards, and thus adversely affect the local economy. Draft EIR Section 4.1 –
Land Use addresses the effects of changes in land use caused by the Program. The
evaluation of Storage Component impacts on land use begins on page 4.1-26 of the Draft
EIR. The analysis concludes that the land use impacts of storage facilities under Alternatives
3 through 6 may be significant if the storage facility sites are located in areas inconsistent
with local land use plans, adopted zoning regulations, or result in incompatible land uses.
The Draft EIR recommends implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure 3.3.1 – Site
Facilities to Achieve Compatible Land Use in order to mitigate the impacts. However, since
potential storage facility sites could be affected by engineering considerations or land
availability, it may not be possible to locate all facilities in a compatible land use designation,
or avoid land use conflicts. Therefore, the land use impacts remain significant after
mitigation. Analysis of the potential for storage facilities to convert non-urban uses to urban
uses for IRWP facilities concluded that there would be no land use impacts for Alternatives 3
through 6.
The impacts to agriculture are evaluated Draft EIR Section 4.2 – Agriculture. Impact
analysis 2.7.1 beginning on page 4.2-22 assesses the impact of the Storage Component on
loss of farmland, concluding that there is a potential for significant impact under Alternatives
3 through 6 from permanent Program facilities being located on status farmland. The Draft
EIR proposes implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3.3 – Avoid Status Farmland and
Land under Williamson Act Contracts, but concludes that a significant unmitigated impact
would remain if there were no suitable storage facility sites available that would avoid the
impact.
The impacts summarized above would be reduced on a countywide basis if the Agricultural
Reuse Alternative is selected by the City. The analysis of Impact 2.5.1 on page 4.2-14 of the
Draft EIR concludes that increased agricultural irrigation would have a beneficial impact,
raising its value and bringing about gains in acreage of lands qualifying as status farmlands.
The extent to which this may occur is currently unknown.
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COMMENT LETTER 533, BRENDA ADELMAN, RUSSIAN RIVER WATERSHED
PROTECTION COMMITTEE
Response to Comment 533-1
Comment Summary: The comment questions the availability and cost of the Draft EIR.
CEQA provides that the Lead Agency should furnish copies of Draft EIRs to public library
systems serving the area involved, and copies should be made available in the offices of the
Lead Agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(g)). Copies of the document must be
provided at a fee not to exceed the actual reproduction costs (CEQA Guidelines Section
15045).
The Draft EIR was widely distributed for review to public libraries, public agency offices,
and on-line. Specifically, copies of the document were available at the following public
libraries and agency offices:
City of Santa Rosa, City Manager’s Office
Laguna Treatment Plant Library
Central Santa Rosa Library
Santa Rosa Northwest Regional Library
Rincon Valley Regional Library
Cloverdale Regional Library
Guerneville Regional Library
Healdsburg Regional Library
Petaluma Regional Library

Sebastopol Regional Library
Windsor Regional Library
Middletown Library
Lake County Library-Lakeport
Mendocino County Library-Ukiah
Rohnert Park-Cotati Regional Library
Windsor Library
Sonoma State University Library

Each of these libraries was open at least one evening per week as well as on Saturday. Many
of the libraries were open two or more evenings per week as well as on Saturday, and the
Sonoma County Central Library and the Sonoma State University Library were also open on
Sundays.
Electronic files of the document were available on-line at the IRWP project website at
www.recycledwaterprogram.com. These electronic files were available in the free Adobe
Acrobat format for download and printing. This format can be readily utilized by both PC
and Macintosh equipment.
Printed copies of the document were available for purchase at the actual cost of reproduction
and shipping (if applicable) through Advanced Reproduction Center (ARC), Santa Rosa.
Reproduction costs were established separately for each document volume, so that a
purchaser need only buy the volumes of interest, rather than having to buy the entire
document if it was not desired. The total cost for a printed copy including appendices was
$525.00 plus tax and shipping. The cost of Volumes 1 to 3, which are the main text of the
Draft EIR and Appendices A-M was $250.00 plus tax and shipping.
Electronic copies of the entire document on three CD ROMs in Microsoft Word format were
also available for the cost of reproduction and shipping-cost fee from ARC. Again, the CDs
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were separated into volumes, so that the entire document did not have to be purchased if not
needed. The total cost of all three CDs was $61.00 plus tax and shipping.
This wide distribution of the documents for free review at libraries and public agencies from
Ukiah in the north to Petaluma in the south, free downloading on-line, and for purchase at the
actual reproduction and shipping cost, provided for full, complete, and convenient access by
the public.
See also Master Response F – Time for Review and Availability of the Document.
Response to Comment 533-2
Comment Summary: The comment quotes a statement of need for the IRWP program from
page 2-1 of the Draft EIR. The comment then asks why there is a discrepancy between the
population growth numbers of 31,516 in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIR and 55,000 on page 122. The comment also states that in either case the increase is one that does not demand
immediate attention, especially when the increase will occur over an 18 year time period.
The comment concludes by asking if the project is specifically and exclusively for the growth
increment (31,500 or 55,000) or whether it provides system redundancy as a hedge against
some future system failure and references Attachment #1 to the comment letter.
There is no discrepancy between the projected population numbers cited in Table 2-3 and on
page 1-22 of the Draft EIR. The projected population increase of 31,516 cited in Table 2-3 is
the difference in the total projected population between the General Plans of the Subregional
System communities in effect in April of 1994 and the General Plans in effect in July of 2002
(a total of 243,710 in the General Plans in effect in 1994 versus a total of 275,236 in the
General Plans in effect in 2002). The population growth of approximately 55,000 cited on
page 1-22 should be 59,000. This is the number of additional residents at buildout of the
General Plans in effect in 2002 (275,236) over the estimate of 216,500 persons residing in
the Subregional System communities in January 2002. Thus, the total population that is
expected to reside in the Subregional System communities projected by the General Plans
now in effect is 275,236, which is an increase of 31,516 over the number under the General
Plans in effect in 1994, and an increase of approximately 59,000 over the current population.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 1-22 is revised:
The IRWP will induce growth within the region by providing sewage treatment
facilities and disposal/reuse of recycled water for approximately 55,000 59,000
additional people.
As stated on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR, the primary objectives of the IRWP are to provide
wastewater treatment, recycling, reuse and/or disposal to accommodate projected growth as
indicated in the adopted General Plans in effect as of July 2002 and to do so in a manner that
meets regulatory requirements. Regarding growth, the Program is specifically and
exclusively to deal with wastewater from the projected population of 275,236 under the
current General Plans of the Subregional System communities. In terms of capacity, the
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IRWP requires the system to treat up to 12,600 MG annually, whereas the Long-Term
Wastewater Project treated only 10,400 MG annually, a difference of up to 2,200 MG.
Regarding meeting regulatory requirements, the California Toxics Rule (CTR) requires that
100% of the wastewater to be discharged annually, up to 4,500 MG, meets new and more
stringent requirements. The total of 2,200 MG from growth and 4,500 MG from the CTR
makes 6,700 MG, the maximum amount of wastewater that must be treated under the IRWP.
Refer to Table 2-7 on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR which indicates how growth and CTR
affect the volume of capacity during different weather years.
With respect to the timing of the IRWP, the CTR compliance schedule is likely to require
that the Subregional System determine its methods of compliance by 2005 and implement
these methods by 2010. The need to have capacity available to accommodate growth will
occur as the growth occurs. As implied in the title of the program, projects under the IRWP
can be implemented incrementally as the need for additional capacity arises.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-82 concerning Attachment #1 to the comment
letter, and also see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity.
Response to Comment 533-3
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions, which are summarized as
follows:
a. The model indicates that a peak flow of 101 mgd can also be anticipated. Why was
this type of analysis not considered necessary for the long-term EIR?
b. It appears as though this analysis was skewed to project higher flows because it uses
2000 ADWF as a basis. How can you ignore the conservation success of those two
years and then expect that flow projections for 2020 to be reasonably accurate?
c. What assurances exist that there will be enough potable water available to produce
the effluent for which this project is designed?
d. Why does the data in other sections go up to 2002 when the flow data just goes to
2000? Why is it also inconsistent with the population data of 2-3?
e. On page 2-10, Table 2-6 refers to “Existing ADWF = 18 mgd.” The “existing”
generally relates to the most recent historical dry weather flow which is actually 16.2
mgd. Why does this table equate existing ADWF to 18 mgd.? Is this appropriate?
Wouldn’t it be preferable to give a true picture of the current system? How can this
project benefit by giving misleading information?
f. As far as permit capacity alone goes, why do you need an increase of an additional
4.56 mgd beyond that to serve an additional 31,516 people? That represents about
60% increase in capacity to serve a 15% increase in population.
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g. The EIR’s analysis determines that a peak weather flow will reach 101 mgd. In
examining the winter flow data for the last several years, I found almost no readings
over 64 mgd. Exactly when and how many times did it go above that?
h. In numerous places in the EIR it states that flows over 67 mgd will require blending.
Where do you discuss the need for a Basin Plan Amendment?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The same water balance model was used for the Long-term and IRWP EIRs, but the
regression equation has been updated for the IRWP EIR. It is beyond the scope of this
IRWP EIR to further respond to comments regarding the Long-Term Wastewater
Project or its EIR. Peak wastewater production for the IRWP was determined using a
regression relationship relating wet weather increment at the Laguna Subregional
Water Reclamation Facility (Laguna Plant) versus the incremental river inflow, where
the incremental inflow is the inflow to the Russian River system between Healdsburg
and Guerneville (refer to the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 16).
b. Data from 2000 were used because it is the most recent year for which complete data
were available. The analyses of capacity and flows must be completed early in any
wastewater planning process, as every other design in the program depends on the
capacity, and environmental review cannot begin until there is a design for the
Program components. Year 2000 data are reasonable data to use and were not
selected because they were higher than subsequent years. Conservation efforts after
the year 2000 are included in the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative and are not
ignored. No matter what year was chosen as a baseline, some conservation would
occur both during the baseline year and afterwards. To the extent conservation
savings occurred in 2000, the baseline is lower and the design capacity of the IRWP
is lower. To the extent conservation savings occur after 2000, they are included in
the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative. Either way they are accounted for the
Project Description of the IRWP. Please Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data
and to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity.
c. The purpose of the IRWP is to treat, recycle, and/or dispose of wastewater generated
by the Subregional System communities. It responds to adopted General Plans, and is
not responsible for planning for growth, for availability of potable water, for housing,
for employment, or any of the other many parameters that are necessary for the
growth of a community.
d. Refer to b) above, Response to Comment 528-2, and Master Response B - Use of
Data.
e. As noted on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR, “Based on monthly flow reports for the
Laguna Plant, the system-wide 30-day ADWF for 2000 was computed to be
approximately 18.1 mgd. Please refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd
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Capacity for a discussion of the reason that reduced flows in 2002 (likely a result of
the slowdown in the economy) were not considered as a baseline.
Regarding Table 2-6, the commentor points out that the “existing” title next to 18 mgd does
not reflect the most recent year. This column of the table was intended to reflect the existing
conditions at the outset of the Long-Term Wastewater Project and should be modified to
reflect that. The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 2-10 is revised:
Table 2-6 shows the current estimate of total volume of flows that need to be
managed in the Subregional System at the outset of the Long-Term Wastewater
Project planning (18 mgd) current ADWF of 18 mgd, at the design ADWF of the
Long-Term Wastewater Project (Geysers Recharge Project, (21.3 mgd), and the
design ADWF of the IRWP (25.9 mgd). Annual flows are expressed in million
gallons (MG).

Table 2-6
Annual Recycled Water Volumes that Need to be Managed by the Subregional
System

Year Type1

Annual Volumes that Need to be Managed by
the Subregional System (millions of gallons annually)
Long-Term
Baseline for Long-Term
Wastewater Project
Wastewater Project
IRWP
Existing plus Geysers
Existing
(ADWF = 25.9 mgd)
Project
(ADWF = 18 mgd)
(ADWF = 21.3 mgd)

Smallest (Driest)

6,600

7.87,800

9.59,500

10th percentile

6,800

8.08,800

9.89,800

7,300

8.68,600

10.510,500

90th percentile

8,600

10.210,200

12.312,300

Largest (Wettest)

8,800

10.410,400

12.612,600

Median (50
percentile)

th

f. Refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity
g. On January 2, 2002, the peak hour influent rate at the Laguna Plant was 90 mgd, plus
storage of 8 MG in West College Ponds and 3 MG in Rohnert Park. Thus the peak
hour influent was over 100 MG. With the installation of additional pumps and
expansion of the Laguna Plant, the 101 mgd capacity could readily be attained.
h. Refer to Response to Comment 202-16.
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Response to Comment 533-4
Comment Summary: Does the City assume that the best way to provide reliable treatment is
to get regulations lowered? A Basin Plan Amendment would be required for “blending”.
Would the blending be necessary if I&I were implemented? What would the peak flows be if
a 20% or 50% I&I program were instituted? The Conservation Alternative is so low and the
I&I Alternative so inflated that it makes both alternatives inadequate to address the problem.
The City is not aware of any ways to get regulations such as the CTR lowered and is not
attempting to do so. A Basin Plan Amendment would be required for blending; please refer
to Response to Comment 202-16. Peak flows with a 20% or 50% I&I program have not been
calculated, but would be less than the 101 mgd peak day flow estimated with I&I Reduction
in the Project Description of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 14, shows
that for a sample storm on January 1, 2002, a 70% replacement program for certain areas of
the City could have achieved about 18 mgd of reduction. Therefore, the I&I Reduction
Alternative has the potential to relieve the need for blending, if not in all years, in some
years.
The City appreciates the commentor’s request for more specific information about the
Alternatives and their effectiveness if they were implemented at a different size than
described in the Program EIR. However, as a Program EIR, the EIR is intended to support
the City in deciding what approach to pursue, given the broad scope of the alternatives in the
Program. If Water Conservation and I&I Reduction are selected as part of the Program, it
will be possible to evaluate and compare the effectiveness of the Indoor Water Conservation
Alternative and the I&I Reduction Alternative in subsequent project-level documents, not
only at their maximum size outlined in the Program currently, but at various sizes which may
optimize the alternatives’ ability to achieve Program objectives. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project-level EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 533-5
Comment Summary: The comment questions the annual irrigation quantity used in the
analysis.
The amount of irrigation possible just after startup of the Geysers Recharge Project is 1.9 to
2.2 billion gallons per year, which is about 60 percent of the former irrigation amount of 3.4
BG (which is the amount of irrigation based on historic application rate and available
acreage). The amount of irrigation that is possible after startup of the Geysers Recharge
Project is decreased because of the additional recycled water demand being placed on the
limited summertime supply. Technical Memorandum 16 (Page 4) notes that although existing
agriculture is on the order of 6,000 acres, all simulations assume that Laguna agriculture will
undergo attrition and that future irrigation volumes will be about 60 percent of current, or
roughly equivalent to 3,550 acres for modeling purposes. “Attrition” cited in Technical
Memorandum 16 refers to this reduction in irrigation that will occur when the Geysers
Recharge Project begins operating. Attrition will be achieved by reducing the irrigation rate
on City farms and through an ongoing conversion of privately-owned pasture to vineyard
(which uses about one-third as much water as pasture). See also Chapter 3 Lead Agency
Revisions regarding City-owned Farms.
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Response to Comment 533-6
Comment Summary: The comment discusses the California Toxics Rule (CTR) and the
commentor’s views of the ways to address the situation with the CTR which are as follows:
a. Develop a more effective source reduction program. The IRWP has not proposed this
as an alternative and the commentor wonders why not.
b. Eliminate Laguna and river discharges completely
c. Do AMT
d. Get the CTR implementation changed to allow mixing zones
e.

The comment asks if the City sees the indirect discharge as a way to avoid CTR.

The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As described in the Project Description (page 2-30 of the Draft EIR), under all of the
discharge options, the Discharge Alternative would include additional pretreatment
for commercial and industrial dischargers to address effluent limitations under the
California Toxics Rule (CTR). Regarding effectiveness of additional source control
relative to CTR requirements, please refer to Master Response I – Source Control
b. The EIR considers options that would reduce or eliminate Laguna and river
discharges, namely Alternatives 1 through 5, which have no discharge. Even though
Alternatives 1-3 cannot achieve the Program objectives by themselves, they can be
combined with other non-discharge alternatives to meet the needed Program disposal
capacity.
c. The EIR includes Advanced Membrane Treatment, which is part of each discharge
alternative, to the extent it is needed to meet the CTR requirements.
d. Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
e. The City is not aware of any way to avoid compliance with the CTR, nor is it trying
to do so. Surface waters are subject to the CTR, and to the extent indirect discharge
affects surface waters, it will be regulated pursuant to CTR. Should the City decide
to pursue an indirect discharge component, further information would be needed to
determine if an NPDES permit would be required. Whether or not an NPDES permit
is required depends on the definition of “close proximity” which in turn depends on
the geology of the site. Site specific studies would need to be done and the Regional
Water Board would make a determination of whether or not an NPDES permit is
required. Only after these steps were taken, would the City know whether or not
indirect discharge would be regulated pursuant to the CTR.
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Response to Comment 533-7
Comment Summary: The comment quotes Ed Brauner (attachment 3) saying that AMT may
be prohibitively expensive and asks how the direct and indirect discharge options adequately
address the requirements. The comment asks where the Draft EIR explicitly analyzes how
CTR will be dealt with if AMT is not selected but discharge is chosen.
The June 16, 2003 Press Democrat does not contain the quote from Ed Brauner that is
referenced in the comment. The City cannot decide to select or not to select an IRWP
alternative until this EIR is certified. However, public discussions regarding AMT’s
suitability for meeting Program objectives are appropriate, as they are for all components of
the Program. The Draft EIR states on page 4.6-46 that for Alternative 6 (discharge), AMT
will be included as needed to avoid exceeding CTR criteria. After certification, if the City
decides to pursue discharge, it will need to include AMT or wait until such time as the Water
Quality Control Board’s interpretations of the State Implementation Policy would allow
discharge without AMT.
Response to Comment 533-8
Comment Summary: The comment quotes item 19 of the March 27, 2003 minutes of the
Regional Water Board (Attachment 4), a letter from Miles Ferris to John Short dated Sept.
23, 2002 (Attachment 5), and the City’s contract for Craig Johns (Attachment 6) and asks
why the Draft EIR does not address the City’s attempts to seek a Basin Plan amendment to
allow for mixing zones in the Russian River.
Both the Draft and Final EIR discuss mixing zones; please refer to Master Response C –
Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 533-9
Comment Summary: The comment refers to a newspaper article and asks why the City Staff
announced in it that they will probably not select an AMT alternative. The comment also
asks why mixing zones are not addressed as an alternative, what studies the City will do with
regard to mixing zones, and contains other discussion about mixing zones that implies that
the commenter does not think mixing zones are adequately addressed in the Draft EIR.
Regarding selection of AMT, please refer to Response to Comment 533-7. Mixing zones are
not identified as an alternative because they are a potential methodology for calculating water
quality impacts relative to the CTR, not a means of treatment, recycling, or disposal of
wastewater. With regard to rest of the comment about mixing zones, please refer to Master
Response C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 533-10
Comment Summary: This comment asks questions about direct discharge, which are
summarized as follows:
a. The comment asks if direct Russian River discharge and direct Laguna discharge are
being treated as interchangeable in combination 5, considered the environmentally
superior combination and how this can be the case if the costs and discharge
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circumstances are very different. The comment asks how this combination would
meet the requirements of CTR if AMT is not included, how it could fulfill the goals of
the project without it, and how it could be environmentally superior. The comment
also states that Laguna Discharge is called 6A and River discharge is called 6B yet
none of the combinations specifically designate either of these options.
b. The comment asks what the extent of additional treatment will be needed to meet CTR
requirements, how that can be determined in each of the discharge options, and what
are all the various approaches the Subregional System will use to determine the
means of meeting CTR.
c. The comment asks why the discussion of Combination 5 on page 5-27 does not
mention AMT. It also asks why it does not identify each direct discharge separately
and what impacts would result from removing the AMT.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As described on page 5-27, Combination 5 involves direct Russian River discharge
(6B) and not other discharge options. AMT is included as needed to comply with the
CTR. Chapter 5, which describes the Combinations in detail, refers to either 6A or
6B as appropriate or describes the discharge option fully (such as direct River
discharge or indirect River discharge).
b. The Regional Water Board has not determined how CTR will apply to discharges
from the IRWP. Once the Regional Water Board makes those determinations, then –
if the City selects one of the discharge alternatives -- the alternatives involving
discharge subject to the CTR will be refined as necessary to comply with the
Regional Water Board’s implementation of the CTR. If selected, the discharge
alternative would be subject to project-level environmental review. Among other
things, this review would indicate how the alternative will comply with the CTR, as
implemented by the Regional Water Board. The Regional Water Board may
implement the CTR in a manner that the IRWP does not anticipate. In that event,
supplemental review would be required examining the impacts of a discharge
alternative in light of the Regional Water Board’s implementation of CTR. Discharge
from the IRWP will comply with the CTR.
c. The complete project description of direct Russian River discharge option is given in
the Project Description, pages 2-29 and 2-66. Combination 5 does not identify each
direct discharge separately because it involves only direct River discharge. In
general, the combinations do not repeat the description of alternatives provided in
Chapter 2, the Project Description for the Draft EIR. AMT is included as part of
direct Russian River Discharge, Alternative 6B to the extent needed to meet CTR,
both as part of the Alternative and as part of the combination of alternatives in
Chapter 5. AMT will not be removed unless the CTR criteria can be met without
AMT.
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Response to Comment 533-11
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR is confusing by its evaluation
of components instead of alternatives, and therefore makes it difficult to evaluate the impacts
of each alternative.
The City of Santa Rosa disagrees.
Organization.

Please refer to Master Response E - Document

Response to Comment 533-12
Comment Summary: The comment protests that costs are based on the groupings of
alternatives so that costs of groupings other than those suggested in the feasibility report are
unknown. The comment also would like to know what is meant by Discharge Improvements
under Combination 5, and what the costs refer to for those improvements.
The potential number of combinations of alternatives is very high, and the cost of each
possible combination cannot be presented in the Draft EIR. Nine example combinations
were chosen and costs are presented in Volume IV and environmental impacts in Chapter 5,
in Volume 2. Six additional combinations are provided in this Final EIR. After certification
of the EIR, a Draft Master Plan will be published that includes unit costs for some
alternatives, which could be used to estimate costs of combinations developed by the public.
Combination 5 includes Alternative 6B, Russian River discharge. With regard to
Combination 5, as noted in footnote “f” in Table 31 of the Feasibility Report Update (May
16, 2003), “Discharge Improvements” constitute “Llano P.S. improvements, discharge
system, and outfall to the River.” The represents an average of the maximum costs of
Options B (the Geysers pipeline would stay at 40 mgd capacity) and C (the Geysers pipeline
capacity would increase to 80 mgd) as described in TM 8 in Appendix N.2 of the EIR.
Response to Comment 533-13
Comment Summary: Which existing programs would continue under the No Project
Alternative? The comment asks for a clearer definition between existing and planned indoor
conservation, I&I improvement, and urban irrigation projects and those that are defined in
the Draft EIR. How will indoor water conservation be maximized to assure reliable future
water deliveries? To what extent will this happen without this project?
A description of the Indoor Water Conservation, I&I Reduction, and Urban Reuse
alternatives is provided in Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft EIR on pages 2-21
through 2-25. The description explains how existing programs would be expanded as part of
the project. A description of existing programs for indoor water conservation, I&I reduction
and urban reuse is provided under the heading “Existing System” on pages 2-16, 2-17, and 215 respectively in the Draft EIR. These existing programs would continue under the No
Project Alternative, and the description of the No Project Alternative is amended to reflect
this:
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Page 2-32, revise the first paragraph under Alternative 7 – No Project:
As required by CEQA, the No Project Alternative will evaluate what would happen if
the Incremental Recycled Water Program were not implemented. Under this
alternative, the Subregional System would include only facilities that existed or were
under construction as of July 2002 and continuing programs for indoor water
conservation, I&I reduction, and urban and agricultural irrigation. Therefore, the
System under the No Project Alternative would include the Laguna Plant with a
capacity of 21.34 mgd; the existing storage ponds; the existing points of discharge to
the Laguna; the existing agricultural and urban irrigation systems; and the Geysers
Recharge Project, including the pipeline, pump stations, and steamfield facilities now
under construction.
Indoor Water Conservation
The Draft EIR identifies that water conservation programs of the Subregional Partners
currently reduce sewer inflow by about 1.5 mgd. No estimates have been made of how much
this amount would increase, if the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative were not selected.
Each Subregional Partner has many reasons to implement a water conservation program.
Reasons vary among the partners, but include reducing the cost of water deliveries from the
SCWA, reducing the cost of pumping groundwater, commitments to the State of California
Urban Water Conservation Council BMPs, and/or water conservation requirements of the
11th Amended Agreement for SCWA water supplies. The description of the Indoor Water
Conservation Alternative under the IRWP was developed after discussions with each of the
partners, considering their various needs, and offering financial assistance to develop their
individual programs. The Draft EIR on page 2-79 of the Project Description indicates that
capital costs of the Alternative are $2,803,000 and annual operation and maintenance costs
are $1,021,000. It is unknown how much or how quickly the partners would develop a
similar program without the Subregional System’s financial assistance. Conservatively, the
EIR has evaluated the impacts of the expanded program as IRWP impacts and did not
assume the program would occur anyway, that is as part of the No Project Alternative.
I&I Reduction
It is unknown how much I&I is being prevented because of the existing I&I reduction
program of the Subregional Partners. Nonetheless, each partner has a substantial program,
which is described on page 2-17 of the Draft EIR Project Description. Similar to water
conservation, each partner has many reasons to reduce I&I, including reduction of cost of
sewage treatment, reduction of sewage pumping costs, reduction of collection system
maintenance cost, prevention of leaks, and the need to meet requirements of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board regarding NPDES permits and stormwater runoff requirements.
The I&I Reduction Alternative was developed at a maximum potential size and is estimated
to cost $600 in capital expenditures, but would save $590,000 in annual operation and
maintenance costs. It is not known how much or how quickly the partners would develop a
similar program without the Subregional System’s financial assistance. Conservatively, the
EIR has evaluated the impacts of the expanded program as IRWP impacts and did not
assume the program would occur anyway, that is as part of the No Project Alternative.
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Urban Reuse
The existing program of urban reuse is described on page 2-15 of the Draft EIR under the
heading “Irrigation”. The amount of urban reuse has increased slightly over the past few
years, but the program is not expected to expand substantially without more Subregional
System storage. Hence, the EIR evaluated the impacts of an expanded program as IRWP
impacts and did not assume the program would occur anyway, that is as part of the No
Project Alternative.
Response to Comment 533-14
Comment Summary: The comment states that mixing zones are not discussed in the Draft
EIR.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-7 and Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 533-15
Comment Summary: The comment identifies several water balance components to assess the
efficacy of the various alternatives.
Wastewater production at the horizon year of the Subregional System partner general plans
will be approximately 10.5 billion gallons for the median year at an ADWF of 25.9 mgd. In
the wet year wastewater production is projected to be about 12.3 BG under similar
conditions. As noted in Response to Comment 533-5, Laguna irrigation is based on attrition
of 60 percent of the current irrigation delivery. Please refer to Table 1.7 on page 2-11 of the
Draft EIR which shows that wastewater volumes to be managed in the wettest year under the
IRWP include 4.5 BG of wastewater being discharged and subject to CTR limitations and 2.2
BG of wastewater to be generated from growth (both residential and commercial), for a total
of 6.7 BG overall.
The City appreciate the commentor’s suggestion of combining Indoor Water Conservation
(up to 0.285 BG reduction in flow), I&I Reduction (up to 2.0 BG reduction in flow), Urban
Reuse (up to .02 BG reduction in flow due to graywater systems plus 2.1 BG of disposal
capacity), and Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms (0.8 BG of disposal capacity). Such
a combination would, at maximum, handle 5.2 BG of wastewater, falling 1.5 BG short of the
Program need of 6.7 BG. Agricultural Reuse, Geysers Expansion, or Discharge Alternatives
could be added to handle the remaining need. The EIR identifies impacts of the alternatives
in Chapter 4, and, in Chapter 5, provides a basis for evaluating the impacts of various
combination of alternatives. Even though the environmental effects of this combination have
not been explicitly evaluated, information in Chapters 4 and 5 can serve as a guide. It is not
the purpose of the EIR to identify the combination of alternatives that best suits the Program
objectives; that will occur after certification of the EIR and preparation of the Master Plan
and throughout the Program selection process.
With respect to mixing zones, please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
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Response to Comment 533-16
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions, which are summarized as
follows:
a. How much of the proposed IRWP water conservation program would happen
anyway in light of anticipated future water shortages?
b. What are the water delivery impacts if conservation is not implemented?
c. What barriers to future recovery of three endangered/threatened fish species
would be created if increased conservation, apart from the project, does not
occur?
d. How many years were the savings of 1.5mgd, on page 2-16, realized and where
were those savings reflected in the flow analysis?
e. If 45,000 toilets were replaced, how many housing units does this represent?
f. Do all new units have low flow devices and toilets required?
g. How many toilets do you estimate are left to retrofit?
h. Are people in older units required to retrofit if they come in for any permit
requests?
i. On page 2-40 it states that, “The BMPs implemented by the City of Santa Rosa
through the year 2000 resulted in a 1.24 mgd sewer flow reduction.” Why was
this amount different than the amount on page 2-16 (1.5 mgd) and what were the
savings in each of the last ten years?
j. How do those savings relate to the lowering of dry weather flow in each of those
years?
k. Why does the conservation program fail to consider tiered rates?
l. What is Santa Rosa’s commodity rate structure and how does it compare to a
three or four-tiered system in terms of savings to the consumer as well as cost
savings of irrigation and reuse alternatives?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Please refer to Response to Comment 533-13.
b. If the IRWP Indoor Water Conservation Alternative were not selected, then water
deliveries would remain the same as they are now. Please refer also to Response to
Comment 533-13.
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c. It is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR to evaluate the effects of water conservation
programs (or the lack thereof) that are outside of the IRWP on species recovery
efforts.
d. Although the savings realized was different for each of the Subregional partners and
for each of the water conservation BMPs, the data obtained from each of the partners
indicated that the water conservation programs began between the early- to mid1990s, at the earliest. Estimates of water saved were based on the start dates of the
individual programs. The savings per year are identified in the Draft EIR, Appendix
N.2 TM 2.
e. The total number of toilets retrofitted by Santa Rosa includes single-family, multifamily, and commercial retrofits, so the number of housing units or businesses varies
depending on the type of customer. For single-family residential, the toilets in 17,575
homes were retrofitted. It is unknown how many multi-family units have been
retrofitted as data were tracked by “account”, which most often reflects an apartment
building. There were 2,723 multi-family residential accounts that were retrofitted.
For the commercial sector, 981 accounts or businesses were retrofitted.
f. All the Subregional partners require low-flow toilets in all new units. Some may
require other low-flow devices, however that information was not available for all of
the partners.
g. The number of toilets left to retrofit is unknown. The only homes that remain eligible
for retrofitting are those constructed prior to 1992 that have not already been
retrofitted. For the City of Santa Rosa, it is estimated that greater than 60% of the
City had low-flow toilets already installed as of mid-2002. These data are not
presently available from the other Subregional partners. The retrofit program is
voluntary, so it is unlikely that 100% of older residences will be retrofit. However,
since only low-flow fixtures are available for purchase, as older toilets become
inoperative and are replaced there would be a gradual replacement of higher flow
fixtures.
h. Santa Rosa does not require retrofits of plumbing fixtures as a permit condition for
remodeling. Rohnert Park and Cotati do not have this requirement either. However,
Sebastopol does require plumbing retrofits for bathroom remodeling permit
approvals. Although instituting such requirements might be feasible, the individual
cities have preferred to make retro-fitting voluntary.
i. The 1.24 mgd sewer flow reduction applies only to Santa Rosa’s program. The 1.5
mgd sewer flow reduction reference pertains to the sum total of the sewer flow
reductions for all of the Subregional partners. The savings reductions for the last ten
years are shown on Tables 4, 9, 12, and 16 in Technical Memorandum No. 2, Volume
V of VI, Appendix N.2.
j. For Santa Rosa, the water savings in 2001 from the Go Low Flow program was 0.34
million gallons per day (mgd), which equates to 0.32 mgd in sewer flow reduction.
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For Santa Rosa in 2002, the water savings from the same program was 0.15 mgd,
which equates to a sewer flow reduction of 0.14 mgd. For the cities of Rohnert Park,
Cotati, and Sebastopol, this information was not available. The savings for the last 10
years is presented in Tables 4, 9, 12, and 16, in Technical Memorandum No. 2,
Volume V of VI, Appendix N.2.
k. The water conservation program, as outlined by the CUWCC’s MOU, includes two
best management practices (BMPs) that address tiered rates, or conservation pricing.
The first is BMP 4, Metering with Commodity Rates for all New Connections and
Retrofit of Existing Connections. The second one is BMP 11, Conservation Pricing.
The specific requirements for implementation of the BMPs for each of the
Subregional partners are provided in the MOU.
l. Santa Rosa’s rate structure consists of two separate components. The first component
is a fixed monthly service charge imposed on each service based on the size of the
water meter. The second component is a uniform commodity rate that applies to each
1,000-gallon unit of water used by the customer. The uniform commodity rate
generates about 85 percent of the City’s water rate revenue, with the service charges
generating about 15 percent of revenue. Because of the relatively high uniform
commodity rate, customers have a greater ability to control their water bill, and thus
have a greater incentive for conservation. Analysis of the rate structure and cost
savings is not required by CEQA.
Response to Comment 533-17
Comment Summary: The comment states that Laguna Plant Upgrade option may involve
discharge of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on high storm flow days
and asks since this would require a Basin Plan Amendment and is not allowed in the Present
NPDES permit, why is it not seen as backsliding?
Chapter 4.6 evaluated the impacts of secondary effluent on the receiving waters on pages 4.650 and 4.6-59, and did not identify any significant water quality impacts beyond those
identified for tertiary-treated discharge. Determination of whether blending would result in
“backsliding” would require an antidegradation analysis. This Program EIR does not contain
sufficient detail to conduct an antidegradation analysis. If blending is selected, project-level
environmental review may be required, and an antidegradation analysis would be performed
by the Regional Water Board based on information provided by the City in the Report of
Waste Discharge. See also Response to Comment 202-16.
Response to Comment 533-18
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions about I&I Reduction, which
are summarized as follows:
a. The commentor strongly favors this alternative. Why is a project that would replace
70% of the pipes being considered? Why not study a range of I&I reduction
alternatives of 20% to 70%? What would a 40% program cost?
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b. The comment asks how much money can be saved in other treatment processes and
capital improvements by adopting I&I.
c. The comment asks why I&I is so large, what numbers is it based on, how much I&I
would there be if a 50% reduction were implemented, and how many times has flow
gone over 67 mgd.
d. The I&I program is described as costing $600 million, $350 million, or $289 million.
Why is there such a discrepancy?
e. The commentor believes that replacement of 40% of the pipes along with expanded
conservation goals could easily address the need of the IRWP.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The EIR explores only the maximum size of each alternative, which, for the I&I
Reduction Alternative, is estimated to be a 70% reduction in I&I flow. The
nomenclature of 70% removal relates to the percentage of I&I flow that is removed
from the influent to the Laguna Plant; it does not relate to the percentage of existing
sewers that would be replaced. The commentor is correct that the alternative is not a
stand alone alternative, even at its maximum. A range of sizes could be studied at a
project-level review; please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies. The cost of a 40% reduction in I&I might cost $400 million (see the Draft
EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 14, pages 30 and 31), but the removal achieved for a lesser
level of implementation is difficult to predict without more information. The
approximately $600 million corresponding cost represents a comprehensive sewer
replacement program, as well as private lateral improvements. As discussed in the
Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 14,
The Draft EIR, on page 2-80 states: “For the maximum size of the I&I reduction
alternative, 70 percent reduction, the total capital cost would be $600 million.
Annual O&M cost savings for the wastewater collection system would be $0.59
million. With reduction in incoming wastewater flows, the Laguna Plant upgrade
capital cost would be reduced by $50.3 million resulting in a cost of $14.7 million,
with a lower annual O&M cost of $2.3 million.”
b. Peak wet weather flow data is summarized in the Project Description of page 2-37 of
the Draft EIR, and presented in detail in Appendix N.2, TM 14, starting on page 15.
Peak wet weather flows are resulting in flows at the Laguna Plant that are
approximately 5 times the average dry weather flow. A 50% reduction in I&I would
represent a reduction of 147 MG in a dry year, 518 MG in a normal year, and 1,444
MG in a wet year (TM 14, page 30). Flow at the plant is expected to exceed 67 mgd
approximately one to two times per year; it is unknown how many times flow has
historically exceeded 67 mgd.
c. The maximum size of the I&I reduction alternative is estimated to cost $600 million
(see page 2-80 of the Draft EIR, quoted in b) above). Pages 2 and 3 of the Draft
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Feasibility Report Update describes the costs of combinations of alternatives, where
smaller I&I programs are combined with other alternatives. The cost in Combination
of Alternatives 2 and 9 for I&I Reduction was estimated at $350 million and $289
million respectively. There was no attempt to mislead the public by presenting an
extremely high cost alternative. Rather, the intent was to show the maximum (full
capacity) of the alternative for comparison. This does not prevent more detailed
study, which would reveal intermediate levels of implementation that might be
feasible.
d. Please refer to Response to Comment 533-15.
Response to Comment 533-19
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the statement in the Draft EIR “The Russian River
discharge outfall would be constructed in an area of gently sloping terrain. The river bank
may have locally steep slopes, but the area is not considered to be unstable.” applies to all
locations between Healdsburg and Forestville, including the area of the SCWA facility. The
comment also asks how this will affect the excessive downcutting of the river in this stretch
and if the hungry water circumstance will be exacerbated during discharge periods and high
flows (i.e. will increased erosion occur).
The quoted statement may not describe all areas between Healdsburg and Forestville, but it
describes all areas suitable for an outfall. The City of Santa Rosa expects that the outfall
structure will be engineered in a manner to prevent downcutting. The site selected for an
outfall, should the direct discharge alternative be selected, will be subject to more study when
a project-level EIR is conducted. See Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies. . The potential for erosion from direct discharge was evaluated in Chapter 4.4 page
4.4-29 and Appendix G-1.
Response to Comment 533-20
Comment Summary: The comment asks to what extent RO or AMT will be utilized and/or
required with various river discharges and what various levels of discharges are being
considered.
The Draft EIR states on page 4.6-46 that for Alternative 6 (discharge), AMT will be used as
needed to avoid exceeding CTR significance criteria. The exact amount of AMT or discharge
has not been determined. See Master Response G - Program versus Project EIR Studies. .
Response to Comment 533-21
Comment Summary: The comment points out that new river discharge points are not defined,
daily discharge percentages are not defined, and the EIR recommends alteration in waste
discharge requirements which would require a Basin Plan amendment, and blending of
secondary and tertiary effluent which would be backsliding. The commentor contrasts this
with the EIR’s approach to impacts of estrogenic chemicals on fish which are not assessed
because no regulatory requirements exist. The comment asks how these approaches are
consistent.
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Although specific discharge points are not defined, the Draft EIR states on page 2-71 that “a
new outfall would be constructed on the Russian River at a new discharge point between
Healdsburg and Mirabel.” The average percent recycled water in the Russian River for
Alternative 6B (discharge to the Russian River) for each month for normal, dry and wet years
are shown in Chapter 4.6 Figure 4.6-3. The average percent recycled water in the Russian
River is predicted to be generally less than three percent, but may range from zero to 18
percent. The Draft EIR also states on page that discharge would be managed so that “the
maximum discharge limits to the Laguna of 10% are not normally exceeded.” Discharge has
been defined at a programmatic level, and both locations and quantities of discharge would
be refined if discharge options are pursued. See Master Response C – Mixing Zones and
Master Response G - Program versus Project EIR Studies. Please also refer to Response to
Comment 533-17. The Draft EIR contains a discussion of estrogenic chemicals, but
concludes evaluating significance of effects would be speculative. Please refer to Appendix
I.2, which discusses endocrine disrupting chemicals and other xenobiotics.
The IRWP is a program or plan, and is not yet defined at a project-level. This program
approach is acceptable under CEQA and does not relate to the decision not to report
significant impacts for endocrine disrupting chemicals because standards have not yet been
set for these chemicals by appropriate public agencies.
Response to Comment 533-22
Comment Summary: Laguna discharge needs to be phased out, not studied for future use. It
is probably the most impaired waterway on the North Coast. It is on the 303d list for
dissolved oxygen, nitrogen, phosphorus, sediments and temperature. The commentor states
that a Laguna project would be impossible without AMT which is only tentatively addressed
in the Draft EIR and expresses concern about the cost of AMT.
Regarding opposition to Laguna discharge, please refer to Master Response A - Statements
of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component. CEQA requires that the EIR
study a reasonable range of alternatives that most of the project objectives and are feasible,
and therefore, it has been necessary to study Laguna Discharge. The Alternative, however, is
limited to 10% of the flow in the Laguna to avoid water quality impacts. The commentor is
correct regarding the 303d listings for the Laguna as an impaired waterway, although it is
beyond the scope of this EIR to compare the water quality in the Laguna to other waterways
on the North Coast. The commentor is correct that AMT has high costs and energy use.
AMT is discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 17, pages 18 through 32.
The Draft EIR does consider mixing brine with effluent for conveyance to the geysers as one
of the options for brine disposal, however only water intended for discharge to surface waters
would be processed through an AMT plant.
Response to Comment 533-23
Comment Summary: The comment states that rapid infiltration was considered previously
and was rejected by the Sonoma County Public Health Department and SCWA. It asks what
is different this time.
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A rapid infiltration alternative (similar to IRWP Alternative 6D, infiltration basins) was
analyzed in the 1986 Santa Rosa Long-Range Wastewater Management Plan EIR, but the
alternative was not selected, and therefore Sonoma County Public Health Department and the
SCWA have never been asked to approve such a project. Also, as noted on page 2-71 of the
Draft EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for
discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include advanced membrane
treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.”
Response to Comment 533-24
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions, which are summarized as
follows:
a. The comment asks what is the benefit of creating wetlands in slide prone areas and
refers to page4.3-65 and also asks for details about the construction of project
wetlands.
b. The comment asks about nutrients entering waterways from wetlands and what the
advantage of pumping wetland water back to the treatment plant is.
c. The comment quotes part of TM 17.
d. The comment quotes part of Chapter 4.6 that says that direct discharge from the
wetland to surface water will not occur. The commentor says that statement seems to
imply that indirect discharge will not come under CTR. Merely avoiding a direct
discharge does not necessarily translate into avoiding CTR regulation.
e. The comment quotes part of TM 18 and states that it contradicts the statement in TM
17 page 3-4. The parts of TM 18 referred to discusses disposal of recycled water by
infiltration and evapotranspiration and suggests that a soils investigation be
conducted at selected sites to further define the feasibility of creating wetlands in
conjunction with program alternatives. The soils investigation should include
characterizing constituents that could bioaccumulate. The part of TM 17 referred to
discusses copper and metal removal from existing wetlands.
f. The comment asks if it is anticipated that none of the wetland’s effluent next to the
river will have contact with the river.
g. It appears that different people wrote each of these sections with different
perspectives and that there is a complete lack of clarity about what point is being said
about the value of wetlands to the system. Some of the statements are hinting that
wetlands can serve as a device to avoid CTR regulation and some are saying this is
not possible.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
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a. Page 4.3-65 discusses the potential impact of Created Wetlands, should they be located
in areas that are unstable; the EIR does not suggest that Created Wetlands ought to be
located in such areas. Details of the construction of any wetlands have not been
determined. However, it is likely that it will necessary to remove some upland
vegetation to create wetlands; refer to Impact 8.8.5 on page 4.8-84. The Draft EIR
Project Description states on page 2-55: “These wetlands would be constructed for
purposes of habitat enhancement and could include marsh or open water as well as
riparian or upland habitat that could support a variety of plant species valuable to
wildlife and ecosystem functions.” Please also refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR Studies.
b. As discussed in Chapter 4.6 page 4.6-41 wetlands will be designed so that direct
discharge from the wetland to surface water will not occur. To reflect this intention in
the Project Description, the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 2-55:
Created Wetlands using recycled water may be constructed as an optional
component under Alternatives 3 through 6. These wetlands would be constructed
for purposes of habitat enhancement and could include marsh or open water as well
as riparian or upland habitat that could support a variety of plant species valuable to
wildlife and ecosystem functions. Created Wetlands would not include a direct
discharge to surface waters and would be sited only in areas where percolation does
not constitute a direct connection to surface waters. The created wetlands also may
provide opportunities for mitigation of IRWP impacts. Locations for these created
wetlands have not been determined, but could be located along any IRWP pipeline,
as well as adjacent to any of the indirect discharge facilities or storage reservoirs.
The wetlands could be of a variety of sizes and types, and interpretive trails and
viewing points could also be provided at the wetlands. Figure 2-11 shows a typical
layout for a 30-acre created wetland.
Therefore there would be no effect on numerical or narrative criteria or on TMDL
attainment from discharge of water from a wetland. Pumping wetland water back to
the treatment plant will insure discharge will not cause exceedence of water quality
criteria.
c. The comment correctly quotes Technical Memorandum 17.
d. The change in the Project Description made in b) above clarifies that Created Wetlands
would not include a direct discharge to surface waters and would not be sited in areas
where percolation would constitute a direct connection to surface waters. Created
Wetlands are not intended to serve as discharge substitutes and would not be subject to
CTR.
e. The Lead Agency does not see a contradiction between TM 17 and TM 18. As stated
on page 2-55 of the Draft EIR, “wetlands would be constructed for purposes of habitat
enhancement”. Although wetlands may provide other incidental benefits as discussed
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in the Technical Memoranda, the purpose is defined in the project description. To the
extent that the wetlands are found to affect surface waters, they will be subject to the
CTR.
f. Refer to item b) and d) above.
g. The two Technical Memoranda are discussing different aspects of wetlands. The City
does not believe they are unclear or contradictory. Regarding applicability of CTR to
Created Wetlands, please refer to b) and d) above.
Response to Comment 533-25
Comment Summary: The comment asks what is meant in TM 18 by “surface recharge” and
“spreading basins.” Also, if recharge basins are infiltration basins then what are
percolation ponds?
Page 18 of TM 18, Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR refers to wetlands used in conjunction
with groundwater recharge or subsurface storage of recycled water. Both groundwater
recharge and subsurface storage were determined to be infeasible and are not included in the
EIR. Recharge basins are, therefore, not the same as infiltration basins.
Response to Comment 533-26
Comment Summary: The comment notes that water primrose has proliferated in the Laguna
de Santa Rosa and that this has exacerbated a problem with mosquito populations in the
area. The comment asks whether Sebastopol’s sewer pipe break could have caused the
spread of the primrose. It also asks why the application of vector control guidelines by the
Subregional System has not prevented this outbreak, whether the Subregional System’s
irrigation and discharge programs have contributed to the problem, which chemicals the
mosquito abatement district uses to control mosquitoes and what are the environmental and
health impacts of the chemicals.
The impacts of Sebastopol’s sewer pipe break are outside the scope of the IRWP Draft EIR.
Any existing vector problems in the Laguna de Santa Rosa are likely due to a combination of
factors, including the fact that the Laguna is a naturally wet area that contains natural habitat
for mosquitoes and other vectors. Evaluation of the existing vector problem in the Laguna
and an evaluation of existing vector control programs are outside the scope of the IRWP
Draft EIR. For a discussion of methods of vector control please refer to the website of the
Marin/Sonoma
Mosquito
and
Vector
Control
District
(http://www.msmosquito.com/moscontr.html). The District prefers non-chemical means of
control whenever possible, and emphasizes controlling larvae by eliminating habitat.
Response to Comment 533-27
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that not enough details are provided on the
reservoir sites and refers to SCWA negotiations with landowners for 17 reservoir sites. The
comment also asks what the requirements are for an on-stream site and what role the
Regional System play in meeting requirements.
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The commentor is correct that reservoir sites have not been defined. The Draft EIR is a
program-level EIR. If an alternative, or combination of alternatives, is chosen that requires
additional storage, an analysis of the reservoir sites will be conducted during project-level
environmental review as required. Refer to Master Response G - Program versus Project
EIR studies. The SCWA North County Agricultural Reuse Project is listed as a cumulative
project on page D-60 of Appendix D to the Draft EIR. The relation of the SCWA project to
the IRWP is discussed on page 22 of Appendix N.1 of the Draft EIR.
It is not the purpose of the EIR to define the requirements for on-stream reservoir sites; this
would occur in conjunction with the responsible agencies when preliminary design of the
sites begins. The agencies specifically concerned with construction near streams would be
the Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Game, NOAA Fisheries,
and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Board.
Response to Comment 533-28
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the percent increases in irrigation and storage
for irrigation do not match. The comment also asks if the City will pay farmers to irrigate
and if so at what rate. The comment also questions the analysis of potentially irrigated land
in the Draft EIR.
The perceived mismatch in storage versus application area is a result of changing cropping
patterns. The existing reclamation system is mostly grass crops, which use four to five times
more water annually than vineyards. The assumption for sizing these storage facilities was
that the new irrigated lands would consist of vineyards. Also, the intent of this programmatic
EIR is to identify agricultural areas that could participate in the IRWP. Because this included
many areas of the County, the acreage represented is more than would be required for actual
implementation. Therefore, some subset of the areas represented would be potentially
irrigated as part of this alternative. Also refer to Master Response G - Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
The costs presented do not include incentive payments to persuade farmers to irrigate. The
assumption is that the water will have value to the farmers and, therefore, incentive payments
will not be required. The City’s experience in the past has been that farmers in the Santa
Rosa Plain are not willing or able to irrigate at the level needed to meet pre-Geysers
reclamation system capacity needs without added financial incentives. However, the intent
of the IRWP is to treat the recycled water as a resource which will be made available to
willing cooperative users who will want to use the water absent added incentive payments
from the Subregional System.
Response to Comment 533-29
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions focusing on agricultural
irrigation and the potential impacts from runoff. Those questions are summarized as
follows:
a. What measures will be taken to assure that farmers do not over irrigate?
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b. Will irrigation sites be periodically screened for sensitive biological resources by
qualified scientists?
c. Will irrigation practices conform with evapotranspiration rates and crop coefficients
to avoid ponding or runoff?
d. Will setbacks be enforced from sensitive habitats such as jurisdictional wetlands?
e. What kind of enforcement will ensure compliance with the mitigation measures?
f. If most of the Laguna plain is potential salamander habitat, how can funds be spent
evaluating reservoir sites there?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Mitigation Measure 3.2.4 – Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and Agricultural
Chemical Use, beginning on page 3-17 of the Draft EIR, requires that the City of
Santa Rosa implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for runoff and erosion
control, and for the agricultural chemical application, on properties receiving recycled
water for irrigation or frost control. This mitigation measure is incorporated into the
Project Description for the IRWP. Under the mitigation measure the City shall
prepare an Irrigation Management Plan for individual parcels or types of parcels prior
to provision of recycled water for irrigation or frost control when management
activities on that property fall outside the authority of the Sonoma County Vineyard
Ordinance or the California Department of Forestry regulations. Mitigation Measure
3.2.4 includes details on measures to be used to control runoff, erosion, and
agricultural chemical use. The text of the measure also identifies the City of Santa
Rosa as the responsible implementing agency, establishes implementation timing,
identifies the City of Santa Rosa as the monitoring agency, and establishes the
method to be used for mitigation validation.
b. Mitigation Measure 3.2.4 – Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and Agricultural
Chemical Use, beginning on Draft EIR page 3-17, establishes a validation
requirement that the City of Santa Rosa obtain information from the recycled water
users as needed to verify adherence to the applicable Irrigation Management Plan.
Additionally, Mitigation Measures 3.3.10 – Avoid Loss of Endangered Biological
Resources and their Habitats, 3.3.11 – Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant Species, and
3.3.12 – Avoid Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Trees and Plant Species (Draft EIR
pages 3-53 to 3-60) each include a Validation requirement that mitigation measure
progress shall be monitored annually for five years after construction by the City of
Santa Rosa using success criteria developed in coordination with the California
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The mitigation
measures do not include the term “qualified scientists”, but the qualifications of the
involved personnel would be subject to agreement among the responsible agencies.
c. Please see response “a.” above. The City will require an Irrigation Management Plan
for individual parcels or types of parcels. These plans would be based, in part, on
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site-specific soils, topography, and type of crop including consideration of crop
irrigation water requirements.
d. Impacts to sensitive habitats such as jurisdictional wetlands are addressed in several
sections of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 3.3.15 – Avoid Fill of Jurisdictional
Wetlands (Draft EIR page 3-64) stipulates that the City of Santa Rosa shall avoid fill
of jurisdictional waters and wetlands to the extent feasible. Preconstruction surveys
shall identify waters and wetlands according to state and federal regulations. If filling
cannot be avoided, the City shall compensate by the creation, restoration or
preservation of wetlands and waters. Mitigation Measure 3.2.15 contains additional
details on its implementation.
Mitigation Measures 3.3.10 – Avoid Loss of Endangered Biological Resources and
their Habitats, 3.3.11 – Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant Species, 3.3.12 – Avoid
Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities, and 3.3.13 – Avoid
Blocking Major Wildlife Migration or Travel Corridors (Draft EIR page 3-62) specify
avoidance or compensatory measures for potential impacts to sensitive biological
species and habitats. While not identified by name in the mitigation measures, the
specific use of setbacks may be among the suite of tools/actions to be implemented to
avoid impacts. The mitigation measures provide information on the implementing
agency responsible for the measure, timing, identifies the responsible mitigation
measure monitoring agency, and establishes criteria for validation of mitigation
measure implementation and effectiveness.
Because the Draft EIR is a program level document, additional information on the
applicability of setbacks or other mitigation techniques is deferred to subsequent
project-specific environmental documentation as projects under the IRWP are
brought forward for implementation. Additional information on the use of Program
and Project EIRs is provided in Master Response G – Program Versus Project EIR
Studies.
e. As discussed in the above responses, each identified mitigation measure is included
either as part of the Project Description for the IRWP, or recommended for
consideration in the Final EIR. The measures include the following information on
enforcement and implementation responsibilities:
Identification of the responsible Implementing Agency,
Timing of when the measure is to be started and completed,
Identification of the responsible Monitoring Agency to oversee mitigation
measure monitoring, and
Reporting and Validation criteria which set the measurement points by which
mitigation measure effectiveness is determined.
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Again, as previously stated regarding the use of a Program EIR, subsequent project
EIRs and other environmental documentation will also include more details on impact
mitigation which will be directly applicable to specific proposed projects.
f. This comment questioning funding for reservoirs in an area which encompasses
endangered species habitat does not raise issues concerning a physical environmental
impact that can be evaluated under the provisions of CEQA. The purpose of
environmental impact analysis under CEQA is to fully disclose the potential
environmental impacts of a proposed action to the decision makers, and propose
feasible measures to avoid or reduce potentially significant adverse environmental
impacts. The EIR accomplishes that purpose. The comment on the appropriateness
of spending public funds to evaluate the impacts of a project sited, in part, in
California Tiger Salamander habitat will be forwarded to the Santa Rosa Board of
Public Utilities and the Santa Rosa City Council for consideration.
Impacts to California Tiger Salamanders are addressed as part of Mitigation Measure
3.3.10. The Mitigation Measure contains specific actions to avoid or reduce potential
impacts this and other endangered species to a level of less than significant.
Response to Comment 533-30
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about impacts to biological resources
and asks how sensitive resources will be avoided at irrigation and reservoir sites.
Biological impacts have been evaluated at a program level. The City has committed to a
variety of mitigation measures to ensure that impacts to special status species would be
reduced to less than significant. These measures apply to both irrigation and storage sites
and include Measure 3.2.19, Minimize Conversion of Visible Timberlands; and Mitigation
Measures 3.3.10, Avoid Loss of Endangered Biological Resources and their Habitats; 3.3.11,
Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant Species; 3.3.12, Avoid Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Trees
and Plant Communities; 3.3.13, Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife Migration or Travel
Corridors; 3.4.1, Protect Active Raptor Nests; and 3.4.2, Avoid Loss of Protected Species,
Candidate Species, and Species of Special Concern. Please refer to the text of these
measures for detailed explanation of the process that would be followed to determine areas
that must be avoided. The measures include both reconnaissance-level surveys and protocollevel surveys, as needed, to determine presence or absence of target species wherever
habitats for these species will be impacted. Additional detail about potential impacts and
implementation of mitigation measures would be developed when a specific project is
identified.
Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines acknowledges that “Where a lead agency is
using the tiering process in connection with an EIR for a large-scale planning
approval… site-specific information may not be feasible but can be deferred, in
many instances, until such time as the lead agency prepares a future environmental
document in connection with a project of a more limited geographical scale”.
Section 15152 also acknowledges that “not all effects can be mitigated at each step
of the process. There will be some effects for which mitigation will not be feasible
at an early step of approving a particular development project.” Supplemental
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CEQA review would then be required to develop the detailed mitigation. If the City
pursues Agricultural Irrigation, at that time the City should be able to determine
how to implement the recommended measures.
Please refer also to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 533-31
Comment Summary: The comment asks how BMPs for agricultural irrigation will be
monitored, what penalties will be enforced if they are not followed, what the process is for
determining a violation, how has the city manages such violations and problems of over
irrigation in the past, was any farmer ever penalized, and how will future irrigation
programs change current practices.
The City monitors irrigation daily for compliance with irrigation requirements. If a problem
arises such as ponding or spills, the City diagnoses the problem as to whether it is due to
equipment or management and develops a solution with the owner or operator. The City then
monitors to verify that the fix is being implemented. If it is not being implemented the City
will shut off the irrigation supply temporarily or permanently, if needed. These steps will be
applicable in the future and will be followed until they are proven ineffective. The City will
then make modifications as needed. The City has terminated irrigation contracts with users
that do not comply with requirements. Refer also to Response to Comment 533-30.
Response to Comment 533-32
Comment Summary: The comment addresses the concern of Laguna irrigation practices on
soil moisture content and the potential impact of such practices on erosion and flooding
associated with early winter storm runoff.
Irrigation techniques generally do not provide the same level of saturation that rainfall does
because crops do not perform well under continuously saturated conditions. However, there
is a higher level of water content within the ground than would occur under a “no irrigation”
scenario. Irrigation is greatly reduced by November, with minimal diversions. The most
severe floods – floods of record – have occurred in the winter months of December, January,
and February. Maximum daily flow at Guerneville for the period 1940 to 2002 for October
and November were 25,500 cfs and 35,400 cfs, while maximum daily flows for the same
period of record for December, January and February were 90,000 cfs, 88,700 cfs, and
97,700 cfs. Exact soil conditions are not known for each year, or during the flood years.
Past history has shown that irrigation practices are terminated well in advance of the flooding
season and that soil saturation due to irrigation does not significantly affect flooding or
erosion.
Response to Comment 533-33
Comment Summary: The comment says the EIR promises to control ponding that results
from over irrigation. However, from 1993 to 2002 there were 72 instances of irrigation
runoff that spilled into creeks. Thus there is a chasm between the EIR and the excursions
that have occurred, decimating the City’s credibility.
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As discussed in Response to Comment 533-31, the City monitors irrigation daily for
compliance with irrigation requirements. If a problem arises such as ponding or spills, the
City diagnoses the problem as to whether it is due to equipment or management and develops
a fix with the owner or operator. The City then monitors to verify that the fix is being
implemented. If it is not being implemented the City will shut off the irrigation supply
temporarily or permanently, if needed. However, the City recognizes that the irrigation
systems are not operated perfectly and that is why the Draft EIR evaluates scenarios for nonroutine operating conditions. See Chapter 2 pages 77-78 and subsequent evaluations
throughout the document.
Response to Comment 533-34
Comment Summary: This comment asks a series of questions and addresses issues and
potential impacts associated with winter season agricultural irrigation. Some parts of the
comments may also bear upon the summer irrigation program as well. The comments are
summarized as follows:
a. Why does the EIR not address winter irrigation, which may be necessary in a dry
winter and has potential impacts that are different from the summer irrigation
program?
b. The comment recommends that runoff allowed into waterways during the discharge
season be measured and deducted from the “allowed flow”. However, the
commentor believes that the current system for measuring irrigation flow is
inadequate and asks if there have been or will be irrigation system upgrades on city
owned lands as part of the IRWP.
c. Will there be any winter irrigation programs as part of the IRWP?
d. How will the irrigation program be monitored to ensure compliance with regulations,
especially in a time of budget constraints, and would the City be willing to pay a third
party to monitor enforcement?
e. Will any of the irrigation areas be on hillside, and what protections will be in place to
prohibit runoff in those circumstances?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Agricultural reuse under the IRWP is discussed in Section 4.2 – Agriculture of the
Draft EIR, and is presented in more detail in Draft EIR Appendix N.2 – TM 5.
Irrigation requirements for specific crop types are discussed beginning on page 5 of
TM 5. The technical memorandum states that for analytical purposes based on
agricultural trends in Sonoma County, vineyard water demand was calculated in the
document based on the use of drip irrigation during a 5-month period between midMay and mid-October. During the peak demand period, approximately 50 percent of
the annual demand occurs over a period of 60 days. Water for frost protection is
typically applied in late March or early April. The document also addresses irrigation
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demand for eucalyptus and redwood plantations.
depending upon trees species, maturity and location.

This demand varies widely

The IRWP and its Draft EIR did not consider winter irrigation due to the greatly
reduced need for irrigation water in the non-growing season for vineyards. Other
crops currently grown in the County, including fodder crops, corn silage, irrigated
pasture, and vegetable crops, typically do not need supplemental water during the
winter.
Finally, the commentor refers to winter irrigation impacts that are “quite different
from the summer program.” The City is not aware of evidence that the potentials for
irrigation impacts vary to a considerable degree based upon seasonality, and the
commentor does not supply any additional information. Therefore, no additional
response can be made at this time.
b. Agricultural runoff impacts are discussed in Section 4.2 – Agriculture under Impact
2.5.3 on page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR. The evaluation concluded that the impact to
agricultural resources from runoff would be less than significant. Runoff impacts to
water resources are evaluated in Section 4.4 – Surface Water Hydrology, Impacts
4.5.1 and 4.5.2 of the Draft EIR (page 4.4-19). The evaluations concluded that there
is a potentially significant impact potential from agricultural irrigation on surface
water hydrology and recommends the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3.8 –
Flood Storage Management. Implementation of this mitigation measure would
reduce the potential impacts to a level of less than significant. Therefore, since the
identified impacts would be less than significant, or would be mitigated to a level of
less than significant, additional controls on agricultural irrigation are not necessary
for inclusion in the document.
c. Please see the response to Comment 533-34 (a) above. No regular winter irrigation
program is proposed as part of the overall IRWP. Additionally, since the Draft EIR is
a program level document, additional information and analysis on the possible winter
irrigation of crops for specific irrigation programs that may be proposed at a later date
must be deferred to subsequent project-specific environmental documentation as
projects under the IRWP are brought forward for implementation.
d. The monitoring of irrigation programs and activities is addressed in Mitigation
Measure 3.2.4 – Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and Agricultural Chemical
Use (page 3-17 of the Draft EIR). The City believes that the existing approach of
City oversight is successful, and that there is no need for independent oversight. The
issues of governmental budget constraints and the willingness of the City to pay third
parties for monitoring are not physical environmental impacts that can be analyzed
under CEQA. The comment will be forwarded to the Santa Rosa Board of Public
Utilities and the Santa Rosa City Council for consideration.
e. It is anticipated that some irrigated areas will be located on hillsides, as discussed in
Draft EIR Section 4.2 – Agriculture, Impact 2.5.3, on page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR.
The Sonoma County Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance will apply to
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vineyards on slopes in excess of 10 percent with highly erodible soils or, if on
timberlands, then California Department of Forestry regulations would be applicable.
Mitigation Measure 3.2.4 – Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural
Chemical Use will apply to properties that fall outside the regulatory authority of the
Sonoma County Vineyard Ordinance or the California Department of Forestry.
Response to Comment 533-35
Comment Summary: The comment identifies an error in Table 4.4-1, and questions the
availability of flow data within the Laguna.
The City appreciates the correction.
months; other columns were correct.

The maximum flow column was shifted by three

Page 4.4.7, Table 4.4-1 is changed accordingly:

Table 4.4-1
Average Monthly Flow in the Russian River near Guerneville
USGS Gage No. 11467000
Month

Average
(cfs)
(cfs)

Maximum

Minimum

(cfs)

Year

(cfs)

Year

Oct

307

2,515 25,219

1995

127

1977

Nov

1,160

9,425 26,939

1998

88

1977

Dec

3,921

17,410 23,290

1983

201

1977

Jan

6,862

25,219 11,700

1892

48

1977

Feb

7,002

26,939 2,798

1983

39

1977

Mar

4,614

23,290 1,418

1998

23

1977

Apr

2,257

11,700 350

1998

32

1977

May

729

2,798 308

1961

37

1977

Jun

308

1,418 345

1961

36

1977

Jul

179

350 2,515

1962

25

1977

Aug

168

308 9,425

1973

140

1939

Sep

184

345 17,410

1955

116

1976

Avg
Annual

2,308
Source: USGS 2002

a

U.S. Geological Survey data for period 1939-2001

The data in Table 4.4-4 is the available data for the Laguna system. More recent data are not
available. Not all flow measurement stations are permanent or maintained and records are
limited. Please see Master Response B – Use of Data.
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Response to Comment 533-36
Comment Summary: The comment inquires about why and how Laguna flow is estimated
with respect to identifying discharge percentages for the Laguna. Additional inquiry about
the utilization of equations developed for the Long Range EIR is made.
There is a flow meter in the Laguna at Occidental as well as Stony Point (also one in Colgan
Creek and Santa Rosa Creek). The IRWP proposes that Laguna discharge not exceed 10%.
The water balance (IRWP) model simulated daily conditions based on River flow data from
1929 to 1995 that have been adjusted to account for future flow management (including
SCWA diversions). Laguna flows are estimated using results of mathematical model studies
of the Laguna described in the Long Term EIR. This estimate of Laguna flow is used in the
IRWP model because insufficient Laguna flow records are available to support the long-term
(1929 to 1995) simulation of operations. The percentages for the Laguna above Meadowlane,
Santa Rosa Creek, and “other” tributary inflows were 7.32, 18.38, and 5.40 percent of
incremental local inflow as defined primarily by the Sonoma County Water Agency
Operations Model (SCWA) (for additional details on the use of the SCWA model see the
Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 16, page 1).
Response to Comment 533-37
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about how the model water balance
incorporates irrigation and will summer irrigation commitments be met, as well as the
availability of water for irrigation.
Laguna irrigation is represented in the model through both acreage and a monthly demand
schedule. Further, Laguna storage is managed through operational rule curves within the
IRWP model to store water in the spring to meet summer irrigation demands. Results
presented in Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 16 determined the amount of water that was
available for agricultural irrigation over a variety of scenarios.
Response to Comment 533-38
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions which are listed below:
a. The EIR states that all discharge over 67 mgd will have blended secondary and
tertiary, disinfected via chlorine.
Address key issues regarding potential
contamination of harmful water treatment byproducts in aquifers associated with
indirect or direct discharge, citing the possibility that secondary effluent disinfected
with chlorine would be discharged. (The comment cites a USGS study titled
“Processes Affecting the Trihalomethane Concentrations Associated with the Third
Injection, Storage, and Recovery Test at Lancaster, Antelope Valley, California,
March 1988 through April 1999. )
b. How can you have an increase in chemical concentration in groundwater that does
not cause adverse impacts to groundwater?
c. How could you control that?
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d. Will you always know what the background levels are?
e. Do the CTR requirements apply in irrigation areas close to waterways?
f. When does that occur?
g. How is it monitored and regulated?
h. What is the ultimate fate of the wastestream?
i. How do you demonstrate maximum benefit to the people of the State when you are
talking about contamination of groundwater?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The EIR describes and evaluates an option to discharge blended tertiary and
secondary-treated effluent on high storm flow days as part of direct discharge to the
Laguna. No secondary-treated effluent would be discharged through injection wells.
Tertiary-treated water that would potentially be injected is disinfected through
ultraviolet (UV) light. The USGS study cited in the comment is thus not relevant to
the proposed project.
b. The levels of trihalomethanes (THMs) and other disinfection byproducts in recycled
water are discussed in the Public Health and Safety starting on page 4.7-13 of the
Draft EIR. As noted on page 4.7-14 of the Draft EIR, “The concentration of
trihalomethanes in undiluted effluent does not exceed the drinking water standard
(0.080 mg/L). The average concentration in undiluted Laguna Plant effluent
represents a theoretical incremental lifetime cancer risk of about one in a million (1 x
10-6). This level of risk is within the acceptable cancer risk range (1 x 10-4 to 1 x 10-6)
that EPA considers protective of human health when setting drinking water standards
(EPA 1994)”. Thus contamination of groundwater with THMs is not expected.
c. The text on page 4.5-21 of the Draft EIR explains that the State of California’s
Groundwater Nondegradation Policy allows some increases in salinity associated
with recycled water projects. The text continues with an explanation of what would
be considered an adverse effect: “Nitrate levels in excess of the maximum
contaminant limit for drinking water (10 mg/L) would be considered an adverse
effect. Waters in which salinity, as measured by total dissolved solids, exceed 3,000
mg/L are considered unsuitable for water supply (State Water Resources Control
Board Resolution No. 88-63, “Sources of Drinking Water).” Minor increases in
salinity would not be considered an adverse effect.
As noted on page 4.5-35 of the Draft EIR, “The City’s recycled water is low in
salinity, with a mean total dissolved solids of 432 mg/L for fresh effluent. This is
below both the secondary MCL of 500 mg/L for total dissolved solids and the level of
3,000 mg/L at which water becomes unsuitable for municipal or domestic water
supply. Total dissolved solids in the groundwater in areas of Sonoma County
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evaluated for IRWP Indirect Discharge component ranged from approximately 100
mg/L to 600 mg/L (Appendix N, Technical Memorandum No. 12). Based on the
quality of recycled water the potential for changes in salinity is minor, and would not
be expected to impair beneficial uses of groundwater.” No mitigation was thus
deemed necessary.
d. Background levels would be determined as part of Mitigation Measure 3.3.9, Well
Protection Program, which requires monitoring of water quality in water wells
potentially affected by IRWP facilities before and after construction.
e. The California Toxics Rule (CTR) applies to all discharges to surface waters. It does
not apply to irrigation areas. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.2.4, Implement
BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and Chemical Use. As noted on page 4.6-34 of the Draft
EIR, “Indirect discharge from agricultural irrigation or frost control with recycled
water, with implementation of Measure 3.2.4, will not cause numeric or narrative
based criteria to be exceeded or result in non-attainment of established TMDLs”.
f. CTR requirements are only applicable when water is discharged to a surface water
body.
g. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and
Chemical Use, which is described on pages 3-17 and 3-18 of the Draft EIR. The City
will be responsible for monitoring implementation of this measure.
h. The “ultimate fate of the wastestream” will depend on the method of disposal or
recycling. Currently, some recycled water is discharged to the Russian River, some is
used for irrigation, and in the near future, some will be used to recharge the Geysers
steamfield. Other options are identified in the IRWP EIR.
i. The Draft EIR does not predict contamination of groundwater. Benefit to the people
of the state is based on the value of recycled water as a resource which can augment
surface water and groundwater supplies.
Response to Comment 533-39
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions which are summarized below:
a. What is the cumulative effect if irrigation water is allowed to over saturate the
ground and constituents in wastewater combine with other chemicals used in
agriculture?
b. What studies have been done on this?
c. Are there any controls on the use of wastewater in areas that have been chemically
treated?
d. If reliance is on best management practices, how will they be enforced?
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The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Over irrigation would not be allowed. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.2.4,
Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and Chemical Use, which is described on pages
3-17 and 3-18 of the Draft EIR.
b. A study performed by Overcash found that leaching of toxic organic constituents to
groundwater will not occur when application rates for either treated wastewater
effluent to agricultural soils are controlled by crop water and nutrient demands (M.R.
Overcash, 1983, Land treatment of municipal effluent and sludge: specific organic
compounds. Pp 199-227 in Utilization of Municipal Wastewater and Sludge on Land,
Proc. of 1983 Workshop. A.L. Page, T.L. Gleason, J.E. Smith, Jr., I.K. Iskander, and
L.E. Sommers, eds. Riverside: University of California.)
c. All application of recycled water will be subject to Mitigation Measure 3.2.4,
Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion and Chemical Use, which is described on pages
3-17 and 3-18 of the Draft EIR.
d. The City will be responsible for enforcing implementation of this measure.
Response to Comment 533-40
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions about the water quality of
wastewater, which are summarized below:
a. How can the City avoid lawsuits if wastewater results in deterioration of water
quality at existing wells?
b. Who is responsible for assuring that wastewater from the Treatment Plant is of
consistently high quality?
c. How will this be monitored?
d. Who will have to pay for well improvements if wastewater should cause pollution?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The question of potential lawsuits associated with the IRWP is outside the scope of
this Draft EIR.
b. The City of Santa Rosa, which operates the Subregional System, is responsible for
ensuring that quality of recycled water meets requirements of Title 22, and meets the
Waste Discharge Requirements established by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board.
c. The City conducts ongoing monitoring of recycled water quality, which is reported to
the Regional Water Quality Control Board in monthly monitoring reports. As noted
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in Mitigation Measures 3.3.9, “The City of Santa Rosa shall monitor water quality
and water levels in water wells potentially affected by IRWP facilities before and
after construction.”
d. Mitigation Measure 3.3.9 commits the City of Santa Rosa to paying for any well
improvements that might be required.
Response to Comment 533-41
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions about mixing zones and
percolation ponds, which are summarized below:
a. What assurances are provided that regulated and unregulated constituents in
wastewater will not seep into the drinking water aquifer as a result of direct and
indirect discharge?
b. Could this be problematic if mixing zones allow for excursions of regulated toxins?
c. What is the position of SCWA regarding percolation ponds?
d. How about the Department of Health Services?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Groundwater impacts associated with direct discharge are evaluated on page 4.5-3 of
the Draft EIR which states that “surface water in the Laguna de Santa Rosa and the
Russian River would not enter groundwater in the winter and spring because the
water table slopes towards these major drainages causing them to be points of
groundwater discharge or gaining streams.” On page 4.5-49, the Draft EIR continues:
“However, in April, May, or October, the Russian River could at times be a losing
stream, due to drought and/or withdrawals (as discussed in the Setting), although this
condition is undocumented at present. If discharge occurred during such groundwater
conditions, some infiltration of recycled water in the Russian River into the adjacent
groundwater could occur. Because the average nitrate concentrations in recycled
water are less than the drinking water standards, and because occasional peak nitrate
concentrations greater than the drinking water standard in recycled water would be
diluted by Russian River water, this potential occasional infiltration would not have a
significant impact on groundwater quality.”
Effects of Direct Discharge on the Sonoma County Water Agency’s Ranney
collectors are thus not anticipated. Please refer to Response to Comment 502-2 for
additional information regarding the risk assessment evaluating the effects of
discharge. In addition, as noted on page 2-76 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the
requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all
of the Discharge options may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent
needed to comply with CTR.”
b. Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
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c. Please refer to Letter 210 in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, which is the Sonoma
County Water Agency’s (SCWA) response to the Notice of Preparation for the IRWP
Draft EIR. The SCWA expresses concern about activities above the Wohler and
Mirabel water supply facilities, and requests evaluation of effects on those facilities
and on water quality in the Russian River. SCWA did not comment on the Draft EIR.
d. As noted on page 6 of the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, TM 10, “Preliminary discussion
with the DHS indicates that discharging to basins adjacent to the Russian River would
not be considered ‘planned groundwater recharge’ and thus would not be subject to
the draft groundwater recharge (DGWR) regulations.” DHS did not comment on the
Notice of Preparation or the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 533-42
Comment Summary: The comment states that urban areas contribute to reductions in
groundwater recharge and that the purpose of the Draft EIR is to address the growth of
urban areas. The comment asserts that the Draft EIR should address the problem of
groundwater impacts from the increase in impervious surfaces created by urban areas and
provide mitigation to prevent stormwater runoff.
The comment is incorrect. The purpose of the IRWP Draft EIR is not to address the impacts
of growth. While growth-inducing impacts of the IRWP are evaluated beginning on page 612 of the Draft EIR, impacts of growth are appropriately addressed in the EIRs evaluating the
General Plans of each member jurisdiction of the Subregional System. Please refer to
Appendix M of the Draft EIR, which summarizes the EIRs prepared for each General Plan.
Mitigation measures proposed by each jurisdiction for increased impervious surfaces and
resultant impacts on recharge and stormwater runoff are presented in Appendix M. The
IRWP itself includes very few facilities that would create new impervious surface. The
Laguna Plant Upgrade, new pump stations, and Advanced Membrane Treatment facility
could contribute minor amounts of new impervious surface, but would not be expected to
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Mitigation Measure 3.2.21, Prevent Storm
Runoff beyond Capacity of Drainage Facilities, would apply to all facilities constructed as
part of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 533-43
Comment Summary: The comment states that the 303(d) discussion is out of date because it
states that the Laguna is only listed for dissolved oxygen but the State’s 2002 listing was only
partially approved by the EPA (attachment 10) which added total nitrogen and phosphorus
to the State’s recommendations. The commenter also states that the sediment and
temperature listings for the Russian River also apply to the Laguna and that all of these
should be mentioned in the Draft EIR. The commentor asks how these listings will affect the
Laguna discharge, irrigation, and reservoir sites and whether any project would have to fully
consider potential impacts in light of the impairment. The comment points out that on June
26, 2003, the Regional Water Board made new additions to the Beneficial Use Section
(attachment 11) and asks that the necessary corrections be made to the Final EIR.
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The final changes to the 303(d) listing for the Laguna and the potential changes to the Basin
Plan beneficial uses were made after the Draft EIR was written, and the EIR is revised to
respond to these changes below. The sediment listing for the Russian River does not apply to
the Laguna. The State of California is required under Clean Water Act (CWA) section
303(d) and federal regulations (40 CFR 130) to prepare a list of and set priorities for water
quality limited segments still requiring Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). Thus, the
listing of a water body under section 303(d) may apply to a particular river, a particular river
segment, or both a river and its tributaries. In this case, the sediment listing for the Russian
River does not indicate that the listing applies to upstream tributaries such as the Laguna. In
contrast to 303(d) listings by segment, the Basin Plan states that beneficial uses for a water
body generally apply to its tributaries.
Unless the Laguna is included specifically on the 303(d) list for sediment, which it is not, it is
not listed and will not be until the Regional Water Board (or the SWRCB or EPA) takes
formal action to do so, subject to public review and comment. However, if it is shown that
the Laguna contributes significantly to the sediment load to the Russian River, the Laguna
may be included in the TMDL ultimately developed for the Russian River. Since this TMDL
has not been developed, no analysis of IRWP compliance with it can be conducted.
The Laguna is listed as impaired for dissolved oxygen, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and
temperature. However, TMDLs have not yet been established for dissolved oxygen, total
phosphorus, and temperature. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) have only been
established for total nitrogen and ammonia in the Laguna. The Draft EIR contains an
evaluation of nitrogen loads (Chapter 4.6 page 4.6-70, 71, and 75). Nitrogen is evaluated
because a TMDL has been established. Discharge will potentially be affected by
establishment of TMDLs and effluent limits for the other listed constituents by the Regional
Water Board. The City does not know what these TMDLs and effluent limits, if any, will be.
The listings should not affect irrigation and reservoir sites since water from irrigation and
reservoirs is not expected to reach surface waters.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.6-4 and 4.6-5, text and Table 4.6-1 are revised:
The designated beneficial uses for the project area of the Russian River (Guerneville
and Geyserville Hydrologic Subareas) hydrologic unit and the Laguna Hydrologic
Subarea are shown in Table 4.6-1. The Russian River hydrologic unit specifically
identifies the Laguna and Russian River. The beneficial uses of any specifically
identified water body generally apply to all its tributaries. Also shown are the
beneficial uses for the Petaluma River. A portion of Lichau Creek and Willow Brook
Creek which are tributaries of the Petaluma River occur in the study area. Anderson
Creek is a tributary of Putah Creek and occurs in the study area.
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Table 4.6-1
Beneficial Uses for the Laguna de Santa Rosa, Russian River, Petaluma River,
Cache Creek, and Putah Creek
(indicated by an X)
Beneficial Use

Russian River

Laguna

Petaluma
River

Cache
Creek

Putah
Creek

114.11a

114.25a

Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)

X

X

X
(pot.)b,c

X

X

Agricultural Supply (AGR)

X

X

X

X

X

Industrial Service Supply (IND)

X

X

X

X

Industrial Process Supply (PROC)

X
(pot.)b,c

X
(pot.)b,c

X
(pot.)b,c

X

X

Groundwater Recharge (GWR)

X

X

Xb

Freshwater Replenishment (FRSH)

Xb

Xb

Xb

Navigation (NAV)

X

X

Xb

Hydropower Generation (POW)

X

X
(pot)b,c

X
(pot)b,c

Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)

X

X

X

X

X

X

Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC-2)

X

X

X

X

X

X

Commercial and Sport Fishing
(COMM)

X

X

X

Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM)

X

X

Xb

X

X

X

Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD) -

X

X

X

X

X
(pot.)c

X
(pot.)c

Biologically Significant Areas (BSA)

Xb

Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

X

X

X

X

X

X

b

X
X

X

X

Migration of Aquatic Organisms
(MIGR)

X

X

X

Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early
Development (SPWN)

X

X

Xb

Estuarine Habitat (EST)

X

Aquaculture (AQUA)

X
(pot.)b

X
(pot.)b,c

X
(pot.)c

Marine Habitat (MAR)
Preservation of Rare and Endangered
Species (RARE)

X

X
X

b

X

b

Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL)

X
(pot.)b,c
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Source: North Coast Basin Plan, 1994; San Francisco
Bay Basin Plan, 1995; Central Coast Basin Plan, 1998
a

114.11 = Guerneville Hydrologic Subarea; 114.25 = Geyserville Hydrologic Subarea

b

these beneficial uses have been adopted by the Regional Water Board but the process of approval by the State and U.S. EPA is not
completed at this time
c
pot. = potential beneficial use

Page 4.6-5, text is revised:
The Russian River is currently listed as impaired for sedimentation/siltation, and the
State 2002 listings for the Russian River added pathogens and temperature. The
Laguna is listed as impaired for dissolved oxygen, total nitrogen, total phosphorus,
and temperature.
However, TMDLs have not yet been established for
sedimentation/siltation, pathogens, dissolved oxygen, total phosphate, and
temperature. Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) have only been established for
total nitrogen and ammonia in the Laguna., which was previously listed for dissolved
oxygen and ammonia. but has been de-listed for these constituents ammonia.
However, the State 2002 list includes re-listing the Laguna for dissolved oxygen.
Compliance of the IRWP with load limits to be established for 303(d) listed
constituents other than total nitrogen and ammonia cannot be evaluated because load
allocations have not yet been established.
Page 4.6-13, Table 4.6-2 is revised:

Table 4.6-2
Santa Rosa’s Recycled Water Quality Summary (concentration in c/L unless
otherwise noted)a

Constituent

Meanb

Medi
anc

Maxi
mum
Dete
cted

Number
of
Detected
Valuesm

CTR
Aquatic
Lifed
(chronic/
acute)

CTR
Human
Health

Basin
Plan

Other Constituents
Total Coliform
Bacteria
(MPN/100
mL)

-

OCTOBER 20, 2003

<2.0

240

-

PARSONS

-

REC-1. Median fecal
coliform < 50/100ml for
any 30 day period
Total fecal < 10% of
samples > 400/100ml for
any 30 day period
SHELL. Fecal coliform
concentrations shall not
exceed 43/100 ml for a 5tube decimal dilution test
or 49/100 ml when a 3tube decimal dilution test
is used.
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Page 4.6-47, text is revised:
Bacteria. Alternatives 6A and 6B. Coliform Bacteria. The Basin Plan objective for
bacteria is for fecal coliform bacteria, which are not measured in Santa Rosa’s
recycled water. However, fecal coliform bacteria are a subset of total coliform
bacteria, which are measured in Santa Rosa’s recycled water. The median total
coliform concentration in recycled water is <2 MPN per100 mL (MPN = Most
Probable Number) which does not exceed the REC-1 median coliform objective of 50
per 100 mL. The maximum total coliform concentration in recycled water is 240
MPN per100 mL which does not exceed the REC – 1 objective that no more than 10
percent of total samples during any 30-day period exceed 400 per 100 mL.
The median total coliform concentration in recycled water does not exceed the
SHELL objective (43 or 49 per 100 mL). The maximum total coliform concentration
in recycled water does exceed the SHELL objective. However, the median
concentrations of total coliforms in both the Laguna and Russian River equal or
exceed the maximum total concentration in recycled water (Tables 4.6-5, and 4.6-6).
In addition, the maximum concentration of E. coli (a subset of fecal coliform
bacteria) in recycled water (2 MPN per 100 mL) is far less than the concentration of
E. coli in the Laguna (1,200 MPN per 100 mL) and Russian River (81 MPN per 100
mL).
Page 4.6-63 and 64, text is revised:
The beneficial uses of the Russian River and Laguna are listed in Table 4.6-1. Of
these beneficial uses, AGR, IND, PROC, POW, IND and NAV are unlikely to be
affected by any color of recycled water or the limited floating material present in
recycled water after filtration. … The results of these studies indicated that
successful spawning and recruitment of steelhead juveniles occurred in Santa Rosa
Creek and Mark West Creek in each of the ten years studied, including two very dry
years, despite discharge to these systems (Fawcett, et al. 2003). This indicates that
any color or floating material in the discharged recycled water is not likely to have
impaired the following aquatic organism related beneficial uses: FRESH, BSA,
SHELL, RARE, SPWN, MIGR, WILD, COLD, WARM, COMM, EST, and AQUA.
Response to Comment 533-44
Comment Summary: The comment asks how antidegradation policies will apply to the EIR
and asks several questions about antidegradation analyses.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-17. The questions the commenter is asking are
appropriate ones to ask at the time an antidegradation analysis is performed. As discussed in
Comment 533-17, an antidegradation analysis will be conducted at the time it is needed by
the Regional Water Board staff. A determination of whether discharge complies with the
Antidegradation Policy will be made at that time by the Regional Water Board.
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Response to Comment 533-45
Comment Summary: The comment has several parts:
a. The comment states that the concentration of some of the constituents in recycled
water as indicated in Table 4.6-2 are higher than in the Laguna (Table 4.6-5) and
lists these constituents. The comment asks why some of these have been selected for
further study under the CTR but others have not and why mercury is not on the list.
b. The comment states that phthalates were identified as a problem in wastewater and
asks why no mention was made of that constituent and what plans are to continue
tracking this substance.
c. The comment asks why all of the constituents identified in Technical Memorandum 17
as potentially needing discharge limits (chromium, mercury, 1,2-dichloroethane,
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, beta-BHC, and endrin) were
not analyzed for impacts in the Surface Water Quality section.
d. The comment states the issue of pesticides is problematic for the endangered salmon
and quotes an article (attachment 18) that states that NMFS has found that pesticide
levels between 1 to 10 ppb can harm the nervous systems of salmon.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As a clarification, the CTR constituents that the commentor says were “selected for
further study” (copper, lead, gamma-BHC, endosulfan II, and cyanide) are
constituents that are identified as exceeding their respective CTR criteria (Chapter 4.6
page 4.6-46). These, as well as all other CTR constituents, are likely to be studied
further. The constituents in recycled water that are higher than in the Laguna and not
“selected for further study” are either not CTR constituents or the concentrations in
recycled water did not exceed their respective CTR criteria. Mercury was not
“selected for further study” (i.e. identified as exceeding its criterion) since all of the
mercury measurements in recycled water are below detection. Samples of Santa
Rosa’s recycled water were collected recently and analyzed using lower detection
limits. The concentration of mercury in recycled water as indicated by these samples
does not exceed the CTR criterion for mercury. Changes in the Draft EIR will be
made to reflect this new data.
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Page 4.6-8, Table 4.6-2 is revised and footnote “n” of Table 4.6-2 is added.

Table 4.6-2
Santa Rosa’s Recycled Water Quality Summary (concentration in µg/L unless
otherwise noted)a

Constituent

b

Mean

Media
nc

Maxim
um
Detect
ed

Number
of
Detected
Valuesm

CTR
Aquatic
Lifed
(chronic/
acute)

CTR
Human
Health

Basin
Plan

Metals and Inorganic Priority Pollutants
n

Mercury
(total)

-.09
0.0028

ND
0.0028

.0032

0
2

0.05

n

Samples for mercury were collected in May 2002 and January 2003 in compliance with SIP regulations.
Although not part of the regular sampling program, these data are included here because of the lower detection
limits. Mercury data from samples collected through the study period in the regular recycled water monitoring
program are below detection, but the detection limit is equal to or higher than the CTR criterion for mercury.

b. Phthalates are measured in Santa Rosa’s recycled water quarterly and the data are
reported to the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board in the City’s
monthly monitoring reports. This practice will continue. Phthalates were not
discussed in the Draft EIR because their concentrations in recycled water were below
detection during the study period as defined on page 4.6-7.
c. For mercury, see Response to Comment a. above. The other constituents mentioned
in the comment were listed in Table 4.6-2 if in detectable concentrations in Santa
Rosa’s recycled water and analyzed for impacts in the Water Quality Section
(Chapter 4.6) by comparing their concentrations in recycled water to their respective
CTR criteria (also in Table 4.6-2). The commenter is referring to the process of
Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA). Many uncertainties exist as to how RPA will
be conducted by the Regional Water Board which have not yet been resolved by the
Regional Water Board. The differences between the list of RPA constituents for
Chapter 4.6 and TM 17 are due to different assumptions about the RPA methodology.
However, the project is defined such that the City will be meeting whatever limits are
imposed by the Regional Water Board using AMT or other methods as necessary.
d. The impact on salmon of discharge of recycled water is evaluated in Chapter 4.6 on
page 4.6-46 using water quality criteria for pesticides promulgated in the State of
California. The impact on salmon of discharge of recycled water was also evaluated
in Chapter 4.8, pages 104 through 110 and in Appendix J-8.
Response to Comment 533-46
Comment Summary: The commentor asks a series of questions about temperature of
wastewater discharge.
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a. The comment asks how temperature will impact direct discharges and what can be
done to bring recycled water temperatures down and if the temperature in the Laguna
is a result of high temperature discharges.
b. The comment asks what causes high temperatures in recycled water, what happened
to the temperature mitigation project at Duer Creek, was the project ever completed,
if not, why not, if it was completed was it maintained, what kind of condition is it in
today.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The impact of direct discharges on temperature is evaluated in Chapter 4.6 on page
4.9-49. Mitigation Measure 3.5.5 (Provide Riparian Habitat in Russian River
Watershed) states that the City will plant riparian habitat in the Russian River
watershed to reduce the water temperature and compensate for impacts of Santa
Rosa’s discharge and meet Basin Plan temperature criteria. Riparian vegetation
reduces the amount of thermal energy available to heat water. At this point in the
development of the IRWP, it is not known how much and where on the River these
plantings will occur and therefore effectiveness cannot be evaluated on a site-specific
basis. This mitigation measure was included in this EIR as a result of suggestion
from the Regional Water Board staff. Unlike discharge to the Russian River,
discharge to the Laguna was not determined to have a significant impact on
temperature in the Laguna.
b. The evaluation criteria used to evaluate these impacts were not clearly stated in
Chapter 4.6. Although the Basin Plan temperature objective is 5 °F, the evaluation
criteria used in the analyses were those found in Santa Rosa’s NPDES permit which
are more stringent than the Basin Plan objective. The EIR will be revised to clarify
this.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.6-14, Table 4.6-2 footnote is added.
o

(for temperature). Although the Basin Plan objective (a 5° F increase) is listed
here, the more stringent NPDES permit receiving water limitations were used in
temperature impacts analyses. These are as follows:
1.

When the receiving water is below 58oF, the discharge shall cause an
increase of no more than 4oF in the receiving water, and shall not increase
the temperature of the receiving water beyond 59 oF. No instantaneous
increase in receiving water temperature shall exceed 4oF at any time.

2.

When the receiving water is between 59oF and 67oF, the discharge shall
cause an increase of no more than 1oF in the receiving water. No
instantaneous increase in receiving water temperature shall exceed 1oF at
any time.
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3.

When the receiving water is above 68oF, the discharge shall not cause an
increase in temperature of the receiving water.

Page 4.6-56 Table 4.6-20. Footnote is added:
d

(for temperature). Although the Basin Plan objective (a 5° F increase) is listed
here, the more stringent NPDES permit receiving water limitations were used in
temperature impacts analyses. These are as follows:
1.

When the receiving water is below 58oF, the discharge shall cause an
increase of no more than 4oF in the receiving water, and shall not increase
the temperature of the receiving water beyond 59 oF. No instantaneous
increase in receiving water temperature shall exceed 4oF at any time.

2.

When the receiving water is between 59oF and 67oF, the discharge shall
cause an increase of no more than 1oF in the receiving water. No
instantaneous increase in receiving water temperature shall exceed 1oF at
any time.

3. When the receiving water is above 68oF, the discharge shall not cause an
increase in temperature of the receiving water.
Page 4.6-61, Table 4.6-21. Footnote is added
c

(for temperature). Although the Basin Plan objective (a 5° F increase) is listed
here, the more stringent NPDES permit receiving water limitations were used in
temperature impacts analyses. These are as follows:
1.

When the receiving water is below 58oF, the discharge shall cause an
increase of no more than 4oF in the receiving water, and shall not increase
the temperature of the receiving water beyond 59 oF. No instantaneous
increase in receiving water temperature shall exceed 4oF at any time.

2. When the receiving water is between 59oF and 67oF, the discharge shall
cause an increase of no more than 1oF in the receiving water. No
instantaneous increase in receiving water temperature shall exceed 1oF at
any time.
3.. When the receiving water is above 68oF, the discharge shall not cause an
increase in temperature of the receiving water.
Response to Comment 533-47
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the City balances flood control and mosquito
control requirements while maintaining riparian habitat along the Laguna and their storage
ponds.
Table 4.8-3, beginning on page 4.8-18 of the Draft EIR provides a summary of regional
resource planning efforts, including those directed at preservation of habitat in the Laguna de
Santa Rosa. Effects of on-going flood control and mosquito control activities along the
Laguna de Santa Rosa are outside the scope of this EIR. However, it is appropriate to
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include such considerations in the development of riparian habitat that would be constructed
as mitigation for the IRWP. The City does not manage its storage ponds to provide habitat.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 3-89, the first paragraph is revised as follows:
The City of Santa Rosa shall plant riparian habitat in the Russian River watershed to
reduce the water temperature and compensate for impacts of Santa Rosa’s discharge
and meet Basin Plan temperature criteria. Riparian habitat shall be designed and
managed in such a way that it reduces temperatures while maintaining flood flow
capacity and avoiding mosquito problems.
Response to Comment 533-48
Comment Summary: The comment cites NPDES permit violations from 1995 through March
(attachment 12) and states that nowhere in this EIR do we see an admission of all these spills
and a description of how the new project won’t exacerbate the problem further and what we
can expect of as a result of the new project. The comment also asks if these violations would
put the City out of compliance with the Antidegradation Act. The comment asks what
cumulative impacts have all the violations had on water quality and public health in the
Laguna and Russian River. The comment asks what the history of upsets of Santa Rosa’s
plant is, how those upsets were dealt with, what the potential impacts on humans and wildlife
from pathogens, heavy metals, organics, etc. when storm water discharges combine in
waterways.
The variation in discharge as a result of permit violations it treated in the project description
and in the water quality analysis as variation in the discharge quality. With few exceptions,
the analyses of water quality impacts in Chapter 4.6 utilized maximum concentrations of
pollutants. An antidegradation analysis is not appropriate until an alternative has been
selected. At that time antidegradation studies will be conducted, and it will be determined if
these violations put them out of compliance with the antidegradation Act. The project
description project was developed to achieve the project objectives which include
compliance with regulations and reliability of the system. When the Regional Water Board
reviews the antidegradation analysis, the City would expect the Regional Water Board to
come to its own conclusions about reliability, and consistency with the Antidegradation
Policy. The IRWP was developed with the intention of preventing future discharge
violations from discharge to the Laguna. The Laguna Plant Upgrade will provide redundant
systems for several processes, and risks of upset at the Plant will decrease with the IRWP.
As described in Chapter 2 page 2-29, the maximum discharge rate to the Laguna (10 percent)
is intended to prevent receiving water violations. The project is defined to achieve
compliance with existing water quality standards and the impacts are compared to the
existing water quality condition in the receiving waters so whatever impacts are present are
taken into account in the existing conditions baseline. In addition, the impacts analysis was
based on historical operation which includes episodes of potential non-compliance.
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Maximum concentrations of pollutants were used in the evaluation discharge impacts. See
water quality (Chapter 4.6 pages 4.6-46-49), humans (Chapter 4.7 pages 4.7-72-74), and
wildlife (Chapter 4.8-109 and Appendix J-8).
Response to Comment 533-49
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about the extensive use of computer
modeling that may not give a true picture of the impacts. Estimations are based on sample
numbers that may or may not be in the water at a given time. The comment suggests going
beyond the numbers in boxes and looking at the results of years of wastewater discharges
and polluted urban runoff.
There was no water quality modeling done, only flow and water balance modeling. Analyses
were made using standard scientific methodology and available data (see Master Response B
– Use of Data). Computer modeling is used because one cannot know the results of
something that has not yet occurred. Because concentrations of constituents vary, the
analyses were made using the highest values detected in recycled water (not average) which
is a conservative approach.
Response to Comment 533-50
Comment Summary: The comment quotes the Basin Plan standard for biostimulatory
substances contained on page 4.6-28 and states that Dr. Dan Wickham wrote a report on
phosphorus in Santa Rosa’s wastewater (attachment 13) that found excessive amounts of
phosphorus contributed by Santa Rosa’s discharge led to the 303(d) listing for the Laguna.
The impact of discharge on biostimulatory substances is found in Chapter 4.6 pages 4.6-64
through -69. See Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 533-51
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the section on water quality baseline conditions
doesn’t include Cryptosporidium, Giardia lamblia, and viruses, when the last time data were
collected for these. Why it was stopped.
These data are not reported in the Surface Water Quality Section (Chapter 4.6) because they
are strictly a human health issue. The process used to establish the 303(d) list is beyond the
scope of this EIR. The evaluation for these constituents is found in the Public Health section
(Chapter 4.7) pages 4.7-17 and -18.
Response to Comment 533-52
Comment Summary: The comment asks if not considering peak constituent concentrations
over an hourly period eliminates documentation of acute exposures, how will the City know
when peak exposures occur, what possible impacts are being eliminated by eliminating
consideration of peak exposures, what are the impacts on aquatic life from peak exposures,
what constituents are of greatest concern from peak exposures, shouldn’t they be tracked,
what are the possible impacts to all of the various species in the Laguna, can all organisms
tolerate peak exposure to the same degrees, do acute toxicity tests address all of these issues.
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The impact analyses in Chapter 4.6 were generally made using maximum available recycled
water concentrations. In the cases where constituents have both acute and chronic criteria,
the maximum concentrations were compared to chronic criteria which are more stringent that
acute criteria. This is a conservative approach that the City of Santa Rosa consider protective
of aquatic life. Refer also to the Ecological Risk Assessment in the Draft EIR, Appendix J.7
and summarized in the Biological Resources Section under criterion #7. Please also refer to
Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 533-53
Comment Summary: The comment asks how narrative regulations are enforced, what
monitoring occurs, what is done about foul smells in the Laguna, have sediment studies
occurred recently, what were the results, what is the quality of the pond sediments, how do
Regional Water Board staff know if undesirable smells or tastes occur in order to regulate
narrative standards, since undesirable is a subjective term, how is it enforced, does foam
ever occur at the point of discharge, and where does river foam come from. The comment
also asks how it can be concluded that because no one called the treatment plant to complain
about color or floating material in the Laguna, no problems exist. The comment then
provides the commentor’s opinion that the Laguna is filthy, filled with bugs and not very
appealing for recreational activities.
Discharges from the Plant to the Laguna are regulated under the Plant’s NPDES permit. The
permit includes requirements addressing the discharge, including sediment and constituents
that may produce undesirable odors. Water in the Laguna comes from many sources,
including (as the commenter notes) stormwater runoff from areas other than the Plant.
Sediment and odors noted by the commenter may originate in other runoff. Discharge
requirements in the plant’s NPDES permit, however, ensure that such problems have not
been caused by the Plant. Foam occasionally occurs at the Laguna discharge location when
the Laguna flow is low. This is likely due to the high turbulence caused by the pumping
action. Foam has not been observed at other discharge locations (Lynn Small, Laguna
Treatment Plant, pers. comm., September 2003) Foam can be a natural phenomenon
resulting from the interaction of turbulence and colloidal surface active organic compounds
such as fatty acids. These colloidal organic compounds are released when algae and other
vegetal matter die and act by reducing surface tension and thus aid in the production of foam.
An example of naturally occurring foam is the foam produced from the action of waves on an
unpolluted seashore.
Response to Comment 533-54
Comment Summary: The comment quotes the sections of Chapter 4.6 that state that the
impact of IRWP on the attainment of the nitrogen TMDL is considered to be significant and
that the No Project component does not exceed the Waste Reduction Strategy (WRS, nitrogen
TMDL) goal. The comment then contains several questions:
a. The comment asks if the IRWP is going to make conditions worse and what’s the
point of building it.
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b. The comment asks if the WRS goal can change in the future and since the Laguna will
now be listed for nitrogen can previous loadings make it necessary to reduce Santa
Rosa’s contribution in the future.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Without mitigation, IRWP discharge to the Laguna would increase nitrogen loads to
levels exceeding the WRS. However, mitigation is proposed. Mitigation Measure
3.5.4 (Reduce Nitrogen Loads to the Laguna de Santa Rosa) states that the City will
reduce nitrogen loads to the Laguna de Santa Rosa sufficient to attain the portion of
the TMDL allocated to the Subregional System discharge. The point of the IRWP is
described on page 1 of Chapter 2.
b. Changes, if any, to the WRS will be determined by the Regional Water Board. The
City cannot predict what they will be.
Response to Comment 533-55
Comment Summary: On June 13, 2003, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Sonoma
County Water Agency issued the Russian River Draft Biological Assessment Part 1 (COE
and SCWA, 2003). The comment asks if and how the reduced Russian River flows and other
aspects of the proposed Biological Assessment would affect the IRWP.
The Biological Assessment (COE and SCWA, 2003) was issued after the Draft EIR was
circulated for public review and was therefore not addressed in the Draft EIR. However, the
Biological Assessment is a cumulative project and is evaluated as such. The following
changes to the EIR are made:
Page 4.6-80, insert at the bottom:
Russian River Draft Biological Assessment. The Draft BA (COE and SCWA 2003)
describes a project that involves:
•

Changes to flows in various parts of the Russian River basin (see Sections 3.1
and 3.2 in COE and SCWA (2003)).

•

Elimination of artificial sandbar breaching in the Russian River estuary (see
Section 3.3 in COE and SCWA (2003)).

•

Continued channel maintenance activities for flood and erosion control (see
Section 3.4 in COE and SCWA (2003)).

•

Continued implementation of habitat restoration activities (see Section 3.5 in
COE and SCWA (2003)).

•

Continued operation of fish facilities (see Section 3.6 in COE and SCWA
(2003)).

•

Changes to institutional agreements and constraints as needed to implement
the above measures (see Section 3.7 in COE and SCWA (2003)).
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Page 4.6-81, insert at the end of Impact 6.1C:
The Russian River Draft Biological Assessment (COE and SCWA 2003) describes
the existing flow regime in the Russian River and Dry Creek under existing and
projected future potable supply demand scenarios (i.e., flows under SWRCB Decision
1610) and projects a flow regime in the Russian River and Dry Creek under existing
and projected future potable supply demand scenarios (i.e., flows proposed under the
Section 7 consultation). The analysis of impacts in the Draft EIR is based on the
future demand scenario under Decision 1610. With the advent of the Draft BA, the
cumulative impacts of discharge under proposed Section 7 flows have also been
analyzed, but no changes in impact analysis are warranted.
Page 4.-82, insert at the end of Impact 6.2.C:
Similar to the statement added under Impact 6.1C, cumulative impacts of the Russian
River Draft Biological Assessment potential flow regimes are consistent with impacts
already identified under existing and project future potable supply demand scenarios
(i.e., flows under SWRCB Decision 1610).
The Draft BA does not provide a quantitative estimate of the Section 7 flows under the future
demand scenario, but page 3-28 of the Draft BA provides a narrative description thereof in
segments of the Russian River affected by discharge. The flow impacts relevant to discharge
are:
Flows will be affected in June through October. IRWP Alternative 6 involves discharge in
October through May. Thus, October is the only period of overlap between IRWP discharge
and this cumulative project, so this cumulative impacts analysis focuses on the proposed
Section 7 flows in October only.
•

For the segment of the Russian River between Healdsburg and the Laguna de
Santa Rosa (which is a portion of the River where IRWP discharges may occur or
may affect), the Section 7 flows under future demand conditions for summer
(June – October) median flows would range from 141 to 184 cfs during dry
conditions (see last paragraph on page 3-26 in the Draft BA). Based on the
seasonal distribution of flows (described in Table 3-5 of the Draft BA), the
median October flow would be near the upper end of the 141 to 184 cfs range
(approximately 180 cfs).

•

For the segment of the Russian River downstream of the Laguna de Santa Rosa
(which is the remaining portion of the River where IRWP discharges may occur
or may affect), the Section 7 flows under future demand conditions for summer
(June – October) median flows would range from 45 to 119 cfs during dry
conditions (see second paragraph on page 3-27 in the Draft BA). Based on the
seasonal distribution of flows described in Table 3-5 of the Draft BA), the median
October flow would be near the lower end of the 45 to 119 cfs range
(approximately 50 cfs).
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In summary, the proposed median Section 7 flow in October of dry years in these two
reaches of the Russian River are approximately 180 cfs below Healdsburg and approximately
50 cfs below the Laguna de Santa Rosa. The minimum October flows on which the analysis
of IRWP discharge are based are 168 cfs near Healdsburg and 42 cfs below the Laguna de
Santa Rosa. Therefore the concentration of recycled water in the Russian River and the
resulting water quality impacts of discharge will not worsen if this cumulative project is
implemented.
Other aspects of the Draft BA besides River flow changes (evaluated above) are not expected
to result in significant water quality impacts. Less frequent breaching of the sandbar in
October when discharge is occurring will not affect the concentration of recycled water or
water quality impacts as evaluated in this EIR. The remaining components of the Draft BA
(flood and erosion control, habitat restoration and institutional arrangements) are intended to
enhance environmental conditions and would thus not exacerbate impacts of IRWP
alternatives.
Response to Comment 533-56
Comment Summary: The comment provides references to three publications—one on
endocrine disruptors, one on effects of low oxygen levels, and one on the precautionary
principle—that appeared in March and June 2003 and asks that this information be
considered in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR has acknowledged that endocrine disruptors such as ethynylestradiol, which is
discussed in the first article, may present problems, but there are no state or federal standards
for either human health or aquatic life for this chemical. It is thus not possible to evaluate the
potential effects. However, as noted in Appendix I.2, reverse osmosis is very effective at
removing these compounds. The Draft EIR has evaluated the impacts of discharge on
dissolved oxygen (D.O.) levels in the Russian River, and the impact of discharge was
considered to be significant. Mitigation Measure 3.5.3. Adjust pH and D.O in Recycled
Water Prior to Discharge to the Russian River is proposed to ensure that oxygen levels meet
Basin Plan objectives. Impacts to fish from low oxygen levels would thus not be expected.
Regarding the precautionary principle, this is not a comment on the Draft EIR, but the
information presented in the comment will be made available to decisionmakers for their
consideration in selecting a combination of alternatives.
Response to Comment 533-57
Comment Summary: The comment provides several statements about the occurrence of
pesticides in wastewater, irrigation water, and the Russian River; measurement of pesticides;
and their fate in the environment. The comment cites a court order directing EPA to protect
salmon from pesticides. It also notes that the National Marine Fisheries Service found that
as little as 1 to 10 parts per billion can harm the nervous system of fish and that some studies
have indicated that some chemicals biomagnify and may act synergistically. The comment
then asks several questions which are listed below:
a. What assurance can Santa Rosa make that the chemicals found in their wastewater
will not enter the drinking water supply?
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b. What potential harm to aquatic life may occur?
c. What monitoring will be done for these chemicals at the point of discharge?
d. At each of the downriver water supply intakes?
e. What opportunities for infiltration in wells along the Laguna may occur?
f. What monitoring has occurred in those wells for these various constituents?
g. What monitoring is done by the various different water suppliers on the river?
h. What are the range of pesticides in the irrigation and wastewater?
i. What is the range of pesticides in the Laguna and in the Russian River?
j. How do those chemical interact with one another to expand total toxicity?
k. Have there been any studies on this in the Russian River and what have they found?
l. How might IRWP discharges, direct, indirect, and irrigated, increase the load of
pesticides to which the fish are exposed?
m. Would the City consider fish studies to determine exposure to endocrine disruptors as
a mitigation, and if not, why not?
n. Why not use the same units of measurements for all charts? It is confusing to switch
from ug/L to mg/L.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Recycled water meets drinking water criteria for all constituents except nitrate and
nitrite. As noted in the Public Health and Safety section beginning on page 4.7-72 of
the Draft EIR, “Direct discharge of recycled water into the Laguna de Santa Rosa
(Option 6A) or the Russian River (Option 6B) would not adversely affect water
quality at drinking water sources and would not adversely affect human health via
other potential exposure pathways.” Indirect discharge has a potential to increase
nitrate levels in wells near the point of discharge, but Mitigation Measure 3.3.9, Well
Protection Program, is proposed to address this problem. Adverse effects to drinking
water supplies are thus not expected.
b. Potential effects on water quality and aquatic life are addressed in Section 4.6, Water
Quality, and Section 4.8, Biological Resources, respectively. Although a significant
unavoidable impact from cyanide was identified in the Water Quality section, no
evidence exists that the cyanide in recycled water has adversely impacted aquatic life.
As discussed in the Biological Resources section, studies were conducted and a 5year data set showed that steelhead adults migrated through a wide range of recycled
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water concentrations (up to 70 percent), and that there was no significant relationship
between recycled water concentration and the occurrence of migrating fish.
Furthermore, data collected in reference streams which did not receive effluent
showed that steelhead were not more numerous in the absence of discharges. In
addition, the evaluation in Appendix J.7, Ecological Risk Assessment, indicated that
the ecological risk to aquatic life of cyanide in recycled water is less than significant.
Therefore, significant impacts on aquatic life were not projected. Table 4.6-2
presents data on recycled water quality, which is regularly monitored as part of the
City’s NPDES permit. However, measurements are typically taken at the treatment
plant, not at the point of discharge.
c. The Sonoma County Water Agency regularly monitors water quality. Data on the
quality of their water is presented in the Draft EIR in Table 4.7-2. The Draft EIR
does not propose additional monitoring at their water intakes, because no adverse
impacts are projected.
d. Potential effects on wells are addressed in Section 4.5, Groundwater. As noted there,
direct discharge is not expected to affect wells because during the discharge season
water flows from the groundwater basin into the Laguna. The Draft EIR does note
the potential for indirect discharge to affect wells; however, indirect discharge is not
proposed along the Laguna. Refer also to Response to Comment 533-41a.
e. Monitoring of wells along the Laguna de Santa Rosa has not occurred as part of the
IRWP.
f. Results of water quality monitoring performed by municipal water suppliers are
presented in the Draft EIR in Table 4.7-2.
g. Table 4.6-1 on page 4.6-10 of the Draft EIR presents data on detectable organic
compounds in recycled water.
h. Data on water quality in the Laguna and Russian River (including any detectable
levels of pesticides) are presented in Tables 4.6-5 and 4.6-6, respectively. The tables
are presented beginning on page 4.6-18 of the Draft EIR.
i. The City recognizes that synergism is a source of uncertainty in the current risk
assessment methodology and that the EPA revisits and updates the methodology as
new information becomes available. Because the underlying molecular and cellular
mechanisms are not well understood, no scientific consensus has been reached on
how to account for these interactions in predictive risk assessment equations. The
lack of information makes it inappropriate to assign quantitative values for use in risk
equations—actual risk values may be higher or lower. The risk assessment
methodology addresses interactions by adding together the risk factors when chemical
have similar effects.
j. The City is not aware of studies of interactions of chemicals in the Russian River.
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k. Levels of detected organic constituents in recycled water are below both chronic and
acute CTR criteria. Discharges of recycled water are thus not expected to expose fish
to adverse effects from pesticides.
l. Because there is no water quality standard for endocrine disruptors, no significant
effects associated with exposure to endocrine disruptors have been identified, and no
mitigation for endocrine disruptors is required. The comment’s proposal to conduct
fish studies on endocrine disruptors is noted, but is beyond the scope of the IRWP
EIR.
m. The Draft EIR uses appropriate units for reporting data. Generally data are reported
in terms of µg/L. For constituents that are present in larger quantities, expressing
terms in µg/L would result in extremely large numbers that may be difficult to read.
When this occurs, the data are reported in terms of mg/L. For example, maximum
levels of sodium in recycled water are expressed as 108 mg/L, instead of 108,000
µg/L. The City believes that this makes tables easier to read.
Response to Comment 533-58
Comment Summary: The comment states that risk assessment studies have been discredited
by the scientific community and urges that the City of Santa Rosa apply the “precautionary
principle” to the decision-making process when choosing alternatives.
Widely accepted risk assessment methods have been used in evaluating impacts, and these
methods have not been discredited. However, the City could adopt an alternative
significance threshold, including a threshold that regards any uncertainty as cause for finding
an impact significant. Such a threshold, however, would be difficult to apply, because EIRs
invariably involve a degree of forecasting about future effects. The City therefore feels that
the current significance thresholds are appropriate. The information presented in the
comment will be made available to decision makers for their consideration in selecting a
combination of alternatives.
Response to Comment 533-59
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the significance criterion for flooding, which
uses compliance with dam safety standards as a criterion, was applied to created wetlands.
The comment suggests that it was evaluated by mistake.
The same significance criteria were applied to all alternatives even those for which there was
no impact, as is the case for created wetlands and flooding impacts. The Draft EIR concludes
that there is no impact of flooding based on the significance criterion used in the evaluation.
Response to Comment 533-60
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR is incorrect in saying that the
Laguna Plant effluent would not cause existing concentrations of cysts and coliform in the
Russian River to increase. The comment also states that the Draft EIR attempts to change
Basin Plan regulations, while deferring to other agency’s regulations.
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The concentrations of cysts and coliform bacteria in the Russian River are higher than those
present in the recycled water. Thus, discharge would not cause concentrations to increase.
The discharge would add water to the river, so although the number of pathogens would
increase, the concentration would not. It is not clear from the comment what other agency’s
regulations are being referenced as mitigation for impacts. The Draft EIR is not attempting
to change Basin Plan regulations, although it does recommend that the City apply for a Basin
Plan Amendment in Mitigation Measure 3.5.11, Basin Plan Amendment for Discharge of
Secondary Effluent. The EIR evaluates consistency with the Basin Plan in Section 4.6,
Water Quality.
Response to Comment 533-61
Comment Summary: The Russian River Action Plan is not mentioned in the Draft EIR as a
cumulative project. The Russian River Action Plan proposes a reduction of 60 to 80 percent
reduction in Russian River flow. The proposed flow reduction associated with The Russian
River Action Plan should be evaluated.
On June 13, 2003, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Sonoma County Water Agency
issued the Russian River Draft Biological Assessment Part 1 (COE and SCWA, 2003).
Section 3.2.3 of the Draft BA provides the most recent description of the proposed Russian
River flow regime. The City agrees that it is a cumulative project that should be considered.
See Response to Comment 533-55.
Response to Comment 533-62
Comment Summary: The comment asks what are the likely health effects and general effects
on the river environment caused by the interaction between the proposed reduced flows in
the Russian River between June and October and the IRWP.
Discharge under the IRWP would be limited to the current discharge season which extends
from October 1 through May 14, so impacts of the project would generally not interact with
the potential flow reductions. Overlap would only occur during the month of October.
During October, the lowest flows in the river would actually increase under the Russian
River Action Plan. Significant effects on the environment are thus not expected. In addition,
the Human Health Risk Assessment has considered exposure to 100% recycled water as the
worst case, so reductions in flows would not affect that analysis. Also see Response to
Comment 533-55.
Response to Comment 533-63
Comment Summary: The comment asks how water delivery and therefore the amount of
wastewater generated might be affected in reference to the Russian River Action Plan, Phase
2 of the Sonoma County Water Agency, and whether a lack of water could curtail the amount
of growth anticipated and therefore the need for the IRWP
It is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR to speculate as to whether the amount of growth
might be affected by the Russian River Action Plan. However, the Russian River Action
Plan has considered a variety of mechanisms for ensuring that water deliveries can continue
to meet demand, even if flows in the Russian River are reduced. In any case, the Russian
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River Action Plan has not been adopted, and it would not be prudent for the IRWP to change
it capacity analysis in response. As stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, the Court of
Appeal’s decision in County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76
Cal.App.4th 931 holds that growth decisions must be made in the first instance by cities and
counties when they adopt their general plans, and agencies that provide essential
infrastructure necessary to serve that growth must base their planning efforts on growth
authorized by approved general plans. If the effect of the Russian River Action Plan would
be to reduce water delivery to the Subregional System communities, it would be the
responsibilities of the communities, through their General Plan process, to determine the
effect on growth within their jurisdictions. Should the communities revise their General
Plans, the Subregional System would then assess what effect the General Plan changes would
have on future wastewater flows and treatment needs. If, in response to reductions in water
supply or other factors, the member jurisdictions amend their General Plans to reduce the
level of growth authorized under those plans, then the amount of wastewater treatment
needed could likewise decrease. It would be inappropriate, however, to speculate about
whether, when or how such changes in land-use policy might occur.
Response to Comment 533-64
Comment Summary: The comment mentions that sediment in the Laguna is being studied in
the Laguna by the Corps of Engineers and that the Laguna is filling with sediment affecting
flood impacts downstream as well as contributing sediment to the Russian River. The
comment also states that a large plume of sediment enters the river from the Laguna causing
long lasting and large amounts of suspended materials that is detrimental to fishing. How do
Santa Rosa’s discharges contribute to this? To what extent does over irrigation cause
biostimulatory substances to be released into the Laguna and cause the lower river to have a
large amount of algae all summer and extensive amounts of sediment all winter? To what
extent has Santa Rosa’s discharge contributed to these conditions?
The impact of IRWP discharge on erosion is evaluated in Chapter 4.4 on page 4.4-29 and in
Appendix G.1. The impact of discharge on TDS, settleable material and suspended material
in the Laguna and Russian is evaluated in Chapter 4.6, page 4.6-64. The impact of discharge
on biostimulatory substances on the Laguna and the Russian River is evaluated in Chapter
4.6 on pages4.6-64 through -69. Irrigation will not contribute to erosion or biostimulatory
substances since irrigation water will not reach surface waters, per Mitigation Measure 3.2.4.
Response to Comment 533-65
Comment Summary: The comment states that feasibility of mitigation to avoid impacts on
threatened, endangered and special status species has not been demonstrated because there
is insufficient detail about how avoidance and compensation would work.
Biological impacts have been evaluated at a program level. At this point in project
development it is not possible to provide additional detail about proposed mitigation. The
City has committed to a variety of mitigation measure to ensure that impacts to special status
species would be reduced to less than significant. These include, Measure 3.2.19, Minimize
Conversion of Visible Timberlands; and Mitigation Measures 3.3.10, Avoid Loss of
Endangered Biological Resources and their Habitats; 3.3.11, Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
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Species; 3.3.12, Avoid Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities; 3.3.13,
Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife Migration or Travel Corridors; 3.4.1, Protect Active Raptor
Nests; and 3.4.2, Avoid Loss of Protected Species, Candidate Species, and Species of Special
Concern. Additional detail about potential impacts and implementation of mitigation
measures would be developed when a specific project is identified. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Under CEQA, avoiding an impact and providing compensation for an impact are both
recognized forms of mitigation. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15370.) Facilities would be cited to
avoid impacts to the extent feasible. If impacts to biological resources could not be avoided,
then compensation would be provided in the form of habitat restoration or similar activities.
Precise impacts, and the appropriate compensation or avoidance, would be determined at the
project-specific level as a particular project component is implemented, and project-specific
CEQA analysis will occur at that time. It is conceivable that significant impacts to biological
impacts could not be avoided or substantially lessened; if so, the project-specific analysis will
disclose that fact. See also Response to Comment 533-30.
Response to Comment 533-66
Comment Summary: The comment questions the need for 300 miles of pipeline for North
County Agricultural Irrigation, as stated on page 4.8-70 of the Draft EIR, while on page 2-47
it cites needing 100 miles.
The City appreciates the request for correction, and the following changes are made in the
Draft EIR:
Page 2-47:
The approximate length of the distribution system pipeline required to serve each area
would be:
•

North County
- Alexander Valley Floor – 237168,000 linear feet
- Alexander Valley Bench – 10069,000 linear feet
- Alexander Valley North – 455323,000 linear feet
- Dry Creek Valley – 496352,000 linear feet
- Russian River Area – 296210,000 linear feet

•

East of Rohnert Park – 7958,000 linear feet

Page 12, Appendix N.2, TM 5, insert after the last paragraph under the heading, Agricultural
Reuse Costs:
The total length of the distribution system pipelines for the acreage listed in Table
1 could be as much as 212 miles. Additional piping may be required to connect
the distribution system to individual irrigation sites. The cost of this additional
piping is not included as part of the distribution system cost. However, for the
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purpose of estimating environmental impacts, it is estimated that the total length
of delivery pipeline, including pipelines to individual irrigation sites, could be as
much as 300 miles.
Response to Comment 533-67
Comment Summary: The comment asks for clarification regarding the improvements at
Delta Pond and asks why construction could affect raptor nests. The comment also states
that the Delta property is described as being highly disturbed with no native or special-status
plant communities; is this what happens at a site of wastewater infrastructure and if so how
can the recommended mitigation of the Draft EIR be trusted.
The comment correctly cites the facilities that would be included in the Delta Pond
Improvements. There is no additional construction planned as part of the improvements
beyond that identified in the Draft EIR. While the construction activities are minimal, the
impact evaluation on page 4.8-107 of the Draft EIR has recognized that “The riparian
corridor along Santa Rosa Creek adjacent to the Delta Pod is lined with many large trees that
may serve as nesting habitat for several raptor species.” Although construction would not
result in the removal of any trees, many raptors are sensitive to the type of noise and activity
that would occur during construction, so page 4.8-107 acknowledges that “Construction
activities at the Delta Pond may cause the loss of active raptor nests through adult birds
abandoning their nest as a result of construction near an active nest during the breeding
season.” Mitigation Measure 3.4.1, Protect Active Raptor Nests, is proposed to avoid this
impact.
The Laguna Plant and Delta Pond are sites that are actively managed and operated as part of
a large wastewater treatment facility. Both sites are therefore essentially industrial in nature.
The activities at large portions of these sites are not consistent with the maintenance of
natural habitat. Nevertheless, considerable natural habitat is present at sites of other
wastewater infrastructure (e.g. Kelly Farm Wetland, LaFranchi marsh, Laguna wetland). The
City will adopt a Mitigation Monitoring Program for any project implemented as part of the
IRWP, and will commit to implementation of the mitigation measures that are adopted as
part of the project.
Response to Comment 533-68
Comment Summary: The comment asks for an evaluation of synergistic effects of exposure to
more than one chemical on wildlife. It also asks whether additive effects of chemicals will be
adequately mitigated if compensation is the mitigation means.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-57j.
Response to Comment 533-69
Comment Summary: The comment questions the recycled wastewater volumes used in Table
5-1 in comparison with data presented in the Technical Memoranda.
As noted on page 2 of the Draft EIR, Appendix N.1, TM 2, “The year 2000 was used as a
benchmark because it is the most recent year for which population data are available.” The
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rationale for estimating results from indoor water efficiency improvements is presented in
TM No. 2.
The following explanation of the inclusion of City-metered wells in the Urban Reuse
Alternative is provided on page 7 of TM 4:
The existing annual demand for potable water was determined from year 2000 Utility
account records for active irrigation meters only. The number of existing irrigation
meters for given demand ranges is shown in Table 2. The associated annual demands
have been converted to average annual demands based on the ratio of year 2000
NetETo (29.5 in/yr) to average-year NetETo (32.8 in/yr). There are a total of 1,260
irrigation meters that have an average annual demand of 915 MG/yr. During the
analysis conducted for this TM, it was determined that it was not cost-effective to
include all irrigation meters in the proposed urban reuse system. The total average
annual demand of 720 MG/yr for the irrigation meters included in the urban reuse
system, as shown in Table 1, represents 79 percent of the 915 MG/yr available.
Industrial reuse, in addition to gravel processing, was considered as follows on pages 11 and
13 of TM 13. Note that the Urban Reuse Alternative includes industrial reuse within the
Subregional System boundaries.
If recycled water were to be provided for recycling purposes, small industrial users
might be able to utilize recycled water via the new infrastructure of other program
alternatives, such as agricultural or urban water recycling.
To identify other potential industrial water recycling projects, the Hazardous
Materials Project Assessment for the Geysers Pipeline (Winzler & Kelly, 2000) was
reviewed. The study included a site inventory of all facilities that use potentially
hazardous materials within 1,000 feet of the pipeline alignment. Four potential users
of industrial water were identified and contacted; all are located in Healdsburg. In
May 2002, the four firms stated that they do not use significant amounts of water in
their operations. Therefore, these four companies will not be considered further for
industrial recycling.
A fifth potential industrial recycling site is a concrete batch plant south of Healdsburg
in the vicinity of the Syar gravel processing facility that is currently not in production.
There are no current plans to resume operations. This facility is, therefore, not
considered further as an industrial recycling option.
Refer to Response to Comment 525-30 for further explanation of the City’s investigation of
other urban industrial reuse.
The EIR does not restrict I&I reduction to 5 percent. However, there is currently insufficient
data to determine how much additional I&I reduction can be achieved cost-effectively. The
City is continuing to develop this information.
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Response to Comment 533-70
Comment Summary: The comment questions data used to determine average dry weather
flow: 2000 flows used as the baseline year; the addition of .39 mgd Oakmont; the addition of
.05 mgd for Cotati; and the 1996 report on wastewater flows should have been updated and
compared to wet-weather water supply volumes.
ADWF metered at the Laguna Plant during 2002 was 16.2 mgd. However, dry weather flow
for Oakmont is 0.39 mgd, and unmetered flows are estimated to be 0.07 mgd for landfill
leachate and 0.14 mgd for septage. Therefore, to be on an equivalent basis with 18.1 mgd
during 2000, these additional flows must be added to 16.2 mgd, for a total of 16.8 mgd. This
represents a difference of 6.1 percent rather than 9.5 percent. During the period of 2000 to
2002, there was a significant drop in employment population. However, it would not be
prudent to rely on transient conditions for future flow projections. The City estimates it has
now realized almost the full benefit from its indoor water conservation program. Future
water use reductions would likely result from outdoor water conservation, which does not
affect plant flow. Please refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 Capacity.
The 0.39 mgd for Oakmont is relevant because it is part of the system-wide dry weather flow.
During winter, the Oakmont plant is turned off and all Oakmont flow goes to the Laguna
Plant. During spring, summer, and fall, the Oakmont system is weather dependent and
cannot be relied upon for disposal because there is no storage. If there is rain and the golf
course cannot irrigate, flows are returned to the sewer system for treatment at the Laguna
Plant.
Flows from each of the Subregional partner’s sewer systems are metered individually.
During 2000, there was a malfunction of one of the Cotati meters. The 0.05 mgd was a onetime correction factor.
The 1996 report referenced in the comment was a detailed analysis of winter water meter
data used to determine the split between residential and commercial/industrial flow
components. This detailed analysis was cited in TM 1 because there was no reason to expect
much change in this flow split. The City has since compared the ratio of number of
residential accounts to number of commercial/industrial accounts and has verified that this
ratio changed less than one-half of one percent during the period from 1996 to 2002.
The City of Santa Rosa thus does not agree that the ADWF increment is overestimated.
Response to Comment 533-71
Comment Summary: The comment includes a number of questions about Technical Memo
#2: Indoor Water Conservation. The questions are summarized below:
a. The environmental benefits of Indoor Water Conservation on water supplies should
be included in the Draft EIR and that Indoor Water Conservation can save more than
what is projected in Technical Memorandum 2 Indoor Water Conservation.
b. The EIR should evaluate going beyond CUWCC BMPs and quantify cost savings to
ratepayers.
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c. Even small decreases in residential demand could significantly reduce the
incremental wastewater.
d. A much more detailed evaluation of CII demand is merited.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Evaluation of benefits of water conservation on water supply sources is outside the
scope of the IRWP EIR.
b. The discussion of water conservation is limited to the CUWCC MOU Best
Management Practices due to the fact that these are the BMPs to which the
Subregional partners are committed at this time. While some of the cities may plan to
go beyond the requirements of the MOU, those goals are not available at this time,
and there may or may not be industry standards by which to measure the success of
such programs. The MOU provides measurement and evaluation tools for each of the
14 BMPs included in the program.
The City of Santa Rosa, while focusing its efforts on outdoor water conservation in
future years, will not be abandoning its indoor water conservation programs. The
City still plans on implementing the indoor water conservation BMPs, however, they
do not plan on increasing their efforts or implementing any new aspects of those
programs.
The Subregional Partners are currently committed to implementing the 14 BMPs
included in the CUWCC’s MOU. Going beyond this at this point or in the near future
is unlikely due to cost-effectiveness and implementation considerations. It has been
demonstrated that the CUWCC’s 14 BMPs are amongst the most cost-effective, and
that for other BMPs, it is more difficult to quantify savings and the costs of the
program.
c. The EIR has provided general cost data as an information item, however, alternative
costs are not pertinent to environmental impacts, and it is outside the scope of the
IRWP EIR to perform detailed evaluation of net costs of conservation programs.
The amount of savings from water conservation efforts for both water and sewer
volumes are shown on Tables 1 and 2 in TM 2 in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR.
d. This evaluation was a program-level evaluation, not a project-specific evaluation.
This TM quantifies savings based on BMPs currently being performed, as well as
those from the CUWCC’s MOU that are planned for future implementation. Each
city can choose to implement additional BMPs, if they wish, which would result in
additional savings. However, no information was available to suggest that any of the
Subregional partners were planning on doing this.
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Response to Comment 533-72
Comment Summary: The comment states that Technical Memorandum 3 Laguna Plant
Upgrade implies that previous EIR’s were inadequate and identifies various Laguna Plant
Upgrade costs. The comment further suggests that these costs could be avoided if Indoor
Water Conservation and I&I Reduction were implemented.
It is unclear to which EIRs the comment is referring. If the comment is referring to the
Subregional Long-Term Wastewater Project EIR/EIS it is not inadequate and has been
proven to be adequate in a court of law. The Long-Term EIR did not evaluate the adequacy
of treatment processes at the Laguna Plant. The options suggested for potential flow
reductions could be a part of future studies.
Response to Comment 533-73
Comment Summary: The comment identifies issues that the commentor feels should have
been covered in Urban Reuse: CII users; irrigation of evergreen trees; gray water reuse for
CII users, black water treatment, and reductions in water supply.
Commercial irrigation meters were considered in the analysis. Analysis done for Technical
Memorandum 13 did not identify any candidate industrial users of recycled water except
gravel processors. Irrigation is typically the largest water use that can be replaced by
recycled water in an urban setting.
The reason that 100 percent of irrigation meters were not considered is that it was assumed
not to be reasonable to build infrastructure to every corner of the City, but rather to serve
areas that were more cost effective.
Planting of large numbers of evergreen trees in the urban environment is not considered
practical. The intent is to irrigate turf and landscaping, which is typically part of the urban
setting. If redwood trees are planted as part of landscaping, volumes estimates in the Draft
EIR would be adequate. Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse.
Also please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Significant industrial users were not identified for urban reuse, and the ones that were
checked (such as Agilent) already had a reuse system in place. If such users are identified in
the future, they can be included in the program.
Black water treatment would be difficult to implement. The urban setting is already sewered,
and will likely remain that way. Reverting to leach fields and septic systems would likely be
unacceptable to the typical urban user and regulators. The soils in Sonoma County are not
generally well suited for septic systems. These soil conditions lead to higher levels of septic
system maintenance and increase costs. Therefore, it is assumed that in an urban setting,
implementing a program to disconnect customers from a sewer system which has been in use
for years will not be acceptable.
Some additional attributes of black water systems are discussed as follows: The systems
would remove sewer flow from the sewer collection system and would therefore be
beneficial because of the reduced flow to the Laguna Plant. However, the potential impacts

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 533-60

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

could include impacts on residential water wells and to quality of stormwater runoff due to
failing leach fields. There would also be impacts from leach field installation throughout the
City. In terms of reliability, experience in unsewered areas of Sonoma County has shown that
septic systems are largely unreliable and fail in performance on a regular basis, potentially
degrading local water quality. Sonoma County has had to require more expensive mound
systems in many areas because of the unsuitability of soils. Mound systems in an urban
setting would have numerous visual impacts. These systems would also not be cost effective
in contrast to a public-owned collection and treatment system where conditions are more
controlled and regulated. Finally, the Laguna Plant currently receives and processes hauled
septage from septic users in the county; implementation of urban black water would increase
this septage hauling to the Laguna Plant, so the black water systems would only partially
reduce the loading on the Laguna Plant.
The urban reuse program at its maximum, as presented in the Draft EIR, is an extensive
program by almost any measure, and it would be difficult to achieve significantly greater
results in terms of reuse volume.
Response to Comment 533-74
Comment Summary: The comment asks various questions regarding the costs and discharge
volume numbers used in Technical Memorandum 8 Discharge.
Both the 1% and 5% limits on discharge have been considered; a new Mitigation Measure
has been added: 3.5.10 Exception to Allow Discharge Exceeding One Percent of Receiving
Water Flow. The need to change compliance regulations for each of the discharge options is
discussed in Chapter 4.6 Water Quality.
No attempt has been made in the EIR to segregate costs to new or existing users. This will
be covered in the economics analysis for the Recycled Water Master Plan. Implementation of
the California Toxics Rule is currently in a state of flux. Depending on the outcome of this
regulatory uncertainty, advanced membrane treatment may or may not be required.
Therefore, example discharge options have been shown that do not require advanced
membrane treatment in order to reflect a full range of outcomes.
No attempt has been made in the EIR to segregate costs to new or existing users. This will be
covered in the economics analysis for the Recycled Water Master Plan.
It has been assumed in the cost estimates for Options B and C that flow measurement would
be required.
The cost ranges in Tables 5 and 6 compare the minimum cost for the near outfall with the
maximum cost for the far outfall.
Response to Comment 533-75
Comment Summary: The comment recommends various options to include in industrial
recycling: on-site recycling of industrial water; direct application of Laguna Plant reclaimed
water; on-site pre-treatment of wastewater.
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Industrial reuse, in addition to gravel processing, was considered as follows on pages 11 and
13 of the Draft EIR, Appendix N.2, Technical Memorandum No. 13. Note that the EIR does
not preclude future implementation of industrial reuse within the Subregional System
boundaries as part of the Urban Reuse Alternative, should potential users be identified.
If recycled water were to be provided for recycling purposes, small industrial users
might be able to utilize recycled water via the new infrastructure of other program
alternatives, such as agricultural or urban water recycling.
To identify other potential industrial water recycling projects, the Hazardous
Materials Project Assessment for the Geysers Pipeline (Winzler & Kelly, 2000) was
reviewed. The study included a site inventory of all facilities that use potentially
hazardous materials within 1,000 feet of the pipeline alignment. Four potential users
of industrial water were identified and contacted; all are located in Healdsburg. In
May 2002, the four firms stated that they do not use significant amounts of water in
their operations. Therefore, these four companies will not be considered further for
industrial recycling.
A fifth potential industrial recycling site is a concrete batch plant south of Healdsburg
in the vicinity of the Syar gravel processing facility that is currently not in production.
There are no current plans to resume operations. This facility is, therefore, not
considered further as an industrial recycling option.
Additional industrial recycling users have not been identified at this time. Therefore,
industrial water use reduction of the magnitude estimated in the comment is not considered
feasible.
Response to Comment 533-76
Comment Summary: The comment asks for information on basis of flow parameters and how
I&I reduction would vary in wet and dry years. The comment also states that the Draft EIR
fails to consider or underestimates the potential for Infiltration and Inflow improvements to
reduce wastewater dishcarge.
Please refer to Response to Comment 525-29.
Response to Comment 533-77
Comment Summary: The commentor asks a series of questions related to the regression
equation used to evaluate I&I.
a. the details of the formulation of the regression equation is not presented, as well
as several issues with regard to the validity of the data set used to formulate the
regression equation,
b. I&I should decrease to insignificant levels when wastewater flows approach
ADWF values, and that I&I reduction may affect the validity of the regression
equation.
c. additional scenarios could provide more specific details,
d. a simulation model to represent conservation options may be useful.
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e. Further, there is a comment on additional analyses/scenarios.
Refer to Response to Comment 525-25.
Response to Comment 533-78
Comment Summary: The comment laments the length of the review process and suggests that
60 days should have been the minimum. Given a longer review period the commentor could
have provided additional comments.
Refer to Master Response F - Time for Review and Availability of the Document.
Response to Comment 533-79
Comment Summary: The comment supports a more aggressive conservation and I&I
program plus gradual expansion of an urban irrigation program.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 533-80
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR mitigation is vague, repetitive
and inadequate, and questions the use of avoidance and compensation as mitigation. The
comment also suggests that the mitigation ratings are routine and fail to assess the impacts
of the components.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-65 regarding avoidance and compensation
measures for biological resources impacts. With regard to the mitigation ratings it is unclear
as to what the commentor is referring. The mitigation measures where not “rated.” If the
commentor is referring to the Evaluation Criteria, the City disagrees. Policy documents from
eleven local jurisdictions, as well as numerous regulatory agencies, were reviewed in
developing the extensive criteria used in the analysis.
Response to Comment 533-81
Comment Summary: This comment is the list of attachments.
Refer to Responses to Comments 533-82 through 533-99 for the responses to the
attachments.
Response to Comment 533-82
Comment Summary: The comment, which is an attachment to Letter 533 includes tables
regarding flow and population growth, with comments on the tables. The comment also
includes a copy of page 2-7 from the Draft EIR.
Although the comment is not clear, Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity may
provide the response the commentor is requesting.
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Response to Comment 533-83
Comment Summary: The comment is a chart from the Regional system’s annual report that
shows the irrigation for the last 15 years which is an attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-5 which addresses the comment which references
the chart.
Response to Comment 533-84
Comment Summary: The comment is a Press Democrat article from June 16, 2003 which is
an attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-7 which addresses the comment which references
the article.
Response to Comment 533-85
Comment Summary: The comment is minutes from the March 27, 2003 meeting of the
Regional Water Board which is an attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-8 which addresses the comment which references
the minutes.
Response to Comment 533-86
Comment Summary: The comment is a letter from Miles Ferris to John Short dated 23
September 2002 which is an attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-8 which addresses the comment which references
the letter.
Response to Comment 533-87
Comment Summary: The comment is a contract for Craig Johns which is an attachment to
Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-8 which addresses the comment which references
the contract.
Response to Comment 533-88
Comment Summary: The comment is an attachment entitled “Water weed, mosquito link to
be studies in Laguna.
The attachment is referenced in comment 533-26. Please refer to Response to Comment
533-26.
Response to Comment 533-89
Comment Summary: The comment is a letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services to the
Town of Windsor.
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The attachment is referenced in comment 533-30. Please refer to Response to Comment
533-30.
Response to Comment 533-90
Comment Summary: The comment is a USGS study titled “Processes Affecting the
Trihalomethane Concentrations Associated with the Third Injection, Storage, and Recovery
Test at Lancaster, Antelope Valley, California, March 1988 through April 1999”, which is an
attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-38a, which addresses the comment which
referenced the study.
Response to Comment 533-91
Comment Summary: The comment is a letter to Celeste Cantu of the State Board from Alexis
Strauss of the EPA which is an attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-43 which addresses the comment which references
the letter.
Response to Comment 533-92
Comment Summary: The comment is a Regional Water Board summary of recommended
beneficial use changes for the Russian River and the Laguna which is an attachment to Letter
533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-43 which addresses the comment which references
the Regional Water Board summary of recommended beneficial use changes.
Response to Comment 533-93
Comment Summary: The comment is a summary of permit violations for the City of Santa
Rosa Laguna Subregional Facilities for April 1995 through March 2000 which is an
attachment to Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-48 which addresses the comment which references
the Regional Water Board summary of recommended beneficial use changes.
Response to Comment 533-94
Comment Summary: The comment is a report “Phosphate Loading and Eutrophication in the
Laguna de Santa Rosa” by Daniel Wickham and Robert Rawson which is an attachment to
Letter 533.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-50 which addresses the comment which references
the report.
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Response to Comment 533-95
Comment Summary: The comment is an article entitled “Spawning Trouble – Synthetic
estrogen hampers trout fertility.”
The attachment is referenced in comment 533-56. Please refer to Response to Comment
533-56.
Response to Comment 533-96
Comment Summary: The comment is an article entitled “Sexual Hang-up – Fish hormones
change when oxygen is scarce”.
The attachment is referenced in comment 533-56. Please refer to Response to Comment
533-56.
Response to Comment 533-97
Comment Summary: The comment includes a memo entitled “Precautionary Principle
Becomes Law in San Francisco”, an article entitled “Russian River faces sharp summer cut”
and an article entitled “Plant imperils Laguna”.
The attachment on the precautionary principle is referenced in comment 533-56. Please refer
to Response to Comment 533-56. Please refer to Response to Comment 533-61 regarding
potential flow reductions. Please refer to Response to Comment 533-26 regarding vector
control.
Response to Comment 533-98
Comment Summary: The comment is a memo entitled “Judge orders EPA to protect salmon
from pesticides”.
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-45, which addresses the comment which
references the report. Please also refer to Response to Comment 533-57 item l regarding
pesticides.
Response to Comment 533-99
Comment Summary: This comment is a report “Hold the Flow! Commercial, Industrial, and
Institutional Water Efficiency Program for the City of Petaluma.”
Please refer to Response to Comment 533-71 which addresses the comment which references
the report.
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COMMENT LETTER 534, SEAN SWIFT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE
BISHOP’S RANCH
Response to Comment 534-1
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the letter be added to the public record and
thanks the City for the opportunity to comment.
This letter has been included in the Final EIR. The City appreciates the commentor’s input
on the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 534-2
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR raises as many questions as it
answers and is more a tool for internal use to help staff identify directions for further study.
Please Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data and Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 534-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the Program EIR will be used and when
supplemental CEQA review would be required. The comment also asks about permitting
requirements for future reservoir projects.
The Program EIR will be used to make broad, planning-level decisions about which
alternatives the City will pursue to fill their Purpose and Need for the Program.. Projectspecific CEQA documentation will be prepared for any projects proposed under the IRWP to
evaluate the environmental effects of implementation. Project-specific environmental
documents will be prepared when the City decides to proceed with a Program. As shown in
Table 2-15 on page 2-88 of the Draft EIR, several agencies would need to issue permits prior
to construction of a reservoir. Permits could not be issued until site-specific environmental
review has been conducted.
Response to Comment 534-4
Comment Summary: The comment states successful land application of wastewater is
dependent on the variable soils and conditions at different sites. Thus success depends on a
number of factors at the chosen site or sites.
The City agrees with the comment. Mitigation Measure 3.2.4 Implement BMPs for Runoff,
Erosion, and Agricultural Chemical Use specifies that City of Santa Rosa will implement
BMPs for runoff and erosion control and for agricultural chemical application on properties
receiving recycled water for irrigation or frost control taking into account site specific
conditions. More detailed site-specific analysis will be conducted when specific projects are
selected for implementation. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project
EIR Studies.
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Response to Comment 534-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that more details are needed to determine if
agricultural irrigation is a superior option.
Refer to Master Response B – Use of Data and Master Response G - Program versus Project
EIR Studies.
Response to Comments 534-6 and 7
Comment Summary: The comment asks about the water re-use project being proposed by the
Sonoma County Water Agency and the Coalition for Sustainable Agriculture, and why the
details of it are not included in the Draft EIR. The comment also suggests that because
details are missing from the document it can not help decision makers understand the project
and make a decision.
The referenced project is not part of the IRWP, but is proposed in the same area being
evaluated for the North County Agricultural Area Alternative. The SCWA project is
identified as a cumulative project in Appendix D of the Draft EIR and discussed on page 22
of the Draft Feasibility Report in Appendix N.2. Also refer to Master Response B – Use of
Data and Master Response G - Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 534-8
Comment Summary: The comment questions the availability and cost of the Draft EIR.
Refer to Response to Comment 533-1 and Master Response F – Time for Review and
Availability of the Document.
Response to Comment 534-9
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that the maps provided in the printed copy of the
Draft EIR are too general to provide for thorough understanding of the project impacts and
are thus inadequate for purposes of full public disclosure and use in decision-making.
Page 1-1 of the Draft EIR states that: “This EIR is a Program EIR under the provisions of
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. In recognition of this, the alternatives and components of
the IRWP have been developed at a conceptual level and environmental review will also be
at a conceptual level.” The document further states on page 1-1: “Because it is a Program
EIR, this document addresses the potential impacts and mitigation measures for the overall
program. As individual components are subsequently proposed for implementation as
projects within the scope of the IRWP, the City of Santa Rosa will then determine the
appropriate level of subsequent environmental review. . . The environmental review process
will comply with the CEQA requirements for public notice and review of all further
environmental documentation for IRWP projects, thus assuring that all interested parties will
have the opportunity to review and comment on the implementation of IRWP components.”
Therefore, the level of detail in the discussion and figures presented in the Draft EIR is at the
appropriate Program EIR level of detail to provide information for the public and decisionmakers to make informed conclusions on potential impacts and mitigation measures. More
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detailed environmental documentation will be prepared under CEQA requirements as
individual projects within the scope of the IRWP are brought forward for implementation.
Response to Comment 534-10
Comment Summary: The comment asserts that the accessibility of the document was not
adequate, and that the time period allowed for public review was insufficient.
Regarding document “accessibility” (public availability) and time for review, refer to
Response to Comment 533-1 and Master Response F – Time for Review and Availability of
the Document.
Response to Comment 534-11
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for receiving notice of the completion
of the Draft EIR and the public hearing in a timely manner.
The City appreciates the recognition of its noticing efforts.
Response to Comment 534-12
Comment Summary: The comment states that because of accessibility and time available
comments will be incomplete and will focus on some elements.
Refer to Response to Comment 534-8 and Master Response F - Time for Review and
Availability of the Document.
Response to Comment 534-13
Comment Summary: The comment asks what criteria will be followed for siting storage
reservoirs.
No specific storage sites have yet been identified. A preferred Program will be selected for
implementation upon completion of the programmatic EIR and IRWP Master Plan. When the
specific projects that constitute this Program are defined, the volume of additional storage
capacity needed to implement projects will be determined. Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR,
Technical Memorandum 6, Surface Storage, discusses factors that will determine siting and
configuration of surface water storage facilities. Factors that would be considered include,
but not necessarily limited to: land availability, geologic/seismic stability, visual sensitivities,
amount of irrigated land that can be removed from irrigation and dedicated to storage, cost of
private land, tree impacts, residences, watershed/drainage impacts, cultural resources
impacts, vernal pool (wetlands) impacts, construction cost, elevation and topography, and
California tiger salamander habitat. Pipeline length to connect to system will also be
considered. Project-specific CEQA documentation will be prepared for any projects
proposed under the IRWP to evaluate the environmental effects of implementation. The
evaluation would include geotechnical investigations of the suitability of the proposed
reservoir sites. The project-specific CEQA documents would identify any potential impacts
associated with development of proposed reservoirs, including potential geologic hazards
that could affect the structural integrity of the reservoirs and risks to public health and safety.
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Response to Comment 534-14
Comment Summary: The comment asks who will be responsible for repairing any landslides
that occur in storage reservoirs after stabilization measures are implemented during
construction.
Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.4, Slope Stabilization Design, on pages 3-45 and 3-46
of the Draft EIR. As noted there, there are extensive measures that would be implemented,
depending on their applicability to the site-specific conditions. The measures include
removal of unstable materials, including all landslide deposits affecting storage facilities.
The City is responsible for repairing any landslides on City-owned facilities, if they occurred.
Response to Comment 534-15
Comment Summary: The comment asks who will be responsible for repairing the siltation of
salmonid habitat in creeks adjacent to reservoir sites.
Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.2.3, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, on page 316 of the Draft EIR. All construction activities will be required to be conducted in such a
manner as to avoid siltation of adjacent streams. The City will be responsible for ensuring
that contractors comply with this measure.
Response to Comment 534-16
Comment Summary: The comment asks, with respect to reservoir sites, whether the
landowner will continue to own the land under the reservoir or will the City buy the land.
Neither the location nor the ownership of any reservoir sites has been determined. As
indicated on page 2-57 of the Draft EIR, the City may acquire land for construction of
reservoirs or build reservoirs on private property. However, it is also possible that individual
landowners may construct and own storage facilities for use of recycled water on their
property.
Response to Comment 534-17
Comment Summary: The comment asks who will be responsible if a dam fails.
The City would be responsible for any dams that are constructed by the Subregional System.
Individual landowners would be responsible for dams that they construct on their own
property. Dams may be under the jurisdiction of the Division of Safety of Dams.
Response to Comment 534-18
Comment Summary: The comment asks who will own the water in the reservoir.
The water is typically the Subregional System's, unless arrangements are made for
responsibility to be passed to other agencies or owners. Responsibilities for permitting of a
project would be defined as part of specific implementation.
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Response to Comment 534-19
Comment Summary: The comment asks what permits will be required before using the
wastewater for irrigation.
Permitting requirements for the IRWP are identified in the Draft EIR beginning on page 283. The Regional Board issues Waste Discharge Requirements for use of recycled water.
Response to Comment 534-20
Comment Summary: The comment asks who will carry insurance in case of flood or dam
failure.
Liability and insurance issues are beyond the scope of an EIR.
Response to Comment 534-21
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the costs for monitoring the irrigation sites are
included in the overall project cost.
Yes, the cost for monitoring the irrigation sites has been included.
Response to Comment 534-22
Comment Summary: The comment requests information on the potential erosion impacts
from the use of recycled water for irrigation when storm events occur as compared to runoff
from non-irrigated lands during storms. The comment asserts that the Franciscan Complex
soils in much of north Sonoma County are saturated in winter, and that runoff from soils
irrigated using recycled water will result in increased runoff and erosion.
Impacts from implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation component are discussed in Draft
EIR Section 4.4 Surface Water Hydrology, under Impacts 4.5.1 and 4.5.2. The analysis
concludes that there is a potential for significant streambank erosion and flooding impacts
from implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation component on land converted from nonagricultural to agricultural uses during irrigation and storm events. The Draft EIR
recommends implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3.8 - Flood Storage Management,
found on page 3-51. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measure would
mitigate potentially significant impacts to a level of less than significant.
Response to Comment 534-23
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR purposely does not include the
costs of pipelines to the reservoir and irrigation sites, and that given the huge amount of
infrastructure costs, it is unlikely that private funds will bear all the burden and that State,
Federal or other County sources will be used. The comment also asks how a true picture of
the costs of the projects to the public can be realized without this information.
The cost information for the IRWP Alternatives provided in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR
includes the costs of pipelines to reservoirs and irrigation sites. It should be noted that these
are planning-level estimated costs and that due to the uncertainty at this time about the final
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design of any of the alternatives, the cost estimates should be considered preliminary and
subject to revision. Neither project costs nor sources of funding are environmental issues
examined under the provisions of CEQA. The consideration of project costs and sources of
funding is part of the process of the selection of an alternative, which will occur after the EIR
is certified.
Response to Comment 534-24
Comment Summary: The comment states that impacts on native vegetation cannot be
determined until specific sites are identified for reservoir or irrigation projects, and enquires
about the process to evaluate this.
Site specific environmental documentation will be required and would be conducted if an
agricultural reuse project is proposed. The Program EIR, however, identifies the potential for
such impacts on pages 4.8-67 and 4.8-80 in the Biological Resources section (less than
significant with mitigation). Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project
EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 534-25
Comment Summary: The comment addresses issues on the future implementation of projects
under the IRWP – specifically will the City implement the first projects to come forward, will
there be an application period and process, and what would be the details and schedule of
such a process.
The comment does not address a physical environmental impact that can be examined in an
EIR under the provisions of CEQA. Instead, it asks about implementation that would be part
of a subsequent planning and implementation process. As stated on page 1-1: “This EIR is a
Program EIR under the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. In recognition of
this, the alternatives and components of the IRWP have been developed at a conceptual level
and environmental review will also be at a conceptual level. Because it is a Program EIR,
this document addresses the potential impacts and mitigation measures for the overall
program. As individual components are subsequently proposed for implementation as
projects within the scope of the IRWP, the City of Santa Rosa will then determine the
appropriate level of subsequent environmental review.”
Therefore, any detailed response to the comment would be premature at this time. The
comment will be forwarded to the Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities and the Santa Rosa
City Council for consideration.
Response to Comment 534-26
Comment Summary: The comment asks when it will be determined that enough projects are
built, and is it appropriate to assume that eventually the entire amount of land described in
the Draft EIR for irrigation with recycled water will be so irrigated.
As stated on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR, the need for the Program is 6,700 MG of annual
capacity for treatment, recycling, and disposal of wastewater, and this needs determines the
size of the Program.
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There is also not enough recycled water available to irrigate all of the land that is potentially
suitable for irrigation. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the entire amount of land that
may be potentially available for irrigation with recycled water will actually be served. The
amount of acreage needed for irrigation will be based on a water balance that will consider
all of the other alternatives that are proposed for implementation. As noted on page 2-45 of
the Draft EIR, “Of the total 51,500 acres of suitable land in the North County, Alternative 4
could provide recycled water to irrigate up to a maximum 22,000 acres in an average year
and up to a maximum of 35,000 acres in a wet year. In the area east of Rohnert Park,
Alternative 4 could provide sufficient recycled water to irrigate all of the 5,700 acres suitable
for irrigation.”
Response to Comment 534-27
Comment Summary: The commentor feels that the assessment of wastewater reservoir
construction or irrigation projects should be through complete evaluation of each local
watershed and project location, and its role in the Russian River watershed.
If an alternative with a storage or agricultural irrigation component is chosen, further studies
will be conducted. Impacts on specific watersheds would be identified at that time. Refer to
Master Response B – Use of Data and Master Response G - Program versus Project EIR
Studies.
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COMMENT LETTER 535, DON MCENHILL
Response to Comment 535-1
Comment Summary: The comment supports the comments submitted by Brenda Adelman on
the numbers used to support the need for the project.
Please refer to the Responses to Comments 533.
Response to Comment 535-2
Comment Summary: The comment asks why there is not a discussion regarding the
alternatives (combination of Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse and I&I Reduction)
that would preclude expansion of the plant.
If the commentor is referring to the Laguna Plant Upgrade Component, there are no
alternatives, or combination of alternatives, that would reduce flows to the Laguna Plant
enough to preclude the plant expansion. Only two alternatives would reduce flows to the
plant: Indoor Water Conservation and I&I Reduction. The combination of these alternatives
could reduce flow by as much as 1.3 mgd. However, because of population growth, flows
are expected to increase by about 4.5 mgd beyond the current capacity of the Laguna Plant.
Urban Reuse would not decrease the flows, but provide a use for the recycled water. Refer to
Response to Comment 533-15.
Response to Comment 535-3
Comment Summary: The comment questions a statement in Tech Memo 8 that suggests a
predetermined river discharge location has been chosen and asks for the location.
The EIR considers a range of potential river discharge locations, as depicted on Figure 1 of
TM 8, Appendix N.2 of the EIR; no predetermined location exists. As stated on page 12 of
the memorandum, “Discharge locations to be considered that are close to existing or
proposed water supply intakes would be located downstream of the intakes to avoid impacts
to the water supply to the greatest extent practicable. The closest distance that is being
considered between a public water supply intake and an upstream discharge point is
approximately 1.5 miles for this option. This would be the case with the City of Healdsburg’s
intakes, with the discharge point located where the Geysers Pipeline crosses the Russian
River in South Healdsburg.” This point is within the range of locations shown on Figure 1.
Response to Comment 535-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks why a pollutant-by-pollutant analysis of the
potential for lowering water quality resulting from discharge wasn’t performed.
The pollutant-by-pollutant analysis and the biostimulation analysis are contained in Chapter
4.6 Surface Water Quality pages 4.6-45 through -71.
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Response to Comment 535-5
Comment Summary: This comment asks a) how the Russian River discharge alternative will
insure nutrient impairment won’t occur at a new discharge location and b) how will this
listing decision impact Option A, Existing discharge location.
Chapter 4.6, Surface Water Quality, on pages 4.6-64 through -69, contains an analysis of the
potential for nutrient-induced biostimulation in the Russian River, and finds the impact less
than significant with mitigation. Like any regulation imposed in the future, if a TMDL is
developed for nutrients in the Laguna, the City will identify the most appropriate compliance
approach.
Response to Comment 535-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks where the analysis is of nutrient loading and
concentrations as a result of the proposed direct river discharge in light of the EPA guidance
numbers for nitrogen and phosphorus.
The comment cites a U.S. EPA enclosure to the letter from Strauss to Cantu (hereafter called
U.S. EPA review). The U.S. EPA review uses criteria for nitrogen and phosphorus (1 mg/L
and 0.1 mg/L, respectively) to determine what nutrient levels would be protective of the
receiving water. Those criteria are inappropriate for the following reasons:
•

The U.S. EPA review cites as evidence for the reasonableness of the nitrogen
objective (1 mg/L) the San Diego Regional Basin Plan. However, this objective
was developed by taking a 1970’s recommendation for phosphorus of 0.1 mg/L
and applying a 10:1 N:P ratio, resulting in the N objective of 1 mg/L. The P
recommendation is presumably the U.S. EPA’s “Red Book” recommendation and
is outdated and not based on region-specific or waterbody-specific, information.
Similarly, U.S. EPA’s application of a 10:1 N:P ratio to derive a standard does not
take into account region-specific information. The City has taken site-specific
information into account when applying the N:P ratio, and site-specific
information indicates that phosphorus is not limiting algal growth.

•

The U.S.EPA review cites as evidence for the reasonableness of both the nitrogen
and phosphorus objectives the Malibu Creek TMDL document (U.S.EPA 2003).
The Malibu Creek TMDL states that various nutrient standards, including the San
Diego Regional Board standard, “have little predictive power in explaining the
patterns in algal abundance or biomass within the Malibu Creek watershed”. The
Malibu Creek TMDL also indicates “uncertainty as to what factors control algal
abundances in the Malibu Creek watershed. … Therefore, when establishing a
numeric target to control algal biomass and chlorophyll a concentrations, it is
important to consider the factors limiting algal growth. No single study element
was identified as the factor most likely limiting algal growth. … However, it is
anticipated that the limiting condition will be determined prior to full
implementation of these TMDLs. … After these determinations, the Regional
Board may need to revise these TMDLs.” Therefore, the U.S. EPA (in the Malibu

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 535-2

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Creek TMDL) acknowledges the criteria (which were also applied by the U.S.
EPA to list the Laguna) were determined despite a lack of information to assess
whether they were correct, and may need to be revised. Malibu Creek was placed
on the 303d list prior to the institution of the Monitoring List by the state.
The nutrient standards developed in the Malibu Creek TMDL were summer
standards. The winter standard for N was 8 mg/L with no winter standard set for
P.
•

The EPA review cites as evidence for the reasonableness of both the nitrogen and
phosphorus objectives Dodds and Welch (2000) Establishing Nutrient Criteria in
Streams.
1. Dodds and Welch (2000) states that nutrient criteria should be set depending
on the specific reason for setting the criteria. Dodds and Welch (2000) does
not provide criteria when the outcome of concern is relieving an oxygen
deficit but says an oxygen criterion would be probably greater than levels
presented for benthic chlorophyll a. Dodds and Welch (2000) states “As more
data become available, it will be possible to directly link frequency and
severity of low DO events with nutrient loading.”
2. The various standards Dodds and Welch (2000) provide for controlling
benthic chlorophyll a were derived from data collected from temperate
streams throughout the world and thus may not be applicable to streams in
semiarid regions such as the Laguna. In temperate climates, rain falls for
much of the year and is rarely torrential, resulting in more continuous
vegetative ground cover and in little natural soil erosion. Regions with
semiarid climates have fewer, often larger storms and less continuous ground
cover. The main natural source of nitrogen in all watersheds is rainfall, and
the main natural source of phosphorus is soil erosion. Thus rivers in semiarid
climates tend to have excess phosphate and to be nitrogen-limited, while those
in temperate climates have excess nitrate and tend to be phosphorus-limited
(Horne and Goldman, 1994. Limnology).
3. Additionally, Dodds and Welch (2000) state “[m]oreover, a large amount of
the variance in benthic chlorophyll levels in streams is not related to nutrient
levels.” They also conclude that “a significant amount of monitoring data are
necessary to refine recommendations for nutrient criteria,” including seasonal
means and maxima for benthic and planktonic chlorophyll a, associated water
column nutrients and diurnal DO concentrations.

Response to Comment 535-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the project didn’t re-evaluate the impact of
discharge of nutrients rather than rely on the 1994 Long-Range project analysis since other
inputs have increased greatly since 1994.
Please refer to Master Response B - Use of Data.
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Response to Comment 535-8
Comment Summary: The comment asks if discharge of recycled water to the Russian River
will lead to an increase in abundance of the water primrose such as has occurred in the
Laguna.
There is no evidence of a causal relationship between expansion of Ludwigia in the Laguna
de Santa Rosa and nutrient inputs from the Laguna Treatment Plant discharges. Discharged
nutrient levels have declined in recent years, while Ludwigia, a notoriously invasive plant,
has increased. Furthermore, discharges into the Laguna occur in winter, and most of the
Ludwigia growth occurs in summer. Water column nutrients in the Laguna de Santa Rosa in
winter do not decline downstream (when dilution from tributaries is included), so there is no
evidence that nutrients released in winter are stored in Laguna sediments to be taken up
during the growth season. There is no way to predict whether further increases in Ludwigia
will occur in the Russian River. It is already very abundant in many river localities, and its
pattern of rapid expansion in which it out-competes algae for nutrients and light, in part by
shading them out, does not appear to require external nutrient sources.
Response to Comment 535-9
Comment Summary: The comment states that a recent study has shown that exposure to 17aethynylestradiol decreases trout fertility by half. In light of this, how will the proposed
discharge comply with the Basin Plan requirement that “no toxic substances in toxic
amounts will be allowed”.
Although some estrogenic compounds such as 17a-ethynylestradiol decrease fertility, it has
yet to be proven that this will actually reduce the life expectancy of the trout or reduce the
trout population size. In pristine habitats trout produce large numbers of eggs and sperm and
very few survive to produce adult trout. Many factors enter into the survival of trout and it is
not known at this time what the impact of estrogenic compounds is on trout populations.
Therefore, estrogenic compounds potentially present in wastewater do not at this time fall
under the category of toxic substances in toxic amounts. Please refer to Appendix I.2: Human
Health and Wildlife Effects of Endocrine Disrupting Compounds and other Xenobiotics.
Response to Comment 535-10
Comment Summary: The comment asks why table 4.6-1 doesn’t list RARE for the Russian
River given the Basin Plan’s recent update to beneficial uses which includes RARE in every
hydrologic unit of the Russian River. It also asks if this won’t lead to inadequate analysis
and subsequent inadequate protection of this beneficial use.
The North Coast Board adopted the proposed beneficial uses update in June 2003, and as of
October 2003 the adoption has not been approved by the State Water Quality Control Board,
the California Office of Administrative Law, or the EPA. Therefore, the new beneficial uses
were not included in Table 4.6-1. However, the protection of rare species and their habitats
are evaluated in the Draft EIR (Table 4.8-5 on page 4.8-38, evaluation criteria 1, 2, 4, and 5).
A summary of potential significant impacts on rare species and their habitats is contained in
Table 4.8-19 on page 4.8-124.
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Response to Comment 535-11
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the Draft EIR has not investigated the
occurrence of Chinook in the proposed direct discharge zone and how any proposed
discharge location from Highway 101 and upstream analyze impacts to potential spawning
Chinook.
The impacts of the Direct Discharge component on listed chinook, as well as coho and
steelhead, in the proposed direct discharge area are addressed in Chapter 4.8, Biological
Resources, Impact 8.11.1 on pages 4.8-105 and -106; Impact 8.11.6 on page 4.8-109; and in
Appendix J.8: Salmonid Juvenile Density Monitoring in Sonoma County Streams, Synthesis
of a Ten-year Study (1993-2002).
Response to Comment 535-12
Comment Summary: The comment asks where the potential impacts to migrating fish are
analyzed.
The potential impacts to migrating fish are summarized in Chapter 4.8 Biological Resources,
Impact 8.11.6 page 4.8-109 and analyzed in detail in Appendix J.8: Salmonid Juvenile
Density Monitoring in Sonoma County Streams, Synthesis of a Ten-year Study (1993-2002).
Response to Comment 535-13
Comment Summary: The comment asks that since the low-flow proposal being studied as
part of ESA Section 7 consultation would reduce summer flows in the Russian River by up to
80%, how will it impact discharge “knowing how a significant portion of wastewater
constituents that don’t flush downriver and will impact water quality during summer months
in particular Nitrogen and Phosphorous”.
The Sonoma County Water Agency’s potential low-flow proposal is identified as a
cumulative project in Appendix D of the Draft EIR and is addressed in Response to
Comment 533-55. The proposal would reduce flows during the summertime through
October. The Subregional System discharge starts, at the earliest, October 1st. Therefore, the
possibility of overlap exists for one month of the year. Please refer to Response to Comment
533-55.
IRWP discharge would end on May 14th, two weeks prior to the start of flow reductions by
the SCWA. The premise of this comment is that constituents from discharge are still present
when discharge is no longer occurring. Available evidence indicates that discharges to the
Laguna do not leave residual concentrations of nitrate or phosphorous that are released into
the Russian River during months of low river flow. Sediment samples have been collected
by the Regional Board (Nutrient and Dissolved Oxygen Dynamics in the Laguna de Santa
Rosa (draft), Peter Otis, NCRWQCB) above and below Santa Rosa's discharge. Otis
concluded that the nitrogen and phosphorus content in the sediment in the Laguna at Stony
Point (above Santa Rosa's discharge) relative to samples collected below the discharge were
consistent with grain size distribution The amount of nutrient enrichment in Laguna
sediments was explained by natural differences in the grain size distribution rather than by
proximity to recycled water discharge location. Grain size is important because it describes
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the relative amount of surface area per volume of sediment, and high surface area (which
results from small grain size) has the potential to retain more water quality constituents such
as some nutrients.
]Response to Comment 535-14
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the mixing zone strategy was not disclosed as
part of the project and the impacts on the Russian River evaluated in the Draft EIR. It also
asks where the analysis is of a mixing zone policy change on other rivers in the North Coast
Region.
See Master Response C – Mixing Zones. Any analyses of impacts on rivers in the North
Coast Region other than those involved in the program are beyond the scope of this Draft
EIR.
Response to Comment 535-15
Comment Summary: The comment asks if direct discharge sites will only be selected where
there is no risk of liquefaction, and if sites near active faults are being considered.
Because most areas along stream and river channels are subject to liquefaction, it may not be
possible to avoid these areas in siting of a direct discharge site. However, there are a number
of engineering solutions that can reduce the risk associated with liquefaction to less than
significant, even if it is not possible to site facilities outside of areas that are prone to
liquefaction. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.7, Reduce Risk of Damage due to
Liquefaction, on page 3-49 of the Draft EIR. Facilities would not be sited on active faults.
Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.5, Site Facilities to Avoid Alquist-Priolo Zones.
Response to Comment 535-16
Comment Summary: The comment states that the NCRWQCB appears to agree that
discharge to Syar gravel pits would constitute a discharge to surface water and require
NPDES permits with similar permit terms to direct surface discharge. The comment asks
why this isn’t discussed in the analysis of impacts and if the project will have to comply with
the same permit conditions for indirect options as for direct options.
Because of this uncertainty, infiltration basins, as well as all indirect discharge options, are
defined as including AMT, to the extent necessary to meet CTR requirements. Should the
City wish to pursue an indirect discharge component, the City and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board would need further information to determine if an NPDES permit
would be required. Whether or not an NPDES permit is required depends on the definition of
“close proximity” which in turn depends on the geology of the site. Site specific studies
would need to be done and the Regional Board would make a determination of whether or
not an NPDES permit is required. If the City were to propose indirect discharge, and the
Regional Board were to determine that such discharge requires an NPDES permit, then the
City would obtain an NPDES permit.
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Response to Comment 535-17
Comment Summary: The comment asks why no analysis was performed of existing water
quality in the former gravel pits since the concentration of many metals especially aluminum
are known to be high in these pits.
The former gravel pits are on private property which limits the City’s ability to conduct
studies on these pits. The evaluations have therefore been based on available data. See
Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 535-18
Comment Summary: There is a concern that percolation ponds will be subjected to river
inundation during high flows and that construction of such facilities may require the
destruction of riparian habitat.
The exact location of percolation ponds has not been identified within the Russian River or
Dry Creek valleys. As noted in the EIR (Page 4.4-32), percolation ponds or infiltration
basins may be located within the 100-year floodplain and would be designed to withstand
possible inundation from flooding. With respect to flooding, the impact has been assessed
with respect to the total potential aerial impact of such facilities – in excess of 1,280 acres.
The Biological Resources section on page 4.8-115 discusses impacts of indirect discharge
options on sensitive native plant communities, such as riparian vegetation. Impacts are
identified as significant and mitigation proposed – Measure 3.3.12, Avoid Impacts to
Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities. Please also refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR studies.
Response to Comment 535-19
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions which are listed below:
a. If treated wastewater is going to be injected into the ground to what depth will it be
injected?
b. If treated wastewater is going to be injected into the ground how will it be prevented
from contaminating well and groundwater?
c. Has a study of aquifer connectivity been conducted to evaluate the link between
proposed subsurface storage reservoirs and drinking water sources?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As noted in page 5 of TM 10, which is contained in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR,
“Well depth is about 100 feet.”
b. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.9, Well Protection Program, which is
presented on page 3-52 of the Draft EIR. Also, as noted on page 2-71 of the Draft
EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for
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discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include advanced
membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.” The project will
meet DHS requirements for injection wells.
c. Because facilities have not yet been sited, an analysis of aquifer conductivity is not
possible at this time. Site-specific studies would need to be conducted if injection
wells are considered for implementation. Please refer to Master Response G –
Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 535-20
Comment Summary: The comment asks why a financial analysis wasn’t performed on the
benefits to the Russian River’s water quality, recreation and to the ESA-listed fish from using
AMT.
If the City decides to propose an alternative using AMT, then the City’s consideration of this
proposal will include consideration of the economic costs and benefits of this proposal. Such
information, while useful to decision-makers, does not need to be included in the EIR.
Response to Comment 535-21
Comment Summary: The comment asks why a smaller AMT facility, that would treat only the
water to be discharged, is not evaluated.
The AMT facility for which impacts were evaluated was sized to meet the design flows. If
discharge is implemented and AMT is required, the size of the AMT facility may be reduced
if peak flow to the treated is reduced. Because most of the capital costs of such a facility are
fixed, the cost of a smaller facility would be comparable to that of a larger facility.
Response to Comment 535-22
Comment Summary: The comment states that to fully evaluate the AMT option, a study must
be done to ensure beneficial uses aren’t impaired as a result of mixing zones.
See Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies and Master Response C Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 535-23
Comment Summary: The comment asks how reservoir sites will impact ESA listed species
due to unavoidable loss of stream flow.
Impacts of the Storage component on migration corridors of listed species are addressed in
Section 8.7.6 page 4.8-81. Mitigation measure 3.3.13 (Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife
Migration or Travel Corridors) which calls for avoiding construction of reservoirs over
streams, and restricting instream activities to the summer months as specified by CDFG and
NMFS regulations would result in a less than significant impact to anadromous fishes.
Impacts related to decreased streamflow are addressed in Section 8.7.8 page 4.8-82.
Mitigation measure 3.3.14 (Avoid Loss of Aquatic Habitat due to Storage Reservoirs)
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provides a minimum level of compensation for loss of habitat for listed and other specialstatus species, as well as measures to avoid inadvertent loss of individuals of such species.
Response to Comment 535-24
Comment Summary: The comment asks where is the antidegradation analysis of impacts due
to loss of stream flow and resulting increase in concentration of pollutants.
This Draft EIR is a program EIR (see Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies) and for that reason does not contain sufficient detail to conduct an antidegradation
analysis. An antidegradation analysis is not appropriate until an alternative has been
selected. At that time studies will be conducted to adequately conduct an antidegradation
analysis.
Response to Comment 535-25
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the project will ensure that no escapement of
wastewater below dams will impact water quality and potentially injure, harm or harass
listed species.
Potential risk to plant and animal populations from water in storage reservoirs is evaluated in
Chapter 4.8 Biological Resources, Impact 8.7.7 page 8.7-81 and 8.7-82. Mitigation Measure
3.5.6 requires the City to return dam seepage to the storage reservoir if needed to meet CTR
and Basin Plan standards.
Response to Comment 535-26
Comment Summary: The comment asks how integrity of liners for reservoirs would be
ensured within unstable slope and seismically active area.
It should be noted that while all reservoirs on level sites would be lined, reservoirs on hillside
sites may not be lined. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.4, Slope Stabilization Design,
on pages 3-45 and 3-46 of the Draft EIR. There are numerous engineering measures that
would be implemented to mitigate slope stability problems, depending on their applicability
to the site-specific conditions. The measures include removal of unstable materials,
including all landslide deposits affecting storage facilities. Mitigation Measures 3.3.5, Site
Facilities to Avoid Alquist-Priolo Zones, and 3.3.6, Earthquake Preparedness and Emergency
Response Program also ensure that facilities are sited to minimize impacts in the event of an
earthquake, and that facilities are inspected and repaired in the event of a seismic event.
With these measures in place, it is expected that the integrity of reservoirs would be
maintained.
Mitigation Measure 3.5.6, Dam Seepage Interception, would also be
implemented to prevent exceedance of California Toxics Rule and Basin Plan standards.
Response to Comment 535-27
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions which are listed below:
a. Will storage reservoir sites only be selected where there is no risk of slope failure?
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b. Has the impact of slope failure on the integrity of the dam been considered for
specific sites?
c. Has the risk of failure of the liner to prevent leakage of treated wastewater from the
storage reservoir been evaluated for specific sites?
d. Has the risk of slope instability due to increasing the moisture level of the soil related
to the storage of water above the groundwater table been considered for specific
sites?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, TM 6, Surface Storage, discusses factors that will
determine siting and configuration of surface water storage facilities. Factors that
would be considered include: land availability, geologic/seismic stability, visual
sensitivities, amount of irrigated land that can be removed from irrigation and
dedicated to storage, cost of private land, tree impacts, residences, watershed/drainage
impacts, cultural resources impacts, vernal pool (wetlands) impacts, construction cost,
elevation and topography, and California tiger salamander habitat. It may not be
possible to select sites with no risk of slope failure, so Mitigation Measure 3.3.4,
Slope Stabilization Design, is proposed to address any unstable soils that may be
present. This measure is presented on page 3-45 of the Draft EIR.
b. The complete text on page 4.3-61 reads “Appropriate reservoir siting criteria would
ensure that storage sites would avoid mapped landslides, and would not show
evidence of mass wasting such as scarps, slumps, or visible slides. Removal of
surficial deposits and implementation of slope stabilization measures would provide
adequate dam and reservoir foundation at reservoir sites and substantially reduce the
amount of land sliding at the reservoirs.” Minor landsliding along the sides of
reservoirs is not considered a significant hazard. The measure is sufficient to prevent
dam failure associated with landsliding. Site specific studies have not been
conducted and would be needed as part of project-level environmental review. Please
refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
c. Please refer to Response to Comment 535-26 regarding the integrity of reservoirs.
Site specific studies have not been conducted and would be needed as part of projectlevel environmental review. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
d. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.4, Slope Stabilization Design. One of the
procedures included there proposes that “For Storage, Created Wetlands, and
percolation ponds, excavation and removal of weak surficial deposits, including all
landslide deposits, unconsolidated alluvium and colluvium, and soil”. In addition the
third bulleted item identifies “Installation of drainage facilities, such as subdrains and
dewatering wells…” as another standard design measure that could be used.
Removal of unstable materials and/or drainage at key locations would mitigate the
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potential for soil saturation increasing slope instability. Site specific studies have not
been conducted and would be needed as part of project-level environmental review.
Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 535-28
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions which are listed below:
a. Will storage reservoir sites only be selected where there is no risk of liquefaction?
b. Has the risk of failure of the liner been evaluated due to liquefaction for specific
sites?
c. Has the increased risk of liquefaction due to increasing moisture level of the soil
related to storage of wastewater been considered for specific sites?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As noted in Response to Comment 535-27, geologic/seismic stability will be
considered in siting reservoirs. Please refer to Mitigation Measure 3.3.7, Reduce Risk
of Damage due to Liquefaction, on page 3-49 of the Draft EIR. As noted there, “The
City of Santa Rosa shall site facilities outside areas with high liquefaction potential,
to the extent feasible. Where facilities must be sited in areas with high liquefaction
potential, as mapped by California Division of Mines and Geology, the City shall
utilize a registered geotechnical engineer to conduct a detailed, facility-specific, soil
analysis” Where it is not possible to locate facilities outside of areas subject to
liquefaction design and construction measures are listed to address liquefaction
hazards. As noted on page 4.3-62 of the Draft EIR, “Design measures would either
avoid areas of high liquefaction potential or would implement measures to remove
liquefiable soils.”
b. Please refer to Response to Comment 535-26 regarding the integrity of reservoirs.
Site specific studies have not been conducted and would be needed as part of projectlevel environmental review. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
c. As noted on page 4.3-62 of the Draft EIR, “Design measures would either avoid areas
of high liquefaction potential or would implement measures to remove liquefiable
soils.” With removal of liquefiable soils, additional moisture from storage of
recycled water would not present a problem. Site specific studies have not been
conducted and would be needed as part of project-level environmental review. Please
refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 535-29
Comment Summary: The comment asks several questions which are listed below:
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a. Are storage reservoir locations with slope stability or liquefaction risk being
considered near active faults?
b. Has the increased risk of slope failure due to intense ground shaking and increasing
moisture level of the soil related to the storage of wastewater been considered for
specific sites?
c. Has the increased risk of liquefaction due to intense ground shaking and increasing
moisture level of the soil related to the storage of wastewater been considered for
specific sites?
d. Has the risk of failure of the liner been evaluated due to seismicity for specific sites?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. As discussed in Response to Comment 535-27, geologic/seismic stability will be
considered in siting reservoirs. As noted on page 4.3-61, Mitigation Measure 3.3.5,
Site Facilities to Avoid Alquist-Priolo Zones “would preclude siting a reservoir
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, thus reducing the impact to less than
significant.” Nevertheless the Draft EIR recognizes that the entire program area is
subject to groundshaking. As stated on page 4.3-62, “Construction of reservoirs
would conform to requirements of the Division of Safety of Dams. With
implementation of these design measures, reservoirs could withstand strong ground
shaking from earthquakes.”
b. As noted above in item a, reservoirs would be designed to withstand strong ground
shaking. Site specific studies have not been conducted and would be needed as part
of project-level environmental review. Please refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR Studies.
c. Liquefaction risk is a function of the type of soils present and the amount of
groundshaking that might occur. As noted on page 4.3-62 of the Draft EIR, “Design
measures would either avoid areas of high liquefaction potential or would implement
measures to remove liquefiable soils.” With removal of liquefiable soils, additional
moisture from storage of recycled water would not present a problem. Site specific
studies have not been conducted and would be needed as part of project-level
environmental review. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project
EIR Studies.
d. Please refer to Response to Comment 535-26 regarding the integrity of reservoirs.
Site specific studies have not been conducted and would be needed as part of projectlevel environmental review. Please refer to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies.
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Response to Comment 535-30
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the potential for exposure to asbestos in serpentine
at specific reservoir sites has been evaluated.
The Public Health and Safety section evaluates the impact of exposure of workers or the
public to hazardous material releases from storage reservoir construction on page 4.7-56.
The impact is found to be less than significant with implementation of Measure 3.2.11,
Construction Management Program, adopted as part of the Program. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 535-31
Comment Summary: The comment asks how many small streams the 300 miles of pipeline
for the agricultural reuse alternative would need to cross, and also asks what mitigations are
offered for degrading road surfaces due to trenching for pipelines.
Because the specific locations for pipelines have not been determined, it is not possible to
determine how many stream crossings would be required. With respect to mitigation for
damage to road surfaces, Measure 3.2.15, which is adopted as part of the IRWP, requires that
roads damaged by construction traffic or pipeline construction shall, within one year of
completion of construction, be repaired to a condition equal to or better than that existing
prior to the construction activity.
Response to Comment 535-32
Comment Summary: The comment asks if pipelines will only be sited in areas where there is
no risk of slope failure, liquefaction, and if pipelines are being considered near active faults.
Because pipelines must convey recycled water to storage reservoirs, irrigation areas,
discharge locations and other facilities, it is often not possible to totally avoid areas of
unstable slopes and/or with liquefaction potential. It may also be necessary to cross an active
fault, depending on the locations of facilities. For this reason, numerous design measures are
proposed, including Mitigation Measure 3.3.4, Slope Stabilization Design; 3.3.5, Site
Facilities to Avoid Alquist-Priolo Zones; 3.3.6, Earthquake Preparedness and Emergency
Response Program; and 3.3.7, Reduce Risk of Damage due to Liquefaction.
Response to Comment 535-33
Comment Summary: The comment notes that Appendix H states that the project description
measures provide that agricultural practices will be such that irrigation supply will not
reach surface waters and asks what agency will monitor and enforce these provisions, how
will this project ensure that no wastewater reaches surface water and what monitoring
programs will ensure it doesn’t happen. The comment also asks about the disparity between
the above referenced statement and the statement in Appendix E.1-2 “In reality,
approximately 2 to 20 percent of applied metals may leave the site in leachate or runoff”.
Mitigation Measure 3.2.4 Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural Chemical
Use is designed to ensure that under planned operating conditions, agricultural runoff will not
reach surface waters. The monitoring agency is the City of Santa Rosa and validation will
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occur by obtaining information from the recycled water user as needed to verify adherence.
The apparent disparity between Appendix H and Appendix E.1-2 on whether irrigation
supply will reach surface waters is due to the generalized evaluation contained in Appendix
E.1 which did not take into account Project Measure 3.2.4 Implement BMPs for Runoff,
Erosion, and Agricultural Chemical Use which is designed to prevent agricultural irrigation
runoff.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page E.1-2, Appendix E.1 Trace Element Loading Analysis is revised:
The analysis is conservative, as it assumes no leaching or runoff loss of metals as per
Project Measure 3.2.4. In reality, approximately 2 to 20 percent of the applied metals
may leave the site in leachate or runoff, with a slightly higher amount for boron.
Trace element loadings are compared with levels of metals present for a typical
project area soil and, where available, California or EPA allowable levels in the soil.
Response to Comment 535-34
Comment Summary: The comment asks how the project will ensure that farmers will not
over-irrigate since farmers are currently paid for how much wastewater they use.
Between roughly 1985 and 1990 the City of Santa Rosa contracted with a number of
agricultural irrigators where the City paid the irrigators to utilize recycled water in their
farming operations. Since 1990 no new contracts of this type have been signed. However,
there are a limited number of the original contracts still in effect (City of Santa Rosa, 2003).
Because of the anticipated increased demand for recycled water at the Geysers, the Santa
Rosa City Council has directed City staff to restructure the existing recycled water use
contracts to establish a limit on the amount of recycled water use for which the City will pay
the irrigator. This contract revision process is presently under way, and it is anticipated that
the restructured contracts will be finalized during 2004. A maximum use limit for payment
purposes may be established in the range of 16 to 18 inches of recycled water per acre per
year.
Because there are only a limited number of existing contracts which pay the irrigator for
unrestricted recycled water use, and since there is the pending establishment of limits on the
amount of yearly use for which the irrigator would be paid by the City, any incentive to overirrigate farm lands would be removed. Thus, no adverse impacts from runoff due to overirrigation with recycled water by farmers seeking additional compensation are anticipated for
either the existing system or the IRWP.
Reference
City of Santa Rosa, 2003. Telephone contact with Scott Stinebaugh, City of Santa
Rosa, by Brian Farris, Parsons. July 28.
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Response to Comment 535-35
Comment Summary: The comment asks why tiered sewer pricing has not been included as
part of indoor water conservation and suggests focusing on individual contributors.
The water conservation alternative has investigated tiered water pricing, but has not
specifically addressed tiered sewer pricing. The water conservation program, as outlined by
the CUWCC’s MOU, includes two best management practices (BMPs) that address tiered
rates, or conservation pricing. The first is BMP 4, Metering with Commodity Rates for all
New Connections and Retrofit of Existing Connections. The second one is BMP 11,
Conservation Pricing. The specifics of the requirements for implementation of each of these
BMPs are provided in the MOU.
At this point in time, the Subregional partners are focusing on implementing the BMP
programs that will achieve the greatest water conservation benefits. For this reason, the
focus is on larger categories of water use, as opposed to smaller uses (like restaurant
dishwashers). All categories of commercial water-using appliances and processes are
targeted through BMP #9, Conservation Programs for Commercial, Industrial, and
Institutional (CII) Accounts. The Subregional partners are currently working to meet the
requirements for implementation of this BMP, which targets all categories of commercial,
industrial, and institutional water use.
Response to Comment 535-36
Comment Summary: The comment states that Inflow and Infiltration reduction should be a
major program alternative with more emphasis.
An I&I program could produce the benefits that are listed in the comments. See Response to
Comment 525-32 for a more detailed response. I&I has been included in two of the
combinations of alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 535-37
Comment Summary: The comment notes that Healdsburg receives some of its water from
well fields that are under direct influence of the Russian River and asks where the impacts to
Healdsburg’s water supply from direct discharge are evaluated.
Direct discharge could be sited between Healdsburg and Mirabel, so the discharge point may
be below the City’s wellfields. However, The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
The last paragraph on page 4.7-3 is revised:
The largest Public Water Systems in the Program area are the Sonoma County Water
Agency and the municipal systems operated by Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Cloverdale,
Cotati, Sebastopol, Healdsburg, Rohnert Park and Windsor. Sonoma State University
operates a water system east of Rohnert Park. There are also numerous smaller
systems operated by private companies that supply individual businesses or
developments (e.g., restaurants, vineyards, apartment complexes, trailer parks). The
systems in the study area rely primarily upon the Russian River or groundwater as the
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source of water. Santa Rosa, Petaluma and Cotati receive most of their water from
the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), which relies on intakes on the Russian
River. However, four of the five SCWA intakes are not considered to be influenced
by surface water. , while t The remaining communities receive all or most of their
water from groundwater (Rohnert Park receives some water, about 20 percent or less
of its total, from the Sonoma County Water Agency). One of the well fields used by
the City of Healdsburg may be under direct influence of the Russian River.
Please refer to the evaluation of direct discharge on page 4.7-72 of the Draft EIR, which
states “Direct discharge of recycled water into the Laguna de Santa Rosa (Option 6A) or the
Russian River (Option 6B) would not adversely affect water quality at drinking water sources
and would not adversely affect human health via other potential exposure pathways.”
Response to Comment 535-38
Comment Summary: The comment states that dozens of studies have shown that endocrine
disrupting compounds and other xenobiotics reduce human fertility when ingested in trace
amounts, mostly from sewage discharges into drinking water sources. The comment states
that it would be safer to pursue other alternatives or wait for more complete studies to
evaluate the safety of such chemicals.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component and Master Response B – Use of Data. A discussion of impacts
from endocrine disrupting compounds and other xenobiotics is provided in Appendix I.2 of
the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 535-39
Comment Summary: The comment refers to Table 1 of TM 19 and asks 1) what models are
being used to generate these figures; 2) what are the error rates of these models; and 3)
where does the effluent data used as model input come from – daily data, monthly averages,
and yearly averages.
The methods used to generate the numbers in Table 1 of TM 19 are described under the
"Effluent Limitations Calculations and Assumptions" section of that report. The AMELs and
MDELs were calculated as per the methods in the Policy for Implementation of Toxics
Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries (SIP) with the exception
of hardness. The method for identifying hardness values used to calculate the AMELs and
MDELs are not defined in the SIP. Hardness values for this purpose were derived and used
to calculate AMELs and MDELs as described in the Effluent Limitations Calculations and
Assumptions. No error rates are associated with the calculation of AMELs and MDELs.
Effluent data are not input to AMELs and MDELs. The simulated copper effluent data used
to determine compliance were developed as described under the "Effluent Limitations
Calculations and Assumptions" section of that report.
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Response to Comment 535-40
Comment Summary: The comment states that Santa Rosa is bound by CEQA to include
efforts to amend the Basin Plan to allow for mixing zones in the Draft EIR and to analyze
impacts of mixing zones.
Please refer to Responses to Comments 535-14 and 535-22.
Response to Comment 535-41
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to include an
antidegradation analysis for all pollutants identified so far and especially nutrients.
This Draft EIR is a program EIR (see Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR
Studies) and for that reason does not contain sufficient detail to conduct an antidegradation
analysis. An antidegradation analysis is not appropriate until an alternative has been
selected. At that time studies will be conducted to adequately conduct an antidegradation
analysis.
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COMMENT LETTER 536, DOUGLAS
ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP

S.

LIPTON,

PH.D.,

LIPTON

Response to Comment 536-1
Comment Summary: The commentor supports recycling wastewater in an environmentally
sound and beneficial way.
The City appreciates the commentor’s support for recycling water.
Response to Comment 536-2
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the EIR is too large to be adequately
reviewed and commented on within the 45-day time period. Therefore, a longer amount of
time should be offered.
Please refer to Master Response F – Time for Review and Availability of the Document
regarding review time.
Response to Comment 536-3
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the EIR organization is very confusing,
particularly with regard the Mitigation and Monitoring section coming before the impact
analysis.
The Mitigation and Monitoring Program is presented immediately following the project
description because the measures described there would become part of the program. The
City of Santa Rosa felt it was particularly important to emphasize the importance of
mitigation measures. However, readers need not read the Mitigation and Monitoring
Program before reading the impact analysis chapters. Please also refer to Master Response E
– Document Organization.
Response to Comment 536-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that it would be helpful if the Draft EIR could more
clearly define which types of water are proposed or appropriate for each option evaluated.
The comment also states that the Draft EIR should more clearly reveal to the public that
meeting drinking water standards is not protective of aquatic resources.
The description of the alternatives and components contained in Chapter 2, the Project
Description, identifies which types of recycled water are proposed for each option. In
summary, Alternatives 1 and 2 reduce inflow to the Laguna Plant and do not generate
wastewater. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 reuse tertiary treated wastewater. Alternative 6
discharges tertiary treated wastewater supplemented with advanced membrane treatment
(AMT) to the extent necessary to meet CTR requirements. Alternative 6 may also generate
brine from the AMT plant. In addition, there is an option with each alternative to discharge
secondary treated wastewater one to two days per year during winter storms when flows are
very high.
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Table 4.6-2 contains water quality criteria and distinguishes between aquatic life criteria and
human health criteria. The various criteria are further discussed in Appendix N.2, TM 9.
The Groundwater Section and Public Health Section evaluate impacts relative to human
health criteria.
Response to Comment 536-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that while wastewater may meet current regulatory
standards for certain uses, there are too many unknown risks associated with the 100s of
other organic compounds present in wastewater to discharge into aquifers that supply
people’s drinking water.
The evaluations contained in the Draft EIR were based on compounds known to be in
wastewater that have known risk levels. We are unaware of any method to evaluate
unknown risks.
Response to Comment 536-6
Comment Summary: The agricultural reuse option for all irrigation purposes is simply way
too broad an end use to lump into one alternative, due to significant differences between how
wastewater should be used and its potential effects within each different ag reuse option.
Also there are different regulatory mechanisms that apply to the analyses and significance
determinations. For example reuse in floodplains for frost protection is essentially a direct
discharge and would require more stringent water quality criteria.
The Agricultural Reuse Component contains several different types of actions, as do many of
the alternatives in the IRWP. The possibilities for reuse of recycled water are many, and it is
the intention of this Program EIR to study a reasonable range of alternatives, so that decision
makers may select more specific Programs to focus on in the future. The City believes that
more detailed analysis of each possible reuse opportunity would make the EIR even longer
and not contribute the broader planning-level decisions currently facing the City. Please
refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies regarding the request for
more detailed evaluation of specific types of agriculture.
All types of agricultural recycled water use, including drip irrigation, sprinkler irrigation and
frost protection, would be controlled by Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff,
Erosion, and Chemical Use, which is included as part of the Project Description. As stated
on page 3-17 of the Draft EIR. “The City of Santa Rosa shall implement BMPs for runoff
and erosion control and for agricultural chemical application on properties receiving recycled
water for irrigation or frost control. The City shall prepare an Irrigation Management Plan
for individual parcels or types of parcels prior to provision of recycled water for irrigation or
frost control when management activities on that property fall outside the regulatory
authority of the Sonoma County Vineyard Ordinance and outside the California Department
of Forestry regulations regarding timber harvest and timberland conversions.” The intent of
this measure is to prevent runoff associated with frost protection, so that frost protection
would not result in discharge to surface water bodies.
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Response to Comment 536-7
Comment Summary: The comment supports combining Indoor Conservation, I&I Reduction,
and Urban Reuse into one alternative. Thus reducing the amount of wastewater available
for agricultural and minimizing the conversion of hillsides and vineyards and the resulting
impacts, which are downplayed in the Draft EIR.
Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or Against a Program Alternative or
Component and to Response to Comment 533-15 regarding combining Indoor Conservation,
I&I Reduction and Urban Reuse. The Draft EIR does evaluate the potential impacts of
converting natural habitat to agriculture. As noted on page 4.8-62 of the Draft EIR,
“conversion of native vegetation communities to agriculture could affect species of concern.
Measure 3.2.19, Minimize Conversion of Visible Timberlands, would reduce the potential
for impacts to forest lands, but would not eliminate potential impacts to other habitats.” The
Draft EIR contains a number of mitigation measures to address this potential impact. Please
refer to Mitigation Measures 3.3.10 through 3.3.15 in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, which
address potential impacts to biological resources.
Response to Comment 536-8
Comment Summary: The comment says wetlands were not recognized as a benefit for
treatment possibilities because they cannot be consistently relied on to treat water to CTR
levels, but this is too simplistic a criterion. Wetlands can be modified to enhance
immobilization of metals. While there may be no existing constructed wetland that achieves
the level of treatment required by CTR the Draft EIR suggests that full treatment to CTR may
not be necessary for every option. Wetlands may treat other organic chemicals that may
become regulated in the future. Wetlands may be cost effective relative to RO.
An alternative needs to be reliably effective. As discussed in TM 17 and recognized in the
Comment, wetlands are not consistently reliable according to the data used to prepare the
EIR. The large amount of land necessary to treat effluent to CTR limits (even if unreliably)
is not available, so this option is not feasible.
Response to Comment 536-9
Comment Summary: The comment expresses a wish for additional time to respond with more
specific comments.
Please refer to Master Response F - Time for Review and Availability of the Document.
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COMMENT LETTER 537, DR. DANIEL WICKHAM, PRESIDENT, FRIENDS
THE RUSSIAN RIVER

OF

Response to Comment 537-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address significant
issues related to the potential environmental impacts.
This comment does not identify a specific issue in which to respond. Specific issues are
identified in subsequent comments in this letter, and responses to those specific issues are
provided below.
Response to Comment 537-2
Comment Summary: The comment discusses a report regarding phosphate loads to the
Laguna and states that the North Coast Regional Board staff recommended placing the
Laguna on the 303(d) list as impaired for both phosphate and nitrate.
Although the Regional Board originally recommended placing the Laguna on the 303(d) list
as impaired for nutrients, in a letter dated December 3, 2002, Susan Warner, Executive
Officer, recommended placing the Laguna on the Monitoring List for nutrients (including
phosphate) rather than on the 303(d) list. The State Board concurred and recommended
placing the Laguna on the Monitoring List. The Regional Board’s and State Board’s
recommendations were overturned by the U.S. EPA. The Laguna is now on the 2002 303(d)
list for nitrogen and phosphorus.
Response to Comment 537-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the discharge options and projects in the Draft
EIR were presented with the presumption that the EPA will allow the Laguna to remain at
the current concentration of phosphate and that direct discharge to the Russian River will
move the River into impaired status, which will be tolerated by the EPA.
Although the Laguna has been placed on the 303(d) list as impaired for phosphate, no
TMDLs have been established for phosphate in the Laguna or the River. Neither the Basin
Plan nor CTR establish water quality standards for phosphate. The Draft EIR analyses were
conducted based on promulgated water quality objectives and criteria. No assumptions were
made about what a future TMDL might be nor what the EPA would “tolerate” with regard to
phosphate loads. Like any regulation imposed in the future, if a TMDL is developed for
nutrients in the Laguna, the City will identify the most appropriate compliance approach.
Response to Comment 537-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Friends of the Russian River will support
the EPA decision to overrule the State decision of nutrient impaired status for the Laguna.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR and does not require further response.
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Response to Comment 537-5
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the project is unnecessary given the
analysis provided in Brenda Adelman’s letter.
Refer to the responses to Comment Letter 533 and Master Response H – Proposed 25.9
Capacity.
Response to Comment 537-6
Comment Summary: The comment questions the added expense of the Draft EIR and the
projects proposed in the document.
While consideration of costs is important to the City in its decision-making process, it is not
required by CEQA; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 537-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the proposed capacity of the IRWP is
unnecessarily high, and that planning to increase capacity is inappropriate when the most
pressing current need is reduction in nutrient loading in the wastewater.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. Nutrient loading issues are discussed in the response to Comment
537-8.
Response to Comment 537-8
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR is flawed in that it fails to discuss in any detail the
nutrient impairment that current discharges cause to both the Laguna and the Russian River.
It also states that the IRWP alternatives will shift the nutrient burden to the main stem of the
Russian River instead of the Laguna which will pose a serious threat to drinking water for
Sonoma and Marin County.
IRWP impacts have been analyzed in light of the current condition of the Laguna and
Russian River, which takes into account previous impacts due to existing discharge. Existing
water quality conditions in the project area are reported beginning on page 4.6-18 of the
Draft EIR. As stated in Response to Comment 537-3, the Program alternatives were
evaluated relative to promulgated water quality objectives and criteria. These include the
Laguna TMDL for nitrogen evaluated in Chapter 4.6, page 4.6-70 and -71 (less than
significant with mitigation), and both Laguna and Russian River biostimulation by nutrients
evaluated in Chapter 4.6, pages 4.6-64 through -68 (less than significant with mitigation).
Potential impairment to drinking water is evaluated in Chapter 4.7, page 4.7-71 through -74
(less than significant). The comment does not provide a specific critique of the EIR analyses,
so not further response can be provided.
Response to Comment 537-9
Comment Summary: Most of the comment is a discussion of possible limnological processes
in the Laguna particularly with regard to phosphate. Because phosphate is present in the
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Laguna in such high concentrations the first nutrient to become depleted in the spring algal
bloom is nitrate. Prior to western settlement of the area, phosphate concentrations would
have been in the 0.02-0.05 mg/L range of concentration and would have been depleted first
in the spring algal bloom. The rest of the comment deals with mixing zones and the concept
of TMDL particularly with regard to phosphate.
The statement “because phosphate is present in the Laguna in such high concentrations the
first nutrient to become depleted in the spring algal bloom is nitrate” supports the contention
that the Laguna is nitrogen limited. It is not known where the commentor obtained the figure
of 0.02-0.05 mg/L as the concentration that phosphate in the Laguna was prior to western
settlement but the implication is that without Santa Rosa’s discharge, phosphate would be at
the 0.02-0.05 mg/L level and thus the Laguna would be phosphate limited. However,
available data do not support this contention. Phosphate concentrations in the Laguna at
Stony Point (above Santa Rosa’s discharge) average 0.64 mg/L (see Table 4.6-5) – over an
order of magnitude higher than the commentor implies phosphate would be without Santa
Rosa’s discharge. The recent 303(d) listing of the Laguna as impaired for phosphate is due to
an assumed causal relationship between elevated phosphate concentrations and low dissolved
oxygen. However, the Regional Board 303(d) Staff Recommendations document states “the
cause of the low dissolved oxygen levels is not certain.” Please also refer also to Response to
Comments 537-3 and 537-8.
Regarding mixing zones, please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 537-10
Comment Summary: The comment states that percolation ponds being considered for
indirect discharge would not remove phosphate and nitrate, and that the only system that can
polish nutrients is the Sonoma State University redwood subsurface irrigation demonstration
project.
Analyses presented in the Draft EIR have not assumed that the percolation ponds would
remove nutrients. As noted on page 4.6-73 of the Draft EIR, “Alternatives 6C through 6E
(Indirect Discharge) involve the movement of recycled water through the ground to reach
surface waters. This movement through the ground prior to reaching surface waters would
likely change the composition of recycled water through dilution with groundwater
(discussed in Groundwater Section 4.5), adsorption to soil particles, and other geochemical
processes. The exact composition of the recycled water as it reaches surface waters is sitespecific and thus beyond the scope of this program-level EIR. For the purposes of this EIR,
no change in composition of recycled water through Indirect Discharge is assumed and the
analysis presented above for the direct discharge to the Russian River (Alternative 6B)
applies to Alternatives 6C through 6E as well as to Alternative 6B.” Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods, regarding subsurface irrigation with redwoods.
Response to Comment 537-11
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concern about the impact that nutrient loading
from storage ponds will have in the Russian River and the utility of the ponds. The comment
states that storage of wastewater with elevated levels of nutrients will result in intensive
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algae blooms. The comment discusses views on the limnology of storage ponds and states
that because the City makes no attempt to control phosphate it contributes to the very
compounds that it spends so much to remove at the plant.
Water quality standards are applied at the point of discharge to surface waters, and may take
into account mixing zones if approved by the Regional Board. Water quality standards do
not apply to storage ponds ‘upstream’ from the point of discharge. Although algal blooms in
the storage ponds could lead to aesthetic and odor problems, no evidence exists to indicate
that this has been a problem with existing storage ponds. Since the concentration of algae in
new storage ponds is expected to be similar to existing storage ponds, aesthetic and odor
problems in storage ponds are not predicted to occur with IRWP. The impact of discharge on
the Russian River is evaluated in Chapter 4.6 pages 4.6-45 through 4.6-75. Please Refer to
Master Response B – Use of Data.
Response to Comment 537-12
Comment Summary: The comment points out that Santa Rosa releases effluent with
phosphate but the Draft EIR makes no mention of any form of phosphate control. The
comment says the City made impressive strides when it implemented its summer irrigation
program in the 1970s but has remained static since that time.
Standards have not been developed for phosphate in the State of California. At such a time
as applicable water quality standards or TMDLs are developed for phosphate, the City will
identify the most appropriate compliance approach.
Response to Comment 537-13
Comment Summary: This comment supports subsurface irrigation on forests and specifically
mentions redwoods.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D - Redwoods.
Response to Comment 537-14
Comment Summary: The comment refers to Appendices 2 and 3 of the comment letter and
concludes with a recommendation that the recommended reclaimed water disposal systems
discussed in the appendices be implemented.
Please see responses to Comments 537-15 and 537-16. Additionally, please see Master
Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component
Response to Comment 537-15
Comment Summary: The comment discusses the content of Appendix 2 to the comment letter.
This appendix is a copy of a paper presented by the comment author to the Water Reuse
Foundation in 2000.
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The comment and appendix contain no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please refer
to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component and to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 537-16
Comment Summary: The comment discusses the content of Appendix 3 to the comment letter.
This appendix is a copy of a paper presented by the comment author to the California Water
Environment Association in 2001.
The comment and appendix contain no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please refer
to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component and to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 537-17
Comment Summary: The comment states an opinion concerning the suitability of the use of
recycled water for vineyard irrigation.
Vineyards were identified as a crop that would rely on recycled water supplies. The IRWP
does not rule out the use of other crops. Please refer to Response to Comment 524-23
regarding potential for negative perceptions regarding use of recycled water for vineyard
irrigation. The Draft EIR has evaluated agricultural irrigation at a program level. Additional
analysis, including identification of potential users would be performed if the City decides to
pursue this option. Please see Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 537-18
Comment Summary: The comment states that wetland treatment systems provide almost no
nutrient polishing, but the EIR makes frequent reference to Wetland polishing treatment as
part of the disposal system.
The comment is incorrect. As stated on page 2-56 of the Draft EIR, “Created Wetlands
using recycled water may be constructed as an optional component under Alternatives 3
through 6. These wetlands would be constructed for purposes of habitat enhancement and
could include marsh or open water as well as riparian or upland habitat that could support a
variety of plant species valuable to wildlife and ecosystem functions.” The Project
Description does not refer to using wetland polishing treatment as part of the disposal
system.
Response to Comment 537-19
Comment Summary: The comment questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR and states that
the better solution is irrigation, conservation, and aggressive I&I Reduction.
Conservation, I&I reduction and agricultural irrigation have all been evaluated in the Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR analyzes a range of alternatives combining various potential components
of the IRWP, including combinations that include agricultural re-use, combinations that
include I&I reduction, and combinations that include conservation. (See Draft EIR, Chapter
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5.) The City may adopt an IRWP that incorporates some or all of these components. Refer
to Response to Comment 533-15 for an evaluation of the potential capacity of the Indoor
Water Conservation, I&I Reduction, and Urban Reuse Alternatives. Refer to Master
Response B - Use of Data and Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or Against a
Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 537-20
Comment Summary: The comment is Appendix 1 to the commentor’s letter (referred to in
comment 537-13 above), which is the text of a memorandum to the Santa Rosa City Council
containing the author’s comments on the Santa Rosa Regional System Long Term
Wastewater EIR, dated August 7, 1996. The thrust of the memorandum is to recommend the
implementation of subsurface irrigation for growing trees.
The comment and appendix contain no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please see
Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component, and Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 537-21
Comment Summary: The comment is Appendix 2 to the commentor’s letter (which was cited
in Comments 537-14 and 537-15 above), which is the text of a presentation to the Water
Reuse Conference in 2000. The thrust of the presentation is to recommend the
implementation of a subsurface irrigation system for growing trees.
The comment and appendix contain no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please see
Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or Component and
Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 537-22
Comment Summary: The comment is Appendix 3 to the commentor’s letter (which was cited
in Comments 537-14 and 537-16 above), which is the text of a presentation to the California
Water Environment Association in 2001. The thrust of the presentation is to recommend the
implementation of a subsurface irrigation system for growing trees.
The comment and appendix contain no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. Please see
Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component, and Master Response D - Redwoods.
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COMMENT LETTER 538, ANN MAURICE, AD HOC COMMITTEE
SUSTAINABILITY

FOR

Response to Comment 538-1
Comment Summary: The comment notes that the Draft EIR provides comprehensive
information (i.e. regulatory status, health effects, and potential occurrence) about
xenobiotics and pharmaceuticals in wastewater discharges and waters of the State. The
comment notes that the severe impact on the body from extremely low levels of these toxins is
a phenomenon that is still poorly understood.
The City of Santa Rosa acknowledges the comment’s statements on the Draft EIR’s analysis
of the regulatory status, health effects and occurrence of pharmaceutically active compounds
and other xenobiotics in recycled water. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 4.7-74, the City
of Santa Rosa concludes that it is not currently possible, using regulatory agency standards
and/or risk assessment methodology, to evaluate the health effects of xenobiotics, if any, that
might be present at very low concentrations in recycled water.
Response to Comment 538-2
Comment Summary: The comment makes a statement about the decision making process
(i.e., application of the precautionary principle) based on the information contained in the
Draft EIR.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 538-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the public has demanded that industry take
responsibility for environmental protection and that the public has embraced recycling; these
activities have reduced man-made contaminants in landfills, groundwater and aquifers.
The City of Santa Rosa concurs with the importance of industry controls and recycling
programs in protecting and maintaining the environment.
Response to Comment 538-4
Comment Summary: The comment notes that the source of chemicals and contaminants in
wastewater include contributions from personal use of medications and chemicals. These
compounds are not necessarily removed by wastewater treatment systems. The public should
take responsibility for these contaminants and seek methods to remove them from the waste
stream.
The comment’s statements regarding the occurrence of xenobiotics in raw wastewater and
recycled water are consistent with the findings in the Draft EIR. The City of Santa Rosa
agrees that source reduction would reduce the input of these chemicals in wastewater
inflows, however, the control and regulation of these chemicals at the source is beyond the
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scope of the IRWP since it involves controlling the types and quantities of medications and
personal care products that people use.
Response to Comment 538-5
Comment Summary: The use of composting, incinerating and other “dry” toilets should be
discussed in the EIR.
As noted on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR, the use of composting or “dry” toilets is not legal in
Sonoma County and thus their use as part of the IRWP is infeasible. Therefore they were not
carried forward as an alternative in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 538-6
Comment Summary: The comment requests that redwood irrigation be considered as an
alternative in the Draft EIR.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 538-7
Comment Summary: The comment is a statement against defecating in water, why it is done,
and what the impact is on the sewage treatment system and the environment. In addition, the
comment encourages the use of waterless toilets.
The first part of the comment is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not
necessary. With regard to waterless toilets refer to Response to Comment 538-5.
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COMMENT LETTER 539 – CALPINE
Response to Comment 539-1
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the frequency of reporting for induced
seismicity relative to injection rates be reduced from quarterly to biannually to be consistent
with the Geysers Recharge Project. It also requests that evaluation occur with a specified
frequency of monthly or quarterly.
The mitigation measure will be revised as follows:
Page 3-84, the last sentence of the second paragraph is revised:
Success of redistribution of water and any other modifications in operations in
reducing felt seismic events shall be continually evaluated quarterly so that the
program can become more effective.
Page 3-84, the third paragraph is revised:
A requirement that quarterly reports be prepared for the first year and semi-annual
reports be prepared thereafter by the geysers operators and submitted to the City shall
be a condition of the City providing recycled water to geysers operators. Reports
shall include description of revised operations intended to reduce felt seismic activity;
time-series plots showing daily volume of injection at each well together with
associated seismic event counts; tables and plots of seismicity (magnitude 1.5 and
greater) located within a 2 kilometer control radius of the injection well. The
quarterly reports shall also include tables and plots of seismicity associated with
production wells and shall evaluate seismicity in the injection well study areas both
with and without consideration of the influence of production wells.
Page 3-84, the second sentence of the next to last paragraph is revised:
The City may retain an independent expert to evaluate the significance of the reported
effects in the community and compare them to the findings of the quarterly injections
operation and seismological monitoring reports.
Page 3-84, the first sentence of the last paragraph is revised:
Quarterly Reports shall be prepared by the geysers operators and submitted to the
City.
Response to Comment 539-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that a finding of significance for induced seismicity
is unclear and not consistent with the Geysers Recharge Project EIR.
The impact was identified as significant in the Draft EIR because it exceeded the significance
threshold criterion that was established for the IRWP, which was an increase in frequency of
20 percent or more of ground shaking effects of Modified Mercalli Intensity V or greater.
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This significance threshold is lower than the one established for the Geysers Recharge
Project in the Long-Term Project EIRs. The City lowered the threshold because of the
availability of more data, and, as noted on page 4.3-36 of the Draft EIR, because it
approximates the accuracy of the data and modeling efforts.
Response to Comment 539-3
Comment Summary: The comment identifies a discrepancy between the Draft EIR
description of impacts associated with impervious services for the Geysers Steamfield
Expansion component.
The clarification is noted. If no new wells will be constructed specific to the IRWP,
impervious surfaces would not be increased by up 24.5 acres. However, it is possible that
expansion of existing well pads could increase impervious surface. As stated on page 2-29 of
the Draft EIR, the IRWP Project Description assumes that “up to six existing wells would be
converted to injection of recycled water, and up to seven new injection wells would be
constructed.” This is a worst case assumption for increasing target delivery of recycled water
to 25 mgd.
Response to Comment 539-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that there are no new geothermal well pads are
planned for the Geysers Steamfield Expansion; new injection wells would be located on
existing pads.
The clarification is noted. However, even if new injection wells are located on existing pads,
there would be ground disturbance associated with construction. As stated on page 2-29 of
the Draft EIR, the IRWP Project Description assumes that “up to six existing wells would be
converted to injection of recycled water, and up to seven new injection wells would be
constructed.” This is a worst case assumption for increasing target delivery of recycled water
to 25 mgd.
Response to Comment 539-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that there will be no pipeline construction within
the creeks located in the Geysers.
Because specific pipeline alignments within the Geysers have not been identified, it was
conservatively assumed that there could be a need for some creek crossings.
Response to Comment 539-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that there will be no construction activity within
steelhead-occupied streams in the Geysers.
Please refer to Response to Comment 539-5. Mitigation Measure 3.3.13, Avoid Blocking
Major Wildlife Migration or Travel Corridors, would address potential impacts of creek
crossings and would only be required if stream crossings are needed.
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Response to Comment 539-7
Comment Summary: The Draft EIR implies there would be dam construction on creeks at the
geysers and requests clarification.
The Draft EIR states that criterion 8 only applies to storage components. That criterion is
thus not applicable to the Geysers Steamfield Expansion component which does not include
storage in the Geysers Steamfield.
Response to Comment 539-8
Comment Summary: In reference to Impact Analysis 10.10.1 in the Draft EIR, the Lake
County Community Development Department just completed an Initial Study for a project in
the Geysers and the Traffic section states that 30 vehicle trips/day on Highway 175 and
Socrates Mine Road to the Geysers represents a less than significant impact according to
Lake County Department of Public Works and Caltrans.
As stated in on page 10-43 of the Draft EIR, under Impact 10.10.1 in Table 4.10-12, up to 90
construction trips per day could be generated on local roadways from the Geysers Expansion
Component of the IWRP. The specific locations and construction schedule for facilities
under the Geysers Expansion Component have not been determined, and therefore neither the
specific roads that would be used for construction traffic can be determined, nor can the
available capacity for the roads at the time construction would occur be determined.
However, it is possible that Highway 175 and Socrates Mine Road could carry more than the
30 trips per day evaluated in the recent Lake County Initial Study, and potentially up to 90
trips per day, which may not be less than significant. Because the possibility exists of the
construction traffic exceeding available capacity on the local roads, the City reaffirms the
conclusion that construction traffic for the Geysers Component constitutes a potentially
significant impact.
Response to Comment 539-9
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the Draft EIR to clarify information
on air monitoring stations.
The City agrees to make the change. The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page 4.11-12 1st paragraph, 6th line:
Lake County, which is typically downwind of the Geysers, has hydrogen sulfide
monitors located near the geysers geothermal plants The Geysers Air Monitoring
Program (GAMP) has hydrogen sulfide monitoring stations located at various
locations downwind of the Geysers in Lake County. GAMP is funded and
operated by a consortium of geothermal companies, the Lake and Sonoma County
air districts and other governmental agencies.
Response to Comment 539-10
Comment Summary: The comment requests clarification on the source of the estimate of a
maximum disturbed construction area of up to 62.5 acres presented in Table 4.11-21 on page
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4.11-56 of the Draft EIR. The commentor states that no new geothermal well pad
construction is planned specific to the IRWP.
The IRWP Project Description of the Draft EIR, page 2-68 states that: “Construction of
up to seven new injection wells could be required in addition to conversion of up to six
existing wells. The typical layout for the new injection wells is shown in Figure 2-19.”
It was assumed that up to 5 acres per well including temporary disturbance and
permanent well site area requirements, would be required for each new injection well, if
constructed. Therefore, the estimate of 62.5 acres is incorrect, and the City agrees to
revise the Draft EIR follows:
Page 4.11-56, Table 4.11-21, Evaluation Criteria 11.10.1, Impact:
Dust (PM10) and Diesel Exhaust from construction of up to 62.5 35 acres
Response to Comment 539-11
Comment Summary: The comment requests information on the data source of the 600 mg/l
limit for TDS on water used in the cooling towers.
The source of the 600 mg/L is the agreement between the City and Calpine for the Geysers
Recharge Project.
Response to Comment 539-12
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the heading in Section 1.4.
The City agrees to make the change, as follows:
Page F.1-4, Section 1.4 heading is revised:
Brief Review of Induced Seismicity Literature The Geysers Geothermal Field
Response to Comment 539-13
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-4 of the Draft
EIR regarding the description wells in the geothermal field.
The City agrees to change the Draft EIR as follows::
Page F.1-4, the first paragraph is revised:
The Geysers is a “vapor-dominated geothermal field,” meaning that fractures in the
rocks of the geothermal reservoir are mostly filled with steam but may also contain a
substantial amount of liquid-phase water wells produce essentially dry steam, with no
water mixed in the flow, although the tighter pore spaces in the reservoir may contain
liquid water which boils before reaching a production well. By contrast, in most
other geothermal fields the wells produce a two-phase mixture of liquid and steam to
the surface. Induced seismicity may depend strongly on changes in pore pressure or

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 539-4

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

temperature within these fractures, and such changes are likely to depend on preinjection conditions of vapor- or liquid-filled porosity.
Response to Comment 539-14
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-4 of the Draft
EIR regarding a search of the published literature.
The City agrees to change the Draft EIR as follows:
Page F.1-4, the first paragraph is revised:
A search of the published literature indicated that a great deal more of information
concerning induced seismicity is available for The Geysers than for any other
geothermal field in the world.
Response to Comment 539-15
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-4 of the Draft
EIR from “consequent formation overpressures” to “hydraulic pressures”.
The City agrees to make the change.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-4, the second paragraph is revised:
For injection of fluids, important parameters include mass flow rates, injection
depths, consequent formation overpressures hydraulic pressures, and reservoir
properties such as pore pressure, temperature, and mineralogy.
Response to Comment 539-16
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-4 of the Draft
EIR from “dated at 1.6 million years” to “dated at 1.1 to 1/6 million years”.
The City agrees to make the change.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-4, the third paragraph is revised:
Intrusive equivalents (felsites) of the Clear Lake volcanics within The Geysers field
have been dated at 1.1 to 1.6 million years in age, which is too old to produce the
very high heat flow seen there (Walters and Combs 1991).
Response to Comment 539-17
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-5 of the Draft
EIR from “the only other developed field of this typed is near Larderello, Italy” to “it is one
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of a very few vapor-dominated fields”; and regarding the description of the bottom of the
reservoir.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-5, the first paragraph is revised:
The Geysers Geothermal Field has the largest energy production of any geothermal
field in the world. It is one of a very few vapor-dominated fields. The only Another
developed field of this type is near Larderello, Italy. The steam is present mainly in
fractures and flows into wells that intersect them. The top of the geothermal
reservoir, defined mostly by the shallowest steam entries, has an elevations ranging
from of -500 to -2,000 feet msl (mean sea level) (Thompson and Gunderson 1991).,
and the shallowest steam entries run from -1,000 to -3,000 feet msl, all within the
greywacke sandstone that comprises most of the reservoir. The bottom of the
reservoir is presumed to lie at about -4,200 below about -8,000 feet msl, the greatest
reported steam entry depth, in felsite (Thompson and Gunderson 1991). Most steam
production comes from massive greywacke of the Mesozoic Franciscan Formation,
but there is also significant production from the Quaternary felsite intrusive rock that
underlies much of the greywacke reservoir.
Response to Comment 539-18
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-5 of the Draft
EIR regarding steam production.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-5, the second paragraph is revised:
Leases formerly held by the Calpine-NEC-Thermal (formerly known as U-N-T)
partnership account for the bulk much of The Geysers steam and power production, at
eight power plants. It is the U-N-T controlled area these leases that would take the
preponderance of wastewater injected in the EIR alternative. All U-N-T steam output
is converted to electric power using turbogenerators in some 16 power plants. The
steam is produced by wells that U-N-T has drilled into the geothermal reservoir. UN-T has drilled There were a total of 378 wells in the U-N-T lease areas, of which 82
have been abandoned. The remaining wells are used either for production, injection,
or pressure observation. In 1995, 246 wells were in concurrent production (Ed Voge,
personal communication 9/12/95).
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Response to Comment 539-19
Comment Summary: The comment requests an addition and a change to the text on page F.16 of the Draft EIR regarding the description of injected water and the proportion of water
between Calpine and NCPA.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-6, add the following sentence to the beginning of the third paragraph:
At the Geysers, as in other vapor-dominated fields, water flows down the injection
wells under vacuum. At a depth of several thousand feet a water level is established,
and the hydraulic pressure below the water level is all that is needed to force the
water into the reservoir, because the reservoir pressures are far less than hydrostatic.
Page F.1-6, the second paragraph is revised:
This water was apportioned equally among two field operators, Calpine and NCPA.
Calpine’s share of LACOSAN water has been injected mostly in has been utilizing
five wells for the purpose located in its southeastern leases, while NCPA has been
using approximately 10.
Response to Comment 539-20
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-7 of the Draft
EIR regarding the history of the steamfield.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-7, the third paragraph is revised:
A partnership among Unocal (now Calpine), NEC, and Thermal Power has operated a
seismographic network (Calpine net, formerly U-N-T net) in the Geysers field since
1985. Since September 1989, this network has comprised 21 stations with an average
spacing of about 1 mile, and has located some 20,000 events/year, with threshold M =
0.5. Although the NCSN data is the primary basis for this study, governmental
organizations and geothermal operators have also deployed seismographic networks
around the field. In September 1989, former steamfield operator Unocal set up a 22station fieldwide network with an average spacing of about 1 mile. This network,
which was transferred to Calpine operation in 1999, has located some 20,000
events/year, with threshold M=0.9. In addition, Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory has operated two very sensitive networks covering the northwest and
southeast ends of the field sporadically since 1992. Currently Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory, with funding from the California Energy Commission, is setting
up a modern digital fieldwide array, which is intended to replace the Calpine array.
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Response to Comment 539-21
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-7 of the Draft
EIR from “reported within the Calpine leasehold” to “reported within the U-N-T
leasehold”..
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-7, the fifth paragraph is revised:
In 1990, excellent correlations between injection and seismicity were reported within
the Calpine U-N-T leasehold (Stark 1990).
Response to Comment 539-22
Comment Summary: The comment requests an addition of the text on page F.1-7 of the Draft
EIR regarding the study of the seismic response by Beall et al and Smith et al.
The City agrees to make the change.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-7, after the sixth paragraph the following text is added as a new paragraph:
Following the 1997 startup of LACOSAN water injection to the Southeast Geysers,
seismic response was studied by Beall, et al (1999) and Smith, et al (2000). The
conclusion of the studies was that LACOSAN injection caused an increase in seismic
activity in the area, but no increase in events of magnitudes greater than 2.3.
The following references are inserted in the list of references that begins on Page F.1-58:
Beall, J.J., M.A. Stark, J.L.B. Smith, and A. Kirkpatrick, 1999. Microearthquakes
in the Southeast Geysers Before and After SEGEP Injection, Geothermal
Resources Council Transaction 23:253-257.
Smith, B., J. Beall and M. Stark, 2000. Induced Seismicity in the SE Geysers
Field, California, USA, Proceedings of the World Geothermal Congress 2000,
page 2887-2892.
Response to Comment 539-23
Comment Summary: The comment requests a grammatical change in the text on page F.1-9
of the Draft EIR.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-9, the third paragraph is revised:
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This fact is important because any certain quantitative study studies of seismicity
requires that the database be homogeneous, that is, uniform in character over time and
space.
Response to Comment 539-24
Comment Summary: The comment requests that only million gallons per day (mgd) be used
to express injection rates. The comment also states that some of the conversions between
mgd and other units are incorrect.
Some injection rates are expressed in millions of barrels per month (Mbbl/month) in order to
obtain the appropriate numerical values for use in the empirical model equation that was
developed for the Long-Term Project injection study of 1996. Values in the text have been
checked and corrected or deleted as follows:
Page F.1-13, the first paragraph is revised:
The four wells are DV-4, DV-11, BAR-7, and MLM-5, which have been taking
monthly flows of effluent ranging between approximately 1 to 5 0.5 to 3 mgd (about
15 and 100 million gallons per month).
Page F.1-22, the first paragraph is revised:
For this study, confirmation of injection-related induced seismicity in a spatial cluster
is based on temporal relationships between injection and seismicity, using monthly
counts of injected volume (expressed in millions of gallons/month) and counts of
earthquakes. Units of Mbbl/month were employed in order to obtain the appropriate
numerical values for use with the empirical model equation that was developed for
the Long-Term Project injection study of 1996. Although subjective, we consider
that the process is repeatable by different researchers.
Page F.1-22, the last paragraph is revised:
Total injection volume ran from about 40 to 100 million gallons/month, equivalent to
approximately 1.0 1.2 to 2.5 million barrels/month (Mbbl/month). Injection volume
for each well (not including DV-4) has ranged between 0.3 and 0.6 Mbbl/month, or
about 0.6 to 1.0 0.4 to 0.8 mgd. BAR-7 has had the greatest flow, usually running
between 1 and 2 mgd.
Page F.1-23, F.1-24 and F.1-25, Figures 2.10, 2.11 and 2.12: The units for monthly flow
rates shown in the figures should be Mgs/month (millions of gallons per month) rather than
Mbbl/month (millions of barrels per month). The figures will be revised as shown on the
following pages.
Response to Comment 539-25
Comment Summary: The comment states that additional injection wells may be responsible
for observed seismicity in the study area. The commentor offers to provide data for
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additional wells in the area. The comment asks for a clarification of the labels on Figure 2
on page F.1-14 of the Draft EIR.
Please refer to Responses to Comments 554-4 through 554-9 and to Master Response B - Use
of Data.
Figure 2-2 has been revised and the locations of the Calpine NW and Calpine SE leaseholds
have been clarified. The figure is revised as shown on the following page.
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Response to Comment 539-26
Comment Summary: The comment requests an addition of a reference in the text on page
F.1-22 of the Draft EIR.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-22, the third paragraph:
This break in slope is a well known feature of induced seismicity in the Geysers
Geothermal Field, and has also been observed for the Lardarello, Italy geothermal
field (Batini et al 1985).
Response to Comment 539-27
Comment Summary: The comment notes that the Long-Term Project EIR analyzed injection
rates of up to 19 mgd and asks for clarification of which impacts are being analyzed
(incremental or total).
The Long-Term Project analyzed the potential effects of induced seismicity on residents of
Cobb that could result from injecting up to a total of about 19 mgd in 10 wells located
throughout what was then the Unocal (currently Calpine) leasehold. However, the Geysers
Recharge Project, which is now under construction will deliver only an average of 11 mgd.
The Induced Seismicity Study provides two sets of results using both pre-Geysers Recharge
Project conditions as a baseline and post-Geysers Recharge Project conditions as a baseline.
The significance of impacts reported in the IRWP Draft EIR is based on using the preGeysers Recharge Project conditions as the baseline, because Geysers Recharge Project
injection has not yet started as of October 13th, 2003, and would need to be used to reflect
cumulative impacts from Geysers Recharge Project and the IRWP.
Response to Comment 539-28
Comment Summary: The comment requests a change in the text on page F.1-29 of the Draft
EIR.
The City agrees to make the changes.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-29, the first paragraph:
The Loma Prieta earthquake of 1989 (M=7.1) is was the largest magnitude regional
earthquake widely felt in the region since 1906.
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Response to Comment 539-29
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the Draft EIR cite a source for the statement
that the Collayomi Fault “ruptured sympathetically” in 1906. The comment also states that
the fault is not classified as active in the scientific literature.
The statement could not be verified and will be deleted. The Draft EIR is revised:
Page F.1-29, the fourth paragraph
In addition, a search was made of the NCSN catalog for micro-seismicity along the
Collayomi Fault, and the events found were used to estimate the activity parameters
for it. It is noted that the Collayomi Fault is reported to have ruptured
sympathetically with the San Andreas in 1906.
Response to Comment 539-30
Comment Summary: The comment requests that “Peak Horizontal Acceleration (PHA)”
replace the term “Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA)” in an equation cited in the text.
Please refer below to Response to Comment 539-31.
Response to Comment 539-31
Comment Summary: The comment recommends that the terms “R” and “PGA” in an
equation on page F.1-35 of the Draft EIR be defined and/or replaced (i.e., replace “PGA”
with “PHA”).
The City agrees to revise the text to define the terms R and PGA but believe that the use of
PGA is appropriate in the equation and other locations in the document.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.1-35, the fourth paragraph:
where ML is local (Richter) magnitude, R is the horizontal distance in km, and the
PGA (peak horizontal ground acceleration) is defined as the average of the peak
accelerations recorded on the two horizontal components of an accelerometer.
Response to Comment 539-32
Comment Summary: The comment requests that “Peak Horizontal Acceleration (PHA)”
replace the term “Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA)” throughout the text.
Please refer to Response to Comment 539-31.
Response to Comment 539-33
Comment Summary: The comment requests an explanation of why the annual frequency of
MMI VI events in Calpine NW is lower than regional levels yet the probable maximum
intensity over 10 years is higher for Calpine NW than regional.
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The comment notes an inconsistency between the frequencies and maximum probable values
of Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) of VI tabulated for the Regional and Calpine NW
source areas. For example, in Table 3-5, the Annual Frequency of MMI VI for the Regional
source is 0.0697 and the annual frequency for Calpine NW is 0.0371 (roughly half the
Regional), yet the 10-year maximum probable intensities (MPI) are VI for Regional and V
for Calpine NW. Review of Tables 3-5 through 3-12 and supporting calculations indicates
that the maximum probable 10-year intensity for Calpine NW is more nearly V than VI,
putting heavier weight on the fact that the greatest recorded historical intensity (available for
the period 1970-1985 as shown in Table 3-2) for this source is V (three occurrences of V at
Cobb in 15 years). Note that mid-range MMI values (V to VIII) provide a crude rating of
relative strength of ground shaking, based largely on degree of damage to man-made works.
Tables 3-5 to 3-12 have been modified to show Maximum Probable MMI (10 years) = V for
Calpine NW.
Tables 3-5 through 3-12 of the Draft EIR are revised as follows:
Pages F.1-43 through F.1-50,
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Table 3-5
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Cobb, Injection Rate 11 Mgd
(Baseline – Post-Geysers Recharge Project1)
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground Acceleration2
ANNUAL FREQUENCY
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI3 for
Total

III

1.7381

4.8967

43.7243

1.7736

52.13

7.0 days

IV

0.7156

0.8719

7.7856

0.3158

9.69

38 days

V

0.2780

0.0662

0.5914

0.0240

0.96

12 months

VI

0.0697

0.0042

0.0371

0.0015

0.11

9 years

VII

0.0125

0

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

143

1.81

155

2.4 days

.05

0.99

0.814

38

0.29

40.2

9 days

.10

0.125

0.066

3.7

0.024

3.91

3 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.15

0.0013

0.168

6 years

.30

0.0033

0

0.0074

0.0000

0.011

94 years

.40

0.0012

0

0.0021

0.00

0.0033

302 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval
(years)

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW
MMI

NCPA

Overall

1

III

III

V

III

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI
PGA(g)

IV

VII

1

.05

.07

.08

.05

.12

10

.11

.10

.11

.07

.20

50

.17

.15

.17

.11

.25

1 Projected level of seismicity after injection of 11 mgd from the Geysers Recharge Project and before IRWP injection.
2 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
3 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-6
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Cobb, Injection Rate 16 Mgd
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground Acceleration1
ANNUAL FREQUENCY
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI2 for
Total

III

1.7381

4.8967

47.7158

1.7736

56.12

6.5 days

IV

0.7156

0.8719

8.4963

0.3158

10.40

35 days

V

0.2780

0.0662

0.6454

0.0240

1.01

12 months

VI

0.0697

0.0042

0.0405

0.0015

0.12

9 years

VII

0.0125

0

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

156

1.81

168

2.2 days

.05

0.99

0.814

42

0.29

43.6

8.4 days

.10

0.125

0.066

4.0

0.024

4.25

2.8 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.16

0.0013

0.181

5.5 years

.30

0.0033

0

0.0080

0.0000

0.011

88 years

.40

0.0012

0

0.0023

0.00

0.0035

285 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval
(years)

Regional

Calpine SE

1

III

III

10

V

50

VI

Calpine NW

NCPA

Overall

V

III

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

MMI

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.12

.05

.14

10

.11

.10

.20

.07

.22

50

.17

.15

.28

.11

.30

1 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
2 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-7
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Cobb Injection Rate 19 Mgd
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground
Acceleration1
ANNUAL FREQUENCY
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI2 for
Total

III

1.7381

4.8967

51.7072

1.7736

60.12

6 days

IV

0.7156

0.8719

9.2071

0.3158

11.11

33 days

V

0.2780

0.0662

0.6994

0.0240

1.07

11 months

VI

0.0697

0.0042

0.0439

0.0015

0.12

8.4 years

VII

0.0125

0

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

169

1.81

181

2.0 days

.05

1.00

0.814

45

0.29

47.1

7.7 days

.10

0.125

0.066

4.4

0.024

4.59

2.6 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.18

0.0013

0.195

5.1 years

.30

0.00333

0

0.0087

0.0000

0.012

83 years

.40

0.00118

0

0.0025

0.00

0.0037

270 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

(years)

NCPA

Overall

MMI

1

III

III

V

III

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.14

.05

.14

10

.11

.10

.22

.07

.22

50

.17

.15

.30

.11

.30

1 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
2 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-8
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Cobb Injection Rate 25 Mgd
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground
Acceleration1
ANNUAL FREQUENCY
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI2 for
Total

III

1.7381

4.8967

57.6943

1.7736

66.10

5.5 days

IV

0.7156

0.8719

10.2731

0.3158

12.18

30 days

V

0.2780

0.0662

0.7804

0.0240

1.15

10 months

VI

0.077

0.0035

0.0490

0.0013

0.12

8 years

VII

0.0125

0

0.0000

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0

0.0000

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

189

1.81

200

1.8 days

.05

0.99

0.814

50

0.29

52.3

7.0 days

.10

0.125

0.066

4.9

0.024

5.10

2.4 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.20

0.0013

0.215

4.6 years

.30

0.0033

0

0.0097

0.0000

0.013

77 years

.40

0.0012

0

0.0028

0.00

0.0040

251 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

(years)

NCPA

Overall

MMI

1

III

III

V

III

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.17

.05

.18

10

.11

.10

.25

.07

.26

50

.17

.15

.34

.11

.35

1 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
2 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-9
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Anderson Springs Injection Rate 11
Mgd
(Baseline – Post-Geysers Recharge Project1)
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground Acceleration2
ANNUAL FREQUENCY
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI3 for
Total

III

1.7381

19.5867

43.7243

1.7736

66.82

5.5 days

IV

0.7156

3.4876

7.7856

0.3158

12.30

30 days

V

0.2780

0.2649

0.5914

0.0240

1.16

10 months

VI

0.077

0.0166

0.0490

0.0013

0.12

8 years

VII

0.0125

0.0000

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0.0000

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

143

1.81

155

2.4 days

.05

0.99

0.814

38

0.29

40.2

9 days

.10

0.125

0.066

3.7

0.024

3.91

3 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.15

0.0013

0.168

6 years

.30

0.0033

0

0.0074

0.0000

0.011

94 years

.40

0.0012

0

0.0021

0.00

0.0033

302 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

(years)

NCPA

Overall

MMI

1

III

IV

V

IV

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.08

.05

.12

10

.11

.10

.11

.07

.20

50

.17

.15

.17

.11

.25

1 Projected level of seismicity after injection of 11 mgd from the Geysers Recharge Project and before IRWP injection.
2 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
3 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-10
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Anderson Springs Injection Rate 16
Mgd
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground Acceleration1
ANNUAL FREQUENCY
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI2 for
Total

III

1.7381

19.5867

47.7158

1.7736

70.81

5.2 days

IV

0.7156

3.4876

8.4963

0.3158

13.02

28 days

V

0.2780

0.2649

0.6454

0.0240

1.21

10 months

VI

0.0770

0.0166

0.0405

0.0013

0.13

8 years

VII

0.0125

0.0000

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0.0000

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

156

1.81

168

2.2 days

.05

0.99

0.814

42

0.29

43.6

8.4 days

.10

0.125

0.066

4.0

0.024

4.25

2.8 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.16

0.0013

0.181

5.5 years

.30

0.0033

0

0.0080

0.0000

0.011

88 years

.40

0.0012

0

0.0021

0.00

0.0033

302 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

(years)

NCPA

Overall

MMI

1

III

IV

V

IV

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.12

.05

.14

10

.11

.10

.20

.07

.22

50

.17

.15

.28

.11

.30

1 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
2 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-11
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Anderson Springs Injection Rate 19
Mgd
Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground
Acceleration1
ANNUAL FREQUENCIES
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI2 for
Total

III

1.7381

19.5867

51.7072

1.7736

74.81

5 days

IV

0.7156

3.4876

9.2071

0.3158

13.73

27 days

V

0.2780

0.2649

0.6994

0.0240

1.27

9.5 months

VI

0.077

0.0166

0.0439

0.0013

0.13

7.6 years

VII

0.0125

0.0000

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0.0000

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

169

1.81

181

2.0 days

.05

1.00

0.814

45

0.29

47.1

7.7 days

.10

0.125

0.066

4.4

0.024

4.59

2.6 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.18

0.0013

0.195

5.1 years

.30

0.00333

0

0.0087

0.0000

0.012

83 years

.40

0.00118

0

0.0025

0.00

0.0037

270 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

(years)

NCPA

Overall

MMI

1

III

III

V

III

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.14

.05

.14

10

.11

.10

.22

.07

.22

50

.17

.15

.30

.11

.30

1 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
2 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Table 3-12
Summary of Predicted Earthquake Effects at Anderson Springs Injection Rate 25
Mgd Frequencies and Recurrence Intervals for Intensity and Peak Ground
Acceleration1
ANNUAL FREQUENCIES
Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

NCPA

Total

MRI2 for
Total

III

1.7381

19.5867

57.6943

1.7736

80.79

4.5 days

IV

0.7156

3.4876

10.2731

0.3158

14.79

25 days

V

0.2780

0.2649

0.7804

0.0240

1.35

9 months

VI

0.077

0.0166

0.0490

0.0013

0.14

7 years

VII

0.0125

0.0000

0

0

0.013

80 years

VIII

0.0011

0.0000

0

0

0.0011

900 years

.025

4.93

4.99

189

1.81

200

1.8 days

.05

0.99

0.814

50

0.29

52.3

7.0 days

.10

0.125

0.066

4.9

0.024

5.10

2.4 months

.20

0.0132

0.0035

0.20

0.0013

0.215

4.6 years

.30

0.0033

0

0.0097

0.0000

0.013

77 years

.40

0.0012

0

0.0028

0.00

0.0040

251 years

MMI t

PGA(g) t

Probable Maximum Intensity and Peak Acceleration
Recurrence Interval

Regional

Calpine SE

Calpine NW

(years)

NCPA

Overall

MMI

1

III

IV

V

IV

V

10

V

IV

VIV

IV

VI

50

VI

V

VI

IV

VII

PGA(g)
1

.05

.07

.17

.05

.18

10

.11

.10

.25

.07

.26

50

.17

.15

.34

.11

.35

1 MMI: Modified Mercalli Intensity
PGA: Peak Ground Acceleration
2 MRI: Mean Recurrence Interval
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Response to Comment 539-34
Comment Summary: The comment notes that the significance criterion for the IRWP is
different than that applied in the Long-Term Project EIR, noting that the difference is a
lowering of the significance threshold from MMI VI to MMI V. Justification for this change
should be provided or the criterion should remain the same as the earlier EIR.
Please refer to Response to Comment 539-2.
Response to Comment 539-35
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor has reformatted his comments,
which follow.
The comments and responses have been included in this Final EIR.
Response to Comment 539-36
Comment Summary: The comment states that the “possible conclusions” in the second
paragraph on page F.2-3 of the Draft EIR are speculative and not supported by data.
The comment refers to a USGS publication, which presents several theories that attempt to
explain recent changes observed at hot springs and other geothermal features in the Anderson
Springs area. These theories are a few of those that might explain the observed phenomena.
While any theory is speculative and requires testing to confirm, the data presented in the
paper do not refute the possibility that the theories are correct for some of the observed
changes. The Draft EIR presents the theories of the USGS scientist in order to provide the
most complete information available regarding the observed geothermal phenomena.
Response to Comment 539-37
Comment Summary: The comment states that references to methyl mercaptan gas on pages
F.2-6, F.2-9 and F.2-10 of the Draft EIR should be changed to “odorous” gas unless the gas
has been analyzed and identified.
The City did not sample and analyze the gas that was being emitted from the gas seeps but
relied on information provided by Mr. Jeff Gospe, who stated that the gas was methyl
mercaptan. Therefore, the text will be modified, where appropriate, to clarify that the
identification of the gas is uncertain, but possibly contains methyl mercaptan based on its
odorous properties.
The Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Page F.2-5, the fifth paragraph is revised:
Mr. Gospe indicated that at times hydrogen sulfide can be smelled when on the deck
of his house. In recent months, Mr. Gospe has also been concerned with another
odorous methyl mercaptan gas, which he identified as methyl mercaptan, that has
been seeping from the side of a canyon near his residence. Mr. Gospe indicated that
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at times, the smell of the methyl mercaptan odorous gas is so bad, that he is unable to
sit on the deck outside his house.
Page F.2-5, the sixth paragraph is revised:
Mr. Gospe guided the group to an area several hundred feet above his house on the
north side of the canyon where the methyl mercaptan odorous gas was seeping from
two different locations in the side of the hill. It was unclear whether the gas seeps
were in an area of former human activity, although the trail to the gas seeps appeared
to be along a former dirt road that had long ago been abandoned and overgrown with
trees that ended near the location of the gas seeps. Dead trees were also observed in
the area of the methyl mercaptan gas seeps where the odor of methyl mercaptan smell
of the odorous gas was strong.
Page F.2-9, first paragraph is revised:
The areas of tress that appear to be dead or in poor health in the vicinity of the hot
springs, near Mr. Gospe’s house, and near the seep of methyl mercaptan odorous gas
could be caused by increases in ground temperatures or seeps of carbon dioxide,
hydrogen sulfide, or methyl mercaptan gas.
Page F.2-9, last paragraph is revised:
The cause of the methyl mercaptan odorous gas seeping from two different locations
in the side of the hill above Mr. Gospe’s house may or may not be attributed to
increased geothermal activity at the hot springs. Other communities in California
have had problems with odors from gases, such as methyl mercaptan, gas to the
extent that it has inconvenienced local residents and commercial businesses, yet the
phenomenon in those communities has not been attributed to geothermal activity.2
Page F.2-10, second paragraph is revised:
Although it is possible that the methyl mercaptan odorous gas near Mr. Gospe’s
house may be associated with the increased geothermal activity at the hot springs,
such activity cannot be conclusively explained nor correlated with the injection of
condensate water or recycled water at The Geysers….
Response to Comment 539-38
Comment Summary: The comment states that the second and third paragraphs on page F.26 of the Draft EIR should be deleted unless an analysis has demonstrated that methyl
mercaptan is present.
The information in the second and third paragraphs on page F.2-6 of the Draft EIR provides
hazard and toxicity information for the chemicals that were identified by Mr. Gospe. The
City believes that it is appropriate to provide this information in Appendix F.2. Please refer
to Response to Comment 539-37.
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Response to Comment 539-39
Comment Summary: The comment notes that residents have reported smelling an odor in
about 1986 and states that the fourth paragraph on page F.2-6 of the Draft EIR is
speculative and not supported by fact.
References to methyl mercaptan in the fourth paragraph on page F.2-6 of the Draft EIR
accurately present information that was provided by Mr. Gospe and representatives of
Calpine to the City. Please refer to Response to Comment 539-37.
Response to Comment 539-40
Comment Summary: The comment states that the information in the third paragraph on page
F.2-7 of the Draft EIR is confidential and should be deleted.
The information was provided to the City by representatives of Calpine, who indicated that
there were no restrictions on its use. Because the information is relevant to the discussion of
unique geothermal features in the program study area and because no restrictions were placed
on its use prior to the publication of the Draft EIR, which is a public document, the City
believes it appropriate to leave the discussion as is. Because the Draft EIR has already been
published, deletion of the information in this Final EIR would, unfortunately, not serve to
restore the confidential nature of the information.
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COMMENT LETTER 540, ROBERT SMITHFIELD
Response to Comments 540-1 through 4
Comment Summary: The comments oppose proposals for discharge to the Estero Americano
or the Estero de San Antonio, describe the aquatic and biological nature of the esteros, and
ask that this proposal, as well as the west county storage, be eliminated from further
consideration.
Direct discharge to the esteros is not included in the IRWP, and was not included in the
Long-Term Project. West County storage is also not included in the IRWP.
Response to Comment 540-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Program EIR must fully explore and
implement a workable, long-term program component for reduced water consumption and
reduced wastewater generation within the jurisdiction of the Santa Rosa Subregional System.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in reduced water consumption and reduced wastewater
generation in the Subregional System. Alternative 1 is a program of increased indoor water
conservation for all of the member communities of the Subregional System, while
Alternative 2 is a program of I&I reduction, which would reduce the amount of wastewater
entering the System. Comments in favor of selection and implementation of Alternatives or
Components under the IRWP are not comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR but are
recommendation for project selection which will occur after the EIR is certified. Please see
Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 540-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the biological limits of the region have already
been exceeded by water consumption and wastewater generation and should not be subjected
to additional negative impacts from discharges of treated wastewater.
The program includes a variety of mitigation measures to protect biological resources.
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, which contains the Mitigation Monitoring
Program. Because the comment provides no specific critique of the Draft EIR a more
specific response is not possible.
Response to Comment 540-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that population growth and increases in the
production of wastewater for treatment and disposal are not justifications, alone or together,
for continued degradation of natural resources.
The comment is a statement of opinion, and does not raise any substantive issue with respect
to the environmental analyses in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no additional response is
possible.
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COMMENT LETTER 541, FRED CORSON, DRY CREEK VALLEY ASSOCIATION
Response to Comment 541-1
Comment Summary: The commentor made comments at the public hearing but due to the
short review period was now submitting additional comments.
Refer to Responses to Comments 608-1 through 608-10 for the responses to the comments
made at the public hearing. Refer to Master Response F – Time for Review and Availability
of the Document with regard to the review period. The additional comments are appreciated
and responded to below.
Response to Comment 541-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the proposed capacity of the IRWP is
unnecessarily high, and that the capacity improvement potentials of the Indoor Water
Conservation, I&I Reduction, Urban Reuse alternatives, and the irrigation of redwoods, are
underestimated.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. Additionally, please see Draft EIR Section 2 – Project Description,
beginning on page 2-20 regarding the implementation of combinations of alternatives to meet
future capacity needs.
The comment does not provide any information to document the assertion that the capacity
improvement potentials of the conservation, I&I reduction and reuse alternatives, and
irrigation of redwoods, are underestimated. Therefore, no response can be made.
Response to Comment 541-3
Comment Summary: The comment says that the EIR uses averages when analyzing impacts
and states that recycled water quality varies widely. The comment further states that there is
insufficient data to evaluate impacts.
The comment is incorrect. Analysis of water quality impacts uses maximum concentrations
of constituents in recycled water, in nearly all cases. Minimums are used for dissolved
oxygen, where the standard requires maintenance of a minimum oxygen level. Averages
were only used where standards specifically reference averages over a certain period of time.
Please refer to Response to Comment 509-6 regarding the adequacy of water quality data.
Response to Comment 541-4
Comment Summary: The comment generally questions the conclusions of less than
significant impact to agricultural resources in the Draft EIR based on compliance with
specific governmental rules and regulations. The example cited appears to be Section 4.2
Agriculture, Impact 2.5.1 on page 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that the
conversion of non-agricultural lands to irrigated agriculture use is beneficial. The comment
asserts that significant conversions can have significant adverse impacts regardless of
general plan objectives.
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The evaluation criterion used in the analysis of Impact 2.5.1 is: “Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause loss of Farmland?” The analysis concludes that the increased
availability of irrigation water may lead to increased economic values for existing farmland,
and bring new farmland into production. This would support the farmland preservation
policies contained in the general plans of Sonoma and Lake Counties, and the cities of
Cloverdale, Cotati, Healdsburg, Petaluma, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, and Windsor. Bringing
new farmland into production using irrigation with recycled water would serve to offset
farmland losses caused by conversion to urban or other non-farm uses. Thus, this would be a
beneficial effect in preserving existing farmlands and offsetting their loss to other uses.
The City agrees that farmland conversions have the potential for significant adverse impacts
on agricultural resources even though they may otherwise be in compliance with general plan
objectives. These potential impacts, including those associated with farmland conversion,
are examined in the discussions in Draft EIR Section 4.2 Agriculture for the Agricultural
Irrigation component under Impacts 2.5.2 to 2.5.6. Those analyses conclude that in some
impact areas there is no potential for impacts to agricultural resources, in others the impacts
would be less than significant, and for others the impacts would be significant, but can be
mitigated to a level of less than significant through the implementation of proposed
mitigation measures. Impacts of farmland conversions are also evaluated in other sections of
the Draft EIR, such as Biological Resources and Visual Resources. These sections identify
the potential for significant impacts and discuss mitigation. Please refer to Measure 3.2.19,
Minimize Conversion of Visible Timberlands, on page 3-36 of the Draft EIR which is
included in the project. As stated there, “The City shall not enter into irrigation contracts for
new agricultural activity where the use will involve the conversion of significant stands of
existing timberlands (as defined in the State’s Forest Practice Guidelines).”
As stated on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR: “This EIR is a Program EIR under the provisions of
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. In recognition of this, the alternatives and components of
the IRWP have been developed at a conceptual level and environmental review will also be
at a conceptual level.” The document further states on page 1-1: “Because it is a Program
EIR, this document addresses the potential impacts and mitigation measures for the overall
program. As individual components are subsequently proposed for implementation as
projects within the scope of the IRWP, the City of Santa Rosa will then determine the
appropriate level of subsequent environmental review…The environmental review process
will comply with the CEQA requirements for public notice and review of all further
environmental documentation for IRWP projects, thus assuring that all interested parties will
have the opportunity to review and comment on the implementation of IRWP components.”
Response to Comment 541-5
Comment Summary: The comment criticizes the EIR for concluding that meeting current
specific regulations is sufficient, and says that meeting regulations may not be sufficient if
currently unregulated contaminants cause serious environmental impacts.
The Draft EIR has not confined evaluation to regulated contaminants. The Public Health and
Safety Section contains a discussion of a variety of compounds that are not specifically
regulated, including endocrine disrupting compounds, pharmaceutically active compounds
and xenobiotics. Refer to pages 4.7-15 through 4.7-18 of the Draft EIR. While the EIR has
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used regulatory standards as the basis for a large portion of the impact evaluation, other
evidence showing possible significant effects has been considered. This is consistent with
the findings of the court in the case of Communities for a Better Environment v. California
Resources Agency (128 Cal. Rptr. 2d. 441, Cal.App.3 Dist., 2002).
Response to Comment 541-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR incorrectly concludes that mitigation
is effective when the mitigation has nothing to do with the impact, citing the well protection
mitigation measure as insufficient to protect groundwater.
Recycled water meets drinking water standards for all constituents except nitrate. Even
average nitrate levels meet drinking water standards, but periodic spikes in nitrate
concentration of the recycled water exceed the MCL for nitrate. The Draft EIR identifies the
possibility that the project could affect wells in localized areas that might already be affected
by existing high nitrate levels. Refer to the discussions on page 4.5-41 of the Draft EIR.
Thus, because of the high quality of recycled water, implementation of the IRWP
components would not be expected to result in widespread groundwater contamination, and
the Well Protection Program is deemed adequate mitigation for the impacts of the project.
Response to Comment 541-7
Comment Summary: The comment questions the Draft EIR conclusion of an environmental
benefit because the Sonoma County General Plan supports agriculture. The comment points
out that significant conversions in the “wrong places” will have serious negative impacts
including erosion, water quality impacts from sediments, impacts to salmon and steelhead
habitat, and loss of groundwater infiltration capacity.
Please see Response to Comment 541-4 concerning the analysis of potential impacts on
agricultural resources, and the use of the Draft EIR as a Program EIR under CEQA.
Impacts on water quality are examined in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR. Specifically, the
impacts from the implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation component, which would
provide the primary impetus for conversion, are evaluated under Impacts 6.5.1 to 6.5.4
beginning on page 4.6-35. The analysis concludes that impacts under all water quality
significance criteria would be less than significant.
Impacts to biological resources from the Agricultural Irrigation component are evaluated in
the Draft EIR in Section 4.8 Biological Resources, Impacts 8.5.1-8 beginning on page 4.8-9.
The analyses conclude that impacts to biological resources in six of the eight impact areas are
significant after mitigation, and in two areas there is either no impact or the impact is less
than significant.
Response to Comment 541-8
Comment Summary: The comment questions the Draft EIR’s “conclusion that the
environmental impacts of conversion of timberlands to agriculture will be mitigated if the
city doesn’t sell wastewater for use on lands converted unless they were converted under
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minor timberland conversion exemptions or exemptions or timberland conversion permits.”
The California Division of Forestry’s (CDF) authority is insufficient to mitigate cumulative
impacts from multiple or large conversions, and Sonoma County is considering the need for
additional regulation of conversions as part of the general plan update process.
The assessment of the impacts to agricultural resources from conversion of timberlands is
addressed in the discussion of Impact 2.5.5 on page 4.2-18 of the Draft EIR. The analysis
concludes that, based on the significance criterion of zero number of acres converted without
a Timberland Conversion Permit or Exemption, there would be no environmental impact
because such permits or exemptions would be required prior to approval of a conversion.
The comment asserts that the CDF authority is insufficient to mitigate cumulative impacts
from conversions, but does not provide any information on the nature of presumed
inadequacy. Basic to the Draft EIR’s impact conclusions is the assumption that existing
government programs regulations are efficient and effective in protecting the environment. It
is not the function of CEQA to conduct analyses of the effectiveness of approved
environmental protection and regulatory programs, or recommend changes to them. Should
Sonoma County or another governmental entity conclude that the existing CDF authority
needs to be augmented with additional requirements, that entity will take action independent
of the IRWP CEQA environmental process. In addition, please see Responses to Comments
541-4 and 541-7.
Response to Comment 541-9
Comment Summary: The comment questions the Draft EIR’s “conclusion that the Sonoma
County Hillside Vineyard Ordinance is sufficient to mitigate erosion impacts from
conversions to vineyards.” Multiple examples already exist where there has been significant
erosion on conversions carried out under this ordinance by experienced and well-intentioned
operators.
Please see the response to Comment 541-8 above. Similar to the consideration of the issue of
CDF authority, the Draft EIR assumes that implementation of the Sonoma County Hillside
Vineyard Ordinance will be sufficient to mitigate erosion impacts from conversions. The
commentor provides no additional information on the alleged erosion problems or any steps
taken to correct them. Therefore, no additional response can be made at this time. Refer to
Response to Comment 509-5.
Response to Comment 541-10
Comment Summary: The comment concerns the impacts of conversion of timberlands, mixed
forests, and brush lands to vineyards along Dry Creek on potential streambank erosion.
The evaluation criterion included in the draft EIR identifies significance for streambank
erosion as a “greater than a 2 percent increase in the average stream power when the average
channel velocity exceeds erosion threshold velocities for maximum daily flow in the wet year
type.”
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As noted in Appendix G-1, “[B]ecause there were no available estimates for erosion
threshold velocity within the Dry Creek reach, it was assumed that all velocities associated
with the 100-year flows were in excess of erosion threshold velocities. Under this
assumption, increases in stream power greater than 2 percent may lead to a potential erosion
impact and that mitigation may be required.” Thus, it was assumed that erosion may be
occurring within this reach and a significant impact was identified on page 4.4-19 of the
Draft EIR. Compensatory measures identified in Mitigation Measure 3.3.8, Flood Storage
Management, are identified to maintain stream power increases to less than 2 percent.
Response to Comment 541-11
Comment Summary: The comment states that due to the high variability of effluent volume
and quality it is possible that concentrations of contaminants in the water in the reservoirs
could be at peak or excursion levels and potentially exceed even the maximum levels detected
in samples. This potential to have higher than expected concentration of contaminants in the
wastewater in storage reservoirs affects the analyses of impacts on surface waters and on
groundwater.
All analysis considered both maximum and average concentrations and used the appropriate
figure based on the scenario for exposure to recycled water. Analysis of surface water
quality impacts uses maximum concentrations of constituents in recycled water, except in
cases where standards require an analysis methodology using something other than
maximums. While possible, it is not expected that pollutant concentrations would exceed
current maximums by an amount that is environmentally important. With expansion of the
Laguna Treatment Plant, many processes will have redundancy, thereby reducing the risk of
excursions. The City believes that the evaluations of impacts on surface water and
groundwater fulfill the requirements for the Draft EIR. Please Refer to Master Response B –
Use of Data.
Response to Comment 541-12
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the Draft EIR incorrectly minimizes the potential
for groundwater contamination associated with irrigation with recycled water.
The City does not believe that the Draft EIR minimizes impacts. Recycled water generally
meets drinking water standards for all constituents. Even average nitrate levels meet
drinking water standards, but the maximum exceeds the MCL for nitrate. Because plants
uptake nitrate, the nitrate levels in recycled water are not expected to affect groundwater.
Refer to pages 4.5-34 and 4.5-35 of the Draft EIR:
Response to Comment 541-13
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the Draft EIR correctly analyzes cumulative
groundwater contamination of irrigation, frost protection, reservoir seepage, and
percolation ponds in a small watershed.
As noted in Response to Comment 541-12, effects of irrigation (and frost protection) are
expected to be minimal because nitrate is taken up by plants. Effects of reservoir seepage
would be localized. Potential effects in combination with percolation ponds are speculative
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because facilities have not yet been sited; however such facilities are proposed to be sited
along the Russian River and are unlikely to be located in small watersheds. Nevertheless the
comment is correct that potential impacts would be of particular concern in small watersheds.
This is the reason that siting of facilities would be done carefully. The City will conduct
reservoir siting in such a way as to minimize environmental effects to the extent feasible.
Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, TM 6, Surface Storage, discusses factors that will determine
siting and configuration of surface water storage facilities. Factors that would be considered
include: land availability, geologic/seismic stability, visual sensitivities, amount of irrigated
land that can be removed from irrigation and dedicated to storage, cost of private land, tree
impacts, residences, watershed/drainage impacts (which would include groundwater),
cultural resources impacts, vernal pool (wetlands) impacts, construction cost, elevation and
topography, and California tiger salamander habitat. Also, as stated on page 2-54 of the
Draft EIR, “Storage facilities may require lining”. These requirements would be determined
on a site-specific basis. Additional project-level studies would need to be conducted should
any of these components be selected for implementation. Please refer to Master Response G
– Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 541-14
Comment Summary: The comment questions whether the maximum flow rate from
accidental runoff is accurately estimated at 3,000 gallons per hour, provides examples of
irrigation rates, and states that most sprinkling for frost protection occurs in the spring in
the valley floors near creeks.
Please see Response to Comment 509-7.
Response to Comment 541-15
Comment Summary: The comment asks whether, if accidental runoff rates and contaminant
loads from irrigation and frost protection are underestimated in the Draft EIR, then impacts
to biological sources are also understated in the document.
Please see Response to Comment 509-7. EPA criteria for acute exposures have been used for
accidental runoff for aquatic organisms. While possible, it is not expected that pollutant
concentrations would exceed current maximums by an amount that is environmentally
important.
Response to Comment 541-16
Comment Summary: The comment states that the well protection plan mitigation is
inadequate especially to address the impacts of indirect discharge.
Please refer to Response to Comment 541-6 regarding use of the well protection program to
mitigate for groundwater impacts. Regarding indirect discharge, please refer to Response to
Comment 502-2 for a discussion of the Human Health Risk Assessment in Appendix I.1 of
the Draft EIR, which found that exposure to recycled water would not present a significant
human health hazard. If Indirect Discharge is selected as part of the project, further sitespecific evaluation would be conducted, and Advanced Membrane Treatment would be
employed if necessary to meet CTR. Siting criteria for Indirect Discharge are discussed in
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Appendix N.2, TM 10, Indirect Discharge. The Well Protection Program is included as a
safeguard to ensure that both existing and future wells in the vicinity of the Indirect
Discharge are protected. It is not intended as a replacement for proper siting and design of
the discharge facilities. As noted on page 2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the
requirements of the California Toxics Rule (CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the
Discharge options may include advanced membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply
with CTR.”
Response to Comment 541-17
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the City really believes that indirect discharge and
discharge of wastewater into surface reservoirs will not be subject to the CTR. It asks if the
City believes one can truly isolate reservoirs from surface waters.
Surfaces waters are subject to the CTR. To the extent that the project alternatives and
components affect surface waters and are deemed, for regulatory purposes by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to be a discharge to surface waters, they will be subject to the
CTR and regulated as such. For this reason, AMT is included as part of the indirect
discharge alternatives, to the extent necessary to meet CTR. Mitigation Measure 3.5.6 Dam
Seepage Interception requires that dam seepage be intercepted and returned to the storage
reservoir as needed to prevent exceedence of CTR and Basin Plan standards.
Response to Comment 541-18
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the City believes that surface waters and
groundwater aquifers are critical water resources that deserve the protections of the
California Antidegradation Policy.
The City agrees that surface and groundwater resources should be protected and are subject
to the State’s Antidegradation Policy. This Draft EIR is a program EIR (see Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies) and for that reason does not contain
sufficient detail to conduct an antidegradation analysis. An antidegradation analysis is not
appropriate until an alternative has been selected at which time studies will be conducted as
necessary and an antidegradation analysis will be completed.
Response to Comment 541-19
Comment Summary: The comment asks whether the City believes it could effectively argue
that additional urban growth is really more essential for long-term economic and social well
being of the north coast than protecting surface waters and groundwater aquifers of the
north county.
As stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of Amador
v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931 holds that growth decisions
must be made in the first instance by cities and counties when they adopt their general plans,
and agencies, such as the Subregional System, that provide essential infrastructure necessary
to serve that growth must base their planning efforts on growth authorized by approved
general plans. Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted General Plans for purposes of
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determining population/housing/employment projections, and the commentor’s question is
beyond the scope of this IRWP EIR.
This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts of adopting a program to provide adequate
reliable capacity to accommodate future flows at build-out of the General Plans of the
member entities, but does not analyze the impacts of development authorized by the member
entities’ General Plans, other than the impacts of accommodating future flows of wastewater
generated by development authorized in those Plans. The general impacts of development
are analyzed in the EIRs for the General Plans of the member entities. Growth inducing
impacts of the IRWP are evaluated in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIR.
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COMMENT LETTER 542, DIANE HICHWA, CONSERVATION CHAIR
MADRONE AUDUBON SOCIETY

OF

Response to Comment 542-1
Comment Summary: The comment letter is on behalf of the Madrone Audubon Society and
comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Refer to Responses to Comments 542-3 through 542-7 for responses to specific concerns
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 542-2
Comment Summary: The comment questions the availability and length of the public review
period for the Draft EIR.
Please refer to Master Response E –Document Organization and Master Response F – Time
for Review and Availability of the Document.
Response to Comment 542-3
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that because of the various possibilities for
mixing and matching of the components the true impacts of the combinations have not been
determined.
It is possible that combinations of alternatives could have somewhat different impacts than
individual components. Once the Board of Public Utilities selects a Preferred Combination
of Alternatives, the City will consider whether that Combination of Alternatives was
completely evaluated in the IRWP EIR. Several example Combinations of Alternative are
already evaluated in Chapter 5 of the IRWP EIR, and additional combinations have been
added to the Final EIR in Chapter 3, Lead Agency Revisions. Should a different
combination be selected, the City will determine whether supplemental CEQA review is
needed.
Response to Comment 542-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address
impacts of pollution, erosion, etc. from breaks or malfunctions in any of the alternatives
proposed.
The impact of pipeline breaks and subsequent release of pollutants is evaluated in Chapter
4.6 pages 4.6-35-38. The impact of pipeline breaks on erosion is evaluated in Chapter 4.4
pages 4.4-20-22.
Response to Comment 542-5
Comment Summary: The comments states that Indoor Water Conservation failed to explore
tiered water and sewer rates.
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The water conservation program, as outlined by the California Urban Water Conservation
Council’s Memorandum of Understanding, includes two best management practices (BMPs)
that address tiered rates, or conservation pricing. The first is BMP 4, Metering with
Commodity Rates for all New Connections and Retrofit of Existing Connections. The second
one is BMP 11, Conservation Pricing. The specifics of the requirements for implementation
of these BMPs for each of the Subregional partners are provided in the MOU.
Response to Comment 542-6
Comment Summary: The comment states the impacts of agricultural irrigation are not
adequately addressed regarding Russian River, drinking wells, and endangered fish. Also
the impacts of siting reservoirs are not adequately addressed.
The commentor does not provide specific complaints about the adequacy of the evaluations
provided by the Draft EIR, so specific responses cannot be provided. The impacts of
agricultural irrigation on the Russian River are evaluated in Chapter 4.6 pages 4.6-34-35.
The impacts of agricultural irrigation on drinking water wells are evaluated in Chapter 4.5
pages 4.5-34-35. The impact of agricultural irrigation on endangered fish is evaluated in
Chapter 8.5 pages 4.8-62-68. Because this is a Program EIR, reservoirs have not been sited;
please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies
Response to Comment 542-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Geysers Expansion does not adequately
address impacts of seismicity, leakage or breaks or increased facilities required to handle
additional flow.
The project description identifies the additional facilities that would be required to expand
recharge facilities at the geysers. Please refer to page 2-27 through 2-29 of the Draft EIR.
The impact of needed facilities, which include pipelines, storage, pump stations, and
steamfield expansion, are evaluated throughout the document. The comment does not
provide any information about additional facilities that were not considered. Section 4.3 of
the Draft EIR contains an evaluation of the potential for increase in induced seismicity (see
the discussion beginning on page 4.3-77 of the Draft EIR) and concludes that this impact is
significant, even after mitigation. Additional information is provided in Appendix F.1,
Induced Seismicity. The comment does not provide information about why this analysis is
not adequate. The potential for impacts associated with pipeline rupture is evaluated
throughout the document. For example, page 4.3-55 identifies “The average rate of recycled
water flow from a completely severed urban or agricultural irrigation pipeline would be up to
approximately 4 cfs for about 30 minutes.” Groundwater impacts of pipeline rupture are
discussed on page 4.3-38, which identifies the possibility of the rupture of a pipeline carrying
brine as significant, and provides mitigation for this impact. Potential surface water quality
impacts of the rupture of a brine pipeline are evaluated starting on page 4.6-37, where the
impact is identified as significant and unavoidable.
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COMMENT LETTER 543, CAROL VELLUTINI
Response to Comment 543-1
Comment Summary: The comment has two parts, which are listed below:
a. The comment references a request from the Department of Fish and Game that
storage reservoirs provide riparian and marsh habitat and asks how this would be
done in a Franciscan complex with slope instability.
b. The comment requests that the geology section address seismic risk, slope instability
and water flow concerns expressed by Dr. Morgan Sullivan at a forum in
Healdsburg.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Specific sites for storage reservoirs have not been identified, so it is not possible to
determine where riparian and marsh habitat might be constructed. The project
description has identified created wetlands as an optional component, and they would
not be constructed in areas that are not suitable.
b. The Draft EIR addresses Geology, Soils and Seismicity impacts in Section 4.8.
Evaluation criteria in Section 4.8 address seismic risk (including the risk of ground
rupture, liquefaction and strong ground shaking in a seismic event), slope instability,
and off-site water-related erosion. Without a more specific delineation of the
concerns expressed by Dr. Sullivan, a more specific response is not possible.
Response to Comment 543-2
Comment Summary: The comment asks questions about native vegetation and created
wetlands. The comments are summarized below:
a. Will natural vegetation be removed to create wetlands?
b. Will native vegetation be replanted?
c. What is the impact of creating wetlands in a Mediterranean-type climate?
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Removing existing upland vegetation would be necessary to construct created
wetlands. However, wetlands would not be constructed in existing wetland areas.
b. Native wetland vegetation would be replanted in the created wetland area. Native
upland vegetation would be planted in areas adjacent to the wetland.
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c. Wetlands would provide habitat value; wetlands occur in areas with a Mediterranean
climate.
Response to Comment 543-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the project will have a negative impact on
biodiversity in an area that supports a unique group of plants and animals.
Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR evaluates impacts of the IRWP on biological resources. The
potential for significant impacts has been identified and mitigation measures are proposed.
However, the Draft EIR does identify significant cumulative impacts on CNPS List 2, 3, and
4 plant species. As stated on page 4.8-121, “The IRWP has set significance thresholds of
greater than 15 percent of List 2, 3, and 4 plant species. These thresholds could be exceeded
by other projects in concert with the IRWP.”
Response to Comment 543-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks if more nutrients will get into waterways because of
storage reservoirs and how phosphates will be controlled.
Mitigation Measure 3.5.6 states that dam seepage will be intercepted and returned to the
storage reservoir as needed to prevent exceedence of CTR and Basin Plan standards.
Standards have not been developed for phosphate in the State of California. At such a time
as applicable water quality standards or TMDLs are developed for phosphate, the City will
identify the most appropriate compliance approach.
Response to Comment 543-5
Comment Summary: The commentor asks a series of questions about reservoirs and slope
stability. The comments are summarized below:
a. The comment asks if the Becnel, Becnel-Martin and Bucher reservoirs are part of the
12,400 acres of land being identified in the Russian River Valley, and says that if they
are the slope failures in that area need to be addressed.
b. The comment asks what faults are in that area.
c. The comment states that the extent of hazards including slope instability needs to be
identified.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. Please refer to Figure 2-3 on page 2-22 of the Draft EIR, which provides a map
showing the area in which reservoirs might be constructed. Specific sites for storage
reservoirs have not been identified by the City of Santa Rosa. The Draft EIR
evaluates the construction of new reservoirs in the North County Agricultural Reuse
area. Figure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-11 of the Draft EIR identifies areas with slope stability
problems. Should existing reservoir sites be considered for recycled water storage as
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part of the program, future environmental review would need to be conducted to
evaluate the site-specific impacts associated with the site. Please refer to Master
Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies. The Sonoma County Water
Agency’s North County Agricultural Reuse Project is identified as a cumulative
project, and its relationship to the IRWP is explained in the Draft Feasibility Report,
Appendix N.1, page 22.
b. Faults in the program area are identified in Figure 4.3-1 on page 4.3-2 of the Draft
EIR.
c. Figure 4.3-3 on page 4.3-11 of the Draft EIR identifies areas with slope stability
problems. As noted on page 4.3-61 of the Draft EIR “Each of the potential storage
areas has sections of landslides or unstable conditions, except the Santa Rosa Plain.
This is a significant impact.” However, Mitigation Measure 3.3.4, Slope Stabilization
Design, would reduce this impact to less than significant.
Response to Comment 543-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the Bureau of Reclamation is funding the costs of
the storage reservoirs. The comment also asks about the effect on values of surrounding
properties if subsidies allow more conversions to vineyards.
Program costs and sources of funding are not environmental issues examined under the
provisions of CEQA. The consideration of program costs and sources of funding is part of
the process of the selection of an alternative, which will occur after the EIR is certified.
The effect on property values is an economic impact, and economic impacts as such are not
environmental areas examined under the provisions of CEQA. Under CEQA, economic
effects would only be considered in the context of a physical environmental change.
According to Section 15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect
from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in
turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or
social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on
the physical changes.
Thus, economic or social effects need not be considered in the Draft EIR unless there is a
linkage to a physical effect. With respect to the Agricultural Reuse Alternative in the North
County, the Draft EIR recognizes that the provision of recycled water for irrigation will
result in economic changes, as the increased availability of irrigation water will have
potential for substantial increases in the values of crops, including wine grapes, and that this
potential increase in value will lead to the conversion of currently uncultivated land with
resulting physical changes. Specifically, the Draft EIR determined that due to the conversion
of previously uncultivated land the Agricultural Irrigation Component of the IRWP would
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lead to significant impacts related to incompatible land use relationships with surrounding
properties. (Please refer to the Impact Analysis for the Agricultural Irrigation Component in
Sections 4.1 of the Draft EIR.)
Response to Comment 543-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the negative effects of oak woodland
conversions need to be addressed.
The potential for conversion of natural habitat to irrigated agriculture is addressed in Section
4.8, beginning on page 4.8-62 of the Draft EIR, which states that “conversion of native
vegetation communities to agriculture could affect species of concern. Measure 3.2.19,
Minimize Conversion of Visible Timberlands, would reduce the potential for impacts to
forest lands, but would not eliminate potential impacts to other habitats. Oak woodlands
would be protected by the following mitigation measures: 3.3.10, Avoid Loss of Endangered
Biological Resources and their Habitats; 3.3.11, Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant Species; and
3.3.12, Avoid Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities.
Response to Comment 543-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that California ecosystems are structured by dry
season dormancy.
The Program does not propose to irrigate natural ecosystems, but rather to provide recycled
water to agriculture. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the IRWP has the potential to allow
conversion of native vegetation communities to agriculture. Please refer to Response to
Comment 543-7.
Response to Comment 543-9
Comment Summary: The comment asks what the cumulative effects of adding wastewater to
the area will do to biodiversity, and states that the annual cycle of many plants and animals
will be disrupted.
Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR evaluates impacts on biological resources. The analysis of
cumulative impacts begins on page 4.8-121 of the Draft EIR. Draft EIR identifies significant
cumulative impacts on CNPS List 2, 3, and 4 plant species, but concludes that other
cumulative impacts to biological resources can be reduced to less than significant by
proposed mitigation measures.
Response to Comment 543-10
Comment Summary: The comment states that the cumulative impacts of loss of habitat need
to be addressed.
Please refer to Response to Comment 543-9.
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COMMENT LETTER 544, DR. ZENO G. SWIJTINK
Response to Comment 544-1
Comment Summary: The comment thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the
Draft EIR.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the comments and questions submitted by the
commentor.
Response to Comment 544-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the proposed capacity of the IRWP is
unnecessarily high, according to the analysis of a third party (Brenda Adelman of the
Russian River Watershed Protection Committee).
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows. Also refer to Responses to Letter 533, which address the points
raised by Brenda Adelman.
Response to Comment 544-3
Comment Summary: The comment indicates that the statement in the Draft EIR that
Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation, is the Environmentally Superior Alternative may
initially seem to be self-evident, because Indoor Water Conservation does not need new
wastewater infrastructure and few structural improvements. However, the comments
questions what will be the growth induced by Indoor Water Conservation, and states that if
conserved water is used for future growth, it leads to more environmental damage and
habitat destruction, and under that scenario, it is not the Environmentally Superior
Alternative. The comment also asks for a numerical analysis in answer to the question.
Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation, would result in a reduction of about 285 million
gallons per year in flows to the Laguna Plant. It thus could provide capacity to accommodate
approximately 5% of the additional growth in the General Plans to be accommodated by the
IRWP. However, it would not provide additional capacity beyond that growth increment,
and would result in less growth inducement than the other Alternatives (except for the No
Project Alternative). Therefore, the City of Santa Rosa reaffirms their conclusion that
Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation, is the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
Also, as stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, the general impacts of development are
analyzed in the EIRs for the General Plans of the member entities.
Response to Comment 544-4
Comment Summary: The comment inquires about the availability of a water budget at the
Basin level for the Russian River basin, and suggests the need for such a tool to adequately
determine environmental impacts.
A water balance, or water budget, analysis is necessary to account for the availability and
uses of various water resources, and has been implemented. As outlined in TM 16, the
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IRWP model is designed to simulate operation of the Santa Rosa recycled water system with
options to evaluate anticipated reuse/disposal scenarios. The model is constructed from a 67year period of records from 1929 to 1995. A daily water balance of flows and storage within
the system is completed for each water year (October 1 to September 30) from the output of
the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) Simulation Model. The SCWA model is a
water balance model that includes basin wide operations such as reservoir storage, inflows
(e.g., tributaries and return flows), and diversions. The period of record available from the
SCWA model for this analysis was 1929 to 1995. The SCWA model simulations are based
on historical flows adjusted for future diversions and dam operations.
Response to Comment 544-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that I&I Reduction would increase the
concentration of pollutants in the water to the extent that tertiary treatment might not be able
to remove the pollutants.
Existing and projected reductions in flow resulting from I&I reduction do not elevate
pollutant concentrations to a level that impedes physical, chemical, or biological treatment
systems at the Laguna plant. The fate of currently unregulated xenobiotic compounds in the
treatment process and the environment is not well understood. The Sonoma County Water
Agency and USGS are about to embark on a 3-year study to determine their effects in the
Russian River.
Response to Comment 544-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks what the impact of Indoor Water Conservation has
been on the ability of the City’s waste treatment system to remove pollutants and on the
concentration of pollutants in treated sewage.
The reduction in volume of inflow due to Indoor Water Conservation does not increase the
concentration of pollutants sufficiently to impede the treatment process. Refer to Response
to Comment 544-5.
Response to Comment 544-7
Comment Summary: The comment asks what monitoring programs are or will be in place to
assess presence of pollutants in wastewater and to track sources of hard to remove
pollutants.
Santa Rosa’s current and future discharge is operated under a NPDES permit issued by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. This permit details effluent monitoring and source
control deemed necessary by the Regional Board. The City of Santa Rosa also has an
industrial waste pretreatment program, which is described on page 2-18 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 544-8
Comment Summary: The comment asks for the potentials of a tiered rate system to expand
Indoor Water Conservation and request a numerical analysis.
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Conservation is included in the Draft EIR as Alternative 1. As described on pages 2-38 and
2-40 of the Draft EIR, “The Indoor Water Conservation Component consists of
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) recommended by the State of
California Urban Water Conservation Council, as shown in Table 2-11. The City of Santa
Rosa has implemented all of the appropriate BMPs that apply to indoor water conservation,
while the other Subregional System partners have implemented some of these BMPs,
primarily Residential Plumbing Retrofit and Metered Water Sales.” BMP 11 in Table 2-11 is
Conservation Pricing, which has been identified in Appendix N.2 of the Draft EIR, Technical
Memorandum No. 2, Indoor Water Conservation, as one of the programs that could be
implemented by other Subregional System partners. A numerical of potential flow
reductions is presented there.
However, the analysis presented in the Technical
Memorandum concluded that flow reductions from Conservation Pricing are not quantifiable.
As noted in page 3-9 of Appendix B of the Draft EIR, the Final Screening Report, tiered
water rates are included in Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation. For more information,
refer to Appendix B.
Please also refer to Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the
calculation of future wastewater flows. The forecast includes the benefits of past and
anticipated future indoor water conservation projects under existing programs. More detailed
environmental analyses of the effects of future indoor water conservation projects, perhaps
including tiered rate systems, will be performed as individual IRWP implementation projects
are proposed for implementation. It is inappropriate at the Program EIR level to estimate
detailed project-level impacts.
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COMMENT LETTER 545, FRED EUPHRAT, PH.D.
Response to Comment 545-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that it is impossible to comment fully on the Draft
EIR given its length, so the letter highlights areas concerns.
With regard to the length of the Draft EIR, refer to please refer to Master Response E –
Document Organization. Refer to Responses to Comments 545-3 through 545-11 for the
responses to the commentors concerns.
Response to Comment 545-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the letter is in addition to comments the
commentor made at the joint City Council/BPU meeting of June 19,2003.
The comments made at the joint City Council/BPU meeting are included in this document.
Refer to Responses to Comment 718-1 through 718-16.
Response to Comment 545-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR has no section on the social and
economic aspects of the potential management methods for recycled water. The comment
also states that in the North County, where irrigation augmentation is suggested as an
alternative, the difference in economics between farmers with and without wastewater; the
impact of wastewater on wines and their marketing; and the impact of construction on the
community and industry deserves close study, citing as an example the significant delays and
inconvenience in the North County due to construction of the Geysers pipeline.
Social and economic impacts as such are not environmental areas examined under the
provisions of CEQA. Under CEQA, economics and/or socioeconomic effects would only be
considered in the context of a physical environmental change. According to Section
15131(a) of the CEQA Guidelines:
Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect
from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in
turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or
social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on
the physical changes.
Thus, economic or social effects need not be considered in the Draft EIR unless there is a
linkage to a physical effect.
With respect to the Agricultural Reuse Alternative in the North County, the Draft EIR
recognizes that the provision of recycled water for irrigation will result in economic changes,
as the increased availability of irrigation water will have potential for substantial increases in
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the values of crops, including wine grapes, and that this potential increase in value will lead
to the conversion of currently uncultivated land with resulting physical changes.
Specifically, the Draft EIR determined that due to the conversion of previously uncultivated
land the Agricultural Irrigation Component of the IRWP would lead to significant impacts
related to land use, biological resources and cultural resources. (Please refer to the Impact
Analysis for the Agricultural Irrigation Component in Sections 4.1, 4.8 and 4.13,
respectively, in the Draft EIR.) The Draft EIR, in Section 4.2, also considered the potential
impacts on agricultural soil productivity due to the increased availability and use of recycled
water, and concluded that the impacts would be less than significant. (Also please refer to
Responses to Comments 524-24 and 552-8 concerning the impact of the use of recycled
water on wines and their marketing.)
The Draft EIR also recognizes that the delay and inconvenience IRWP construction would
have significant effects on the community and area businesses. In Section 4.10, significant
effects are identified related to increased congestion on local roadways due to construction
traffic; traffic delays related to lane and road closures; and restriction on access to residences
and businesses in construction zones. In Section 4.10, the Draft EIR also identifies a
significant impact related to congestion on local roadways from increased agricultural and
tourism traffic due to the conversion of previously uncultivated land to agricultural
production resulting from the increased availability of recycled water for irrigation.
Response to Comment 545-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR is incomplete in that the
Agriculture section does not evaluate impacts to soil tilth from application of recycled water.
The use of recycled water can result in the loss of the soil’s organic matter (tilth) and
adversely impact soil agricultural soil resources.
The commentor asserts that recycled water can adversely affect soil tilth, but does not
provide any references for this conclusion. The City researched the subject but found few
references directly addressing this issue. The most relevant publication (Asano, 2003)
presented the results of a five-year study (1980-1985) on the irrigation of vegetables with
treated wastewater in the Salinas Valley of California. After five years, the results showed
few statistically significant differences in measured soil or plant parameters attributable to
three different water types (two types of reclaimed municipal wastewater, and well water).
None of these differences had important implications for public health. The study concluded
that yield of annual crops is often significantly higher with reclaimed water. Given the high
level of treatment of recycled water from the Laguna Plant, this water is of higher quality
with regard to many factors that could impact soil tilth, such as TDS, than other productive
irrigated areas in the western US. Soil tilth appears from the literature to be much more
sensitive to crop and soil management practices than the use of reclaimed water.
References
Asano, Takashi, California State Water Resources Control Board and Department of Civil
Engineering, University of California Davis, 2003. Irrigation with Reclaimed Municipal
Wastewater: California Experiences. No date.
http://ressources.ciheam.org/om/pdf/ao1/CI000395.pdf. July 24.
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California State Water Resources Control Board, 2003.
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/. July 24.

Nutrient TAC Report.

Karlen, D. L., 2003. Conservation Tillage and Soil Tilth: A Sustainable Combination.
USDA-Agricultural Research Service, National Soil Tilth Laboratory, Ames Iowa.
Response to Comment 545-5
Comment Summary: This comment expresses concern regarding the lack of analysis of
cumulative effects of IRWP alternatives, especially in regard to various water-related
projects, specifically:
a. SCWA’s negotiations with growers for water contracts,
b. SCWA’s consideration of exerting groundwater rights through the IRWP
irrigation alternative project areas,
c. Implementation of NMFS cutbacks on the Eel River diversions to the Russian
River,
d. Continued use of swimming dams in the mixing zone area, and
e. Continued use of Russian River water for urban supplies in Healdsburg,
Geyserville and Windsor.
The responses to the comments are presented below in the order in which the comments were
made:
a. The withdrawal of water from Dry Creek that is the subject of SCWA
negotiations with growers occurs primarily during the non-discharge season (May
15 – September). The negotiation is not expected to result in increased
withdrawal during the discharge season, so no nexus exists between the
negotiation and the IRWP. See also the Response to Comment 533-55.
b. The source for identification of cumulative projects in this EIR has been the
Water Agency’s March 2003 publication: Russian River Action Plan. The Plan
identifies and provides a brief description of some 75 projects either completed,
underway, or proposed, and none of them includes a proposal to exert
groundwater rights. Therefore, the IRWP has not evaluated such a proposal as a
cumulative project.
c. Reductions in Eel River diversions are considered in the Draft EIR (as described
on pages 1-2 of Appendix N.2, TM 16). The City has inquired of the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission regarding the potential for further reductions in
Eel River diversion and was informed that no such reductions are being proposed
by the Commission (personal communication, October 2003). Therefore, further
reductions in Eel River diversions have not been identified as a cumulative
project.
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d. The recreational impoundments on the Russian River are part of the existing
condition and, as such, are part of the evaluation. The impoundments generally
are present only during the summer when no discharge is occurring.
e. Continued use of Russian River water for urban supplies in Healdsburg,
Geyserville and Windsor was considered in the EIR. The planned future
diversions from the Russian River are reflected in the River flow estimates that
are the basis of the project evaluation as described on as described on pages 1-2 of
Appendix N.2, TM 16. See also the Response to Comment 533-55.
Response to Comment 545-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the impacts of
a wetter environment caused by a North County Irrigation Plan on mosquito breeding and
Sudden Oak Death.
The Draft EIR does evaluate the potential for creation of mosquito habitat associated with
agricultural irrigation. As stated on page 4.7-47 of the Draft EIR “Ponding could occur when
irrigation rates exceed crop uptake, evapotranspiration, and percolation. Surface water that
persists for more than four days provides potential habitat for mosquito larvae. Measure
3.2.12, Mosquito Prevention Program, requires that irrigation sites prevent water ponding
greater than one inch deep for more than four days and would minimize the potential for
creation of mosquito habitat. Thus, the impact would be less than significant.”
Both native and non-native trees and shrubs are susceptible to Phytophthora ramorum, the
fungus that leads to Sudden Oak Death. As the name suggests, the fungus primarily kills
oaks and tan oaks, but many other plant species are attacked or act as hosts to the fungus.
There are 38 species of plants currently known to be susceptible to this disease, and the list is
expected to expand as the disease spreads throughout California and the west coast. Two
host plants thought to be the greatest source of disease inoculum are California bay
(Umbellularia californica) and rhododendron (Rhododendron spp.). The disease is spread
primarily by water splashing from infected leaves to the soil and then to a new plant, but the
fungus may also spread by wind and the transport of infected soil and plant tissues.
Abiotic environmental conditions, such as adverse surrounding land-use or other human
disturbance, often compromise the health of trees and shrubs through physical stress. As a
result, trees and shrubs become more susceptible to many diseases, including Sudden Oak
Death. Abiotic factors and environmental conditions that generally reduce tree and shrub
health include soil compaction, root removal, mineral deficiencies, and poor cultural
practices, such as over- or under-watering. The best defense against disease and pest
organisms is to promote tree and shrub health, and to avoid a stress-inducing environment by
limiting adverse factors.
The Urban and Agricultural Reuse components may increase the likelihood of spreading the
disease organism, Phytophthora ramorum. Additional mitigation is proposed to address
potential effects. This mitigation, adopted as part of the Program, would reduce impacts to
less than significant.
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Following Page 3-18, in Measure 3.2.4, prior to the heading “General”, insert:
Irrigation Practices
•

Avoid over- or under-watering trees or shrubs;

•

Prevent irrigation from spraying the trunks and bases of existing trees and
shrubs, at least during the dry season; and

•

Avoid soil compaction around trees and shrubs.

Page 4.8-59, the text regarding the Urban Irrigation component under Impact 8.4.5 is revised
to add the following:
Plants and trees native to California are adapted to a Mediterranean climate
with wet winters and long, dry summers. Most naturally occurring oaks and
other native plants do not require supplemental summer irrigation unless
severe drought conditions are present. Frequent irrigation, especially summer
irrigation, is not recommended for oaks because unnaturally wet soil around
native oaks during the dry season promotes tree stress and greater
susceptibility to a number of diseases and pests, including Sudden Oak Death.
A wet environment due to either natural rainwater or artificial irrigation,
especially overhead spray irrigation, will increase the potential spread of
fungus and fungus-like pathogens, such as Phytophthora ramorum, if present.
As a result, woody shrubs and trees that are already compromised by poor
cultural practices such as frequent irrigation during the dry season (May
through October in Sonoma County) would be at an even greater risk for
Sudden Oak Death. It should be noted, however, that apparently healthy trees
and shrubs also are at risk for Sudden Oak Death.
Terrestrial communities that occur within the Urban Reuse areas and that
could be adversely affected by a wetter environment include oak woodland
and ornamental landscapes. To date, the grassland communities are not known
to include species that are susceptible to Sudden Oak Death.
Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural
Chemical Use, adopted as part of the Program, requires the City to avoid overor under-watering trees or shrubs; prevent irrigation from spraying the trunks
and bases of existing trees and shrubs, at least during the dry season; and
avoid soil compaction around trees and shrubs. These practices will reduce
the impact of urban irrigation on the spread of Sudden Oak Death to less than
significant.
Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7 do not have an Urban Irrigation component.
Page 4.8-67, the text regarding the Agricultural Irrigation component under Impact 8.5.5
is revised to add the following:
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Plants and trees native to California are adapted to a Mediterranean climate
with wet winters and long, dry summers. Most naturally occurring oaks and
other native plants do not require supplemental summer irrigation unless
severe drought conditions are present. Frequent irrigation, especially summer
irrigation, is not recommended for oaks because unnaturally wet soil around
native oaks during the dry season promotes tree stress and greater
susceptibility to a number of diseases and pests, including Sudden Oak Death.
A wet environment due to either natural rainwater or artificial irrigation,
especially overhead spray irrigation, will increase the potential spread of
fungus and fungus-like pathogens, such as Phytophthora ramorum, if present.
As a result, woody shrubs and trees that are already compromised by poor
cultural practices such as frequent irrigation during the dry season (May
through October in Sonoma County) would be at an even greater risk for
Sudden Oak Death. It should be noted, however, that apparently healthy trees
and shrubs also are at risk for Sudden Oak Death.
Terrestrial communities that occur within the Agricultural Irrigation areas and
that could be adversely affected by a wetter environment include shrubland,
oak woodland, mixed evergreen forest, Douglas- fir/redwood forest,
coniferous woodland, riparian, agricultural land, and ornamental landscapes.
To date, the grassland communities are not known to include species that are
susceptible to Sudden Oak Death.
Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural
Chemical Use, adopted as part of the Program, requires the City to Avoid
over- or under-watering trees or shrubs; prevent irrigation from spraying the
trunks and bases of existing trees and shrubs, at least during the dry season;
and avoid soil compaction around trees and shrubs. These practices will
reduce the impact of agricultural irrigation on the spread of Sudden Oak Death
to less than significant.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation
Component.
Response to Comment 545-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that, although the Draft EIR states that the traffic
impact of pipeline installation for the North County is not possible to evaluate, the
commentor considers this an easy task because there are so few roads that give access to the
delineated area The comment also states that it is disingenuous to consider this a program
level impact and thus out of the scope of this EIR; that the EIR says that public-right-of-ways
will only be used in a small area; that only five to ten roads give potential access; and likely
impacts mirror that of the Geysers pipeline.
The North County irrigation area includes over 57,000 acres of potentially irrigable land in
an area that extends 25 miles in length from north to south and typically two to four miles in
width. Within that area there are numerous roads, rather than just a few, that could provide
routes for pipeline access to agricultural irrigation sites. Because the specific agricultural
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irrigation areas have not been determined, it is not possible to determine specifically which
roads would be impacted by pipelines, and therefore the Draft EIR addresses traffic impacts
from pipeline construction at a program level.
For the maximum development of agricultural irrigation in the North County, over 200 miles
of distribution pipeline could be required, and as stated on page 2-49, while some pipeline
segments may follow private roads or cross-country alignments, these pipelines would most
likely follow public rights-of-way. The significant transportation impacts identified in
Section 4.1-10 due to pipeline construction include traffic congestion and delay; restricted
access to residences, business and public facilities; and impacts due to parking restrictions,
all of which were encountered in the construction of the Geysers pipeline.
Response to Comment 545-8
Comment Summary: The document needs to evaluate wastewater dam breaks during
summer, potential pipeline breaks, failures at the Llano Road Plant, and unusual elements
down the toilets in Santa Rosa at the project and program level
The potential impacts from a dam break are evaluated on page 2-78 of the Draft EIR.
Regarding pipeline breaks, please refer to Response to Comment 529-7. Regarding failures
at the Laguna Treatment Plant and unusual elements in the influent wastewater stream, the
potential for these occurrences will not increase due to the IRWP. In fact, improvements at
the Laguna Treatment Plant will tend to reduce such risks by providing redundant processes.
Response to Comment 545-9
Comment Summary: The comment states that reliance on existing governmental and
implementation processes does not recognize that these systems are imperfect, that initial
flushes of sediment from new or recently disked vineyards has an important impact, and that
individuals can operate outside the system.
Please see the responses to Comments 541-8 and 541-9 concerning the appropriateness of
relying on existing permitting and regulatory programs to avoid or mitigate environmental
impacts. As stated in those responses, a basic assumption is that existing government
environmental and related programs operate to protect the environment from the
consequences of actions taken in compliance with the regulations. The City agrees that all
regulatory systems are imperfect, but conclude that they generally perform to meet their
objectives, and that the CEQA process is not the appropriate arena in which to seek
regulatory reform. The Courts have upheld mitigation measures that commit to specific
performance standards, and provide enough detail to assure compliance with those standards.
(See Dry Creek Citizen’s Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal. App. 4th 20). In this
case, the use of mitigation measures that commit to attaining a performance standard is
particularly appropriate given the programmatic nature of the analysis. (See CEQA
Guidelines, § 15168(b)(4).) Thus, while it is true that there may be unintended consequences
from governmental actions, or that there are those persons who would act in violation of
regulations regardless of what they are, those problems do not negate the basic conclusion of
the overall effectiveness of the environmental protection statutes. Additionally, discussion
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concerning the nature or extent of such impacts would be unduly speculative under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145.
Response to Comment 545-10
Comment Summary: The comment questions whether the program EIR evaluates all impacts
and asserts that the impacts have been generalized, and that the EIR assumes that all impacts
can be mitigated. The comment further believes that the North County irrigation alternative
is a foregone conclusion.
Refer to Master Response B- Use of Data and to Master Response G – Program versus
Project EIR Studies. Additional analysis will be conducted at a project-level level once a
project has been selected. The Draft EIR acknowledges that not all impacts can been
mitigated; some components have been determined to have unavoidable impacts; please refer
to Chapter 6, Table 6-4 for a list of unavoidable significant impacts.. Project selection will
begin after the EIR has been certified; there is no preferred alternative at this time.
Response to Comment 545-11
Comment Summary: Again, the comment suggests that the North County irrigation
alternative is a foregone conclusion and that the analysis should include social and
economic impacts.
An alternative has not yet been chosen. Please refer to Response to Comment 545-3
concerning analysis of social and economic impacts.
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COMMENT LETTER 546, ANN HANCOCK, COORDINATOR, CLIMATE
PROTECTION CAMPAIGN
Response to Comment 546-1
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the City evaluate the impact of each component
on the production of greenhouse gas emissions.
Impacts from increased greenhouse gas emissions associated with project components are
evaluated in Section 4.11 Air Quality. Refer to evaluation criterion 7 under each component
analysis. Emissions from growth are appropriately considered in the General Plan EIRs of
each jurisdiction that controls growth within the Subregional System.
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COMMENT LETTER 547, VERONICA JACOBI AND DAVID GOUGLER
Response to Comment 547-1
Comment Summary: The comment supports the letter written by Brenda Adelman.
Refer to Responses to Comments 533-1 through 533-99.
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COMMENT LETTER 548, CATHRYN AND BRUCE KIBBY
Response to Comment 548-1
Comment Summary: The comment asks that the City accept the letter and respond to the
comments.
The letter has been included in the Final EIR and responded to below.
Response to Comment 548-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR should identify the alternative for
handling wastewater in the event induced seismicity reaches a level requiring that the water
be stopped.
The Program EIR identifies and evaluates several alternatives for handling recycled water in
addition to the Geysers Expansion Alternative. If the Geysers Expansion Alternative is
selected, but later stopped, one or more of the remaining alternatives could be considered for
handling recycled water.
Response to Comment 548-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR should use a different threshold of
significance for induced seismicity. The EIR should use a “level of seismic activity that
alarms and disrupts residents of nearby cities,” rather than “damage to people and
property” as the threshold. The comment also states that earthquakes are unsettling events
and that most EIR thresholds are set at less than catastrophe when the project is the source
of the impact—citing noise (threshold is less than hearing loss) and traffic (threshold is less
than gridlock) as examples.
CEQA does not establish a quantitative standard for determining the significance of seismic
impacts. Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines requires the lead agency to consider
whether the project would ‘[e]xpose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: (ii) [s]trong seismic ground
shaking[.]’ (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, ¶ VI(a).) The significance threshold in the
IRWP EIR is consistent with this general standard, in that MMI V corresponds with the point
at which earthquakes are felt by most people and may cause property damage.
The selection of the criterion for induced seismicity is consistent with CEQA, which defines
damage to people or property as a significant effect. The City of Santa Rosa selected an
increase in frequency of 20% or more of ground shaking effects of Modified Mercalli
Intensity (MMI) V or greater as the significance threshold because MMI V is defined as the
threshold intensity at which earthquakes are felt by many people and may cause damage to
property (e.g., cracked plaster). In addition, the increase in frequency approximates the
accuracy of the data and modeling efforts, as noted on page 4.3-36 of the Draft EIR. Thus,
the selected intensity level (MMI V) and increased frequency (20%) with its associated
uncertainty are less than levels that would cause catastrophic effects. A change in the
significance threshold would not change the conclusions of the Draft EIR, which has already
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determined that induced seismicity is an unavoidable significant effect of the Geysers
Expansion Alternative, which cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant.
The Draft EIR acknowledges that earthquakes are physically and emotionally disturbing
events for the residents of Anderson Springs and others (page 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR). The
comment is correct that significance thresholds are set below levels that could cause
catastrophic effects. However, many significance criteria allow for some increased impact
above ambient or existing levels, including those for noise and traffic (Section 4.9 and 4.12
of the Draft EIR).
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COMMENT LETTER 549, LARRY HANSON
Response to Comment 549-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that alternatives are not complete alternatives, but
components, and asks if this meets CEQA Guidelines.
The CEQA Guidelines emphasize that an EIR should evaluate a reasonable range of
alternatives, and that alternatives that avoid or minimize impacts should be considered. They
do not provide specific directions about how alternatives should be constructed. The
alternatives and combination of alternatives that are considered in the IRWP EIR meet the
intent of the CEQA Guidelines. Please refer to Master Response E – Document
Organization.
Response to Comment 549-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that alternatives should be pursued in the order that
they are presented in the Draft EIR, with first priority on conservation, then I&I Reduction,
the urban reuse, and finally agricultural reuse only with sensitivity to environmental
concerns.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. As stated on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, “The Program objectives
provide guidance for achieving the Program’s purpose: treatment, reuse and disposal of
wastewater in a reliable, practicable manner that provides the best use of water resources,
while protecting public health and the environment.”
Response to Comment 549-3
Comment Summary: The comment opposes discharge to rivers or oceans.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. The IRWP Draft EIR does not consider ocean discharge.
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COMMENT LETTER 550, ERIC SUNSWHEAT
Response to Comment 550-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that a recent newspaper article listed toilet paper
as an item needed for earthquake preparedness, but did not account for emergency facilities
for using the toilet paper.
Comments on a newspaper article do not pertain to the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 550-2
Comment Summary: The comment asks why the City of Santa Rosa is not providing
emergency alternatives for wastewater collection and utility water supply distribution
systems in the Draft EIR.
The purpose of the Program, described on page 1-3 of the Draft EIR is “treatment, reuse and
disposal of wastewater in a reliable, practicable manner that provides the best use of water
resources, while protecting public health and the environment.” The program does not
address the City’s existing collection system or potable water supply system, so emergency
options for those systems are outside the scope of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does include
Mitigation Measures 3.3.6, Earthquake Preparedness and Emergency Response Program,
which includes measures to ensure prompt repair of any portions of the treatment and
disposal system that might be damaged during an earthquake.
Response to Comment 550-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks why Santa Rosa officials did not attend a workshop
about the benefits of urine and asks if diversion of urine from wastewater through urine
collection and direct application to crops would reduce levels of hormones in wastewater
discharge.
Diversion of urine is outside of the scope of alternatives that were considered in Draft EIR.
This option was not recommended during scoping or alternative screening; the commentor
did not comment on either the Scoping Report or Screening Report. Urine diversion systems
would require approval of the Sonoma County Health Department. Given the requirements
for decentralized systems with substantial opportunities for human error in operation of the
system, it is doubtful that such a system would be approved. For example, the Health
Department has not approved use of Composting Toilets because of similar concerns. It thus
does not appear that this option would be a feasible method of addressing the needs that must
be met by the IRWP. Without a more detailed evaluation it is speculative to comment on
whether there would be any benefits to urine diversion. Please Refer to Master Response B –
Use of Data.
Response to Comment 550-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that chemical nitrogen be added to wastewater
to replace urine to be diverted from wastewater.
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Detailed requirements for implementation of a urine diversion system are outside the scope
of the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response to Comment 550-3.
Response to Comment 550-5
Comment Summary: The comment recommends a design for a “drying aerobic net toilet”,
with composting of “crapper solids”.
The comment does not include the specifics of the referenced design, but it appears to
resemble some sort of composting toilet. Composting or incinerating toilets were considered
during screening, but not carried forward. As noted on page 6-3 of the Draft EIR,
“Composting toilets are not allowed in the County of Sonoma due to health and safety
concerns with the use and maintenance of the facilities”. The City is unaware of the
successful implementation of a program of “drying aerobic net toilets” in the United States
on a scale that would meaningfully contribute to the basic objectives of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 550-6
Comment Summary: The comment asks if these “emergency alternatives” could be used to
divert problematic pollutants.
Please refer to Response to Comment 550-2 regarding emergency alternatives. The City’s
recycled water is of high quality, and meets most drinking water standards. As noted on page
2-71 of the Draft EIR, “In order to meet the requirements of the California Toxics Rule
(CTR) for discharge to surface waters, all of the Discharge options may include advanced
membrane treatment to the extent needed to comply with CTR.” There is no evidence that
the technology described in the comment could effectively reduce levels of problematic
pollutants.
Response to Comment 550-7
Comment Summary: The comment requests specific responses copied to the commentor in a
timely fashion.
Responses to all comments on the Draft EIR will be provided in the Final EIR, which will be
made available to all those who commented on the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 550-8
Comment Summary: The comment offers to provide further information if requested.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the information provided in the comments and welcomes
the commentor to continue to participate in the public process for selection of a program.
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COMMENT LETTER 551, PETER G. CONNORS
Response to Comment 551-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR indicates that all of the
alternatives in the 1997 Long-Term EIR are available for eventual use.
The comment is correct.
Response to Comment 551-2
Comment Summary: The comment offers to provide information on the Button Ranch should
a reservoir be pursued on that site.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the offer of information. The IRWP Draft EIR does not
evaluate a West County project.
Response to Comment 551-3
Comment Summary: The comment expresses opposition to creation of a reservoir at the
Button Ranch as well as direct discharge into the Esteros.
Reservoirs in West County are not evaluated in the IRWP Draft EIR. The City of Santa Rosa
is not considering direct discharge to the Esteros. Neither the IRWP Draft EIR nor the LongTerm EIR considered direct discharge into the Esteros.
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COMMENT LETTER 552, FRED CORSON, PRESIDENT, DRY CREEK VALLEY
ASSOCIATION
Response to Comment 552-1
Comment Summary: The comment states who the letter is on behalf of and lists their
concerns as preservation of groundwater, preservation of the quality of agricultural, the
beauty of the valley, and resources of the valley.
Refer to Response to Comments 552-4, 552-5, and 552-7 through 10 regarding preservation
of groundwater. Refer to Response to Comments 552-6, 552-11, and 552-12 regarding
preservation of the quality of agricultural. Visual resources are discussed in Section 4.14 of
the Draft EIR. Although specific locations for storage facilities have not been determined,
they could be located in the Dry Creek Valley. The Draft EIR identifies storage reservoirs as
a significant visual impact. No other significant impacts were identified that would pertain to
the Dry Creek Valley. With regard to the preservation of resources of the valley, it is unclear
as to what resources the commentor is referring. Therefore a response can not be made.
Response to Comment 552-2
Comment Summary: The commentor asks whether the growth projections used in the IRWP
actually support the proposed program capacity.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows.
Response to Comment 552-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City of Santa Rosa has a responsibility to
maximize conservation, I&I reduction and urban reuse before implementing alternatives
such as agricultural reuse and discharge, which have higher potential for impacts.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 552-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the City needs more data on the quality and
variability of its wastewater because recycled water quality varies with time. The comment
asks if the Draft EIR has considered the range of contaminant levels that could occur in
reservoirs and based analyses on worst case scenarios.
Please refer to Response to Comment 509-6 regarding the adequacy of water quality data.
All analysis considered both maximum and average concentrations and used the appropriate
figure based on the scenario for exposure to recycled water. Analysis of surface water
quality impacts uses maximum concentrations of constituents in recycled water, in nearly all
cases. However, in reservoirs, where mixing of a fairly large volume of recycled water
would occur, average figures were deemed more reflective of expected water quality. As
noted on page 4.5-41 of the Draft EIR “Recycled water with a nitrate concentration greater
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than 10 mg/L nitrate as nitrogen could periodically be discharged from the Laguna Plant
although the average concentration is expected to be less than 10 mg/L based on recent
historical data. Recycled water that would be held in a typical 400 MG (or larger) storage
reservoir would likely contain nitrate at a concentration similar to the recent historic average
(7.3 mg/L). Thus, the inputs to groundwater associated with leakage from these larger
reservoirs would be less than significant based on the nitrate concentration significance
threshold.” For smaller reservoirs, a measure has been adopted as part of the Program:
Measure 3.2.8, Ensure Stored Recycled Water Does Not Exceed MCL for Nitrate, thereby
ensuring that occasional excursions of recycled water quality do not result in reservoirs
storing water at 10 mg/L or greater concentrations.
Response to Comment 552-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to be more specific about
quality of water required for specific irrigation situations.
It is not feasible for the City to provide different quality of water for different types of
irrigation systems. Existing recycled water quality has been assumed in the evaluation of
impacts. The analysis of impacts of irrigation has not assumed that recycled water would be
applied through drip irrigation. Impacts of recycled water irrigation on surface water quality
are evaluated in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR. As stated on page 4.6-34, “The City has
adopted Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Chemical Use, as part of
the Project Description. Measure 3.2.4 requires the City to perform a series of Best
Management Practices to minimize runoff, e.g., application of irrigation water should be
consistently equivalent to crop demand.” The Draft EIR concludes that this measure would
be sufficient to preclude significant impacts to surface water quality.
Response to Comment 552-6
Comment Summary: The comment states an opinion that it is essential that the decision to
use recycled water be exclusively at the discretion of the landowner, and asks if the City of
Santa Rosa is willing “to commit to landowner choice.”
The comment does not address a physical environmental impact that can be examined in an
EIR under the provisions of CEQA. The comment will be forwarded to the Santa Rosa
Board of Public Utilities and the Santa Rosa City Council for consideration. The City prefers
to work with willing landowners.
Response to Comment 552-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that frost protection has a high potential for
extensive runoff into surface water and should be considered a direct discharge regulated by
the California Toxics Rule.
Frost control would be controlled by Measure 3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion,
and Chemical Use, which is included as part of the Project Description. As stated on page 317 of the Draft EIR. “The City of Santa Rosa shall implement BMPs for runoff and erosion
control and for agricultural chemical application on properties receiving recycled water for
irrigation or frost control. The City shall prepare an Irrigation Management Plan for
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individual parcels or types of parcels prior to provision of recycled water for irrigation or
frost control when management activities on that property fall outside the regulatory
authority of the Sonoma County Vineyard Ordinance and outside the California Department
of Forestry regulations regarding timber harvest and timberland conversions.” The intent of
this measure is to prevent runoff associated with frost protection, so that frost protection
would not result in discharge to surface water bodies.
Response to Comment 552-8
Comment Summary: The comment expresses concerns about the impact of unknown
contaminants on grapevines, on the quality of wines and on the perception of the quality of
wines, and states that the analyses of agricultural productivity in the Draft EIR are
inadequate for this specific case.
The Draft EIR has evaluated the effects of water quality parameters known to be important
for agricultural productivity. The recycled water produced by the Laguna Plant has been
determined to be of a suitable quality for irrigation of crops, including vineyards. It is not
possible to evaluate unknown contaminants. Previous studies have shown that recycled
water does not adversely affect the quality of crops (Engineering Science 1987, Monterey
Wastewater Reclamation Study for Agriculture, Final Report). The City of Santa Rosa
currently provides recycled water for about 14 vineyard users totaling approximately 1,800
acres of vineyards, and there has been no problem with adverse perception regarding the
quality of those wines. No problems are thus anticipated with irrigation of vineyards
associated with the IRWP. Please also refer to Response to Comment 524-23.
Response to Comment 552-9
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the Draft EIR analysis of potential for
groundwater contamination from storage reservoirs, irrigation and indirect discharge is
adequate.
The analysis is appropriate for a Program EIR. Please refer to Master Response G – Program
versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 552-10
Comment Summary: The comment questions the adequacy of the Well Protection Program
to mitigate groundwater contamination.
Please refer to Response to Comment 541-6.
Response to Comment 552-11
Comment Summary: The comment questions the conclusion in the Draft EIR that the
conversion of non-agricultural lands to irrigated agriculture use is beneficial, and asks for
the basis for the conclusion.
The comment appears to refer to the analysis of Impact 2.5.1 on page 4.2-14 of the DEIR.
The evaluation criterion used in that analysis is: “Will the Agricultural Irrigation component
cause loss of Farmland?” The analysis concludes that the increased availability of irrigation
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water may lead to increased values for existing farmland, and bring new farmland into
production. This would support the farmland preservation policies contained in the general
plans of Sonoma and Lake Counties, and the cities of Cloverdale, Cotati, Healdsburg,
Petaluma, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, and Windsor. Bringing new farmland into production
using irrigation with recycled water would serve to offset farmland losses caused by
conversion to urban or other non-farm uses.
Response to Comment 552-12
Comment Summary: The comment states that negative impacts to the conversion of nonagricultural lands to irrigated agriculture include “erosion and loss of groundwater
regeneration capacity,” asserts that neither timberland conversion permits or the Sonoma
County Vineyard Ordinance have satisfactorily controlled erosion, and recommends that the
City of Santa Rosa have specific requirements as to the appropriate locations and quantity of
conversions to provide “meaningful” protection.
Potential erosion impacts are evaluated in the discussion under Impact 2.3.5 on page 4.2-14
of the Draft EIR. The discussion states that the application of irrigation water to previously
non-irrigated lands has the potential to increase soil erosion. The analysis concludes that the
use of appropriate agricultural management measures would control erosion in areas with
high erosion potential. The control of erosion would also facilitate percolation of rainwater
into underlying aquifers, reducing the loss due to increased runoff.
The Sonoma County Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance would apply to the
development of new vineyards to control erosion. For timberlands, the California Forest
Practice Rules require erosion control measures for removal of timber prior to conversion.
The Draft EIR concludes that application of these requirements would reduce erosion
impacts to a level of less than significant. The commentor asserts that “there have been
multiple serious erosion events on conversions carried out under these regulations.” No
additional information is provided in the comment about these alleged problems, and the City
is not aware of serious erosion events occurring after application of these erosion control
requirements. Therefore, no additional response can be made at this time.
Concerning the comment “Shouldn’t the city have specific requirements as to appropriate
locations and quantity of conversions to provide meaningful protection?” the commentor is
referred to page 1-1 of the Draft EIR which states that: “This EIR is a Program EIR under
the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. In recognition of this, the alternatives
and components of the IRWP have been developed at a conceptual level and environmental
review will also be at a conceptual level.” The document further states on page 1-1:
“Because it is a Program EIR, this document addresses the potential impacts and mitigation
measures for the overall program. As individual components are subsequently proposed for
implementation as projects within the scope of the IRWP, the City of Santa Rosa will then
determine the appropriate level of subsequent environmental review…The environmental
review process will comply with the CEQA requirements for public notice and review of all
further environmental documentation for IRWP projects, thus assuring that all interested
parties will have the opportunity to review and comment on the implementation of IRWP
components.” Thus, as specific plans or proposed projects are brought forward for review,
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more site-specific agricultural and/or timberland conversion and erosion control analyses and
mitigation will be performed.
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COMMENT LETTER 553, MRS. ELIZABETH LEITE
Response to Comment 553-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses opposition to ocean discharge or discharge to
the Esteros.
The City of Santa Rosa is not considering discharge to the ocean, the Estero Americano or
Estero de San Antonio. The IRWP Final Screening Report (Appendix B in the Draft EIR)
considered the feasibility of ocean discharge, however recommended that the proposal not be
carried forward in the EIR because it could not be logistically implemented in the time frame
required and the low probability that permits could be obtained from responsible federal and
state agencies. None of these options are considered in the IRWP Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 553-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that discharge to the esteros would disturb marine
mammals, an infraction of the Marine Mammal Protection Act.
The IRWP does not include discharge to the Estero Americano or Estero de San Antonio, nor
does it consider an ocean outfall. Please see Response to Comment 553-1.
Response to Comment 553-3
Comment Summary: The comment says that an outfall would disturb elephant seals and
harbor seals.
The IRWP does not include discharge to the Estero Americano or Estero de San Antonio, nor
does it consider an ocean outfall. Please see Response to Comment 553-1.
Response to Comment 553-4
Comment Summary: The comment expresses outrage that the City is pursuing discharge to
the Esteros.
The City of Santa Rosa is not considering discharge to the ocean, the Estero Americano or
Estero de San Antonio. None of these options is considered in the IRWP Draft EIR. Please
see Response to Comment 553-1.
Response to Comment 553-5
Comment Summary: The comment opposes pouring grey water into the ocean.
The City of Santa Rosa is not considering discharge to the ocean. This option is not
considered in the IRWP Draft EIR. Please see Response to Comment 553-1.
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COMMENT LETTER 554, BILL SMITH, PH.D., NCPA SENIOR GEOLOGIST,
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY
Response to Comment 554-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor recently received the document
and hopes that the comments can still be considered.
The comments and responses have been included in this Final EIR.
Response to Comment 544-2
Comment Summary: The comment summarizes the purpose of Seismic Monitoring Advisory
Committee, its relationship with NCPA, and the purpose of the letter.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 554-3
Comment Summary: The comment notes that the LACOSAN pipeline apportions two-thirds
of its water to the Calpine-operated area and one-third to the NCPA-operated area.
Please refer to Response to Comment 539-19.
Response to Comment 554-4
Comment Summary: Appendix F.1 did not use public information that was available about
the recent changes in injection operations at The Geysers, specifically recent changes in
seismicity that have resulted due to the startup of the Southeast Geysers Effluent Pipeline.
The City of Santa Rosa used public information that was transmitted to them by Mitch Stark
of Calpine, to relate information from wells taking water from the Southeast Geysers Pipeline
(that is, LACOSAN) Project to induced seismicity. The information consisted of injection
rates and volumes for specific wells—data that are needed to make comparisons between
induced seismicity and injection rates. The City was not provided (and were unaware of)
injection data for Calpine well 42B-33 and some data for 956A-1 was overlooked. The
commentor is correct to note the omission of the information, the inclusion of which appears
to confirm the reported correlation of induced seismicity and injection.
Response to Comment 554-5
Comment Summary: Two recently published investigations (Beall et al. 1999 and Smith et
al. 2000) that deal with induced seismicity at The Geysers are not referenced in Appendix
F.1 and do not appear to have been reviewed.
The commentor is correct that the City did not reference or review Beall, et al. 1999 or
Smith, et al. 2000 prior to preparing the Draft EIR. After reviewing the papers subsequent to
publication of the Draft EIR, the City notes that the papers show good spatial correlation (in
cross section) of induced seismicity and the positions of wells 956A-1 and 42B-33.
However, they do not supply the well-specific, monthly injection rates that are needed to

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 554-1

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

correlate injection rates with observed seismicity as performed in Appendix F.1. The papers
provide a graphical presentation of yearly injection volumes for wells in the Southeast
Geysers (e.g., Figure 10 in Beall et al. 1999 and Figures 1 and 2 in Smith et al. 2000) and
some monthly data summed for the entire Southeast Geysers area (e.g., Figure 9 in Beall et
al. 1999). Thus, they do not discuss the temporal behavior of induced seismicity at the level
of detail that is crucial for analyzing induced seismicity and do not provide additional
information that would modify the conclusions in Appendix F.1. Please refer to Response to
Comment 539-22.
Response to Comment 554-6
Comment Summary: The comparison between the monthly numbers of seismic events
observed in Subareas A, B, and C, and the monthly injection volumes in the four selected
injection wells is flawed because information contained in Beall et al. 1999 and Smith, et al.
2000 was omitted.
Injection volumes and rates in Appendix F.1 were based on information supplied by Mitch
Stark of Calpine (one of the authors of the referenced papers), who indicated which wells
were taking water from the Southeast Geysers Pipeline Project. The City considered only
wells taking this injection water and were unaware that others (such as well 42B-33) in
subarea A, had taken water, with the exception of 956A-1. Please also refer to Response to
Comments 554-5 and 539-22.
Response to Comment 554-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that seismic activity in subarea A is centered on
Calpine injection well 42B-33 rather than wells DV-11 and DV-4, and thus probably
unrelated to these latter wells.
The City agrees that water injection data for well 42B-33 would have been useful to include
in the study. However, it was not provided by Calpine and therefore data for the nearest
available wells were used. Since the monthly data for injection rates and volumes for the
well were unavailable it is uncertain what effect inclusion of this well would have had on the
analysis in Appendix F.1. The City notes, however, that during the two one-year periods
shown in Beall et al. 1999 and Smith et al. 2000, the volume of water delivered to well 42B33 and the wells used in Appendix F.1 increased (although not in the same proportion).
Thus, it is likely that a positive correlation between injection rates and seismicity would have
been observed (as it was for the induced seismicity study).
Response to Comment 554-8
Comment Summary: The seismic activity in subarea B is centered on Calpine injection well
956A-1 rather than wells DV-11 and DV-4, and thus probably is unrelated to these latter
wells.
The City agrees that water injection data for well 956A-1 would have been useful to include
in the study. The City notes, however, that during the two one-year periods shown in Beall et
al. 1999 and Smith et al. 2000, the volume of water delivered to well 956A-1 and the wells
used in Appendix F.1 increased (although not in the same proportion). Thus, it is likely that
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a positive correlation between injection rates and seismicity would have been observed (as it
was for the induced seismicity study).
Response to Comment 554-9
Comment Summary: The seismic activity in subarea C is located away from BAR-7 and
MLM-5, which were used in Appendix F.1. Additional wells MLM-1, MCK-1 and MCK-4,
which are also in the subarea, have been used by Calpine and the injection rates for these
wells are pertinent to the analysis.
The City agrees that water injection data for wells MLM-1, MCK-1 and MCK-4 would have
been useful to include in the study. However, it was not provided by Calpine and therefore
data for the nearest available wells were used. Since the monthly data for injection rates and
volumes for the wells were unavailable, the effect inclusion of these wells would have had on
the analysis in Appendix F.1 is uncertain. The City notes, however, that during the two oneyear periods shown in Beall et al. 1999 and Smith et al. 2000, the volume of water delivered
to these wells and the wells used in Appendix F.1 increased (although not in the same
proportion). Thus, it is likely that a positive correlation between injection rates and
seismicity would have been observed (as it was for the induced seismicity study).
Response to Comment 554-10
Comment Summary: The comment states that the increase in induced seismicity in the NCPA
portion of the Southeast Geysers has been much less than in the Calpine SE area. While
seismicity may have increased four-fold in one area, there has been no increase in other
areas.
The City agrees that the increase in induced seismicity in the Calpine SE area has been
greater than the increase in the NCPA operating area.
Response to Comment 554-11
Comment Summary: The comment notes that limiting injection rates to 500 gpm (0.7 mgd)
or less per well has been proven in most cases to limit if not avoid inducing seismicity.
The City agrees that limitation of injection rates to less than 500 gpm would likely prevent
the generation of noticeable induced seismicity, as demonstrated in the study prepared for the
Long-term Project.
Response to Comment 554-12
Comment Summary: The comment states that while there is some general demonstrated
cause and effect relationship between induced seismicity and injection rates there is no
universal or singular simple relationship between injection rate and induced seismicity.
The City agrees with this statement and has made no claim of a universal or singular simple
relationship. However, the City concludes that the model provides reasonable numbers for
the present study. Please refer to Master Response B - Use of Data.
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Response to Comment 554-13
Comment Summary: The comment states that there is no evidence in this report to justify a
field-wide use of the model equation developed for the Long-term Project study and that use
of any or all of the four wells in the present study to develop a model equation would have
yielded results that would “seemingly range from coincidentally appropriate to absolutely
invalid.”
This is a matter of professional judgment, as no standards of conduct for this type of
investigation have been established. Please refer to Response to Comment 507-2 and Master
Response B - Use of Data.
Response to Comment 554-14
Comment Summary: The comment states that if more comprehensive available information
had been used, including modern injection management procedures, then the conclusions in
Appendix F.1 may have been different.
Please refer to Master Response B - Use of Data.
Response to Comment 554-15
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a scientific publication by Smith et al. 2000,
which is referenced in the commentor’s letter.
The publication does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Responses to Comments 554-5 through 554-9, wherein the papers were cited.
Response to Comment 554-16
Comment Summary: The comment consists of a scientific publication by Beall et al. 1999,
which is referenced in the commentor’s letter.
The publication does not provide specific comments on the Draft EIR. Please refer to
Responses to Comments 554-5 through 554-9, wherein the papers were cited.
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COMMENT LETTER 555, BRENDA ADELMAN, RUSSIAN RIVER WATERSHED
PROTECTION COMMITTEE
Response to Comment 555-1
Comment Summary: This comment refers to two related comment letters with attachments
previously submitted, in order to add some new material to those letters.
The City appreciates any new information regarding the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 555-2
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that a second copy of the article “Membrane
Filtration of Biologically Treated Effluent for Production of Boiler Feedwater” is enclosed
because it is more readable than the one previously submitted.
The attachment contains no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. However, the
information in the article is included for the record. Advanced Membrane Treatment is
included as a component in the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 555-3
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that an additional article entitled “Water
Reuse” regarding reverse osmosis is being submitted.
The attachment contains no specific comments about the IRWP EIR. However, the
information in the article is included for the record. Advanced Membrane Treatment is
included as a component in the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 555-4
Comment Summary: This comment explains the efforts the author went to in obtaining a
letter attachment in support of the subsequent request to consider the letter even though it
was submitted late.
The City appreciates these efforts and will consider the letter in the Final EIR.
Response to Comment 555-5
Comment Summary: This comment further explains the efforts the author went to in
obtaining a letter attachment in support of the subsequent request to consider the letter even
though it was submitted late.
The City appreciates these efforts and will consider the additional article in the Final EIR.
Response to Comment 555-6
Comment Summary: This comment request consideration of the letter to the Regional Board
dated July 31, 2001 from the City of Santa Rosa even though it is submitted late.
The letter will be considered in the Final EIR.
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Response to Comment 555-7
Comment Summary: This comment is an article entitled “Water Reuse, Reclaimed Water:
An Alternative Source for High-Purity Water Production in the Semiconductor Industry”
from Ultrapure Water, May/June 2003.
Please refer to Response to Comment 555-3 which addresses the comment which references
this article.
Response to Comment 555-8
Comment Summary: This comment is an article entitled “Membrane Filtration of
Biologically Treated Effluent for Production of Boiler Feedwater” from Ultrapure Water,
April 2003.
Please refer to Response to Comment 555-2 which addresses the comment which references
this article.
Response to Comment 555-9
Comment Summary: This comment is a letter from Miles Ferris to Lauren Clyde, North
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, dated July 30, 2001, regarding the Triennial
Basin Plan Review and includes a discussion regarding dilution/mixing zones.
Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
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COMMENT LETTER 556, FORM LETTER SENT TO MAYOR SHARON WRIGHT VIA
E-MAIL
Response to Comment 556-1
Comment Summary: A total of 408 commentors submitted e-mail letters to Santa Rosa
Mayor Sharon Wright. The commentors expressed strong opposition to proposals for direct
or indirect discharges of wastewater to the Estero Americano or the Estero de San Antonio
on the Sonoma-Marin coastline and requested that the Esteros projects be deleted from the
EIR process.
The IRWP does not include any program alternatives or components which would affect the
Esteros or are located within the watersheds of the Esteros.
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COMMENT LETTER 557, FORM LETTER
PROJECTS MANAGER VIA E-MAIL

SENT TO

DAN CARLSON, CAPITAL

Response to Comment 557-1
Comment Summary: A total of 138 commentors submitted e-mail letters to Dan Carlson,
Santa Rosa Capital Projects Coordinator. The commentors expressed strong opposition to
proposals for direct or indirect discharges of wastewater to the Estero Americano or the
Estero de San Antonio on the Sonoma-Marin coastline and requested that the esteros
projects be deleted from the EIR process.
The IRWP does not include any program alternatives or components which would affect the
Esteros or are located within the watersheds of the Esteros.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 600, MARY JANE SCHRAM
Response to Comment 600-1
Comment Summary: The comment states who the commentor represents and thanks the City
Council and Board of Public Utilities for the opportunity to speak.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 600-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that parts of the wastewater plan affect waterflow
in the Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio; areas that have federal and
international recognition.
The comment is incorrect. There are no alternatives evaluated in the IRWP Draft EIR that
affect waterflow in the Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio.
Response to Comment 600-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City is considering the west county
projects since it has already been evaluated in the Long-Term EIR.
The Long-Term EIR is still a valid document. Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3.
However, it is important to note that a West County Project has not been identified as part of
the IRWP.
Response to Comment 600-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that because the Long-Term EIR was found to be in
noncompliance with several CEQA requirements, the City could not select a West County
irrigation project for implementation without a new EIR and NEPA document.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3.
Response to Comment 600-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor will also be submitting written
comments and offers a contact if the City has further questions.
The written comments were received; refer to Comment Letter 100.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 601, RICHARD CHARTER
Response to Comment 601-1
Comment Summary: The comment states who the commentor represents.
The City appreciates the comments.
Response to Comment 601-2
Comment Summary: The comment thanks the BPU for not including ocean outfall in the
Draft EIR.
The City acknowledges the comment’s support of the Board of Public Utilities decision not
to pursue study of an ocean outfall at this time.
Response to Comment 601-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City is still considering the west county
project and that the Draft EIR states that the City can select it at any time since it was
evaluated in the previous EIR.
The comment quotes the Draft EIR correctly. However, a West County Project has not been
identified as part of the IRWP.
Response to Comment 601-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City can not rely on previously discredited
documents for any part of a West County project and would need to start a new CEQA and
NEPA process if any project element in West County is considered again.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Responses to Comments 100-3
and 517-5.
Response to Comment 601-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that if the City decides to pursue a West County
project entirely new CEQA and NEPA documentation would be required, and preparation of
a supplemental EIR would not be adequate.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Responses to Comments 517-9,
517-31, and 517-32.
Response to Comment 601-6
Comment Summary: The comment emphasizes the federal regulations prohibiting impacts
on the esteros.
This is not a comment pertaining to the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
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Response to Comment 601-7
Comment Summary: Comment states that further written comments will be submitted and
requests that these and all previous comments be submitted as part of the record.
Refer to Letter 517 for the written comments received from the commentor. No other written
comments were received from the commentor on the IRWP Draft EIR.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 602, ANNE SEELEY
Response to Comment 602-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor has not read the whole Draft
EIR.
This is not a comment or question regarding the Draft EIR, therefore a response is not
necessary.
Response to Comment 602-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the project should be environmentally
acceptable, the EIR process should be complete and sufficiently revealing, and the interests
of the ratepayers should be protected.
The City agrees that the EIR process should be complete and the Draft EIR meet all
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. With regard to being sufficiently
revealing, it is unclear to the City what this means, therefore a response can not be made.
With regard to the ratepayers, this is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is
not necessary.
Response to Comment 602-3
Comment Summary: The comment questions the need for the plant upgrade in relation to
population and rate of growth, and asks that the need for commercial and industrial growth
be examined by all.
TM 2 in Appendix N.2 of the EIR describes the methodology for projecting flows.
Commercial and industrial growth has been accounted for the capacity analysis.
Response to Comment 602-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks who is responsible for the new wells required under
Geysers Expansion, and for an assessment of the costs.
The responsibility for construction or ownership of these facilities is not determined in this
document, but would probably be Calpine. However, the costs are included so that the
Geysers alternative can be compared on equal footing with other alternatives. Definition of
liability for these facilities would be part of future negotiations and project implementation.
Response to Comment 602-5
Comment Summary: The comment asks if the other cities in the subregional system have
been contacted about their plans for I&I Reduction.
Page 26 of TM 14, Appendix N.2 of the EIR addresses the programs of the Subregional
System partners other than Santa Rosa.
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Response to Comment 602-6
Comment Summary: The comment thanks the Council and BPU for their hard work.
The City appreciates the comment.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 603, STEVE SMIT
Response to Comment 603-1
Comment Summary: The comment states who the commentor is speaking on behalf of and
that agriculture can use recycled water.
This is not a comment or question regarding the Draft EIR, therefore a response is not
necessary.
Response to Comment 603-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the study contains a wide variety of projects
and that the document provides a foundation for exploring how water can be used for
farming.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Responses to Comments 511-1
and 511-2.
Response to Comment 603-3
Comment Summary: The comment asks of the use of recycled water would be voluntary.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-3.
Response to Comment 603-4
Comment Summary: The comment asks if, with regard to water quality, the 1994 FAO
standards are updated, especially given the newer industries that may be developing in Santa
Rosa.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-4.
Response to Comment 603-5
Comment Summary: The comment suggests taking advantage of the seasonal flow flexibility
in the Geysers contract to provide summer irrigation and thus needing smaller reservoirs.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-5.
Response to Comment 603-6
Comment Summary: The comment suggests phasing in projects starting with the one with
the least impacts on the environment.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-6.
Response to Comment 603-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR’s assumption that “locally, the
long-term grape is wine grapes” may not be accurate, that flexibility is needed to encourage
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other agricultural uses, and that phasing in projects will allow for design and construction to
meet existing and future agricultural needs.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-7.
Response to Comment 603-8
Comment Summary: The comment suggests choosing a combination of options, including
ones not covered in Draft EIR.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-8.
Response to Comment 603-9
Comment Summary: The comment expresses appreciation to the City for considering
agricultural irrigation.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 511-8.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 604, LEON BECK
Response to Comment 604-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that he will not repeat what previous commentors
have said but would like to remind the Council and BPU of a few items.
The City appreciates the comments and input on the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 604-2
Comment Summary: The comment recalls a previous commentor’s comments from a few
years ago.
This is not a question on the current Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 604-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that if there had been a governmental group that
was strong enough to limit population growth, there would not be a need for the project.
As stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of Amador
v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931 holds that growth decisions
must be made in the first instance by cities and counties when they adopt their general plans,
and agencies, such as the Subregional System, that provide essential infrastructure necessary
to serve that growth must base their planning efforts on growth authorized by approved
general plans. Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted General Plans for purposes of
determining population/housing/employment projections.
Response to Comment 604-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor doesn’t want toxics to enter the
waterways or underground aquifers. The commentor requests that the City consider ways
and means to remove toxic compounds at the source so that they don’t get into the water.
Manufacturers should be required to take care of it themselves.
The City has a pretreatment program to reduce potential pollutants at the source. The City
periodically evaluates its pretreatment program and will continue to do so. However, as
discussed in Technical Memorandum 17 (Santa Rosa’s Incremental Recycled Water Program
– Water Quality Improvement Technologies) pages 11 and 12, lowering existing local limits
for industrial discharges or setting new ones could be part of an overall compliance strategy,
but alone cannot meet predicted effluent limits. Therefore other alternatives are needed.
Response to Comment 604-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that you cannot recycle an EIR that was
inadequate.
It appears that the comment refers to the Long-Term EIR. Please refer to Response to
Comment 100-3 regarding the adequacy of the Long-Term EIR.
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Response to Comment 604-6
Comment Summary: This comment expresses concern that comments will be not be given
due respect and fully considered responses.
Overall we have received approximately 77 comment letters, as well as oral statements from
approximately 25 commentors at the public hearing on June 19, 2003. This response was
analyzed and broken down into approximately 990 individual comments, each of which is
receiving specific attention. The response to each of these comments will be as complete as
possible; however, some comments are so general that it is not possible to give a specific
response. The Responses to Comments on the Long-Term EIR did not use the term
“Comments noted”. The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the ideas and input of all of the
citizens that have commented on the IRWP EIR and on previous environmental documents.
Response to Comment 604-7
Comment Summary: The comment states a farewell.
This is not a question on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 605, ANNE MAURICE
Response to Comment 605-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses support for sustainable agriculture.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 605-2
Comment Summary:
injection.

The comment expresses opposition to indirect discharge using

Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 605-3
Comment Summary. The commentor expresses support for the Geysers alternative. The
other options, putting it on land, putting it on water, or using it for agricultural irrigation
don’t change the fact that serious contaminants are in the wastewater and aren’t being
removed and can have an effect on our bodies.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component. The impact of direct wastewater discharge on public health is
evaluated in Chapter 4.7 pages 4.7-72-74. The impact of indirect discharge on public health
is evaluated in Chapter 4.7 pages 4.7-77-78. The impact of agricultural irrigation on public
health is evaluated in Chapter 4.7 pages 4.7-45-46.
Response to Comment 605-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that there is no discussion of chlorine as a
dangerous contaminant because we put it in on purpose and it is a very dangerous toxin.
As shown in Table 4.6-2, chlorine in not detectable in Santa Rosa’s recycled water. The
Laguna Treatment plant uses ultraviolet radiation, not chlorine, for final disinfection.
Response to Comment 605-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that in the Draft EIR, there is no discussion of the
“given”, which the comment defines as “this creation of an enormous volume of
wastewater.”
As stated on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR, projected wastewater flows for the IRWP are based
on buildout as projected in the General Plans of the Subregional System’s members in effect
in July 2002, and that because the members determine growth through their general plans,
planning for new capacity of the Subregional System responds directly to the growth
anticipated through the horizon year of the plans.
Also page 2-6 of the Draft EIR references the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of
Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, and states:
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That decision holds that growth decisions must be made in the first
instance by cities and counties when they adopt their general plans, and
agencies that provide essential infrastructure necessary to serve that
growth must base their planning efforts on growth authorized by approved
general plans.
Therefore, the City has based its planning efforts for the IRWP on the adopted General Plans
of the Subregional System communities.
Response to Comment 605-6
Comment Summary: The commentor expressed amazement that people pointed their finger
at Santa Rosa because they are charged with dealing with waste, but the waste is being
manufactured by people who go after the City if they don’t remove all of them. There is
something wrong with this picture.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the support expressed in the comment. Table 4.6-2
indicates that the concentrations of various bacteria in Santa Rosa’s recycled water are all
below their respective standards.
Response to Comment 605-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that water should not be used as a conveyance for
waste and that people are behaving foolishly by putting waste chemicals and
pharmaceuticals in water.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 606, TOM YARISH
Response to Comment 606-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor is speaking on behalf of
Friends of the Esteros.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 606-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City has hired lobbying firms to represent
the City. In the commentor’s view regulatory changes may be justified in specific instances
but the weight of contemporary scientific research shows that there are no safe thresholds for
hundreds, if not thousands, of common contaminants. The CTR covers only a limited range
of potential contaminants in wastewater.
The City agrees that the CTR does not cover all potential contaminants in wastewater.
Whether there are no safe thresholds for hundreds or thousands of common contaminants is a
complex and debatable scientific question – see Master Response B – Use of Data. The City
is not lobbying to change the CTR as seems to be implied by the question. Rather the City is
looking into the issue of mixing zones which are allowed by the Policy for Implementation of
Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California
which is the document to guide implementation of the CTR. Please refer to Master Response
C – Mixing Zones.
Response to Comment 606-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that CEQA action invalidated the long-term EIR
that proposed to discharge water into the watersheds of Esteros de San Antonio and
Americano. The commentor cites things that he thinks things have changed since the time of
the long-term EIR.
The IRWP does not include any alternatives or components located within the watersheds of
the esteros. Please refer to Response to Comment 100-3 regarding the Long-Term EIR.
Response to Comment 606-4
Comment Summary: The commentor urges that there be increased local conservation of
local potable water supplies, continued public education (concerning conservation and
reuse) and “aggressive” implementation of wastewater recycling for local irrigation and
landscaping.
Incremental Recycled Water Program objectives, found on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR, include
objectives to maximize the use of recycled water and optimize water conservation, among
other related objectives. IRWP alternatives, described beginning on page 2-20 of the Draft
EIR, include Alternative 1 Indoor Water Conservation and Alternative 3 Urban Reuse, which
would provide for the use of recycled water for urban irrigation to replace potable water
supplies or well water supplies, and for dual use systems in new developments for nonpotable water uses. Since this comment does not concern a physical environmental impact to
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be examined under the provisions of CEQA, it will be forwarded to the Santa Rosa City
Council for consideration. Please refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or
against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 606-5
Comment Summary: The comment supports double piping.
Double piping has been included in the Draft EIR, as part of Alternative 3, Urban Reuse. As
described on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, “The urban irrigation component would also
include dual use systems in new development that provide for use of recycled water as a
replacement for water supply in industrial processes as well as for non-potable use for indoor
plumbing (such as fire sprinklers and toilets) in commercial buildings and for on-site
landscape irrigation. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or
against a Program Alternative or Component. Evaluation of “lost opportunity costs” is
outside the scope of the Draft IRWP, as costs are not effects on the environment.
Response to Comment 606-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that General Plan growth projections need to be
carefully analyzed in terms of the ability of cities and agencies to support the local social and
infrastructure costs associated with additional population growth.
It is beyond the scope of the Draft EIR to analyze the General Plan growth projections in
terms of the ability of cities and agencies to support the local social and infrastructure costs
associated with additional population growth. As stated in the Draft EIR, on page 2-6, the
City has chosen to use the population projections in the adopted General Plans, because that
approach would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s decision in County of Amador v. El
Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931. That decision holds that growth
decisions must be made in the first instance by cities and counties when they adopt their
general plans, and agencies that provide essential infrastructure necessary to serve that
growth must base their planning efforts on growth authorized by approved general plans.
Therefore, the City has adhered to adopted General Plans for purposes of determining
population, housing and employment projections.
Also as noted on page 2-6 of the Draft EIR ”This EIR does not analyze the impacts of
development authorized by the member entities’ General Plans, other than the impacts of
accommodating future flows of wastewater generated by development authorized in those
Plans. The general impacts of development are analyzed in the EIRs for the General Plans of
the member entities.”
Response to Comment 606-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that there is a weakening of environmental
protections, the health care system, and regulatory oversight and enforcement.
The comment makes no specific reference to the Draft EIR. The City of Santa Rosa agrees
that environmental protection should not be weakened.
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Response to Comment 606-8
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the west county estuary watershed not be
included in the Draft EIR and would like to know whether the city has any intention of
pursuing this option.
There are no alternatives in the Draft EIR that include, nor will impact, the west county
estuary watershed. However, as the West County Alternative has already been evaluated in
the Long-Term EIR, it can be selected for implementation at any time. Supplemental CEQA
documentation would be performed as needed to determine if the Long-Term EIR is still
adequate in its evaluation of the projects that were considered in that document. Please refer
to Response to Comment 100-3.
Response to Comment 606-9
Comment Summary: The comment states that even if the wastewater were treated to RO
standards, discharges of wastewater into the estuary watershed would be harmful and
contrary to federal statutes and protections.
Discharge of recycled water to the watersheds of the Esteros is not a part of this IRWP EIR.
Please refer to Response to Comment 606-8.
Response to Comment 606-10
Comment Summary: The comment supports conservation and reuse, but not discharge.
Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinions for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 607, KEITH KAULUM
Response to Comment 607-1
Comment Summary: The comment states what organization the commentor represents.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 607-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the analysis of groundwater impacts of
indirect discharge is incomplete for a major element of a program EIR.
The analysis was conducted at a program level, and additional site-specific studies would be
required if the component is selected for implementation. Please refer to Master Response G
– Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 607-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the evaluation of indirect discharge should
consider the potential contamination of the Russian River gravel bed, which serves as the
source of potable water for 500,000 people, and that the Well Protection Program mitigation
is inadequate to address this potential impact.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 502-2.
Response to Comment 607-4
Comment Summary: The comment believes a south county alternative should be considered.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 502-3.
Response to Comment 607-5
Comment Summary: The comment states there should be more details in the Draft EIR
regarding storage facilities and that this EIR is a programmatic EIR.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 502-4.
Also please refer to Master Response G – Program versus Project EIR Studies.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 608, FRED CORSON
Response to Comment 608-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Dry Creek Valley Association will submit
written comments separately and that the comments made here are on behalf of the
commentor.
Refer to Responses to Comment Letter 552 with regard to the written comments of the Dry
Creek Valley Association. Mr. Corson also submitted individual comment letters. Refer to
Responses to Comment letters 509 and 541.
Response to Comments 608-2 through 608-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that due to the high variability of effluent volume
and quality it is possible that concentrations of contaminants in the water in the reservoirs
could be at peak or excursion levels and potentially exceed even the maximum levels detected
in samples. This potential to have higher than expected concentration of contaminants in the
wastewater in storage reservoirs affects the analyses of impacts on surface waters, on
groundwater, and on grapevines.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 509-6.
Response to Comment 608-5
Comment Summary: The comment questions whether the maximum flow rate from
accidental runoff is accurately estimated at 3,000 gallons per hour, provides examples of
irrigation rates, and states that most sprinkling for frost protection occurs at rates of over
60,000 gallons per hour in the spring in the valley floors near creeks. Additionally the
comment asks whether, if accidental runoff rates and contaminant loads from irrigation and
frost protection are underestimated in the Draft EIR, then impacts to biological sources are
also understated in the document. The comment further states that the BMP measure is
inadequate, in his opinion.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 509-7.
Response to Comment 608-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that combination of “higher that predicted levels of
contaminants” and higher than predicted rates of (accidental) runoff makes the analysis
inadequate. Impacts to north county aquatic biota in small streams could be significant and
the commentor’s opinion is that the Best Management Practices mitigation measure is
inadequate.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 509-7.
Response to Comment 608-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that cumulative impacts to groundwater from
irrigation, frost protection and reservoirs would be significant.
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The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Responses to Comments 541-6
and 541-13.
Response to Comment 608-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that the impact of wastewater irrigation on
grapevines is a concern because of the potential for higher than predicted levels of
contaminants in the stored wastewaters. The comment also states that the levels of boron in
recycled water could be sufficient to cause serious damage. Research needs to be done prior
to implementation of this alternative.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 509-9.
Response to Comments 608-9 and 609-10
Comment Summary: The commentator states that he believes that agricultural irrigation,
direct discharge, and indirect discharge will be considered discharge into surface waters
and will be regulated by the CTR. The commentor also believes that because of the critical
importance of north county surface waters and groundwater to the economic and
environmental well being of the North Bay area, these uses will also be subject to regulation
by the State Antidegradation Policy. The commentor believes that contaminants in
wastewater will change and regulations will change. The commentor believes that the only
feasible program to meet current and future regulatory requirements for these alternatives
will include reverse osmosis.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 509-11.
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COMMENT LETTER 609, STEVE CRIBARI
Response to Comment 609-1
Comment Summary: The commentor states that he hopes that the quality of the abalone
hatchery larvae, and thus their livelihood, is completely dependent on the quality of the water
that is pumped out of the Estero and hopes that will be factored into the decision for
selection of an alternative.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates your concern. However, the IRWP Draft EIR does not
address a West County project. Therefore, the comment is beyond the scope of this Draft
EIR.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 610, FRED ALBRECHT
Response to Comment 610-1
Comment Summary: The comment opposes discharge to the Esteros and supports water
reuse and recycling options.
The Draft EIR does not include an alternative that would discharge to the Esteros.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 611, VERONICA JACOBI
Response to Comment 611-1
Comment Summary: The comment indicates that the commentor has not been able to read
the entire Draft EIR and therefore is relying on other people’s summaries.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 611-2
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that indoor water conservation is not fully
addressed in the EIR and that there is more that can be done such as gray water systems,
planting native plants, and double piping.
The City currently educates the public in a variety of ways regarding native plants, including
the production of a brochure that lists plants specific to the Santa Rosa area. However,
conservation of water used for outdoor landscaping does not reduce wastewater flows. Both
gray water and double piping have been included in the Draft EIR, as part of Alternative 3,
Urban Reuse. As described on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, “The urban irrigation component
would also include dual use systems in new development that provide for use of recycled
water as a replacement for water supply in industrial processes as well as for non-potable use
for indoor plumbing (such as fire sprinklers and toilets) in commercial buildings and for onsite landscape irrigation. Gray water systems, which would be allowed by the Subregional
members under this component, reduce sewage flows by reusing or disposing of residential
or commercial wash water on-site at the residence or commercial buildings”. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 611-3
Comment Summary: The comment states there are many ways to reduce infiltration.
The elements of I&I reduction are discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft
EIR.
Response to Comment 611-4 and 611-5
Comment Summary: The comment supports reducing runoff into the wastewater and
diverting it from the streams.
I&I reduction is accomplished by improving the integrity of pipelines that collect wastewater
so that water does not enter the system. Runoff would not be diverted into streams. Refer to
Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 611-6
Comment Summary: The comment requests placement analysis for urban reuse.
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If urban reuse is included in the combination of alternatives selected then additional analysis
will be conducted in the project level EIR that would follow.
Response to Comment 611-7
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that there are careful ways to design
agricultural reservoirs: not endangering species, not damming creeks, and using lining.
The City of Santa Rosa agrees. Reservoirs would be carefully sited and designed.
Response to Comment 611-8
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the environment and the future be kept in
mind.
This comment is too general; therefore a response can not be provided.
Response to Comment 611-9
Comment Summary: The comment is opposed to the Geysers expansion because of increased
earthquakes, and discharge unless reverse osmosis is used.
Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 611-10
Comment Summary: The comment expresses an interest in using more tax money to protect
the environment and hopes that the City Council and BPU listen to the environmentalists.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 612, HAMILTON HESS
Response to Comment 612-1
Comment Summary: The comment states what organization the commentor is speaking on
behalf of.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 612-2
Comment Summary: Comment Summary: The comment states that Appendix F.1 of the Draft
EIR acknowledges that the injection of water and production of steam at The Geysers
steamfield causes earthquakes, but that the accuracy of the report could have been improved
by including more data (from the Lake County Seismic Monitoring Advisory Committee, from
Jeff Gospe, and from communicating with residents of Anderson Springs and Cobb). The
comment also notes that the report does not take into account the increase in magnitude 3.0
earthquakes in Anderson Springs during the past year.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 520-2.
Response to Comment 612-3
Comment Summary: Comment Summary: The comment states that the information in
Appendix F.1 is flawed because it relies on seismicity data from the Southeast Geysers to
predict seismicity in the North Geysers, which has been more active during the history of
induced seismicity.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 520-3.
Response to Comment 612-4
Comment Summary: The comment supports the recommendation to carefully manage the
injection program at The Geyser as proposed in the Draft EIR. It also recommends that the
means of implementing the injection management program agreeable to the geothermal
steamfield operators needs to be included in the stated mitigation.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 520-4.
Response to Comment 612-5
Comment Summary:
The comment states that the question of earthquake-caused
psychological trauma and damage to structures and household items and other possessions
of homeowners is lacking from Appendix F. It also notes that the Draft EIR should
acknowledge the liability that would be incurred should Santa Rosa in the event of
earthquake-caused damage and a means of meeting this liability.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Responses to Comments 520-5
and 520-6.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 613, DALE WRIGHT
Response to Comment 613-1
Comment Summary: The commentor stated that he used the City’s water today and it was
very good. Also, the commentor’s redwoods are growing.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 613-2
Comment Summary: The comment asks if report mentioned by the previous commentor has
been included in the EIR. In addition, the commentor asks if the City Council and BPU have
any knowledge of patents on the use of water at the geysers.
Refer to Comment Letter 520 to view the material submitted by the previous commentor.
With regard to patents on the use of water at the geysers, this is not a comment on the Draft
EIR and therefore a response is not necessary.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 614, MARTIN GRIFFIN
Response to Comment 614-1
Comment Summary: The comment states who the commentor is, where the commentor lives
and grows grapes (Westside Road), and describes existing activities occurring in the area as
well as stating that the City will be discharging in the area.
The area described by the commentor is included in the area for potential agricultural reuse
and discharge in the Draft EIR. The City has not yet selected an alternative; therefore it is
uncertain if discharge will occur in the area.
Response to Comment 614-2
Comment Summary: The comment states the area west of Westside Road has not been
studied but will be impacted, and that it has been selected for irrigation.
The City has not yet selected an alternative, but is considering agricultural irrigation in that
area under the Agricultural Irrigation alternative. Impacts of agriculture in the North County
area have been evaluated in the Draft EIR at a Program Level. If the City selects
Agricultural Irrigation as part of the combination of alternatives then a more detailed study of
that area will occur. Also refer to Master Response G - Program versus Project EIR Studies.
Response to Comment 614-3
Comment Summary: The comment references the maps developed by the Coalition for
Sustainable Agriculture that show wastewater reservoirs and states one of the reservoirs will
receive water from the geysers pipeline.
The reservoirs mentioned in the comment are not a part of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
considers the possibility of constructing reservoirs in North County, but has not identified
specific reservoir sites.
Response to Comment 614-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that it is no different discharging into the
Russian River than to discharge into the ocean, and is opposed to discharging in the river.
Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 614-5
Comment Summary: The comment refers to a seminar held the previous week.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
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Response to Comment 614-6
Comment Summary: The commentor showed a map from the Draft EIR to the City Council
and BPU and states the opinion that the area designated for potential discharge looks like a
giant colon.
It was not the intention of the City to have the discharge area appear as a giant colon.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 615, JEFF GOSPE
Response to Comment 615-1
Comment Summary: The comment indicates that the commentor has materials that can be
distributed later.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 615-2
Comment Summary: The comment identifies the commentor and his affiliations.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 615-3
Comment Summary: The comment indicates that the speaker is going to address The
Geysers Steamfield Expansion alternative and refers to a chart, which shows that the
numbers of earthquakes of M>1.2 has increased from two in the 1970s up to 505 in 2003
through May 15.
The information that the speaker cites on the graph does not provide specific comments on
the Draft EIR. Although the data presented by the commentor were not verified, the
information is consistent with the statements on page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR, which indicate
that the number of earthquakes in the vicinity of the Southeast Geysers has increased since
the 1960s and 1970s, particularly in recent years for total earthquakes reported as M>1.2 in
the commentor’s graph and M>1.5 in the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 615-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that injection of massive quantities of wastewater
into a highly faulted watershed is unprecedented and it is impossible to know or predict the
short- to long-term human and environmental consequences of this action. Current injection
rates already cause thousands of earthquakes.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 507-2.
Response to Comment 615-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that previous studies have claimed that induced
seismicity would not be a problem for the environment, people or property. However, during
the first five years of wastewater injection at the Southeast Geysers—at rates less than those
proposed by the IRWP—earthquakes have more than quintupled and resulted in serious and
growing property damage, degradation of the environment and a worsening quality of life.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; however, please refer to Responses to Comments
528-2 and 539-2 for related information.
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Response to Comment 615-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR doesn’t address the high social and
economic costs that would result from wastewater injection. The EIR doesn’t consider
cumulative impacts from hundreds of small seismic events along with dozens of larger events.
A similar comment was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 528-21
and 528-23.
Response to Comment 615-7
Comment Summary: The comment states that Santa Rosa is moving down the same path as
Lake County, which is taking them closer to class-action lawsuits from the residents of
Anderson Springs that may result in inverse condemnation of the community or costly
seismic retrofitting.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; however, please refer to Response to Comment 52843 for related information and to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 615-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that a magnitude M3.4 earthquake on May 21,
2003 near Anderson Springs produced greater ground acceleration (22.6%) than a
magnitude M4.3 earthquake on May 24, 2003 near Santa Rosa (16.9%). The epicenters of
the earthquakes were about the same distance (1¼ miles) from the devices that measured
their respective peak ground accelerations. Earthquakes that cause similar ground shaking
have been occurring at a minimum of two per month at The Geysers in March, April and
May 2003. Earthquakes that produce this level of ground-shaking are physically and
emotionally disturbing events.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 528-20.
Response to Comment 615-9
Comment Summary: This comment summarizes newspaper articles that describe how
earthquakes will increase as a result of increasing the amount of water injection.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 528-8.
Response to Comment 615-10
Comment Summary: The comment states that the proposed strategy, which allows Calpine to
report and monitor injection rates, is inadequate (like having the “fox guarding the hen
house”). USGS and Calpine have found that moving the injection location has not affected
seismicity; it has increased despite of these actions.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 507-8.
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Response to Comment 615-11
Comment Summary: The comment requests the use of empirical monitoring (e.g., talking to
residents) rather than modeling to determine how induced seismicity affects Anderson
Springs and Cobb.
A similar comment was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 528-5.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 616, DALE WEBSTER
Response to Comment 616-1 through 3
Comment Summary: The comments support and provide an argument for irrigation of
redwood trees.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 616-4
Comment Summary: The comment supports generating a crop of redwood trees and using
the money to fix the leaky pipes under the I&I Component.
Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component and Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 616-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that water injection should not occur at The
Geysers during solar flares because earthquakes that happened a few weeks ago occurred at
the same time as the solar flares.
A solar flare occurs when magnetic energy that has built up in the solar atmosphere is
suddenly released. Radiation is emitted across virtually the entire electromagnetic spectrum,
from radio waves at the long wavelength end, through optical emission to x-rays and gamma
rays at the short wavelength end. Although these solar flares can disrupt communications on
earth or cause drag on satellites, the City of Santa Rosa could find no scientific evidence of a
direct relationship between solar flares and earthquakes. Gordon Holman, an information
officer at NASA’s Goddard Space Flight Center, has stated that no relationship exists
between solar flares and earthquakes.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 616-1

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENTOR 617, BILL KEENE, SONOMA COUNTY WATER
AGENCY
Response to Comment 617-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Sonoma County Water Agency supports
the City’s efforts in urban and agricultural reuse and then lists the reasons why.
Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component. The City looks forward to working with the Sonoma County Water Agency.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

PAGE 617-1

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENTOR 618, FRED EUPHRAT
Response to Comment 618-1
Comment Summary: The comment provides a brief bio of the commentor and states that the
comments made are done so independently.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 618-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the map is not Santa Rosa, it is the north
county, and a lot of people live there.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 618-3
Comment Summary: The commentor describes himself as a mosquito.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 618-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that there is no social or economic impact section
in the Draft EIR, although there will be social and economic impacts from the project.
Social and economic impacts as such are not environmental areas examined under the
provisions of CEQA. Under CEQA, economics and/or socioeconomic effects would only be
considered if caused in the context of a physical environmental change. The comment does
not provide any specific information as to what social or economic effects or impacts are
relevant to the environmental analysis of IRWP impacts or indicate in what way economic or
socioeconomic effects of the physical environmental changes have not been adequately
addressed in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response can be provided.
Response to Comment 618-5
Comment Summary: The commentor stated that the Draft EIR contains no evaluation of the
effects of use of recycled water for agricultural irrigation on soil tilth.
This comment was also submitted in writing. Please see Response to Comment 545-4.
Response to Comment 618-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not analyze effects of
cumulative projects including Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA), Section 7, the
management of the Eel River, groundwater rights protection by SCWA, and cooperative
agreements with farmers.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 545-5.
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Response to Comment 618-7
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that measuring impacts by acres seems to miss
more obvious things.
This comment is apparently directed primarily to the Agriculture section, where four of the
six criteria use acreage as a measure of significance. These criteria are based on the CEQA
Guidelines Appendix G, Checklist Items II (a), (b), and (c), which ask for information
regarding conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural uses and conflicts with agricultural
zoning and Williamson Acts contracts. The Draft EIR uses the significance threshold of 0
acres, which facilitates a discussion of impacts resulting in any loss of Farmland.
Since the comment does not specify the obvious things missed by the measure of impacts by
acreage, it is not possible to respond in more detail regarding missing analyses.
Response to Comment 618-8
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that there is an inconsistency in stating that we
don’t know where pipelines are going and also stating that they are going down public rightof-ways [EIR, page 2-46], which would include only four or five roads.
This comment was also submitted in writing, please refer to Response to Comment 545-7.
Response to Comment 618-9
Comment Summary: This comment expresses concern that the EIR uses best case scenarios
to analyze impacts. Specifically, the comment is concerned with reviewing worst-case
scenarios regarding badly managed irrigation systems, problems at the plant, and disposal
of toxic substances into the sewage system.
The intent of the Draft EIR is to analyze potential impacts under realistic conditions, not
best-case scenarios. This EIR addresses worst-case scenarios in the Emergency Scenarios
section of the Project Description (see pages 2-76 through 2-78). These scenarios include
Geysers pipeline rupture, urban or agriculture pipeline rupture, accidental agriculture
irrigation runoff, and reservoir dam or berm break.
Also, please refer to Chapter 4.7, Public Health and Safety Issues regarding potential public
health and safety impacts resulting from the IRWP. In addition, several safety issues are
evaluated in Section 4.3, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, including geologic and flooding
hazards, drainage from former mercury mines, and geothermal activities.
In addition, safeguards described in Chapter 3, Mitigation and Monitoring Program, include
Compliance with Existing Programs, i.e. laws and regulations designed to protect the public
and the environment; Measures Included in the Project in order to avoid or minimize
potential environmental impacts; Planning Measures to be implemented during the final
planning and detailed design of the Project; Construction Measures to be implemented prior
to, during, and immediate following Project construction; and Operation and Maintenance
Measures generally requiring certain constraints during construction and repair and
rehabilitation of impacts resulting from construction of the Project; and Operation and
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Maintenance Measures which require monitoring of system operations over time and the
modification of those operations to reduce adverse environmental impacts. A similar
comment was submitted in writing, please refer to Response to Comment 545-8.
Response to Comment 618-10
Comment Summary: This comment defines best-case scenarios in terms of the shortsightedness of freeway engineers in not anticipating the need for freeways of adequate size to
handle the volume of traffic that uses them.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Commentor 618-11
Comment Summary: The commentor stated that the Draft EIR is overly optimistic in stating
that agricultural erosion is prevented by the application of forest practice rules.
This comment was submitted in writing. Please see Response to Comment 545-9 and 55212.
Response to Comment 618-12
Comment Summary: The comment states “we have a word for optimistic at my house, but
that’s another story.”
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 618-13
Comment Summary: The comment suggests creating trails as mitigation for the impacts to
roads.
The Draft EIR has identified significant and unavoidable transportation impacts to vehicular
traffic as a result of construction activities. These impacts are considered temporary.
Creating trails would not reduce this impact to less than significant. As stated in the Draft
EIR, pipelines typically would follow public rights-of-way or private roads, but may also go
cross-country.
Response to Comment 618-14
Comment Summary: This comment expresses concern with the impacts of major wastewater
routing down local streets, local yards and adjacent to the local river from the point of view
of a resident in one of the north county areas being considered for agricultural irrigation.
This comment appears to be addressed primarily to the issue of the potential impacts of
pipelines, both construction and operation, related to the agricultural irrigation alternative.
This issue is specifically addressed in Environmental Analysis, Chapter 4.1 through Chapter
4.16. Specifically effects on biological resources are evaluated in Section 4.8 of the Draft
EIR, and the potential for mosquitoes is considered in Section 4.7.
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Response to Comment 618-15
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate the impacts of
irrigation on mosquito breeding
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 545-6.
Response to Comment 618-16
Comment Summary: The comment expresses the wish that the City Council and BPU review
the document and expresses gratitude for their time and be able to comment.
The City appreciates the comments. Decision-makers will use the Draft EIR in deciding
which alternatives to pursue.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 619, CURTIS KENDALL
Response to Comment 619-1
Comment Summary: The comment states for what organization the commentor is speaking.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 619-2
Comment Summary: The commentor questions the underlying basis for the forecasts used in
the IRWP, and asserts that the proposed capacity is unnecessarily high.
Please see Master Response H – Proposed 25.9 mgd Capacity regarding the calculation of
future wastewater flows.
Response to Comment 619-3
Comment Summary: The comment states the construction of reservoirs for water
conservation, I&I reduction, and reuse should not be required. The comment further
suggests that growth anticipated by the general plans should not be a blueprint for what
happens and the growth can be slowed down.
The comment also was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 529-2
which is a similar comment.
Response to Comment 619-4
Comment Summary: The comment states that an increase to 25 million gallons per day
under Geysers expansion would require additional pump station buildings at each of the
three mountain pump station sites. Santa Rosa’s existing easement does not permit this at
the Mayacama site.
The comment is correct.
Response to Comment 619-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify the settlement
agreement with Audubon as barriers to the Geysers expansion and fails to evaluate the
impacts of a second pump station on the wildlife.
The comment was also submitted in writing. Please refer to Responses to Comments 529-4
and 529-5.
Response to Comment 619-6
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the impacts from construction are often
much more significant than anticipated by the plans, partly due to violations of
environmental specifications during construction. EIRs don’t tend to account for this, as
they assume a best-case scenario.
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The comment also was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 529-6.
Response to Comment 619-7
Comment Summary: The comment questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR to address leaks
or ruptures of the pipeline.
The comment also was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 529-7.
Response to Comment 619-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that the risks of a leak or rupture of water
containing brine have not been adequately addressed and that the only viable option for
handling brine is crystallization and dry disposal.
The comment also was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 529-9.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 620, MIKE SANDLER
Response to Comment 620-1
Comment Summary: The comment states what topics the commentor will cover and makes a
case for wastewater being a resource.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 620-2
Comment Summary: The comment commends the focus on indoor conservation, urban reuse,
and I&I reduction in the Draft EIR but suggests that agriculture reuse is lacking and should
include irrigation of redwood trees.
The City of Santa Rosa appreciates the positive comments on the Draft EIR. Redwood
irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master Response D
– Redwoods.
Response to Comment 620-3 and 620-4
Comment Summary: The comments support and provide an argument for irrigation of
redwoods.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 620-5
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the energy use projections of the geysers
project is distorted because it is not yet proven.
The creation of energy through injection has been proven by the Lake County Sanitation
District which began delivering, in 1997, 7.8 million gallons per day of recycled water and
Clear Lake water to injection wells in The Geysers steamfield. The estimated energy
production projected for the Geysers Recharge Project was based in part on the results of the
Lake County project.
Response to Comment 620-6
Comment Summary: The commentor stated that a partnership with Sonoma State University
in the east of Rohnert Park area on subsurface irrigation would be beneficial, as would
partnerships with landowners in the area, and that he believes that the east of Rohnert Park
area is not well suited for grape growing.
The comment is a statement of opinion regarding the potential benefits of using recycled
water for growing redwood trees, using subsurface irrigation to do so, and partnering with the
University and others with the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
The comment does not address physical environmental impacts under CEQA, but rather
takes a position on future beneficial uses of recycled water. The actual use of the recycled
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water will depend upon economic considerations since the majority of the land to which it
would be applied is in private ownership. The comment will be forwarded to the Santa Rosa
City Council for consideration. Please refer to Master Response A – Statements of Opinion
for or against a Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 620-7
Comment Summary: The comment speaks of the long-term benefits of redwood trees.
Redwood irrigation is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. Please refer to Master
Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 620-8
Comment Summary: The comment suggests there are economic incentives in terms of
capacity buyback and promoting native landscapes.
The City does promote native landscapes. Information is available at the Utilities
Department on planting native landscapes specific to Santa Rosa. This information also is
distributed at approximately 12 to 14 events throughout the year. The City also sponsors two
free workshops each year, which are advertised in the Adventure Guide. Information also is
available at the website. However, reduction in use of water for outdoor landscaping does
not reduce wastewater flows. With regard to capacity buyback, this term has different
meanings depending on the context used. In this comment it is unclear what the commentor
is referring; therefore the City is unable to respond.
Response to Comment 620-9
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment and
that the commentor also has submitted written comments.
The City appreciates the comments. Refer to Comment Letter 501 for the commentor’s
written comments.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 621, PAUL OGASAWARA
Response to Comment 621-1
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the EIR should include an analysis of a
process called pyrolisis or thermal depolymerization, which uses intense heat and pressure
to break down toxic chemicals into non-toxic by-products. This process could replace
reverse osmosis. Further, the commentor suggests that the EIR is inadequate because of this
omission.
The technology discussed in the comment has not been previously suggested as an
alternative; however, the commentor has recommended a pasteurization process to treat
wastewater. Both technologies appear to be similar in that they use heat to disinfect
wastewater. As stated on page 6-9 of the Draft EIR, which contains an evaluation of the
pasteurization alternative, “Heating wastewater to disinfect is not feasible because any water
discharged would not meet receiving water temperature requirements without subsequent
cooling, which would be both energy-intensive and costly. There is no reason to consider
this method of disinfection when less expensive methods are available that make better use of
resources and are acceptable to regulatory agencies. Therefore, this proposal is considered
infeasible”. The City does not believe that there is sufficient information about the feasibility
of the thermal depolymerization process to warrant evaluation of this new technology as an
alternative.
Response to Comment 621-2
Comment Summary: The comment supports double piping.
Double piping has been included in the Draft EIR, as part of Alternative 3, Urban Reuse. As
described on page 2-27 of the Draft EIR, “The urban irrigation component would also
include dual use systems in new development that provide for use of recycled water as a
replacement for water supply in industrial processes as well as for non-potable use for indoor
plumbing (such as fire sprinklers and toilets) in commercial buildings and for on-site
landscape irrigation.” Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a
Program Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 621-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that the EIR is fatally flawed because it doesn’t
cover seismicity of The Geysers. It also comments on the existing pipeline and its cost.
Induced seismicity at The Geysers is discussed in Appendix F.1 and beginning on page 4.323 of the Draft EIR. Impacts associated with induced seismicity are evaluated on page 4.377 of the Draft EIR. The comment regarding the existing pipeline is not a comment on the
Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 621-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests removing old mercury mine tailings from Clear
Lake and filling the displaced volume with water rather than pumping it to the Geysers.
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The Draft EIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives as described on page 2-4 of the
Draft EIR. The alternative proposed by the comment was not recommended during scoping
and is likely infeasible as it would require actions by others (i.e., the removal and disposal of
contaminated mercury mine tailings) that are beyond the scope of the IRWP EIR.
Response to Comment 621-5
Comment Summary: The comment references a recent magnitude 4.3 earthquake and asks
whether it was a foreshock. The comment asks who would be responsible when “the big one
happens.”
While the comment is unclear about when and where the referenced earthquake occurred, it
possibly refers to an earthquake of that magnitude that occurred on May 25, 2003 near Santa
Rosa on the Healdsburg Fault. Historical seismicity along this fault is discussed on page 4.35 of the Draft EIR. The referenced event is within the range of magnitude that is expected to
occur along the fault. Earthquakes on this fault are natural events and it is beyond the scope
of the EIR to predict whether the reported earthquake was a foreshock to a larger event. The
maximum magnitude earthquake expected at The Geysers as a result of induced seismicity is
discussed on page F.1-33 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 621-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that “this thermal depolymerization is going to
change everything”; that the Draft EIR did not consider it and that the Draft EIR is fatally
flawed.
Please refer to Response to Comment 621-1.
Response to Comment 621-7
Comment Summary: This comment indicates that the response to comments should be more
comprehensive, and not dodge issues by the phrase “comment duly noted.”
Overall we have received approximately 77 comment letters, as well as oral statements from
approximately 25 commentors at the public hearing on June 19, 2003. This response was
analyzed and broken down into approximately 990 individual comments, each of which is
receiving specific attention. The response to each of these comments will be as complete as
possible; some comments are so general that it is not possible to give a specific response.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 622, BRENDA ADELMAN
Response to Comment 622-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the commentor does not have formal
comments and will submit written comments by June 30th.
Refer to Comment Letters 533 and 555 for the commentor’s written comments.
Response to Comment 622-2
Comment Summary: The comment questions the need for the expansion of the system to
accommodate to 26 million gallons a day.
ADWF metered at the Laguna Plant during 2002 was 16.2 mgd. However, flow from
Oakmont is 0.39 mgd, and unmetered flows are estimated to be 0.07 mgd for landfill leachate
and 0.14 mgd for septage. Therefore, to be on an equivalent basis with 17.9 mgd during
2000, these additional dry weather flows must be added to 16.2 mgd for a total of 16.8 mgd.
During the period of 2000 to 2002, there was a significant drop in employment population.
However, it would not be prudent to rely on transient conditions for future flow projections.
The City estimates it has now realized almost the full benefit from its indoor water
conservation program. Future water use reductions would likely result from outdoor water
conservation, which does not affect plant flow.
Response to Comment 622-3
Comment Summary: The comment states that it is the commentor’s understanding that the
City is going to have to deal with the California Toxics Rule (CTR), which requires
monitoring, analyzing, and dealing with 126 priority pollutants although there are 87,000
other chemicals dangerous to aquatic and human health. The commentor states that of the
126 the City only has to worry about 6 or 8 chemicals.
It is agreed that, in part because of the CTR, the City will have to continue monitoring,
analyzing, and dealing with 126 priority pollutants. The City has been monitoring the 126
priority pollutants for several years, but the CTR changes the way in which the City is likely
to have to deal with these pollutants. Although there may be many chemicals out there that
are dangerous to aquatic and human health, the City can only monitor and evaluate those for
which criteria or standards have been developed. At such a time as applicable water quality
standards or TMDLs are developed for other chemicals, the City will identify the most
appropriate compliance approach. The City is concerned about all 126 priority pollutants,
but there are only a small number for which the concentration in the City’s recycled water
exceeds the CTR criteria.
Response to Comment 622-4
Comment Summary: The comment suggests the City is not inclined to choose reverse
osmosis, although it is still an option.
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Reverse Osmosis is included in the Draft EIR and is a component of Alternative 6 Discharge.
If Alternative 6 is selected, Reverse Osmosis would be implemented if required for
compliance with the CTR.
Response to Comment 622-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the CTR applies for the most part to surface
water discharges but the commentor thinks that there are some circumstances where it also
applies to indirect discharge, so if the City thinks they are going to use indirect discharge as
a way to get around the CTR, it probably won’t work.
Surfaces waters are subject to the CTR. To the extent that the project alternatives and
components, including indirect discharge, affect surface waters, they will be subject to the
CTR.
Response to Comment 622-6
Comment Summary: The comment states that source reduction is the preferred alternative
but getting control over polluters would be difficult.
It is not totally clear what is meant by source reduction and polluters. However, to the extent
that the commentor is referring to water conservation, this option is included as Alternative 1
Indoor Water Conservation. The City also has an existing Industrial Waste Pretreatment
Program, which is described beginning on page 2-18 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 622-7
Comment Summary: The commentor states that the City is looking into the option of
changing regulations to accommodate excursions from the CTR by hiring a consultant and
trying to get mixing zones instituted. The commentor states that he hasn’t found the words
mixing zones in the CTR.
Please refer to Master Response C – Mixing Zones. The Policy for Implementation of
Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California
which was formulated to provided guidance to implementing the CTR contains discusses and
allows the use of mixing zones.
Response to Comment 622-8
Comment Summary: The comment states that the first three alternatives are not really
alternatives because they cannot stand alone.
The commentor is correct that some alternatives cannot “stand alone.” As stated in Chapter 2
Project Description under Program Alternatives “Not all of the alternatives would be able
individually to provide reliable capacity for the additional future flows, and therefore
implementation of the IRWP may require a combination of alternatives.”
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 623, LINDA KELLY
Response to Comment 623-1
Comment Summary: The comment expresses gratitude for the opportunity to comment.
This is not a comment on the Draft EIR; therefore a response is not necessary.
Response to Comment 623-2
Comment Summary: The comment states that the Sebastopol City Council is opposed to any
form of direct discharge, increased Geysers discharge, and is concerned about indirect
discharge that does not use reverse osmosis.
Refer to Master Response A - Statement of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 623-3
Comment Summary: The commentor expresses opposition to use of estuaries as mixing
zones or any kind of ocean out fall, direct and indirect discharges into the Russian River
unless RO is used, storage reservoirs unless they are lined or sited in relatively flat areas.
This Draft EIR does not contain alternatives that involve estuaries or oceans. Please refer to
Master Response A – Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 623-4
Comment Summary: The comment supports Indoor Water Conservation, I&I Reduction,
Urban Reuse (if treated to a Reverse Osmosis level), purple piping, and Agricultural Reuse.
Please refer to Master Response A - Statement of Opinion for or against a Program
Alternative or Component.
Response to Comment 623-5
Comment Summary: The comment states that the City of Sebastopol expects that its
ratepayers will only be asked to share in funding of projects that are specifically needed to
address compliance with regulatory requirements, and then only in proportion to
Sebastopol’s contribution to total discharges, and will not subsidize costs for additional
capacity arising from future growth of other jurisdictions.
Formulas for allocation of costs to ratepayers are not relevant to environmental impacts, and
are outside the scope of this EIR.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 624, ZENO SWIJTINK
Response to Comment 624-1
Comment Summary: The comment states that the creeks west of Sebastopol are an aquifer
recharge area for the aquifer that runs into the Santa Rosa Plain.
The groundwater setting section on page 4.5-15 of the Draft EIR identifies the fact that “The
primary source of recharge for groundwater in the Santa Rosa Plain is from infiltration of
rainfall and seepage from streams”.
Response to Comment 624-2
Comment Summary: The comment questions whether Indoor Water Conservation is the
environmentally superior alternative if the water savings would be used for future
development.
As stated in Chapter 6, Section 5 Environmental Superior Alternative “The environmentally
superior alternative is Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation. This Alternative causes the
least adverse effect on the environment when compared with the other alternatives. Under
this alternative, construction of facilities occurs only at the existing Laguna Plant, where new
processes will be constructed within the footprint of the existing facility. No other
construction is required because conservation of water use does not require new
infrastructure for implementation. Instead, conservation occurs due to small changes made in
the way many water users manage their water use within residences and businesses.” All of
the IRWP alternatives would develop capacity to serve future development.
Response to Comment 624-3
Comment Summary: The comment suggests that the impacts of Indoor Water Conservation
may be greater because with conservation the pollution in the water would be concentrated.
Existing and projected reductions in flow resulting from indoor water conservation do not
elevate pollutant concentrations to a level that impedes physical, chemical, or biological
treatment systems at the Laguna plant.
Response to Comment 624-4
Comment Summary:
conservation.

The comment asks what will be the growth induced by water

A similar comment was submitted in writing. Please refer to Response to Comment 544-3
concerning the growth inducing impacts of water conservation.
Response to Comment 624-5
Comment Summary: The comment asks what has been the concentration of pollution in the
runoff, and what will be the concentration if Indoor Water Conservation is selected.
Please refer to Response to Comment 624-3.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 625, BOB RAWSON
Response to Comment 625-1
Comment Summary:
The commentor asks the city to expand the project and
phytoremediation as a way to take care of pollution.
The City of Santa Rosa evaluated phytoremediation in the form of wetlands and concluded
they are not a viable solution for the problems that must be solved as part of the IRWP.
Please refer to Technical Memorandum 17 pages 3 and 4, which is contained in Appendix
N.2 of the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment 625-2
Comment Summary: The comment requests that the Draft EIR look at how trees take carbon
out of the air.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods.
Response to Comment 625-3
Comment Summary: The commentor asks the City to look at the economics of redwoods or
other timber planted to use the effluent.
Please refer to Master Response D – Redwoods, concerning the economics of redwoods in
the IRWP and the potential for planting redwoods and other timber to use effluent.
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PUBLIC COMMENTOR 626, BRIAN HINES
Response to Comment 626-1
Comment Summary: The comment opposes discharge but supports Indoor Conservation, I&I
Reduction, Urban Reuse, and appropriate Agricultural Reuse.
Refer to Master Response A - Statements of Opinion for or against a Program Alternative or
Component.
Response to Comment 626-2
Comment Summary: The commentor cites a newspaper article about the City’s budget
problems and suggests that the money being spent on a PR campaign for mixing zones
should be shifted somewhere else.
City budgetary matters and expenditures are not relevant to environmental impacts, and are
outside the scope of this EIR.
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MASTER RESPONSES
INTRODUCTION
Review of the comments made on the Draft EIR showed that some comments were made
frequently, demonstrating a common concern that was widespread among both those
submitting written comments and those speaking at the public hearing. To allow presentation
of a response that addresses all aspects of these related comments, a Master Response has
been prepared. This Master Response is intended to allow a well-integrated response
addressing all facets of a particular issue, in lieu of piece-meal responses to each individual
comment, which may not have portrayed the full complexity of the issue. The use of a
Master Response is in no way intended to minimize the importance of the individual
comments.
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MASTER RESPONSE A – STATEMENTS OF OPINION
PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE OR COMPONENT

FOR OR AGAINST A

Comment Summary: In many cases, comments include an opinion regarding which Program
alternative or component should be selected for implementation.
Response Summary: Comments regarding selection of a Program alternative are not
comments on the Draft EIR, but comments on the selection of an alternative, a process
that will occur after the EIR is certified.
A final EIR must include a response to comments on environmental issues on the Draft EIR
(CEQA Guidelines, §15088, 15132). Recommendations for or against a particular Program
alternative or component address the merits of the project, and do not necessarily pertain to
environmental issues. For this reason, no response to these kinds of comments is required.
Nevertheless, these comments are valuable input to the process of selecting a preferred
Alternative or Combination of Alternatives. These comment letters have been forwarded to
the Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities and City Council. If this Final EIR is certified as
adequate, the Board and Council will consider the recommendations in these comment letters
as well as the information presented in the EIR, and make its decision regarding selection of
an Alternative or Combination of Alternatives. The Program alternatives evaluated in the
EIR are the result of an extensive screening and scoping process, considering the Program
Objectives and utilizing many screening criteria. This resulted in the selection, not of one
preferred Program, but a number of alternatives comprised of different components. Each of
the alternatives is evaluated at a similar level of detail; some alternatives contain similar
components, and components of different alternatives can be combined. These alternatives
were picked to meet the mandate for a reasonable range of alternatives that could feasibly
achieve the Program Objectives. These alternatives were also specifically defined in such a
way that they would allow for the evaluation of the maximum range of potential
environmental impacts of any Program that the City may ultimately select. For more
information, refer to the Introduction to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, which describes the
process for selecting an Alternative or Combination of Alternatives for implementation.
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MASTER RESPONSE B – USE OF DATA
Comment Summary: A number of commentors have suggested that the information presented
in the Draft EIR was not adequate. In some cases, adequacy was questioned because the
commentors recommended that new or different studies should be undertaken. Some
commentors felt that there should have been more long-term studies of potential impacts and
some felt more data should be gathered about current conditions. In some cases, the
commentors themselves were experts in their field and took a contrary position to the
analysis presented in the Draft EIR, or the commentor presented information from experts
which appeared to differ from conclusions reached in the Draft EIR.
Response Summary. The EIR has been prepared and reviewed by one or more experts
after extensive and systematic consultation with the public and agencies. Even though
additional studies could be performed the analysis must be governed by what "is
reasonably feasible." CEQA does not require that all disagreements among experts be
reconciled in a Final EIR.
Expert Review and Consultation
The City, as Lead Agency for the EIR, has consulted with peers and experts in the field, and
concludes that the analysis contained in the EIR is adequate. The City has been guided in the
preparation of both the Draft EIR and in the responses to comments by the relevant sections
of CEQA, the regulations implementing CEQA, and case law interpreting CEQA. In
particular, the City is guided by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 which states:
An EIR should be prepared with sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently
takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of environmental effects
of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does
not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of
disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for
adequacy, completeness and a good faith effort at full disclosure, (Cal. Code Reg.
Section 15151).
An EIR's evaluation of a project's potential impacts is subject to the "rule of reason". An EIR
will not be inadequate simply because the data analyzed are not the most complete data that
could be obtained. An EIR may rely on informed judgments of the City. In the case of the
Draft EIR, the analysis relied upon a literature search; public consultation; consultation with
agencies at both a policy and technical level; consultation with interested individuals,
organizations and specialists; and the assembly of a consulting team consisting of a broad
range of specialists. Refer to the Screening Report for a more complete summary of this
process and the conclusions reached. Similarly, the Draft EIR was prepared after an
extensive and systematic consultation with the public, with agencies, with interested
individuals, organizations, and experts. Each section was prepared by one or more experts in
the respective field (whose names are set forth at the conclusion of each section). The
analysis contained in the Draft EIR and the responses to comments integrate information
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available from existing studies and analysis, information derived from the additional studies
conducted as a part of the preparation of the Draft EIR, and the professional views of the
authors and of those who commented on the work of the authors.
Additional Studies
Analysis of impacts builds upon the extensive technical studies that were performed for the
Santa Rosa Subregional Reclamation System (Long-Term Wastewater Project EIR), with
updates and additional studies conducted as needed for the IRWP. CEQA does not require
the lead agency to conduct every recommended or possible test or research in evaluating a
project's potential environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines, §15204, subd. (a)). Even
though additional studies could be helpful or could shed additional light on the issue, the
analysis must be governed by what "is reasonably feasible". Said another way, there is no
requirement that a lead agency wait for those studies that might be conducted that would
provide additional information before issuing a draft EIR. The lead agency, in consultation
with peers and experts in the field, has concluded that the analysis contained in the Draft EIR
is adequate.
CEQA requires that a lead agency make a “good faith, reasoned analysis” in its response to
comments (CEQA Guidelines, §15088 subd. (b)).
Disagreement among Experts
Similarly, CEQA does not require that all disagreements among experts be reconciled in a
Final EIR. The preparation and review process utilized in preparing the Draft EIR, as well as
the response to comments, has involved multiple and overlapping consultation with experts
in the field. Certain comments from persons or organizations claiming expertise and
commentors submitting information from experts questioned some conclusions reached in
the Draft EIR. CEQA does not require that the disagreements be reconciled. In fact, CEQA
recognizes that experts can disagree. The Lead Agency, as well as decision makers, is
permitted to form its own conclusions about which information from potentially disagreeing
experts is to be relied upon. CEQA requires that the main points of disagreement be
summarized. In certifying the Final EIR the City will be required to weigh the accuracy and
sufficiency of the information in the Draft EIR and decide whether to accept it or not.
Decision makers may defer to the judgment presented in the Draft EIR, even though other
experts disagree (or may reach different conclusions). The responses to comments are
designed to provide adequate response, highlight the reasons the Draft EIR concluded as it
did about any potential environmental consequences, and point to the analysis supporting the
conclusions. In addition, the responses to comments have been prepared in such a way as to
summarize and highlight points of disagreement. Thus the public and decision makers will
have before them in the Final EIR, a summary of the relevant portions of the Draft EIR, the
reasons for those conclusions, references to the data supporting those conclusions, the
comments of those who disagree with the conclusions, and responses to those comments that
highlight how they may differ from or be reconciled with the Draft EIR. In this way, the
decision makers and the public are presented with a full discussion of the potential
environmental impacts of the Program.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

MASTER RESPONSE B-2

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

MASTER RESPONSE C – MIXING ZONES
Comment Summary: Many comment letters criticized the City of Santa Rosa’s possible use
of mixing zones to discharge to the Russian River and the Laguna. Commentors expressed
concern that the EIR fails to adequately discuss the City’s current effort to obtain
authorization for use of mixing zones from the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board.
Response Summary: In the Draft EIR, the significance of water quality impacts was
evaluated based on recycled water quality without any mixing zone credit for dilution.
Consideration of mixing zones is currently permitted under State and federal
regulations; however, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin
Plan does not currently include a mixing zone provision. The Regional Water Board
has indicated its intent to study development of a mixing zone policy. If the Regional
Water Board develops a mixing zone policy, the City of Santa Rosa may request that
mixing zones be considered when establishing future effluent limitations.
A mixing zone is the area in a river or stream in which a discharge of wastewater has not yet
been completely mixed with the ambient water. In the Draft EIR, the water quality impact
analysis, Section 4.6, assumes no credit for dilution, that is, mixing zones were not used
when determining if a constituent exceeded CTR or Basin criteria. The significance of water
quality impacts was analyzed in this EIR based on recycled water quality without any mixing
zone credit for dilution.
All discharges to surface water are subject to the water-quality criteria set forth in the CTR
approved by the U.S. EPA. In adopting the CTR, the U.S. EPA stated: “Such criteria will
need to be attained at the end of the discharge pipe, unless the State authorizes a mixing
zone. Where the State plans to authorize a mixing zone, the criteria would apply at the
locations allowed by the mixing zone” (65 Federal Register 31701 (May 18, 2001); see also
40 C.F.R. § 131.38(c)(2)(i) (‘For all waters with mixing zone regulations or implementation
procedures, the criteria apply at the appropriate locations within or at the boundary of the
mixing zones; otherwise the criteria apply throughout the water body including at the point of
discharge into the water body.’) (see Draft EIR, Appendix C1)).
Thus, the U.S. EPA provides implementing agencies with discretion to consider whether to
incorporate mixing zones into permits in order to achieve compliance with CTR.
The State Water Resources Control Board has adopted a policy for the Implementation of
CTR (see Draft EIR, Appendix C2). This policy also provides Regional Water Boards with
discretion to incorporate mixing zones into the water quality criteria set forth in discharge
permits. Under this policy, a mixing zone “shall not . . . compromise the integrity of the
entire water body,” cause acutely toxic conditions, or harm sensitive biological resources.
(Emphasis in original; see SIP, p. 15.) The policy also directs Regional Water Boards to
deny or limit mixing zones “as necessary to protect beneficial uses.” (Ibid.)
Historically, the North Coast Regional Water Board has not allowed the use of mixing zones
to achieve compliance with water quality standards. The Regional Water Board is in the
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process of considering amendments to the Basin Plan as part of the Regional Water Board’s
ongoing responsibilities under the state Porter-Cologne Act. As part of this process, the
Regional Water Board is considering whether to amend their Basin Plan to authorize
consideration of mixing zones into discharge permits (see Staff Report, North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board, 2001 Triennial Review of the Water Quality Control Plan for
the North Coast Region (Basin Plan) (July 23, 2001)).
The Regional Water Board has directed staff to develop for its consideration a mixing zone
policy that would establish criteria to determine if a mixing zone should be allowed based on
watershed conditions, beneficial uses and specifics associated with individual discharges.
Dischargers that meet the specific criteria would be able to request that the Regional Water
Board allow a mixing zone which would then be included in the applicable permit.
Development of effluent quality limits with mixing zones would:
•

Not result in reduced level of treatment or effluent quality relative to that
currently provided.

•

Result in discharge of a greater mass of some constituents than would occur if
mixing zones are not permitted.

•

Be consistent with other policies intended to protect beneficial uses such as
SWRCB Resolution 68-16 "Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining
High Quality Waters in California".

At such time that the Regional Water Board has a mixing zone policy, the City of Santa Rosa
will have the option of requesting mixing zones be considered. No decision has been made
by the City of Santa Rosa to seek such consideration.
Consistent with this, the IRWP EIR analyzes impacts using current water quality objectives
(40 CFR 131) assuming no credit for dilution (i.e., mixing zones were not used in the
analyses). By assuming that the Regional Water Board will not allow any dilution by
receiving waters to attain compliance with water quality standards, the EIR has taken a
conservative approach that is consistent with current Regional Water Board policy.
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MASTER RESPONSE D – REDWOODS
Comment Summary: A number of comments advocated irrigation of redwoods, including
recommendations that the City plant redwoods on existing City-owned land, citing economic
benefits, that redwood irrigation can occur year-round, and carbon sequestration benefits.
Response Summary: Irrigation of redwoods is included as part of Alternative 4,
Agricultural Reuse. However, as a Program document, the Draft EIR only evaluates
this alternative conceptually and does not consider specific parcels.
The Agricultural Irrigation component includes delivery of recycled water for irrigation of
redwood trees, as identified on page 2-25 of the Draft EIR: “Recycled water would be
potentially available to a wide variety of agricultural uses including vineyards, pasture, and
silviculture e.g., redwood cultivation).” No particular crops are proposed for either publicly
or privately owned land. Therefore, irrigating redwood trees on City-owned land is
evaluated as part of the Draft EIR, but is not proposed as a separate reuse alternative. 1 The
City would be willing to work with landowners who might want to plant redwood trees or
use the water for any other agricultural purposes.
The Screening Report for the Program, which is contained in Appendix B of the Draft EIR,
considered conversion of existing City-owned land used for irrigation purposes to redwoods
as a potential alternative in the Draft EIR. As noted on page 3-15 of the Screening Report,
“The IRWP Program EIR will evaluate each alternative conceptually and is therefore not
considering specific parcels nor ownerships. Irrigation of redwoods is included in
Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse.”
Certain commentors stated redwood water consumption rates are 2000% higher than water
consumption rates for pasture land. The study sponsored by the City of Santa Rosa and
Sonoma State University (Sonoma State Redwood Project Memoranda, September 1997 to
September 1999) found that densely planted mature redwood trees could use about 83 inches
of water per acre annually, which was about twice as much water (a 200% higher rate) as
irrigated lawn or pastures. It is possible that significantly higher consumption rates identified
in other locations could be the result not only of tree uptake, but percolation into the
groundwater, which would not be acceptable for recycled water. Comments reporting that
vineyards use relatively little water are correct.
An economic evaluation of the benefits of redwood cultivation has not been included in the
Draft EIR because social and economic impacts are not environmental areas examined under
the provisions of CEQA.
Under CEQA Guidelines §15131(a), economics and/or
socioeconomic effects would only be considered in the context of a physical environmental
change. Economic benefits of the various alternatives will be important when the City
decides on its preferred alternative, as one of the Primary Program Objectives is that the
1

The Draft EIR did not evaluate irrigation of City-owned land currently irrigated as part of the existing
reclamation system in the Santa Rosa plain. These lands, however, have been added to the IRWP, and
evaluated as part of the Lead Agency Revisions in this Final EIR. Please refer to Chapter 4, Lead Agency
Revisions,
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IRWP be financially feasible. The process of selecting a preferred alternative will occur after
the EIR has been certified.
The EIR evaluates year-round application of recycled water on agricultural lands, including
irrigation of redwood tree “crops”. Irrigation of all crops is restricted by Mitigation Measure
3.2.4, Implement BMPs for Runoff, Erosion, and Agricultural Chemical Use. To the extent
year-round irrigation of redwood trees complies with Mitigation Measure 4.2.4, it would be
allowed under the IRWP.
As a program document, the Draft EIR for the IRWP does not evaluate the comparative
merits of various types of agriculture. An evaluation of the greenhouse gas impacts of
carbon sequestration capacity of redwoods compared to other types of agricultural uses has
not been conducted, and no information regarding greenhouse gases or carbon sequestration
has been submitted.
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MASTER RESPONSE E – DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION
Comment Summary: Several comments objected to the length and organization of the Draft
EIR.
Response Summary: Because of the complex nature of this Program (including 12
subalternatives), a prior 1992 court decision, and the extensive public controversy
surrounding the Subregional System, the City of Santa Rosa believes that the length of
the Draft EIR is reasonable and necessary. The Draft EIR impact evaluation is
organized by component rather than by alternative because this approach decreased
the length of the document and eliminated frequent repetition. The evaluation by
component is all-inclusive: all proposed actions are included and analyzed as one of the
components in the Draft EIR, and the City, as Lead Agency, believes this has resulted in
a clearer presentation.
Complex Nature of the IRWP
The EIR is lengthy because it analyzes a complex program and contains an analysis of the
environmental impacts for seven alternatives and 12 subalternatives each evaluated at a
similar level of detail. Each of the alternatives is comprised of various combinations of
components. As a result, the EIR must present a much larger amount of information than
most such documents.
This length and detail were compelled by several factors. The area of potential impacts
encompasses approximately 190,000 acres in Sonoma, Lake and Mendocino counties,
necessitating an extensive analysis. Also, the City wanted to ensure that the EIR would
satisfy not only all requirements of CEQA, but would be a document that would address and
evaluate the extraordinary range of issues that have been raised by interested members of the
public throughout consideration of this Program.
Some commentors expressed concerns that the Draft EIR is confusing because it analyzes
individual project components, rather than the impacts of each alternative or combination of
alternatives (see, e.g., Response to Comment 533-11). The Draft EIR analyzes first
components, then alternatives, and then combinations of alternatives. The Draft EIR
analyzes individual project components because the IRWP approved by the City may consist
of a combination of individual project components, which in turn make up the alternatives.
This is true because not all of the alternatives provide sufficient capacity to implement the
City’s objectives for the Program. Those alternatives that provide only some of the
necessary capacity will have to be combined with other components or alternatives to
provide sufficient capacity. This approach and the reasons that this approach is necessary are
set forth in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR (see Draft EIR, p. 2-20 et seq.). The City has not,
however, engaged in “piece-meal” analysis of the IRWP. Rather, the Draft EIR includes an
analysis of a wide range of combinations of components and alternatives (see Draft EIR,
Chapter 5.0).
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Prior Court Decision
Ordinarily, an EIR prepared under CEQA does focus primarily on the project as proposed,
and then analyzes in less detail potential alternatives to the proposed project. The Courts
have upheld this approach (See Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor
Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal. App. 4th 729). In this case however, the City’s experience
indicates a more comprehensive approach may be prudent. In 1992 the Sonoma County
Superior Court invalidated a prior EIR (Long-Term Wastewater System Final EIR, October
1991) on a proposed long-term wastewater project with certain similarities to the current
Program. In its decision (see Friends of the Esteros v. the City of Santa Rosa, Superior
Court, Sonoma Co. 1992, No. 194467), the Court concluded that the EIR was invalid, since it
improperly analyzed a preferred project at a higher level of detail than the alternatives: as the
Court said, "the public and reviewing agencies should not have to compare alternatives
whose analyses are so discrepant that the comparison amounts to one between apples and
oranges." The length and complexity of the IRWP Draft EIR reflects a similar level analysis
of the seven alternatives and potential subalternatives, and thus responds to this specific
criticism of the prior EIR.
In that 1992 decision the Court also held that the EIR was inadequate for failing to contain
either sufficient analysis of a number of issues or sufficient evidentiary support for certain
conclusions. As a result, there were numerous special studies performed prior to the
production of the IRWP Draft EIR and used in the development of alternatives, criteria and
the analysis itself. These studies, and their accompanying analysis, necessarily led to a
document which is both lengthy and complex.
The City of Santa Rosa wanted to ensure that the document reflects the philosophy of CEQA
that the public and decision makers should have a full disclosure of the proposed Program so
that they can make an informed and responsible decision. This too was a point made by the
Court in its prior decision:
A major function of the EIR is to ensure thorough assessment of all reasonable
alternative[s] to proposed projects by those responsible for the decision. An EIR
which does not produce adequate information regarding alternatives cannot achieve
the dual purpose served by the EIR, which is to enable the reviewing agency to make
an informed decision and to make the decision makers' reasoning accessible to the
public, thereby protecting informed self-government.
Organization by Component
Each component is included in several different alternatives. By organizing the document by
component, the evaluation need only be presented once, rather than repeated each time it is
included in an alternative. Also, at the time of project selection, the BPU and City Council
may decide to implement a smaller alternative or combine alternatives differently than
foreseen in the EIR. The component-level organization will facilitate evaluation of these mix
and match scenarios at the time a final Master Plan project is being considered. Further, the
Lead Agency believes that breaking the alternative evaluation into components facilitates the

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

MASTER RESPONSE E-2

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

reader focusing on significant environmental impacts, in that the components are the primary
causative agency of impacts (e.g., pump station operation causes noise impacts).
Finally, organization by component has reduced the length of the EIR several fold, and has
made it easier to read and understand.
Layers of Information
The document was designed to present a three-layered approach to review depending upon
the reader's interest. The first layer is the Introduction and Summary contained in Volume 1,
which provides the reader with Program background and a summary of the environmental
impacts identified.
The second layer, Volumes 1, 2, and 3 combined, contain the complete Draft EIR, thus
providing an interested reader with a significantly greater level of detail than that provided by
the Summary alone.
The third layer, Volumes 4 through 6, contain the technical appendices which support the
EIR. These volumes provide detailed technical back-up for readers with a more technical
orientation, but it is not necessary to read all of the appendices to understand the Program
and its impacts.
Length of Document
The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15141 state that a draft EIR should normally be less than 150
pages and for proposals of unusual scope or complexity should normally be less than 300
pages, not including charts, graphs, or pictures. These are recommendations to encourage
agencies to reduce unneeded bulk in such a document, and to facilitate disclosure of the key
environmental issues to the decision-makers and the public.
The Draft EIR evaluated impacts for 12 unique subalternatives. For example, Alternative 4
includes two different areas for agricultural reuse, and Alternative 6 includes five possible
alternative discharge options. If each of these subalternatives had been evaluated in a
separate EIR, under the Guidelines it would have been reasonable to have spent 150 pages
discussing the impacts of each--or a total of 1,800 pages (12 x 150 pages). This document is
instead approximately 1,500 pages.
The CEQA Guidelines do not provide absolute page limits, but rather acknowledge
exceptions. Because of the complex nature of this Program and the decades-long extensive
public controversy, the Lead Agency believes that the length of the Draft EIR is reasonable
and necessary.
All-inclusive Nature of the Approach
The document was organized to present an evaluation of each component individually, and
then evaluate the combined components in the alternatives at the end of each section. At the
conclusion of each section of Chapter 4, the discussion of alternatives addresses the
combined impact of all of the components in that alternative, and each alternative was
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defined in terms of specific components (refer to Table 2-9 on page 2-34 of the Draft EIR).
The Lead Agency believes that this has resulted in a shorter document than otherwise would
have been prepared, with a clearer presentation. Importantly, this method of presentation
means that the list of components evaluated is all inclusive: that is, all proposed actions are
included and analyzed as one of the components in the Draft EIR.
Conclusion
This choice of format and length of the Draft appears to have been successful. While some
comments asserted that the document was overly long and complex, the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region (Comment Letter 202) stated that the:
EIR is very thorough and explores a wide range of future treatment/discharge
scenarios. We support the City’s decision to explore all reasonable means of dealing
with future flow increases.
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MASTER RESPONSE F – TIME
DOCUMENT

FOR

REVIEW

AND

AVAILABILITY

OF THE

Comment Summary: Several comments have been submitted stating that inadequate time to
review the Draft EIR was provided.
Response Summary. The Draft EIR review period was 46 days long, which meets
CEQA requirements.
The required circulation period for a Draft EIR should not be less than 30 days or longer than
60 days, unless the EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse in which case the review
period shall be at least 45 days (CEQA Guidelines 15105, subdivision (a)). The complete
EIR was published and the Notice of Completion filed with the State Clearinghouse on May
16, 2003. Comments were accepted by the City of Santa Rosa until 5 p.m. on June 30, 2003.
The comment period was therefore 46 days long.
Judging from the large number of letters (69 letters and 580 email form letters) and
comments (996) and the detailed nature of many of the comments on even the most technical
sections, the review period appears adequate for the public to formulate and submit their
comments on the document. Indeed CEQA allows the lead agency, at its discretion, to
consider comments submitted after the official comment period; several comment letters
were received after the close of the comment period and responses have been provided to
each.
Availability of the Document
The Draft EIR was widely distributed for review to public libraries, public agency offices,
and on-line at the project website: recycledwaterprogram.com. Specifically, copies of the
document were available at the following public libraries and agency offices:
City of Santa Rosa, City Manager’s office

Sebastopol Regional Library

Laguna Treatment Plant Library

Windsor Regional Library

Central Santa Rosa Library

Middletown Library

Santa Rosa Northwest Regional Library

Lake County Library-Lakeport

Rincon Valley Regional Library

Mendocino County Library-Ukiah

Cloverdale Regional Library

Rohnert Park-Cotati Regional Library

Guerneville Regional Library

Windsor Library

Healdsburg Regional Library

Sonoma State University Library

Petaluma Regional Library

Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR
The Notice of Completion filed with the State Clearinghouse on May 16, 2003. A Notice of
Availability was published in 12 local newspapers, mailed to approximately 550 people on
the project mailing list, and emailed to approximately 140 people who have requested to be
on an email broadcast list.
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Facilitation of Public Participation
The City of Santa Rosa, as Lead Agency, has encouraged and facilitated informed
participation by the public since the beginning of the project in mid-2001. Please refer to the
table below which lists the public meetings which have been held regarding the project
during that time. In addition to public meetings, the City has maintained a project website
since mid-2001 that includes an overview of the project, project schedules, lists of upcoming
public meetings, project maps, and each of the CEQA documents that have been produced
for the project.
Specifically, the City provided a Scoping Report, a Screening Report, and also made the
Technical Memoranda that provide supporting information for the Draft EIR available prior
to publishing the Draft EIR.
Dates of Past Public Meetings
Meeting

Date

Location

Pre-scoping

October 3, 2001

Finley Center, Santa Rosa

Pre-scoping

October 10, 2001

Town of Windsor, Council
Chamber

BPU/CC Study Session

February 21, 2002

Project Update Meeting

May 1, 2002

EIR Scoping Meeting

July 31, 2002

Finley Center, Santa Rosa

BPU/CC Study Session – to
review project description in
preparation for screening

September 17, 2002

Mayor’s Conference Room, Santa
Rosa

BPU – Screening of Alternatives

September 19, 2002

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

CC – Screening of Alternatives

September 24, 2002

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

BPU

October 3, 2002

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

BPU

December 3, 2002

Mayor’s Conference Room, Santa
Rosa

CC – receive an update regarding
IRWP regulatory issues

December 3, 2002

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

BPU/CC Study Session for
“Master Plan and Regulatory
Constraints for IRWP”

January 21, 2003

Mayor’s Conference Room, Santa
Rosa

BPU – Screening of Alternatives

February 6, 2003

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

BPU – Screening of Alternatives

March 20, 2003

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

BPU/CC Public Hearing on Draft
EIR

June 19, 2003

Council Chamber, Santa Rosa

BPU – Board of Public Utilities
CC – City Council
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MASTER RESPONSE G – PROGRAM VERSUS PROJECT EIR STUDIES
Comment Summary: A number of comments requested detailed additional studies, including
site-specific evaluation of project components.
Response Summary: As a Program document, the Draft EIR necessarily contains a
somewhat general level of evaluation. Further CEQA documentation will be conducted
as needed when specific project alternatives and components are defined in a projectlevel environmental review document.
As explained on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR:
This EIR is a Program EIR under the provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15168.
In recognition of this, the alternatives and components of the IRWP have been
developed at a conceptual level and environmental review will also be at a conceptual
level. The Program EIR is intended to take advantage of this opportunity to consider
cumulative impacts, facilitate the analysis of a wide range of alternatives and allow
the City to consider broad policy alternatives and mitigation measures at an early
stage in the development of the IRWP.
Because it is a Program EIR, this document addresses the potential impacts and
mitigation measures for the overall program. As individual components are
subsequently proposed for implementation as projects within the scope of the IRWP,
the City of Santa Rosa will then determine the appropriate level of subsequent
environmental review. Depending upon the scope of the project and its anticipated
environmental effects, it will be determined whether an addendum to this EIR, a
subsequent project EIR, supplemental EIR, mitigated negative declaration or negative
declaration is appropriate, based upon the specifics of the proposed project actions.
The environmental review process will comply with the CEQA requirements for
public notice and review of all further environmental documentation for IRWP
projects, thus assuring that all interested parties have the opportunity to review and
comment on the implementation of IRWP components.
The IRWP has not yet identified specific locations for most potential project components (the
only exception to this rule is where the IRWP proposes to improve or expand existing
facilities such as the Laguna Treatment Plant). For example, general areas are identified
where agricultural areas and storage reservoirs may be located, but specific locations have
not been determined and will not be determined unless a particular alternative or component
is selected for implementation. It would be unreasonable to spend the time and money to site
and design such a wide array of alternative components when only a few will be
implemented. The EIR analysis has thus been conservative and has identified a number of
potential significant impacts, which may be avoided when facilities are sited and designed at
a project-level. Many of the requested additional studies will be conducted as part of projectlevel design and supplemental CEQA documentation.
CEQA encourages this approach of preparing a program EIR early in the planning stage and
then “tiering” subsequent environmental review from the Program document. The discussion
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following CEQA Guidelines, Section 15385, states that “Tiering is needed in order to
provide increased efficiency in the CEQA process. It allows agencies to deal with broad
environmental issues at planning stages and then to provide more detailed examination of
specific effects in EIRs on later development projects that are consistent with or implement
the plans.” Section 15385 of the CEQA Guidelines recognizes that tiering helps the agency
“to focus on issues which are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already
decided on or not yet ripe”. This is exactly the process envisioned for the IRWP, and the
current Program EIR provides decisionmakers with sufficient information to decide the
general direction for the program, while appropriately deferring project-specific review to a
time when facilities selected for implementation have been sited and further designed.
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MASTER RESPONSE H – PROPOSED 25.9 MGD CAPACITY
Comment Summary. Commentors have stated that the proposed capacity of the IRWP at 25.9
mgd average dry weather flow is unnecessarily high. Of specific concern is that the average
dry weather flow for the Laguna Plant has grown little over the past 10 years, yet future
growth is projected to require substantial increased capacity. Other concerns include the
methodology used for flow projection calculations, accounting for installation of water
meters in Rohnert Park, the choice of baseline years, and the use of General Plan
projections.
Response Summary. The adopted purpose of the IRWP is to provide treatment,
recycling, and/or disposal for wastewater volumes based on current General Plans, so
General Plan projections have necessarily been utilized. Average dry weather flow at
the Laguna Plant has grown little over the past 10 years, because of effective water
conservation techniques and the recent economic downturn in Sonoma County.
Wastewater flow reductions due to conservation are not expected to continue at the
same pace over the next 20 years as they have for the past 10 years, and Sonoma
County is not expected to remain in an economic downturn. Therefore, the rate of
growth of wastewater flows is expected to be substantially greater in the future than the
past. The capacity projections have been performed according to standard engineering
practices, utilizing per capita flow data from the most recent baseline year available at
the time of the analysis, and taking into account future conservation initiatives such as
water meters in Rohnert Park.
Use of General Plan Projections
In May of 2001, the Santa Rosa City Council, as managing partner of the Santa Rosa
Subregional Reclamation System, adopted the Purpose and Need Statement for the IRWP,
defining the Program to serve the population projections in the General Plans of Subregional
System members in effect as of July 2002. No member jurisdictions have approved General
Plan updates since July 2002. Even though other types of growth projections could have
been used, General Plan projections are the most prudent choice for infrastructure planning
because of their official status, their common use for such planning, and the approval of their
use in court cases such as County of Amador vs. El Dorado County Water Agency (refer to
page 2-6 of the Draft EIR for further explanation of the case). Other methodologies could
have been used to estimate future flows. Estimating future conditions necessarily involves
some degree of forecasting. In light of available evidence, however, the City, as Lead
Agency, believes that the method they have used to forecast future flows in the EIR
represents the best available approach.
Growth of Average Dry Weather Flow from 1992 to 2002
As pointed out by several commentors, average dry weather flow (ADWF) at the Laguna
Plant2 was less in 2002 (16.8 mgd) than in 1992 (17.6 mgd). Looking at the trend over these
2

ADWF at the Laguna Plant includes inflow from the four Subregional partners, including Oakmont, plus
leachate from the County landfill, and septage.
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ten years more carefully, ADWF grew irregularly but slightly until 2000 (18.1 mgd), and
then declined the last two years. Both population and employment grew substantially during
this time, but wastewater growth was kept low due to effective indoor water conservation
techniques such as low flow toilets and an aggressive toilet replacement program. Most
indoor water savings were realized by the year 2001 in the City of Santa Rosa, the primary
source of the flow. Although new water conservation techniques will be used by each of the
Subregional System members in the future, gains in indoor conservation are expected to be
small compared to those of the past 10 years. The City has already completed
implementation of the Go Lo Flow toilet program. The City plans to continue to implement
this program, but further reductions in flow are expected to be modest. New techniques or
policies may emerge that have as great a potential for success as the City’s Go Low Flow
toilet program. If so, the City will consider implementing such effective techniques or
policies. At this time, however, the City is not aware of such techniques or policies. For
purposes of projecting future wastewater flows, it would be imprudent to assume that
techniques or policies with an equal potential for reduction in wastewater flow will be
discovered.
The effect the economic downturn has had upon wastewater generation within the
Subregional System is difficult to quantify. The declining dry weather flows from 2000
(18.1 mgd) to 2002 (16.8 mgd) are likely due to lower employment and less production.
From 2000 through 2002, population continued to increase, but employment peaked during
the first quarter of 2001 and declined through 2002 (Local Economic Report, Spring 2003,
Sonoma County Economic Development Board in partnership with Sonoma County
Workforce Investment Board). Information systems, communications, tourism, and the wine
industry all reported varying levels of decline during this period. Because of such short-term
variations in flow generation, long-term projections of employment from the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) have been used to size the IRWP.
Flow Projection Methodology
Consistent with standard engineering practice guidelines, per capita flow estimates were
developed for dwelling units, employees, and student populations of the Subregional System
partners. Per capita flow estimates were obtained by dividing wastewater flows for each of
the partners in the year 2000 by the number of dwelling units, employees, and students in
each jurisdiction to obtain a per unit demand. The unit demands for each partner were
multiplied by projections for dwelling units, and students adopted as part of the partners’
General Plans or General Plan EIRs. Employee projections were based on ABAG estimates.
The per capita flow calculations were performed in 2001 with data from 2000 because 2001
data would not have been available until Spring of 2002. The capacity analysis was the first
task to be performed under the IRWP and had to be completed early in the program, because
the other planning activities were based upon the capacity needed.
Having set the baseline year at 2000, any water conservation savings after 2000 were
included as part of Alternative 1, Indoor Water Conservation. As an example, water meter
installation in Rohnert Park is included in Alternative 1 and is estimated to produce sewer
flow reductions of 0.05 mgd (refer to Table 10 on page 12 of Technical Memorandum No. 2,
Volume 5 of the Draft EIR).
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MASTER RESPONSE I – SOURCE CONTROL
Comment Summary: A number of commentors have stated that further reduction of the
industrial contribution of several compounds and metals through additional source control
could achieve the water quality limits required by the CTR.
Response Summary: Five constituents in Laguna Plant effluent have been identified in
the Draft EIR as causing significant water quality impacts: cyanide, copper, lead,
gamma-BHC, and endosulfan. The final list of constituents that are inconsistent with
the CTR is determined by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and
not by the EIR. Additional industrial source control may assist compliance, but such
source control for cyanide, copper, gamma-BHC, and endosulfan is not expected to
reduce impacts to less than significant, because the primary source of these chemicals is
not industrial. For gamma-BHC, the primary source is thought to be shampoo for head
lice, a use which was banned in 2002. For lead, insufficient information is available to
determine whether further industrial source control would reduce impacts to less than
significant.
The Draft EIR on page 4.6-46, identifies a significant water quality impact for the following
constituents: cyanide, copper, lead, gamma-BHC (a pesticide), and endosulfan II (a
pesticide).
Primary Sources of Constituents
The source of cyanide in the Treatment Plant effluent is not known. However, the
concentrations of cyanide in Santa Rosa’s effluent are fairly typical of wastewater treatment
facilities, and there is on-going research to understand the mechanisms and factors that
contribute to the apparent production of cyanide at such facilities. The current analytical
methods for measuring total cyanide are subject to interference from nitrate and nitrite in
effluent. This interference causes artificially high cyanide results. The San Francisco
Regional Water Quality Control Board concludes “Cyanide is a regional problem associated
with the analytical protocol for cyanide analysis due to matrix interferences. A body of
evidence exists to show that cyanide measurements in effluent may be an artifact of the
analytical method. This question is being explored in a national research study sponsored by
the Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF)” (from the City of Benicia NPDES
Permit No. CA 0038091.)
The City of Santa Rosa has been addressing lead and copper in Laguna Plant influent for
many years, even before EPA issued the Lead and Copper Rule for drinking water systems
and the National Toxics Rule. Work done by the City in 1990 (reported in TM P4, CH2M
HILL, 1990) estimated that 60 percent of the copper and 50 percent of the lead in influent
wastewater was derived from freshwater corrosion of residential and commercial water pipes
and plumbing fittings. Since then, the City has worked with the Sonoma County Water
Agency and other water purveyors to institute pH adjustments (i.e., slightly reduce the acidity
of the water) for corrosion control, which has resulted in a 30 percent reduction in effluent
copper at the Laguna Plant. The reductions in effluent lead at the Laguna Plant due to
corrosion control cannot be assessed due to the low number of times lead has been detected
in effluent both before and after initiation of the corrosion control program. The current
Water Agency corrosion control treatment is near the maximum practical effectiveness for
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copper and lead control, considering that further adjustments of the pH would likely produce
other potentially adverse effects on operation of the water supply system. About 45 percent
of the copper in effluent is still due to leaching of copper from copper drinking water pipes.
The primary source of gamma-BHC (known as lindane) is thought to be shampoo for head
lice. Lindane was prohibited from use for this purpose by California law on January 1, 2002.
Endosulfan II is a common insecticide used to control pests on grapes, fruit, and vegetable
crops.
Existing Industrial Source Control Programs
A pretreatment program developed in conformance with 40 CFR Part 403, approved by the
North Coast Regional Water Board August 25, 1992, and in operation since, includes
regulation of copper and lead discharges from industries. No pretreatment program has been
adopted for the two pesticides because industry is not a source of these pesticides.
Evaluation of Additional Source Control Methods
Because the source of cyanide in effluent is not known, and may be an artifact of the
analytical method, additional industrial source control would not be expected to be effective.
The Draft EIR in Appendix N.2 TM 17 reports the results of a study conducted to evaluate
the benefit of additional industrial source control. For this study, influent, effluent, and
residential sampling data for priority pollutants were obtained from the City of Santa Rosa
for calendar years 2000 and 2001. However, residential sampling data were not available for
the pesticides in question, and influent and effluent data detection limits were too high to
enable calculation of these concentrations. Therefore, the study only evaluated the benefit of
additional industrial source control for the metals among the constituents of concern
identified in the Draft EIR.
The results of the study indicate that the background copper loading from residential water
pipes exceeds the maximum allowable treatment plant loadings, leaving no allocation for
industry (see Table 15 Appendix N.2 TM 17). This means that even eliminating industrial
sources altogether would not reduce the copper loadings significantly.
The results of the study indicate that additional source control for lead could reduce lead
loadings (see Table 15 Appendix N.2 TM 17). However, insufficient information is available
to determine whether further industrial source control would help the Treatment Plant meet
CTR/SIP-derived lead effluent limitations.
The City will continue to collect pesticide data at lower detection limits to better assess the
ability of industrial pretreatment controls to meet effluent limits for pesticides. However, the
primary source of these constituents is not industrial, and pretreatment controls are not
expected to be effective in reducing impacts to less than significant.
In summary, industrial source control has not been identified as an effective means of
reducing water quality impacts to less than significant for four of the five constituents
showing significant impacts. Insufficient information is available to determine whether
further industrial source control would reduce water quality impacts for lead to less than
significant.
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MASTER RESPONSE J – CALIFORNIA TOXICS RULE
MEMBRANE TREATMENT

AND

ADVANCED

Comment Summary. Commentors have questioned the history of CTR enactment and
applicability. Commentors also ask what constituents don’t meet CTR requirements and if
reverse osmosis is the only way to comply with CTR.
Response Summary. The U.S. EPA passed the California Toxics Rule because a State
court had overturned the State’s attempts to comply with the National Toxics Rule. In
IRWP discharge, concentrations of cyanide, copper, lead, gamma-BHC (a pesticide)
and endosulfan II (a pesticide) may exceed CTR limits.
With the current
understanding of the State Implementation Policy for the CTR, one or more
constituents may require advanced membrane treatment (which includes a process
generally known as reverse osmosis) to bring concentrations within CTR limits. The
final list of constituents that is inconsistent with the CTR is determined by the Water
Quality Control Board and not by the EIR.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has promulgated numeric water
quality criteria for priority toxic pollutants and other provisions for water quality standards to
be applied to waters in the State of California. The U.S. EPA promulgated the California
Toxics Rule (CTR) (refer to Appendix C.1 of the Draft EIR for the full text) based on the
determination that the numeric criteria are necessary in the State of California to protect
aquatic life and human health.
The rule fills a gap in California water quality standards that was created in 1994 when a
State court overturned the State’s water quality control plans containing water quality criteria
for priority toxic pollutants. Thus, the State of California has been without numeric water
quality criteria for many priority toxic pollutants as required by the Clean Water Act,
necessitating this action by EPA. These federal criteria are legally applicable in the State of
California for inland surface waters, enclosed bays and estuaries for all purposes and
programs under the Clean Water Act (CCR Title 23, §2914). The final rule promulgated:
•

Criteria for approximately 126 constituents; and

•

A provision that authorizes the State to issue schedules of compliance for new or
revised NPDES permit limits based on the federal criteria when certain conditions are
met.

The State must use the criteria together with the State’s existing water quality standards when
controlling pollution in inland waters and enclosed bays and estuaries. The CTR will remain
in place unless the State adopts its own numeric criteria for toxics and U. S. EPA approves
those criteria.
The State Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters,
Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (known as the State Implementation Policy or the
SIP) (refer to Appendix C.2 of the Draft EIR for the full text) establishes a standardized
approach for permitting discharges of toxic pollutants to non-ocean surface waters. This
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policy is a tool to be used to ensure achievement of water quality standards such as the
priority pollutant criteria promulgated through the CTR.
Current interpretation of the CTR regulations and information regarding current effluent
quality indicate that IRWP discharge may not comply with effluent limits that would be
imposed under the CTR. The effect of the CTR for the Subregional System is that additional
treatment of recycled water (beyond the level of treatment now provided) may be necessary
for any recycled water that is discharged to any inland surface water to comply with effluent
limits that would be imposed under the CTR and SIP.
The SIP is a complex policy document which is currently undergoing revision by the State
Water Resources Control Board (“Staff Report on Proposed Revisions to the State Policy for
Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries
of California” at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/news/docs/sip_revisionstaffreport.pdf). Although
The SIP is intended to define the methodology for determining compliance with the CTR, it
relies upon assumptions and parameters that are undefined at this time. The Draft EIR
therefore, identifies a range of impacts that would result depending upon the ultimate
definition of the SIP methodologies. This Range of Impacts evaluation is found on pages
4.6-50 to 4.6-61 in the Water Quality Section of the Draft EIR. The explanation of this
methodology in Appendix H of the Draft EIR states on page H-4: “A range of impacts
analysis was also conducted using mass balance calculations to provide estimates of the
concentration of potential pollutants in the receiving waters. This was done by using both an
average percent discharge in the receiving water and a high percent discharge in the receiving
water to produce a range of concentrations of constituents that might be expected to be found
in the receiving water.” Refer also to Master Response C – Mixing Zones.
The water quality analysis indicates that concentrations of cyanide, copper, lead, gammaBHC (a pesticide) and endosulfan II (a pesticide) may exceed CTR limits for aquatic life, as
shown in Table 4.6-2 on pages 4.6-8 through 4.6-14 of the Draft EIR and summarized below.
Only gamma-BHC exceeds the CTR limits for human health. The final list of constituents
that do not meet CTR limits will be set by the Water Quality Board, not by the EIR.
The Discharge Alternative is proposed to include additional pretreatment for commercial and
industrial dischargers to address effluent limitations under the CTR, where feasible (refer
also to Master Response I – Source Control). The IRWP also proposes an education program
aimed at residences to reduce toxic inflows to the sewer system (see page 2-30 of the Draft
EIR). The additional pretreatment and residential education program would reduce the
loading for priority pollutants under CTR but may still be insufficient. The only remaining
feasible method of reducing the concentration of these constituents of concern is known as
Advanced Membrane Treatment (AMT) and is proposed as part of the Discharge Alternative
to the extent needed to meet the CTR requirements. One method of advanced membrane
treatment that may be employed is a micro-filtration reverse osmosis (see Appendix N.2, TM
17), which would use a membrane process (reverse osmosis) in conjunction with a
pretreatment process using micro-filtration to remove solids from the recycled water,
including constituents regulated under the CTR, specifically chromium, copper, lead and
mercury. Other methods, including nano-filtration may also be considered.
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CITY-OWNED LANDS IN THE SANTA ROSA PLAIN
The City, as Lead Agency, has decided to include agricultural irrigation of City-owned lands
in the Santa Rosa plain as part of the IRWP. This proposed use is a subalternative within the
Agricultural Reuse Alternative and will be known as Alternative 4C, City-owned Farms. As
stated on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR: “With implementation of the Geysers Recharge Project
the volume of recycled water that is used for agricultural irrigation in the Laguna will
decrease so that deliveries to the Geysers can remain approximately the same in summer and
winter.” This decrease will occur when deliveries to the Geysers start up in late 2003. The
new proposed use under the IRWP would reinstitute irrigation in the Santa Rosa plain on
lands owned by the City of Santa Rosa and currently being irrigated with recycled water.
The irrigated lands would be served by the existing reclamation system and would not
require construction for pipelines, pump stations, or irrigation systems; storage, however,
may need to be constructed. Refer to pages 5 to 13 following for the detailed changes to the
Project Description. An evaluation of this proposed use has been added to the impact
analysis throughout the Draft EIR.
The following pages reflect the changes to the Draft EIR text:

CHAPTER 1.
Page 1-8, update Figure 1-1, Location of Program Alternatives, to include new
Subalternative boundary.
Page 1-12, update Figure 1-3, Concept-Level Map of Program Alternatives, to include new
Subalternative boundary.
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Page 1-15, after the heading, Alternative 4 – Agricultural Reuse:
This alternative involves providing recycled water for agricultural irrigation and frost control
within areas of Sonoma County. Under this alternative, there are three two options:
Page 1-15, add third bullet after heading, East of Rohnert Park Agricultural Reuse:
x

City-owned Farms Agricultural Reuse. Within the City-owned Farms reuse
area as indicated on Figure 1-3, there are about 2,800 acres of land currently
irrigated with recycled water, all of which is cultivated. Recycled water is
available to irrigate up to 1,500 acres.

Areas in the North County would take recycled water from the Geysers Pipeline.
Recycled water for the area east of Rohnert Park would be conveyed to the
agricultural reuse area using the existing Rohnert Park urban reuse system. Cityowned Farms would receive recycled water from the existing reclamation system.
Page 1-16, starting with the heading, Agricultural Irrigation:
Agricultural Irrigation, under which the Subregional System would provide water
to agricultural irrigators. In most cases, tThe System would not be directly
responsible for application of the recycled water or management of the farming
operations.
Pipelines. Distribution pipelines from the existing Geysers Pipeline would be
necessary to carry recycled water to the North County irrigation areas, and an
extension of the existing Rohnert Park urban reuse system pipeline would be needed
to carry recycled water to the irrigation area east of Rohnert Park. No new pipelines
are necessary to serve City-owned Farms, as they are already served by the existing
reclamation system. Pipelines would also be necessary to convey recycled water to
and from to storage facilities located at higher elevations.
Storage. Storage facilities are needed to store recycled water that is produced during
the winter for use during summer. Approximately 1,200 MG of storage could be
needed to support full development of irrigation in the area east of Rohnert Park and
2,900 MG of storage would be used to support irrigation in the Alexander Valley, Dry
Creek Valley and Russian River areas. Up to 800 MG of storage could be needed to
support irrigation on City-owned Farms. Storage for the area east of Rohnert Park
would occur east of Petaluma Hill Road. For the North County areas, surface storage
options would be in the Santa Rosa plain, in the area east of Santa Rosa, or in the
vicinity of the potential irrigation areas in the North County. Storage for City-owned
Farms would be in the Santa Rosa Plain.
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CHAPTER 2.
Page 2-3, update Figure 2-1, Location of Program Alternatives, to include new
Subalternative boundary.
Page 2-22, update Figure 2-3. Concept-Level Map of Program Alternatives, to include new
Subalternative boundary.
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Page 2-4, add new paragraph just prior to the heading, Future System Requirements:
During preparation of the Final EIR, the City decided to include a new subalternative,
agricultural irrigation of City-owned lands in the Santa Rosa plain.
Page 2-25, second paragraph under heading, Alternative 4 - Agricultural Reuse:
Under this alternative, there are three two options:
Page 2-25, add 3rd bullet under heading, Alternative 4 – Agricultural Reuse:
x

City-owned Farms. Within the City-owned Farms reuse area indicated on Figure
2-3, there are about 2,800 acres of land currently irrigated with recycled water, all
of which is cultivated. Recycled water is available to irrigate up to 1,500 acres.

Page 2-25, second to last paragraph, add the following sentence to the end of the paragraph:
City-owned Farms would continue to be served through the existing reclamation
system.
Page 2-25, last paragraph, second line, change as follows:
Some of the agricultural lands within each of the North County and east of Rohnert
Park potential agricultural reuse areas are currently irrigated with water from other
sources, and this alternative would include irrigation with recycled water of those
lands that are currently being irrigated, as well as lands that are not currently being
irrigated.
Page 2-26, add new paragraphs below the second paragraph:
When the Geysers Recharge Project operations begin, the existing irrigation system
will be reduced by 40 percent to approximately 3,600 acres because of the reduced
recycled water availability. The annual irrigation volume is expected to decline from
about 3,700 MG to about 2,100 MG in a normal rainfall year, a reduction of 1,600
MG. With additional supply provided by the IRWP, City-owned land could remain at
similar production levels as today.
The City-owned Farms subalternative includes the area in the Santa Rosa plain
currently irrigated with recycled water and is: 1) currently owned by the City; or 2)
acquired by the City in the future. City farms will have unused irrigation capacity
when the Geysers Recharge Project begins operation. This subalternative therefore
intends to utilize up to 800 MG of this unused capacity for reuse when the IRWP
flows are available.
Page 2-26, update the first sentence under bullet, Agricultural Irrigation:
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Agricultural Irrigation, under which the Subregional System would provide water
for irrigation and frost control to agricultural users in the North County, and the area
east of Rohnert Park, and City-owned Farms.
Page 2-26, add new third paragraph under the bullet, Pipelines, at the bottom of the page:
No new pipelines would be required for the City-owned Farms as this area would
continue to be served through the existing reclamation system.
Page 2-27, add new paragraph under the bullet, Storage:
Storage. Storage facilities are needed to store recycled water that is produced during
the winter for use during summer. Up to approximately 1,200 MG of storage could
be needed to support full development of irrigation in the area east of Rohnert Park
and 2,900 MG of storage would be used to support irrigation in the Alexander Valley,
Dry Creek Valley and Russian River areas. Up to 800 MG of storage could be
needed to support irrigation on City-owned Farms. For the area east of Rohnert Park,
storage would occur east of Petaluma Hill Road. For the Russian River/Alexander
Valley and Dry Creek Valley areas, storage options would be in the Santa Rosa Plain,
in the area East of Santa Rosa, or in the vicinity of the potential irrigation areas in the
North County. Storage for City-owned Farms would be in the Santa Rosa Plain.
Page 2-27, add to the sixth line in the paragraph under bullet, Pump Stations:
Pump Stations. Expansion of the Geysers Llano Pump station capacity along with
construction of two new pump stations and four surge tanks in the Valley section for
the Geysers pipeline between the Laguna Plant and Healdsburg may be required to
provide sufficient capacity in the Geysers pipeline to allow the full implementation of
this alternative to the North County area (conveyance of recycled water to the East of
Rohnert Park and City-owned Farms areas would not use the Geysers pipeline).
Pages 2-34 through -36, update Table 2-9, Program Components by Alternative.
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Table 2-9
Program Components by Alternatives
Alt 1

Components

Alt 2

Alt 3

Indoor
Water
I&I
Urban
Conserv Reduc Reuse

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alternative 6

Alt 7

Agricultural Reuse

Geysers
Expansion

Discharge

No
Project

CityNorth East owned
County of RP Farms

1.

Laguna Plant Upgrade

2.

Indoor Water Conservation

3.

I&I Reduction

4.

Urban Irrigation (including Dual
Piping Systems and Gray Water
System)

5.

Agricultural Irrigation

6.

Pipelines

7.

Storage

Option
Option
C
Option
B
Indirect
A
RR
Perc
Laguna Direct Ponds

Option Option
D
E
Indirect Indirect
Infiltr Inject
Basins Wells

a. Santa Rosa Plain
b. East of Rohnert Park
c. East of Santa Rosa
d. North County
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Table 2-9
Program Components by Alternatives
Alt 1

Components

Alt 2

Alt 3

Indoor
Water
I&I
Urban
Conserv Reduc Reuse

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alternative 6

Alt 7

Agricultural Reuse

Geysers
Expansion

Discharge

No
Project

CityNorth East owned
County of RP Farms

8.

Created Wetlands

9.

Pump Stations and Tanks

Option
Option
C
Option
B
Indirect
A
RR
Perc
Laguna Direct Ponds

Option Option
D
E
Indirect Indirect
Infiltr Inject
Basins Wells

a. Llano PS Upgrade
b. West College PS
c. Booster Pump Stations
d. Geysers pipeline PS (Valley
Section)
e. Geysers pipeline PS (Mountain
Section)
f. Urban Reuse Storage Tanks
10. Geysers Steamfield Expansion
11. Direct Discharge
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Table 2-9
Program Components by Alternatives
Alt 1

Components

Alt 2

Alt 3

Indoor
Water
I&I
Urban
Conserv Reduc Reuse

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alternative 6

Alt 7

Agricultural Reuse

Geysers
Expansion

Discharge

No
Project

CityNorth East owned
County of RP Farms

Option
Option
C
Option
B
Indirect
A
RR
Perc
Laguna Direct Ponds

Option Option
D
E
Indirect Indirect
Infiltr Inject
Basins Wells

a. Delta Pond Improvements
b. Russian River Outfall
12. Indirect Discharge (Percolation
Ponds, Infiltration Basins, and
Injection Wells)
13. Advanced Membrane Treatment
14. No Project
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Page 2-45, change the second sentence in the first paragraph:
Approximately 60,000 57,200 acres of suitable agricultural land are located in the
following agricultural reuse areas.
Page 2-45, insert new bullet paragraphs at end of page:
x

City-owned Farms. Within the area identified for City-owned Farm irrigation on
Figure 2-3, there are about 2,800 acres of land currently irrigated with recycled
water, all of which is cultivated. Recycled water is available to irrigate up to
1,500 acres.

Page 2-46, end of first paragraph, add the following sentences:
In the area in the Santa Rosa Plain, Alternative 4 could support about 1,500 acres of
land on City-owned Farms. No new facilities would be required as this area would
continue to be served through the existing reclamation system.
Page 2-47, insert a third bullet:
x

City-owned Farms – no pipelines are necessary

Page 2-50, change the third sentence under the heading, Agricultural Reuse:
For storage facilities constructed within the agricultural reuse areas (either in the
North County area, or East of Rohnert Park or City-owned Farms), the distribution
pipelines would be used to convey water to and from storage, and no additional
conveyance pipelines would be needed.
Page 2-54, add a new paragraph after the heading, East of Rohnert Park:
City-owned Farms. This option would require up to a maximum of 800 MG of
recycled water storage, and therefore either one or multiple storage facilities could be
constructed. Specific locations for storage facilities have not been determined.
However, locations in the Santa Rosa Plain would be able to meet this need. Storage
facilities in the Santa Rosa Plain would be of bermed construction.
Page 2-77, under the heading, Urban or Agricultural Reuse Pipeline Rupture:
Also, earthquakes on the Mayacamas or Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek faults could
rupture one or more of the agricultural reuse pipelines serving the North County, or
East of Rohnert Park, or City-owned Farms agricultural reuse areas.
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CHAPTER 3 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
No changes
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CHAPTER 4.1 – LAND USE
Page 4.1-2, update Figure 4.1-1, Municipal Planning Jurisdictions, to include new
subalternative boundary.
Page 4.1-21 and 22, update Table 4.1-3, Land Use Impact per Component – Agricultural
Irrigation:

Table 4.1-3
Land Use Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Threshold

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2








z
==

1.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component be
inconsistent with the policies
of the Land Use Element or
land use plan map of an
adopted General Plan, or with
adopted zoning regulations?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0 acres

Greater than
0 acres

P

1.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
physically divide an
established community?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Any physical barrier
to movement within
the community

Potential
physical
barrier

P

1.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
introduce inappropriate uses
in a Community Separator?

Greater than 0 acres

None

P

1.5.4. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
increase potential for conflict
as a result of incompatible
land uses?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0 lineal
feet

Greater than
0 lineal feet

P







z
==

1.5.5. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component convert
non-urban land to urban uses
for Program facilities?

Greater than 0 acres

None

P

==
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Table 4.1-3
Land Use Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Significance
Threshold

Evaluation Criteria
1.5.6. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component convert
public open space for uses
not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the
open space?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0 acres

Impact

Type of
Impact1

None

P

Level of
Significance2

z
==

Page 4.1-22.
Impact:

1.5.1 and 1.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be
inconsistent with the policies of the Land Use Element or land use
plan map of an adopted General Plan, or with adopted zoning
regulations, or increase potential for conflict as a result of
incompatible land uses?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural irrigation on City-owned Farms would require no new
facilities and would continue the existing land use. Therefore, it
would be consistent with the policies of the Land Use Elements and
land use plan maps for Sebastopol, Santa Rosa, and Sonoma County.
It would also be consistent with adopted zoning regulations and would
not increase potential for conflict as a result of incompatible land uses.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.1-23 Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

1.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component physically
divide an established community?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural irrigation on City-owned Farms would require no new
facilities and would continue the existing land use and would therefore
not divide an established community.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
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After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.1-24
Impact:

1.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component introduce
inappropriate uses in a Community Separator?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4
A portion of the agricultural irrigation area in the North County is in
the Healdsburg Community Separator. None of the East of Rohnert
Park irrigation area is in a Community Separator. A portion of the
City-owned Farms reuse area is in the Santa Rosa-Sebastopol
Community Separator. Agriculture is an appropriate use in a
Community Separator, so there would be no impact.

Pages 4.1-24 and -25 in the Draft EIR, as modified by Response to Comment 404-5:
Impact:

1.5.6. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component convert public
open space for IRWP facilities uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Most of the City-owned land proposed for continued irrigation under
this component is subject to a Conservation Easement. Continued
farming and irrigation is consistent with the existing easement and
would not constitute an impact.
Significant Impact: Alternatives 4A and 4B
The specific locations of agriculture irrigation areas have not been
determined, but they would be located within the East of Rohnert Park
and the North County areas. There are public recreational areas and
areas with Sonoma County Agriculture and Open Space District
easements which could be converted to agricultural uses because of the
availability of a new source of water. Lands owned by the Open Space
District would be managed according to District policies; on lands
where the District has an easement, not direct ownership, the terms
and conditions of the easement vary substantially. However, therefore
agricultural uses may not would be consistent with the agriculture and
open space easements on these lands. If so, this would create a
significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation
component.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is needed.
Alternatives 4A and 4B
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3.3.2 Replacement of Open Space
After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Mitigation Measure 3.3.2 reduces this impact to a level below
significance by providing funding to the Open Space District for the
replacement on a one-for-one basis of the existing value of acreage in
open space easements if the use is found to be incompatible with the
District’s interest. This would allow purchase of easements on new
acreage in areas of comparable open space character and open space
value identified by the Open Space District as a priority acquisition
area.

Page 4.1-25 Pipelines Component
Impact:

1.6.1 through 1.6.6. Will the Pipelines component impact land use
based on evaluation criteria 1 through 6?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
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Page 4.1-27, Storage Component

Table 4.1-5
Land Use Designations for Storage Reservoirs
Reservoir Location
Santa Rosa Plain

Land Use
Designation

Alternatives

Jurisdiction

Alternatives 3, 4A, 4C,
5, and 6

Sonoma County

Land Extensive
Agriculture
Diverse Agriculture
Rural Residential
Public and Quasi-Public
Industrial

City of Santa Rosa

Public/Industrial
Low Density Residential

Page 4.1-31 Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

1.8.1 through 1.8.6. Will the Created Wetlands component impact
land use based on evaluation criteria 1 through 6?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.1-34: Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

1.9.1 and 1.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component be
inconsistent with the policies of the Land Use Element or land use
plan map of an adopted General Plan, or with adopted zoning
regulations, or increase potential for conflict as a result of
incompatible land uses?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.1-36
Impact:
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Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Station or Tank
Component.

Impact:

1.9.3. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component introduce
inappropriate uses in a Community Separator?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Station or Tank
Component.

Page 4.1-37
Impact:

1.9.5. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component convert nonurban land to urban uses for IRWP facilities?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Impact:

1.9.6. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component convert
public open space for uses not in accordance with restrictions on
use of the open space?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.1-50 Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

1.1C and 1.4C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects be
inconsistent with the policies of the Land Use Element or land use
plan map of an adopted General Plan, or with adopted zoning
regulations, or increase potential for conflict as a result of
incompatible land uses?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6; No Impact
Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

After
Mitigation:
Impact:
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Analysis:

Less than Significant: 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6; No Impact
Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

Impact:

1.3C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects introduce
inappropriate uses in a Community Separator?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6; No Impact
Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

Page 4.1-51
Impact:

1.5C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative convert non-urban land to
urban uses?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6; No
Impact Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

Impact:

1.6C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with restrictions on use of the
open space?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6; No
Impact Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

Page 4.1-52, update Table 4.1-10, Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.1-10
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Land Use
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

1.5.1. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may be inconsistent with
the policies of the Land Use Element
or land use plan map of an adopted
General Plan, or with adopted zoning
regulations.

Alt 4A and 4B - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

1.5.2. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may physically divide an
established community.

Alt 4A and 4B - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

1.5.4. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may increase potential
for conflict as a result of
incompatible land uses.

Alt 4A and 4B - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

Agricultural Irrigation Component
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Table 4.1-10
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Land Use
Impact
1.5.6. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space?

Level of Significance
Alt 4A and 4B - z

Mitigation Measure
3.3.2 Replacement of Open Spac

Pump Stations and Tanks Component
1.9.1. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may be inconsistent with
the policies of the Land Use Element
or land use plan map of an adopted
General Plan, or with adopted zoning
regulations.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

1.9.4. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may increase potential
for conflict as a result of
incompatible land uses.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

1.9.6. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may convert public open
space for uses not in accordance with
restrictions on use of the open space.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.2 Replacement of Open
Space Easements
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CHAPTER 4.2 – AGRICULTURE
Page 4.2-14 Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.2-4
Agriculture Impacts by Component - Agricultural Irrigation

Evaluation Criteria
2.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause
loss of farmland?

Significance
Thresholds
Greater than 0 acres
of status farmland
removed.

Alternatives 4A and 4B
Alternative 4C

Level of
Significance

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Beneficial

O&M/P

+

Beneficial

O&M/P

+

None

O&M/P

==

2

2.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component conflict
with Williamson Act
contracts?

Greater than 0 acres
of land removed
from Williamson
Act contracts.

None

O&M/P

==

2.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component reduce
agricultural soil productivity
due to erosion of topsoil from
application of recycled water?

Greater than 0 acres
of erodible soils
irrigated by
recycled water and
not subject to
erosion control
plans under the
Sonoma County
Vineyard Erosion
and Sediment
Control Ordinance
or the California
Forest Practice
Rules.

Greater than 0
acres

O&M/P

~

Greater than 0
acres

O&M/P

~

None

O&M/P

==

No exceedences

O&M/P



No exceedences

O&M/P



None

O&M/P

==

Alternatives 4A and 4B
Alternative 4C
2.5.4. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component reduce
agricultural soil productivity
due to build-up of trace
elements or salinity?
Alternatives 4A and 4B
Alternative 4C

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Table 4.2-4
Agriculture Impacts by Component - Agricultural Irrigation

Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds
b. Exceedence of
state guidelines or
federal rules

Alternatives 4A and 4B

Level of
Significance

Impact

Type of
Impact1

No exceedences

O&M/P



No exceedences

O&M/P



None

O&M/P

==

Alternative 4C

2

Page 4.2-14 Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

2.5.1. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause loss of
Farmland?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms is
already taking place, therefore there is no impact to farmland.
Beneficial Impact: Alternative 4A and 4B

Impact:

2.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component reduce
agricultural soil productivity due to erosion of topsoil from
application of recycled water?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms is
already taking place, therefore there would be no impacts to
agricultural soil productivity due to erosion of topsoil from application
of recycled water.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.2-16 Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

2.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component reduce soil
productivity due to the buildup of trace elements or salinity?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned farms is
already taking place, therefore there would be no impacts to soil
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PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-25

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

productivity due to the buildup of trace elements or salinity from
application of recycled water.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Page 4.2-20 Pipelines Component
Impact:

2.6.1. Will the Pipelines component cause loss of Farmland?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

2.6.2 through 2.6.6. Will the Pipelines component impact
agriculture based upon evaluation criteria 2 through 6?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.2-22 Storage Component

Table 4.2-9
Loss of Farmland by Reservoir Location and Alternative

Alternative –
Sub-Alternative

Reservoir Location

Storage
Requirement
(million
gallons)

Temporary
Impact1
(acres)

Permanent
Impact2
(acres)

Alternative 3

Santa Rosa Plain
East of Rohnert Park,
East of Santa Rosa.

1,800

90

270

Alternative 4A

Santa Rosa Plain
East of Santa Rosa
North County

2,900

145

435

Alternative 4B

East of Rohnert Park

1,200

60

180

Alternative 4C

Santa Rosa Plain

800

40

120

Alternative 5

Santa Rosa Plain
East of Santa Rosa
North County

1,900

95

285

Alternative 6A

Santa Rosa Plain
East of Santa Rosa

2,500

125

375

Alternative 6B – 6E

Santa Rosa Plain
East of Santa Rosa

1,600

80

240

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-26

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Page 4.2-26 Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

2.8.1 and 2.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component impact
agriculture based on evaluation criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

2.8.3 through 2.8.6. Will the Created Wetlands component impact
agriculture based on evaluation criteria 3 through 6?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.2-29 Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

2.9.1 and 2.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
impact agriculture based on evaluation criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

2.9.3 through 2.9.6. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
impact agriculture based on evaluation criteria 3 through 6?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a pump stations and surge
tanks component.

Page 4.2-39, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

2.1C and 2.2C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause a
loss of farmland or cause conflicts with Williamson Act contracts?

Analysis:

Beneficial: Alternative 4A and 4B; Less than Significant: Alternatives
2, 3, 5 and 6; No Impact: Alternatives 1, 4C and 7
Alternatives 4A and 4B has have the potential to encourage ongoing
agricultural operations in the study area, and to improve existing
farmland or create new agricultural areas.
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Impact:

2.3C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects reduce agricultural
soil productivity due to erosion of topsoil?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B; No Impact: Alternatives
1, 2, 3, 4C, 5, 6 and 7

Impact:

2.4C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects reduce agricultural
soil productivity due to build-up of trace elements?

Analysis:

Less than Significant:
Alternatives 4A and 4B; No Impact:
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4C, 5, 6 and 7

Page 4.2-41, Update Table 4.2-16

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.2-16
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Agriculture
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Agricultural Irrigation Component
2.5.1. The Agricultural Irrigation component
may cause loss of farmland.

Alt 4A and 4B – +

Pipelines Component
2.6.1. The Pipelines component may cause
loss of farmland.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6- z

3.3.3. Avoid Status Farmland
and Land Under Williamson
Act Contracts

2.8.1. The Created Wetlands component may
cause loss of farmland

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.3. Avoid Status Farmland
and Land Under Williamson
Act Contracts

2.8.2. The Created Wetlands component may
cause conflicts with Williamson Act contracts.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.3. Avoid Status Farmland
and Land Under Williamson
Act Contracts

Created Wetlands Component

Pump Stations and Tanks Component
2.9.1. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may cause loss of farmland.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.3. Avoid Status Farmland
and Land Under Williamson
Act Contracts

2.9.2. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may cause conflicts with
Williamson Act contracts.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.3. Avoid Status Farmland
and Land Under Williamson
Act Contracts
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CHAPTER 4.3 – GEOLOGY
Page 4.3-2, update Figure 4.3-1 Geological Faults to include new Program Alternative
boundary.
Page 4.3-11, update Figure 4.3-3 Slope Stability to include new Program Alternative
boundary.
Page 4.3-12, update Figure 4.3-4 Liquefaction Potential to include new Program Alternative
boundary.
Page 4.5-48. Update Table 4.3-10

Table 4.3-10
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Mostly
Landslides

C, O&M

~

No new
facilities in
landslide areas

C, O&M

==

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

Rodgers Creek
and Maacama
Fault Zones

C, O&M

~

x Alternative 4C

No fault zones

C, O&M

==

Evaluation Criteria
3.5.1 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component be
located within an area of
unstable slope conditions?

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Location of facilities in
area mapped as Mostly
Landslide or Many
Landslides

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

3.5.2 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component be
subject to ground rupture
due to location near a
surface trace of an active
fault?

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Table 4.3-10
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria
3.5.3 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component be
located in areas with soils
and groundwater
conditions that are
susceptible to liquefaction
during an earthquake?

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

A rating of High or Very
High for liquefaction for
program facilities, except
irrigation pipes

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

High and Very
High

C, O&M



x Alternative 4C

No new
facilities in
areas prone to
liquefaction

C, O&M

==

None

O&M

None

C, O&M



No new
construction

C, O&M

==

3.5.4 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
induce seismicity?

Ground shaking effects of
Modified Mercalli
intensity V or greater
increasing in frequency
by 20% or more

3.5.5 Will earthquakeinduced strong ground
shaking damage the
Agricultural Irrigation
component?

Construction not in
conformance with
requirements of the
Division of Safety of
Dams or applicable
building codes.

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

3.5.6 Will construction and
operation of the
Agricultural Irrigation
component cause off-site
water-related erosion?

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Table 4.3-10
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds

Type of
Impact1

None

C, O&M



No new
construction

C, O&M

==

None

C, O&M



No new
construction

C, O&M

==

None

C, O&M



No new
construction

C, O&M

==

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

3.5.7 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component be
exposed to damage due to
expansive soils?

Any construction
inconsistent with standard
engineering practices

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

3.5.8 Will Agricultural
Irrigation component be
exposed to damage due to
construction on corrosive
soils?

Any construction
inconsistent with standard
engineering practices

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

3.5.9 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component be an
incompatible land use type
in the MRZ-2
classification, in a
designated quarry area or
in The Geysers?
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Table 4.3-10
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

MRZ-2
classification
along the
Russian River

P

z

No new
facilities

P

==

Quarry site
near
Healdsburg

P

z

No new
facilities

P

==

c. Acres of Geysers
developed in
incompatible uses

None

P

==

Any alteration of a unique
geologic feature

None

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

b. Greater than 0 acres of
quarry site designated by
the ARM plan.
x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

3.5.10 Will the
Agricultural Irrigation
component cause a
substantial adverse change
to a hot spring or other
unique geologic feature.

==

Page 4.3-50. Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

3.5.1 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be located within
an area of unstable slope conditions?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Continued irrigation of City-owned Farms would not require any new
construction or grading that could cause slope instability.
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Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Unstable slope conditions are mostly associated with steep slopes and
previously mapped slides. Areas mapped as Mostly Landslide and
Many Landslides occur in the Alexander Valley Bench and the west
part of Russian River Valley, and areas East of Rohnert Park and areas
in the Santa Rosa Plain. This is a significant impact. Use of recycled
water for irrigation on land converted to agriculture could result in
substantial grading causing slope instability if unstable slopes were
irrigated or if excessive amounts of water were applied to the land.
Implementation of Measure, 3.2.3, Implement BMPs to Minimize
Runoff, Erosion, and Chemical Use, will prevent over-irrigating and
increasing soil stability hazards.
Impact:

3.5.2 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be subject to
ground rupture due to location near a surface trace of an active
fault?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
No fault zones cut through the Santa Rosa Plain area.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
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Impact:

3.5.3 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be located in an
area that is susceptible to liquefaction during an earthquake?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Irrigation on City-owned Farms would not require construction of new
facilities in areas prone to liquefaction.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
The susceptibility to liquefaction is High and Very High near the
waterways and valley floors, and decreases with distance from
streambeds. Much of the North County agricultural reuse area and
small portions of the East of Rohnert Park agricultural reuse are
subject to liquefaction risk. Agricultural irrigation improvements do
not includes structures or other facilities, and broken irrigation pipes
would be easily repaired, therefore, this component is considered to
have a less than significant impact.

Page 4.3-51. Agricultural Irrigation Component continued
Impact:

3.5.5 and 3.5.6 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component have
geologic impacts based on evaluation criteria 5 and 6?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms is already taking place
and requires no new facilities. Because there will be no construction
of facilities, there would be no impacts based on evaluation criteria 5
and 6.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Impact:

3.5.7 and 3.5.8 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be
exposed to damage due to expansive or corrosive soils?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms is already taking place
and requires no new facilities, therefore there would be no impacts
caused by expansive or corrosive soils.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.3-52; revise the discussion of Impact 3.5.9, as follows:
Impact:

3.5.9 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be an incompatible
land use type in the MRZ-2 classification, in a designated quarry
area or in The Geysers?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
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Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms is already taking place
and is not located in a MRZ-2 classification, designated quarry area, or
in The Geysers. There are no impacts.

Mitigation:
After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4
The potential area for agricultural irrigation includes land classified as
MRZ-2 along the Russian River and one designated quarry site near
Healdsburg. Agricultural uses, including irrigation, are a would be an
incompatible land use in these areas, and would therefore be a less than
significant impact (State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation
Regulations, Article 6. Mineral Resource Management Policies, Sec.
3675).
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation
component.
No mitigation is needed. 3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use
Significant: Alternative 4
Potential locations for agricultural irrigation facilities could be affected
by considerations such as engineering requirements or land availability;
and therefore, it may not be possible in all cases to locate facilities in a
compatible land use designation or avoid conflicts with Mineral
Resource areas. No further mitigation has been identified.

Page 4.3-54, Pipelines Component
Impact:

3.6.1 Will the Pipelines component be located within an area of
unstable slope conditions?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.3-55, Pipelines Component continued
Impact:

3.6.2 Will the Pipelines component be subject to ground rupture
due to location near a surface trace of an active fault?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
Page 4.3-56, Pipelines Component continued
Impact:

3.6.3 Will the Pipelines component be located in an area that is
susceptible to liquefaction during an earthquake?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

3.6.4 Will the Pipelines component induce seismicity?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

3.6.5 and 3.6.6 Will the Pipelines component receive damage from
earthquake-induced strong ground shaking or cause off-site
water-related erosion?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.3-58, Pipelines Component continued
Impact:

3.6.7 and 3.6.8 Will the Pipelines component be exposed to damage
due to expansive or corrosive soils?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation a
Pipelines component.

Impact:

3.6.9 Will the Pipelines component be an incompatible land use
type in the MRZ-2 classification, designated quarry area, or in
The Geysers?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

3.6.10 Will the Pipelines component cause a substantial and
adverse change to a hot spring, or other unique geologic feature?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
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Page 4.3-61, Storage Component
Impact:

3.7.1 Will the Storage component be located within an area of
unstable slope conditions?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6
Each of the potential storage areas has sections of landslides or
unstable conditions, except the Santa Rosa Plain. This is a significant
impact.
The Santa Rosa Plain does not have sections of landslides or unstable
conditions, therefore there is no impact due to unstable slope
conditions.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

3.7.2 Will the Storage component be subject to ground rupture
due to location near a surface trace of an active fault?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.3-62, Storage Component, continued
Impact:

3.7.9 Will the Storage component be an incompatible land use
type in the MRZ-2 classification, in a designated quarry area, or in
The Geysers?

Analysis:

No Impact, Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.3-65, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

3.8.1 Will the Created Wetlands component be located within an
area of unstable slope conditions?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
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After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.3-66, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

3.8.2 Will the Created Wetlands component be subject to ground
rupture due to location near a surface trace of an active fault?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

3.8.3 Will the Created Wetlands component be located in an area
that is susceptible to liquefaction in the event of an earthquake?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.3-67, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

3.8.4 Will the Created Wetlands component induce seismicity?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands component.
Impact:

3.8.5 and 3.8.6 Will the Created Wetlands component have
geologic impacts based on evaluation criteria 5 and 6?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

3.8.7 and 3.8.8 Will the Created Wetlands component be exposed
to damage due to expansive or corrosive soils?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
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Impact:

3.8.9 Will the Created Wetlands component be an incompatible
land use type in the MRZ-2 classification, in a designated quarry
area, or in The Geysers?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.3-68, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

3.8.10 Will the Created Wetlands component cause a substantial
and adverse change to a hot spring or other unique geologic
feature?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.3-71, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

3.9.1 Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component be located
within an area of unstable slope conditions?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6

Page 4.3-72, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

3.9.2 Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component be subject to
ground rupture due to location near a surface trace of an active
fault?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:
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Impact:

3.9.3 Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component be located in
an area that is susceptible to liquefaction in the event of an
earthquake?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.3-73, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

3.9.4 Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component induce
seismicity?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Impact:

3.9.5 and 3.9.6 Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
create geologic hazards based on evaluation criteria 5 and 6?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

3.9.7 and 3.9.8 Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component be
exposed to damage due to expansive or corrosive soils?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Page 4.3-74, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

3.9.9. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component be an
incompatible land use type in the MRZ-2 classification, in a
designated quarry area, or in The Geysers?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:
Impact:

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks component.
Page 4.3-95, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

3.1C Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects have cumulative
impacts based on evaluation criteria 1 through 8?

Analysis:

Less than Significant Cumulative Impact: Alternatives 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5
and through 6; No Impact: Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

Impact:

3.13.9 Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects be an incompatible
land use type in the MRZ-2 classification, in a designated quarry
area, or in The Geysers?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6; No Impact:
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7

Page 4.3-97, Table 4.3-19. Update table.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.3-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Agricultural Irrigation
Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.5 Site Facilities to Avoid
Alquist-Priolo Zones

3.6.1 Pipeline facilities could be located in areas
of unstable slope conditions.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.4 Slope Stabilization Design

3.6.2 Pipeline facilities could rupture near faults.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.5 Site Facilities to Avoid
Alquist-Priolo Zones

3.5.2 Agricultural Irrigation facilities could be
subject to ground rupture.
Pipelines

3.3.6 Earthquake Preparedness
and Emergency Response
Program
3.6.3 Pipeline facilities could be susceptible to
liquefaction damage during an earthquake

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Table 4.3-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact

Level of
Significance

3.7.1 Storage facilities could be located in areas
with unstable slope conditions.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.4 Slope Stabilization Design

3.7.2 Storage facilities could be subject to
ground rupture

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.5 Site Facilities to Avoid
Alquist-Priolo Zones

3.7.3 Storage facilities could be susceptible to
damage from liquefaction during an earthquake.

Alt 3 through 6 - ~

3.3.7 Reduce Risk of Damage
due to Liquefaction

3.7.9 Storage facilities could be an incompatible
land use.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

3.8.1 Created Wetlands could be located in an
area with unstable slope conditions.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.4 Slope Stabilization Design

3.8.2 Created Wetlands could be subject to
ground rupture.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.5 Site Facilities to Avoid
Alquist-Priolo Zones

3.8.3 Created Wetlands could be susceptible to
damage from liquefaction during an earthquake.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.7 Reduce Risk of Damage
due to Liquefaction

3.8.9 Created Wetlands facilities could be an
incompatible land use.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

3.9.1 Pump Stations and Tanks could be located
in areas with unstable slope conditions.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.4 Slope Stabilization Design

3.9.2 Pump Stations and Tanks could be
damaged from ground rupture.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.5 Site Facilities to Avoid
Alquist-Priolo Zones
3.3.6 Earthquake Preparedness
and Emergency Response
Program

3.9.3 Pump Stations and Tanks could be
susceptible to damage from liquefaction.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.7 Reduce Risk of Damage
due to Liquefaction

3.9.9 Pump Station and Tanks could be an
incompatible land use.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

Mitigation

Storage

Created Wetlands

Pump Stations and Tanks

Cumulative Impacts
3.2C The IRWP plus cumulative projects may
be an incompatible land use type in the MRZ-2
classification, in a designated quarry area, or in
The Geysers.

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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CHAPTER 4.4 – SURFACE WATER HYDROLOGY
Page 4.4-19, Agricultural Irrigation Component, update Table 4.4-9.

Table 4.4-9
Hydrology Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation
Criteria
4.5.1. Will the
Agricultural
Irrigation
component cause
streambank
erosion?

As Measured by

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Greater than a 2 percent increase in
the average stream power when the
average channel velocity exceeds
erosion threshold velocities for
maximum daily flow in the wet year
type.

x Alternatives
4A and 4B

Greater
than 2% in
local
channel

O&M/P

~

x Alternative
4C

No increase

O&M/P

==

x Alternatives
4A and 4B

Greater
than 0.1
foot
increase in
local
channel

O&M/P

~

x Alternative
4C

No increase

O&M/P

==

4.5.2. Will the
Agricultural
Irrigation
component cause
flooding?

Greater than a 0.1 foot increase in the
100-year flood elevation for
maximum daily flow in the wet year
type.

Impact:

4.5.1 and 4.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component impact
surface water hydrology based on evaluation criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
increases to runoff during irrigation and stormwater events that could
lead to possible stream bank erosion or flooding.
Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B
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After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.4-20, Pipelines Component
Impact:

4.6.1 and 4.6.2. Will the Pipelines component impact surface
water hydrology based on evaluation criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.4-24, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

4.8.1. Will the Created Wetlands component cause streambank
erosion?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

4.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component cause flooding?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.4-26, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

4.9.1 and 4.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
impact surface water hydrology based on evaluation criteria 1 and
2?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:
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Page 4.4-35, Table 4.4-18. Update table.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.4-18
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures Surface Water Hydrology
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Agricultural Irrigation
4.5.1 and 4.5.2. The Agricultural
Irrigation component may impact
surface water hydrology based on
evaluation criteria 1 and 2.

Alt 4A and 4B ~

3.3.8 Flood Storage Management

Pipelines
4.6.1 and 4.6.2. The Pipeline
component may impact surface water
hydrology based on evaluation criteria 1
and 2.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, 3.3.7 Reduce Risk of Damage due to
and through 6 - z Liquefaction

Created Wetlands
4.8.2. The Created Wetlands
component may impact surface water
hydrology based on evaluation criterion
2.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and through 6 ~

3.3.8 Flood Storage Management

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and through 6 ~

3.3.8 Flood Storage Management

Pump Stations
4.9.1 and 4.9.2. Will the Pump Stations
and Tanks component impact surface
water hydrology based on evaluation
criteria 1 and 2?
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CHAPTER 4.5 – GROUNDWATER
Page 4.5-10. Update Table 4.5-1
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Table 4.5-1
Groundwater Conditions at Program Component Areas
Number of Wells

Program
Component
5. Agricultural
Irrigation

Location

Groundwater Area1

East of
Rohnert Park

North County
Agricultural
Area

City-owned
Farms

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Hydrogeologic Unit
2

Average

Sampled in Groundwater

Ground-water

Depth to

Area/

Availability

Groundwater
3

Approx. Flow
4

(Most Recent Nitrate

5

Concentrations) (mg/L)

Classifi6

/Formation

(ft)

Direction

Santa Rosa Valley
Groundwater Basin (Santa
Rosa Plain Subbasin),
Detached and Contiguous
Water-bearing Areas

Qal, Qls, Pp, Psv

32-38

W

1/ (1-20 mg/L)

3

1) Santa Rosa Valley
Groundwater Basin
(Healdsburg Area
Subbasin)

Qal, Qf, Qt,

12-38

W-SW

4 / (0-1 mg/L)
4/ (1-20 mg/L)
1/ (20-45 mg/L)

1

2) Alexander Valley
Groundwater Basin
(Alexander Area
Subbasin, Cloverdale
Area Subbasin),

Qal, Qf, Qt, Qtge,

5-51*

SE

2/ (0-1 mg/L)
8/ (1-20 mg/L)

1

3) Contiguous and
Detached Water-bearing
Areas, Non-Waterbearing Areas

Kdc, KJf, Psv, um,
mg, Jgd, gs, Kl, KJu,

variable

variable

Santa Rosa Valley
Groundwater Basin (Santa
Rosa Plain Subbasin)

Qal, Qt,

18-45

SW

PARSONS

cation

-3, 4

41/ (0-1 mg/L)
25/ (1-20 mg/L)
5/ (20-45 mg/L)
2/ (45-150 mg/L)

1
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Page 4.5-33 Update Table 4.5-8

Table 4.5-8
Groundwater Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation

Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds

5.5.1 Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
degrade groundwater
quality at existing or future
drinking water wells,
resulting in a public health
hazard?

Nitrate levels in
groundwater greater
than 10 mg/L nitrate as
nitrogen; travel time
less than 6 months or
distance less than 500
feet
<10mg/L;
>6 months

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

No changes in
existing system
that would result in
changes in
groundwater

x Alternative 4C

5.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause
groundwater mounding or
increase groundwater levels
that cause surface water
discharge in a non-stream
environment?

Impact

Type of
Impact

C
O&M/P
C, O&M/P

Level of
Significanc
e



==

Groundwater raised to
within 6 feet of the
surface

Some mounding,
but not within 6
feet of the surface

x Alternative 4C

No changes in
existing system
that would result in
changes in
mounding

C, O&M/P

None

O&M/P

==

None

C



No new
construction

C

==

5.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component lower
groundwater levels at
existing wells?
x Alternatives 4A and
4B
x Alternative 4C

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Page 4.5-34, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

5.5.1. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component degrade
groundwater quality at existing or future drinking water wells,
resulting in public health hazards?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms is
already taking place, therefore there would be no new impacts to
groundwater quality at existing or future drinking water wells.
Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.5-35, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

5.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause
groundwater mounding or increased groundwater levels that
cause surface water discharge in a non-stream environment?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
impacts to cause groundwater mounding or increased groundwater
levels that cause surface water discharge in a non-stream environment.
Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.5-36, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

5.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component lower
groundwater levels at existing wells?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
impacts to existing wells.
Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.5-37, Pipelines Component
Impact:

5.6.1. Will the Pipelines component degrade groundwater quality
at existing or future drinking water wells, resulting in a public
health hazard?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.5-38, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

5.6.2. Will the Pipelines component cause groundwater mounding
or increase groundwater levels that cause surface water discharge
in a non-stream environment?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.5-39, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

5.6.3. Will the Pipelines component lower groundwater levels at
existing wells?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

5.6.4. Will the Pipelines component lower groundwater levels in
areas that could have been developed for future water supply?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.5-40, Storage Component Update Table 4.5-10

Table 4.5-10
Groundwater Impacts by Component – Storage
Evaluation Criteria
5.7.1. Will the Storage
component degrade
groundwater quality at
existing or future wells,
resulting in public health
hazards?

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Nitrate levels in
groundwater
greater than 10
mg/L nitrate as
nitrogen; travel
time less than 6
months or distance
less than 500 feet
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Table 4.5-10
Groundwater Impacts by Component – Storage
Significance
Thresholds

Evaluation Criteria

Impact
>10mg/L;
Travel time < 6
months

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

C
O&M/P

~



Lined reservoirs
would prevent
leakage

C,
O&M/P



x Alternatives 4A and 4B

Mounding within
100-200 feet of the
storage site

C
O&M/P


~

x Alternative 4C

Lined reservoirs
would prevent
mounding impacts
Greater than 0 wells

C,
O&M/P



C
O&M/P


~

Greater than 0 parcels

C
O&M/P

==
~

x Alternative 4C

5.7.2. Will the Storage
component cause groundwater
mounding or increase
groundwater levels that cause
surface water discharge in a
non-stream environment?

Groundwater
raised to within 6
feet of the surface

5.7.3. Will the Storage
component lower groundwater
levels at existing wells?

Greater than 0
wells

5.7.4. Will the Storage
component lower groundwater
levels in areas that could have
been developed for future
water supply?

Greater than 0
parcels

Impact:

5.7.1. Will the Storage component degrade groundwater quality at
existing or future wells, resulting in public health hazards?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Less than Significant: Alternative 4C
Reservoirs in flat areas, such as the Santa Rosa Plain, would be
constructed with an impermeable liner, which would prevent leakage.
Thus, the impact would be less than significant based on either the
nitrate concentration or travel time significance thresholds. Storage
for City-owned Farms would only be constructed in the Santa Rosa
Plain.

After
Mitigation:
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Page 4.5-42, Storage Component, continued
Impact:

5.7.2. Will the Storage component cause groundwater mounding
or increase groundwater levels that cause surface water discharge
in a non-stream environment?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Less than Significant: Alternative 4C
Lined surface storage in the Santa Rosa Plain would not create
groundwater mounding impacts. Storage for City-owned Farms would
only be constructed in the Santa Rosa Plain.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.5-45, Created Wetlands Component
Impact

5.8.1. Will the Created Wetlands component degrade
groundwater quality at existing or future drinking water wells,
resulting in public health hazards?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Impact:

5.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component cause groundwater
mounding or increase groundwater levels that cause surface water
discharge in a non-stream environment?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.5-46, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

5.8.3. Will the Created Wetlands component lower groundwater
levels at existing wells?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
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Impact:

5.8.4. Will the Created Wetlands component lower groundwater
levels in areas that could have been developed for future water
supply?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.5-47, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

5.9.1 through 5.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
impact groundwater based on evaluation criteria 1 through 4?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Page 4.5-53, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

5.1C. Will the IRWP plus the cumulative projects degrade
groundwater quality at existing and future drinking water wells,
resulting in a public health hazards?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3 , 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6; Less than
Significant: Alternatives 1, and 2 and 4C; No Impact: Alternative 7

Page 4.5-55. Table 4.5-13. Update table.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.5-13
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures -- Groundwater
Evaluation Criteria

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - 

3.3.9. Well Protection Program

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - 

3.3.9. Well Protection Program

Pipelines
5.6.1. The Pipeline component may
degrade groundwater quality at existing
or future wells, resulting in public health
hazards (for pipelines transporting brine).
Storage Reservoir
5.7.1. The Storage component may
degrade groundwater quality at existing
or future wells, resulting in public health
hazards.
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Table 4.5-13
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures -- Groundwater
Evaluation Criteria

Level of Significance

5.7.2. The Storage component may
cause groundwater mounding or increase
groundwater levels that cause surface
discharge in a non-stream environment.
Created Wetlands
5.8.1. The Created Wetlands component
may degrade groundwater quality at
existing orwells, resulting in public
health hazards.
5.8.2. The Created Wetlands component
may cause groundwater mounding or
increase groundwater levels that cause
surface discharge in a non-stream
environment.
Cumulative Impacts
5.1C. The IRWP plus the cumulative
projects may degrade groundwater
quality at existing and future drinking
water wells, resulting in a public health
hazards.
5.3C and 5.4C. The IRWP and
cumulative projects may lower
groundwater levels at existing and future
wells.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - 

3.5.2. Septic System
Replacement

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.5.2. Septic System
Replacement

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified
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CHAPTER 4.6 – SURFACE WATER QUALITY
Page 4.6-34, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

6.5.1, 2, and 4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component impact
water quality based on evaluation criteria 1, 2 and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
changes in impacts to water quality based on evaluation criteria 1, 2
and 4.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.6-35, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

6.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component construction
and operation of facilities result in a substantial degradation of
surface runoff quality?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
new construction and no impacts to surface runoff quality.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.6-36, Pipelines Component
Impact:

6.6.1a and 2a. Will the Pipelines component impact water quality
based on evaluation criteria 1, and 2 for pipelines transporting
recycled water?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6

Page 4.6-37, Pipelines Component, continued
Pipelines are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.
Page 4.6-38 , Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

6.6.3. Will the Pipelines component construction and operation of
facilities result in a substantial degradation of surface runoff
quality?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
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Pipelines are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.
Impact:

6.6.4. Will the Pipelines component impact result in nonattainment of established TMDLs?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Pipelines are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.

Page 4.6-41, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

6.8.1, 2, and 4. Will the Created Wetlands component impact
water quality based on evaluation criteria 1, 2, and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.6-42, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Created Wetlands are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.
Impact:

6.8.3. Will the Created Wetlands component construction and
operation of facilities result in a substantial degradation of surface
runoff quality?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Created Wetlands are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.

Page 4.6-43, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

6.9.1, 2, and 4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
impact water quality based on evaluation criteria 1, 2 and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Pump stations are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.

Mitigation:

No mitigation is needed.

Impact:

6.9.3. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component construction
and operation of facilities result in a substantial degradation of
surface runoff quality?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Pump stations are not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7.

Page 4.6-81, Cumulative Impacts
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Impact:

6.1C. Will the Program plus cumulative projects cause an
exceedence of numeric-based criteria?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6; No Impact:
Alternatives 1, 2,4C, and 7.

Impact:

6.2C. Will the Program plus cumulative projects cause an
exceedence of narrative-based criteria?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6; No Impact:
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7.

Page 4.6-82, Cumulative Impacts, continued
Impact:

6.3C. Will the Program plus cumulative projects construction and
operation of facilities result in a substantial degradation of surface
runoff quality?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6; No Impact:
Alternatives 4C and 7.

Impact:

6.4C. Will the Program plus cumulative projects result in nonattainment of established TMDLs?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6; No Impact:
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7.
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CHAPTER 4.7 – PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY
Page 4.7-45 Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.7-13
Public Health and Safety Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria
7.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component expose
the public to chemicals,
radionuclides, pathogenic
viruses, bacteria or other
disease organisms, at
concentrations detrimental to
human health?

Impact

Proposed measures not in
compliance with
California Title 22
regulations for the use of
recycled water or the
treatment plant’s NPDES
permit.

Does not
exceed
standards

O&M/P



Does not
exceed
standards

O&M/P



None

O&M/P

==

Waste sites
identified
before
construction
and managed
per
regulations

C



Waste sites
identified
before
construction
and managed
per
regulations

C



None

C

==

Temporary

C



x Alternatives 4A and 4B

x Alternative 4C
7.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component expose
workers or the public to
hazards from a known
hazardous waste site?

Ground disturbance near
a hazardous waste release
site(s).

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

x Alternative 4C
7.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component increase
potential exposure of the
public to hazardous materials
due to a chemical release
during their routine transport,
use, storage or disposal?
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Table 4.7-13
Public Health and Safety Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

As Measured by

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

Impact
Temporary

C



None

C

==

Temporary

C



Temporary

C



None

C

==

x Alternative 4C
7.5.4. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component expose
the public to safety hazards
associated with operation of
heavy machinery, vehicles, or
equipment; or create
accessible excavations or an
accessible open body of
water?

Use of heavy machinery,
vehicles or equipment;
creation of excavations;
or creation of an open
body of water in public
areas not in accordance
with State construction
safety regulations.

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

Level of
Type
of Impact1 Significance2

x Alternative 4C
7.5.5. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component expose
the public to a flooding
hazard?

Increased risk of
inundation due to
proposed element(s) not
in compliance with
State’s dam safety
standards.

None

O&M/P

==

7.5.6. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component expose
people or structures to a risk
of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

Operation of the IRWP
not in compliance with
the State’s Fire Safe
Regulations

Temporary

C
O&M/P



Temporary

C
O&M/P



None

C
O&M/P

==

Ponding
would be of
short duration

O&M/P



Ponding
would be of
short duration

O&M/P



None

O&M/P

==

x Alternatives 4A and 4B
x Alternative 4C
7.5.7. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component increase
the potential exposure of the
public to disease vectors (i.e.,
mosquitoes)?
x Alternatives 4A and 4B

Creation of mosquito
habitat.

x Alternative 4C
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Page 4.7-45, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

7.5.1. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component expose the
public to chemicals, radionuclides, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or
other disease organisms, at concentrations detrimental to human
health?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore the public’s
exposure to chemicals, radionuclides, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or
other disease organisms, at concentrations detrimental to human health
will not change. This Alternative has no impacts.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Impact:

7.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component expose workers
or the public to hazards from a known hazardous waste site?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms is
already taking place, so no new construction would be required and
therefore workers or the public would not be exposed to hazards from
a known hazardous waste site.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.7-46, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

7.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component increase
potential exposure of the public to hazardous materials due to a
chemical release during their routine transport, use, storage or
disposal?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, routine transport, use, storage
or disposal of hazardous materials would not change and there would
be no new impacts.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Impact:

OCTOBER 20, 2003

7.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component expose the
public to safety hazards associated with operation of heavy
machinery, vehicles, or equipment; creation of accessible
excavations; or creation of an accessible open body of water?

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3 -63

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
new construction and the public would not be exposed to safety
hazards associated with operation of heavy machinery, vehicles, or
equipment; creation of accessible excavations; or creation of an
accessible open body of water.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.7-47, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

7.5.6. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component expose people or
structures to a risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
new construction and the public or structures would not be exposed to
a risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Impact:

7.5.7. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause an
increase in the potential exposure of the public to disease vectors
(i.e., mosquitoes)?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation using recycled water on City-owned Farms
(Alternative 4C) is already taking place, therefore there would be no
increase in the public’s exposure to disease vectors.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.7-49, Pipelines Component
Impact:

7.6.1. Will the Pipelines component expose the public to
chemicals, radionuclides, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or other
disease organisms, at concentrations detrimental to human health?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
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Page 4.7-50, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

7.6.2. Will the Pipelines component expose workers or the public
to hazards from a known hazardous waste site?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.7-51, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

7.6.3. Will the Pipelines component increase potential exposure of
the public to hazardous materials due to a chemical release during
their routine transport, use, storage or disposal?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

7.6.4. Will the Pipelines component expose the public to safety
hazards associated with operation of heavy machinery, vehicles, or
equipment; or creation of accessible excavations, or the creation of
an accessible open body of water?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

7.6.5. Will the Pipelines component expose the public to a flooding
hazard?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.7-52, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

7.6.6. Will the Pipelines component expose people or structures to
a risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

7.6.7 and 7.6.8. Will the Pipelines component impact public health
and safety based on evaluation criteria 7 and 8?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
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Table 4.7-15
Public Health and Safety Component Impacts – Storage
Evaluation Criteria

As Measured by

Impact

Type of
Impact1

7.7.1. Will the Storage
component expose the public
to chemicals, radionuclides,
pathogenic viruses, bacteria,
or other disease organisms, at
concentrations detrimental to
human health?

Proposed measures not in
compliance with California
Title 22 regulations for the
use of recycled water or the
treatment plant’s NPDES
permit.

Yes; nitrate

O&M/P

Level of
Significance2
~

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

Nitrate

O&M/P

~

x Alternative 4C

Nitrate

O&M/P



Page 4.7-54, Storage Component
Impact:

7.7.1. Will the Storage component expose the public to chemicals,
radionuclides, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or other disease
organisms, at concentrations detrimental to human health?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4C;
Reservoirs in the Santa Rosa Plain would be constructed with an
impermeable liner, which would prevent leakage. Storage for
Alternative 4C would be located in the Santa Rosa Plain. Thus, the
impact would be less than significant.
Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6 (for all locations
except Santa Rosa Plain)

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.7-61, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

7.8.1. Will the Created Wetlands component expose the public
to chemicals, radionuclides, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or
other disease organisms, at concentrations detrimental to
human health?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
In general, the disposal of recycled water through created wetlands
occurs via evapotranspiration of surface water and groundwater that is
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taken up by the roots of plants. This process reduces nitrate, ammonia,
and phosphorous concentrations (CH2MHill et. al., 2002) to levels that
would not impact groundwater and nearby drinking water wells. Refer
to Impacts 5.8.1 and 5.8.2 in Section 4.5, Groundwater for additional
discussion.
It is possible, however, that the water quality of some wells could
be adversely affected. Primarily as the result of leaking septic
systems or nearby agricultural operations some drinking water
wells within the Program study area are already impacted by
nitrate at concentrations near (or above) the drinking water
standard. Some of these wells may be located near proposed sites
for created wetlands. Wells with elevated nitrate concentrations,
but which are still lower than the drinking water standard, may
depend on a natural flushing effect of groundwater to dilute the
nitrate source that is impacting the well’s water. If recycled water,
which contains an average nitrate concentration of 7.3 mg/L,
replaces the natural flushing groundwater, then the dilution effect
could be lessened, resulting in higher nitrate concentrations at the
domestic wells. In some cases the increased contribution of nitrate
in groundwater could cause the well water to exceed the drinking
water standard for nitrate where wells already have elevated
nitrate. This situation would not be expected to occur in most
locations, but would constitute a significant impact for any affected
well. Refer to Impact 5.7.1 in Section 4.5, Groundwater for
additional discussion and analysis of this phenomenon.
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
Mitigation:

No mitigation is needed. 3.3.9. Well Protection Program

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
With the mitigation identified above, which includes water quality
monitoring and possibly water supply replacement, this impact would
be reduced to a level that is less than significant.

Impact:

7.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component expose workers or
the public to hazards from a known hazardous waste site?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternative 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:
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Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.7-62, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

7.8.4. Will the Created Wetlands component expose the public to
safety hazards associated with operation of heavy machinery,
vehicles, or equipment; or creation of an accessible excavation; or
creation of an accessible open body of water?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

7.8.5. Will the Created Wetlands component expose the public to
flooding hazard?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

7.8.6. Will the Created Wetlands component expose people or
structures to a risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.7-63, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

7.8.7. Will the Created Wetlands component increase the potential
exposure of the public to disease vectors (i.e., mosquitoes)?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

7.8.8. Will the Created Wetlands component create a safety
hazard for people residing or working near a public or private
airport or airstrip?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
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Page 4.7-65, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

7.9.1, 7.9.5, 7.9.7 and 7.9.8. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks
component affect public health and safety based on evaluation
criteria 1, 5, 7 and 8?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Impact:

7.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component expose
workers or the public to hazards from a known hazardous waste
site?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Page 4.7-66, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

7.9.3. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component increase
potential exposure of the public to hazardous materials due to a
chemical release during their routine transport, use, storage or
disposal?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Impact:

7.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component expose the
public to safety hazards associated with operation of heavy
machinery, vehicles, or equipment; or creation of excavations; or
creation of an accessible open body of water?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Page 4.7-67, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

7.9.6. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component expose
people or structures to a risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3 -69

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.
Page 4.7-88, Table 4.7-22

Table 4.7-22
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Public Health and Safety
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Storage Component
7.7.1. The Storage component may
expose the public to chemical,
radionuclides, or pathogens at
concentrations detrimental to human
health.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and 6 - ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program.

7.8.1. The Created Wetlands
component may expose the public to
chemical, radionuclides, or pathogens
at concentrations detrimental to
human health.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and 6 ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program.

7.12.1. The Indirect Discharge
component may expose the public to
chemical, radionuclides, or pathogens
at concentrations detrimental to
human health.

Alts 6C, 6D, and
6E - ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program.
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CHAPTER 4.8 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page 4.8-3, update Figure 4.8-1, Geographic Regions and Project Area to include new
subalternative boundary.
Page 4.8-8, update Figure 4.8-2A, Vegetation Communities & Cover Types – Northern
Portion, to include new Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms in the map legend.
Page 4.8-9, update Figure 4.8-2B, Vegetation Communities & Cover Types – Central
Portion, to include new Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms in the map legend.
Page 4.8-10, update Figure 4.8-2C, Vegetation Communities & Cover Types – Southern
Portion, to add new Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms in the map legend, and new
subalternative boundary.
Page 4.8-61, Add new paragraph above Table 4.9-9 - Agricultural Irrigation Component
The agricultural irrigation area on City-owned Farms encompasses portions of the
Laguna de Santa Rosa and adjacent uplands on the Santa Rosa plain. This area was
once dominated by native grasslands and valley oak woodlands. Agricultural land
and annual grasslands now dominate this area and other cover types that occur
include riparian woodland, ornamental landscaping, and urban development. (refer to
Appendix J-5). Aquatic communities include 16 miles of streams, 25 pools and
ponds, and approximately 120 acres of additional open water that are part of the
Laguna de Santa Rosa. This Agricultural Irrigation area includes approximately
2,800 acres of land that is currently irrigated with recycled water and cultivated. As a
result, this sub-component represents a continuation of current operations and would
not include the irrigation of previously un-irrigated land, the conversion of natural
vegetation communities to agriculture, or the development of new facilities.
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Page 4.8-61, update Table 4.8-9, Biological Resource Impacts by Component – Agricultural
Irrigation:

Table 4.8-9
Biological Resource Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation

Evaluation Criteria

Type
of
Impact

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

1

Level of
Significance2

8.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause loss
of individuals, or loss of critical
habitat, or loss of occupied
habitat of endangered,
threatened, or rare species of
plants and animals?

Loss of greater than 0
individuals, 0 acres
of habitat, or 0 linear
feet of stream habitat.

North County:
5 animal species,
90 plant species;
E of Rohnert Park:
4 animal species,
66 plant species

C, P

~

8.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause loss
of individuals of CNPS List 2, 3,
or 4 plant species?

Greater than 15
percent of known
populations in
Sonoma/Lake
Counties for CNPS
List 2, 3 and 4 plant
species.

North County:
46 plant species;
E of Rohnert Park:
36 plant species

C, P







~
==

Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C
8.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause loss
of active raptor nest sites?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0 active
raptor nesting sites
lost.

Several raptor
species

C




~
==

8.5.4. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause loss
of animals designated as a federal
candidate species, a CA fully
protected species, or a CA species
of special concern?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0
individuals or
occupied rookeries,
nests, dens, roost
sites, or burrows lost.

North County:
27 animal species;
E of Rohnert Park:
23 animal species

C, P







~
==

8.5.5. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause
permanent loss of native specialstatus plant communities, such as
those designated in the CA
Natural Diversity Database as
“rare” or in local tree ordinances?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0.10
acre terrestrial or
0.01 acre aquatic
special-status native
plant community
lost.

Greater than 0

P








~
==
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Table 4.8-9
Biological Resource Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
8.5.6. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
substantially block or disrupt
major migration or travel
corridors between essential
resource areas for native animals?
Alt 4A and 4B
Alt 4C

Greater than 0
corridors between
essential resource
areas for native
animals substantially
blocked or disrupted.

Streams used by 6
anadromous fish
species

C, P

8.5.7. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component result in
ecological risk to plant and
animal populations (i.e. acute or
chronic toxicity and
bioaccumulation?

Ecological Quotient
greater than 10.

Ecological
Quotient less than
10

O&M



8.5.8. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause a
decrease in streamflows, affecting
aquatic habitat or aquatic life
downstream from proposed dam
sites?

Greater than 0 linear
feet of having a 20
percent decrease in
wet season or any
decrease in dry
season streamflow.

None

C, P

==







~
==

Page 4.8-62, Impact 8.5.1, after third paragraph, insert following paragraph:
Impact:

8.5.1. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause loss of
individuals, or loss of critical habitat, or loss of occupied habitat of
endangered, threatened, or rare species of plants and animals?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternative 4
City-owned Farms. Agricultural irrigation on City-owned Farms will
be a continuation of ongoing operations and will not require new
facilities or any changes in irrigation or agricultural practices.
Therefore, no additional impacts to individuals, or loss of critical
habitat, or loss of occupied habitat of endangered, threatened, or rare
species of plants and animals would occur, except for potential
California tiger salamander impacts discussed below.
Unlike the other areas of agricultural irrigation, no conversion of
native habitat will occur on City-owned Farms, because the land is
already used for agriculture, indeed the land is already irrigated with
recycled water. The area in which continued irrigation of City-owned
Farms may occur is approximately 2,800 acres in the Santa Rosa plain,
although there is only sufficient supply of recycled water to irrigate
approximately 1,500 acres. Ordinarily, continued irrigation would not
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be considered an impact because the projected use of the land is the
same as the existing conditions, that is, the land is irrigated now and
will be irrigated in the same manner in the future if this alternative is
selected for implementation. However, because of the listing of the
California tiger salamander as endangered after the filing of the Notice
of Preparation (the normal definition of existing conditions), continued
irrigation on City-owned Farms is identified as a potentially significant
impact. No impacts are identified from construction or initiation of
irrigation activities, as these properties already have recycled water
irrigation systems installed and necessary improvements for farming in
place. The potential impact being identified is due to operation and
maintenance activities, although these same activities have been
occurring for over 30 years.
Impact:

8.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause loss of
individuals of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant species?

Analysis:

No Impact Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Agricultural irrigation on City-owned Farms requires no new facilities
and therefore would not impact CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant species.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is necessary.
Alternatives 4A and B
3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant Species

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.8-65, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

8.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause loss of
active raptor nest sites?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4; Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms requires no new facilities
and therefore there would be no impacts to active raptor nest sites.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is necessary.
Alternatives 4A and B
3.4.1. Protect Active Raptor Nests

After
Mitigation:
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Impact:

8.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause loss of
animals designated as a federal candidate species, a California
fully protected species, or a California species of special concern?

Analysis:

No Impact Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
City-owned Farms. Agricultural irrigation on City-owned Farms
requires no new facilities and therefore would not impact animals
designated as a federal candidate species, a California fully protected
species, or a California species of special concern.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is necessary.
Alternatives 4A and B
3.4.2. Avoid Loss of Protected Species, Candidate Species, and
Species of Special Concern

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.8-66, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

8.5.5. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component cause permanent
loss of native special-status plant communities, such as those
designated in the California Natural Diversity Database as “rare”
or in local tree ordinances?

Analysis:

No Impact, Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation of
ongoing operations, requires no new facilities, and therefore will not
cause permanent loss of native special-status plant communities, such
as those designated in the California Natural Diversity Database as
“rare” or in local tree ordinances.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is necessary.
Alternatives 4A and B
3.3.12. Avoid Permanent Impacts to Sensitive Trees and Plant
Communities

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.8-67, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
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Impact:

8.5.6. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component substantially
block or disrupt major migration or travel corridors between
essential resource areas for native animals?

Analysis:

No Impact, Alternative 4C; Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation of
ongoing operations, requires no new facilities, and therefore will not
interfere with major migration or travel corridors between essential
resource areas for native animals.

Mitigation:

Alternative 4C
No mitigation is necessary.
Alternatives 4A and B
3.3.13. Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife Migration or Travel
Corridors

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.8-68, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

8.5.7. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component result in
ecological risk to plant and animal populations (i.e., acute or
chronic toxicity and bioaccumulation)?

Analysis:

No Impact, Alternative 4C; Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A
and 4B
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation of
ongoing operations and will not increase the ecological risk to plant or
animal populations.

Page 4.8-70, Pipelines Component
Impact:

8.6.1 through 8.6.6. Will the Pipelines component impact biological
resources based on evaluation criteria 1 through 6?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-72, Pipelines Component, continued
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Impact:

8.6.7. Will the Pipelines component result in ecological risk to
plant and animal populations (i.e., acute or chronic toxicity and
bioaccumulation)?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

8.6.8. Will the Pipelines component cause a decrease in
streamflows, affecting aquatic habitat or aquatic life downstream
from proposed dam sites?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.8-84, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

8.8.1 through 8.8.6. The Created Wetlands component impact
biological resources based on evaluation criteria 1 through 6?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-85, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

8.8.7. Will the Created Wetlands component result in ecological
risk to plant and animal populations (i.e., acute or chronic toxicity
and bioaccumulation)?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.8-89, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

8.9.1. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component cause loss of
individuals, or loss of critical habitat, or loss of occupied habitat of
endangered, threatened, or rare species of plants and animals?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.
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After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-90, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

8.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component cause loss of
individuals of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant species?
Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-91, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

8.9.3. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component cause loss of
active raptor nest sites?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-92, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

8.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component cause loss of
animals designated as a federal candidate species, a California
fully protected species, or a California species of special concern?
Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-95, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:
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those designated in the California Natural Diversity Database as
“rare” or in local tree ordinances?
Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-96, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

8.9.6. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component substantially
block or disrupt major migration or travel corridors between
essential resource areas for native animals?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.8-97, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

8.9.7. Will the Pump Stations and Surge Tanks component result
in ecological risk to plant and animal populations (i.e., acute or
chronic toxicity and bioaccumulation)?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Impact:

8.9.8. Will the Pump Stations and Surge Tanks component cause a
decrease in streamflows, affecting aquatic habitat or aquatic life
downstream from proposed dam sites?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.
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Page 4.8-121, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

8.2C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause loss of CNPS
List 2, 3, or 4 plant species?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No Impact:
Alternatives 4C and 7

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6

Impact:

8.3C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause loss of active
raptor nest sites?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7

Page 4.8-122, Cumulative Impacts, continued
Impact:

8.4C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause loss of
animals designated as a federal candidate species, a California
fully protected species, or a California species of special concern?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7

Impact:

8.5C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause loss of native
special-status plant communities such as those designated in the
California Natural Diversity Data Base as “rare” or in local tree
ordinances?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7

Impact:

8.6C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects substantially block
or disrupt major migration or travel corridors between essential
resource areas for native animals?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7

Page 4.8-123, Cumulative Impacts, continued
Impact:

8.7C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects result in ecological
risk to plant and animal populations (i.e., acute or chronic toxicity
and bioaccumulation)?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7
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Impact:

8.8C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause a decrease in
streamflows, affecting aquatic habitat or aquatic life downstream
from proposed dam sites?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and though 6; No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7

Page 4.8-124. Table 7.8-19

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.8-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Biological Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

8.5.1 The Agricultural Irrigation
component may cause loss of
individuals, or loss of critical habitat, or
loss of occupied habitat of endangered,
threatened, or rare species of plants and
animals.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.10. Avoid Loss of Endangered
Biological Resources and their Habitats

8.5.2. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may cause loss of individuals
of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant species.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
Species

8.5.3. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may cause loss of active
raptor nest sites.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.4.1. Protect Active Raptor Nests

8.5.4. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may cause loss of animals
designated as a federal candidate species,
a CA fully protected species, or a CA
species of special concern.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.4.2. Avoid Loss of Protected Species,
Candidate Species, and Species of
Special Concern

8.5.5. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may cause permanent loss of
native special-status plant communities.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.12. Avoid Permanent Impacts to
Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities

8.5.6. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may substantially block or
disrupt major migration or travel
corridors between essential resource
areas for native animals.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.13. Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife
Migration or Travel Corridors

Agricultural Irrigation
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Table 4.8-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Biological Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.10. Avoid Loss of Endangered
Biological Resources and their Habitats
3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
Species
3.3.12. Avoid Permanent Impacts to
Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities
3.3.13. Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife
Migration or Travel Corridors
3.4.1. Protect Active Raptor Nests
3.4.2. Avoid Loss of Protected Species,
Candidate Species, and Species of
Special Concern

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.10. Avoid Loss of Endangered
Biological Resources and their Habitats
3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
Species
3.3.12. Avoid Permanent Impacts to
Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities
3.3.13. Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife
Migration or Travel Corridors
3.3.14. Avoid Loss of Aquatic Habitat
due to Hillslope Storage Reservoirs
3.4.1. Protect Active Raptor Nests
3.4.2. Avoid Loss of Protected Species,
Candidate Species, and Species of
Special Concern

8.9.1. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may cause loss of
individuals, or loss of critical habitat, or
loss of occupied habitat of endangered,
threatened, or rare species of plants and
animals.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6

3.3.10. Avoid Loss of Endangered
Biological Resources and their Habitats

8.9.2. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may cause loss of individuals
of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant species.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6

3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
Species

8.9.3. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may cause loss of active
raptor nest sites.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6

3.4.1. Protect Active Raptor Nests

8.9.4. The Pump Stations and Tanks

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and

3.4.2. Avoid Loss of Protected Species,

Pipelines
8.6.1 through 8.6.6. The Pipelines
component may impact biological
resources based on evaluation criteria
1through 6.

Created Wetlands
8.8.1 through 8.8.6. The Created
Wetlands component may impact
biological resources based on evaluation
criteria 1through 6.

Pump Stations and Tanks
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Table 4.8-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Biological Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

component may cause loss of animals
designated as a federal candidate species,
a CA fully protected species, or a CA
species of special concern.

through 6

8.9.5. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may cause permanent loss of
native special-status plant communities.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.12. Avoid Permanent Impacts to
Sensitive Trees and Plant Communities

8.9.6. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may substantially block or
disrupt major migration or travel
corridors between essential resource
areas for native animals.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.13. Avoid Blocking Major Wildlife
Migration or Travel Corridors

Alts 1, 2¸ 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and 6 - z

3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
Species

Candidate Species, and Species of
Special Concern

Cumulative Impacts
8.2C. The IRWP plus cumulative
projects may cause loss of CNPS List 2,
3, or 4 plant species.
Notes:

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

~

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation
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CHAPTER 4.9 – JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS RESOURCES
Page 4.9-4, update Figure 4.9-1C “Jurisdictional Waters within Areas of Impact – Southern
Portion” to add new Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms boundary to the figure.
Page 4.9-24 Agricultural Irrigation Setting
Agricultural Irrigation
The Agricultural Irrigation component involves use of recycled water to irrigate
arable lands within the North County and East of Rohnert Park agricultural regions.
A third agricultural irrigation option, one that is already in use, involves use of
recycled water to irrigate City-owned lands in the Santa Rosa Plain. Estimates of the
extent of arable land in these North County and East of Rohnert Park agricultural
regions have been developed using available GIS data (CalVeg, USFS 2001a and
2001b). The GIS data also show that 42 percent (21,400 out of 51,500 acres) of
arable North County lands and 61 percent (3,500 out of 5,700 acres) of arable lands
East of Rohnert Park are undeveloped and could be converted to agriculture. No
estimate of arable land has been developed because this option would not involve
conversion of any lands to agriculture, and specifically would not involve irrigating
new lands. The existing City irrigation system in this area covers approximately
2,800 acres.
Impacts associated with the primary pipelines conveying the recycled water to the
Agricultural Reuse areas are estimated under impacts to Pipelines and are not
included in the estimate for the Agricultural Irrigation component. Impacts related to
potential toxicity of the recycled water to organisms are evaluated in the Ecological
Risk Assessment summarized in Impacts 8.1.7 through 8.14.7.
The substitution of recycled water for other water sources on land that is otherwise
irrigated is assumed not to have an impact upon jurisdictional wetlands.
Impacts associated with the primary pipelines conveying the recycled water to the
Agricultural Reuse areas are estimated under impacts to Pipelines and are not
included in the estimate for the Agricultural Irrigation component. Impacts related to
potential toxicity of the recycled water to organisms are evaluated in the Ecological
Risk Assessment summarized in Impacts 8.1.7 through 8.14.7.
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Potential Impacts on Converted Lands
Implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation component could facilitate conversion
of some or all of the undeveloped acreage within the North County and East of
Rohnert Park agricultural regions Agricultural Irrigation area of impact to cropland
(most likely vineyards). These conversions would likely result in impacts to
jurisdictional waters.
Page 4.9-35, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Agricultural Irrigation

Table 4.9-6
Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources by Component – Agricultural
Irrigation
Significance
Thresholds

Evaluation Criteria

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

9.5.1 and 9.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component fill or alter
wetlands or other waters of the U.S.
or of the State of California?
North County

a) Greater than 0
acres of jurisdictional
wetlands

East of Rohnert Park

43 acres
813 acres

C
P

~
~

6 acres
134 acres

C
P

~
~
==
==

5 miles
100 miles

C
P

~
~

1 mile
16 miles

C
P

~
~
==
==

City-owned Farms
North County

b) Greater than 0
linear miles of other
jurisdictional waters

East of Rohnert Park
City-owned Farms

Notes:

1. Type of Impact:

C

Construction

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

P

Permanent

~

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed

==

No impact
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Impact:

9.5.1 and 9.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component fill or
alter wetlands or other waters of the U.S. or of the State of
California?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms is already taking place.
This alternative requires no new facilities and no increase in the
volume or duration of irrigation. No new impacts to wetlands or other
waters of the U.S. or of the State of California would occur.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Up to 21,400 acres in the North County region and 3,500 acres in the
East of Rohnert Park region may be converted from natural land to
agricultural land. The densities of waters and wetlands expected in
these areas are 26 feet of watercourse and 0.04 acre of wetlands per
acre. Use of recycled water in existing irrigation systems is not
expected to cause impacts to wetlands or waters.
Impacts are anticipated to be largely permanent, but may include
temporary construction impacts as well.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternative 4A and 4B

Page 4.9-36, Pipelines Component
Impact:

9.6.1 and 9.6.2. Will the Pipelines component fill or alter wetlands
or other waters of the U.S. or of the State of California?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not include a Pipeline component.

After
Mitigation:
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Page 4.9-39, Storage Component, update Table 4.9-9

Table 4.9-9
Santa Rosa Plain Storage - Impacts by Alternative
Acres of
reservoirs

Wetland
impacts
(acres)

Watercourse
impacts
(miles)

Waterbody
impacts (acres)

Alternative 3: Urban
Reuse

360

14.5

1.8

0.8

Alternative 4A
Agriculture Reuse –
North County

580

23.2

2.8

1.2

Alternative 4B:
Agriculture Reuse – East
of Rohnert Park

240

9.5

1.2

0.5

Alternative 4C:
Agriculture Reuse –
City-owned Farms

160

6.4

0.8

0.3

Alternative 5: Geysers
Expansion

380

15.1

1.8

0.8

Alternative 6A: Direct
Discharge - Laguna

500

20

2.4

1.0

Alternatives 6B through
GE: Direct Discharge –
Russian River and
Indirect Discharge

320

12.9

1.5

0.6

Alternative

Page 4.9-42, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

9.8.1 and 9.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component fill or alter
wetlands or other waters of the U.S. or of the State of California?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.9-43, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:
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the State of California?
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Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.9-62, Update Table 4.9-19

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.9-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Agricultural Irrigation
9.5.1 and 9.5.2. The Agricultural
Irrigation component may fill or alter
wetlands or other waters of the U.S. and
of the State of California.

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.15 Avoid Fill of Jurisdictional
Waters and Wetlands

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.15 Avoid Fill of Jurisdictional
Waters and Wetlands

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.15 Avoid Fill of Jurisdictional
Waters and Wetlands

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.15 Avoid Fill of Jurisdictional
Waters and Wetlands

Pipelines
9.6.1 and 9.6.2. The Pipelines
component may fill or alter wetlands or
other waters of the U.S. and of the State
of California.
Created Wetlands
9.8.1 and 9.8.2. The Created Wetlands
may fill or alter wetlands or other waters
of the U.S. and of the State of California.
Pump Stations and Tanks
9.9.1. and 9.9.2. The Pump Stations and
Tanks component may fill or alter
wetlands or other waters of the U.S. and
of the State of California.
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CHAPTER 4.10 – TRANSPORTATION
Page 4.10-22, Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.10-7
Transportation Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Up to 75
daily trips

C

z

Up to 75
daily trips

C

z

None

C

==

Potential
increase in
traffic
resulting in
LOS below
standards of
local
jurisdictions

O&M/P

z

Potential
increase in
traffic
resulting in
LOS below
standards of
local
jurisdictions

O&M/P

z

None

O&M/P

==

None

C



x Alternatives 4A and 4B

None

C

x Alternative 4C

None

C

None

C


==


10.5.1. Will traffic from the
Agricultural Irrigation
component cause congestion on
local roadways?

a. Number of trips
generated that would
exceed available
roadway capacity.

x Alternatives 4A and 4B
x Alternative 4C
b. Increase in traffic
due to operational and
maintenance activities
resulting in LOS below
standards of local
jurisdictions

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

x Alternative 4C
10.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
construction cause traffic
delays, transit delays, delays for
bicycles and pedestrian traffic
and delays for emergency
vehicles?

10.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
construction restrict access to
residences, businesses or public
facilities?
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Page 4.10-23, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

10.5.1. Will traffic from the Agricultural Irrigation component
cause congestion on local roadways?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities and
therefore there would be no impacts to local roadways.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.10-24, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

10.5.2 through 10.5.7. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component
impact transportation based on evaluation criteria 2 through 7?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities and
therefore there would be no impacts based on evaluation criteria 2
through 7.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.10-26, Pipelines Component
Impact:

10.6.1. Will traffic from the Pipelines component cause congestion
on local roadways?

Analysis:

Construction – Significant; Operation and Maintenance – Less than
Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Mitigation:

Construction: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
No feasible mitigation has been identified.
Operation and Maintenance: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
No mitigation is needed.

After
Mitigation:

Construction – Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-27, Pipelines Component, continued
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Impact:

10.6.2. Will the Pipelines component construction cause traffic
delays, transit delays, delays for bicycle and pedestrian traffic and
delays for emergency vehicles?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-28, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

10.6.3. Will the Pipelines component construction restrict access
to residences, businesses, or public facilities?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-29, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

10.6.4 through 10.6.6. Will the Pipelines component impact
transportation based on evaluation criteria 4 through 6?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.10-26, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

10.6.7. Will the Pipelines component impact residential or
commercial parking?

Analysis:

Construction – Significant; Operation and Maintenance – No Impact:
Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Mitigation:

Construction: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
No feasible mitigation has been identified.
Operation and Maintenance:
through 6

Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and

No mitigation is needed.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3 -96

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

After
Mitigation:

Construction – Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-35, Created Wetlands
Impact:

10.8.1. Will traffic from the Created Wetlands component cause
congestion on local roadways?

Analysis:

Significant – Construction; Less than Significant – Operation and
Maintenance: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Mitigation:

Construction: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
No feasible mitigation has been identified.
Operation and Maintenance:
through 6

Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and

No mitigation is needed.
After
Mitigation:

Construction – Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-36, Created Wetlands, continued
Impact:

10.8.2 through 10.8.7. Will the Created Wetlands component
construction impact transportation based on evaluation criteria 2
through 7?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.10-38, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

10.9.1. Will traffic from the Pump Stations and Tanks component
cause congestion on local roadways?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

Mitigation:

Construction: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
No feasible mitigation has been identified.
Operation and Maintenance: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
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No mitigation is needed.
After
Mitigation:

Construction – Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-39, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

10.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
construction cause traffic delays, transit delays, delays for bicycle
and pedestrian traffic and delays for emergency vehicles?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.10-40, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

10.9.3 through 10.9.7. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks
component impact transportation based on evaluation criteria 3
through 7?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.
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Page 4.10-56, Update Table 4.10-16

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
Table 4.10-16
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Agricultural Irrigation Component
Alt 4A, 4B- z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.6.1. Pipeline construction traffic may
cause congestion on local roadways.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.6.2. Pipeline construction may cause
traffic delays, transit delays, delays for
bicycles and pedestrian traffic and delays
for emergency vehicles.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.6.3. Pipeline construction traffic may
restrict access to residences, businesses or
public facilities.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.6.7. Pipeline construction traffic may
impact residential or commercial parking.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.9.1. Pump Stations and Tanks
construction traffic may cause congestion
on local roadways.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.9.2. Pump Stations and Tanks
construction traffic may cause traffic delays,
transit delays, delays for bicycles and
pedestrian traffic and delays for emergency
vehicles.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

10.5.1. Agricultural Irrigation construction
traffic may cause congestion on local
roadways.
Pipelines Component

Created Wetlands Component
10.8.1. Created Wetlands construction
traffic may cause congestion on local
roadways.
Pump Stations and Tanks Component
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CHAPTER 4.11 – AIR QUALITY
Page 4.11-35, Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.11-14
Air Quality Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria
11.5.1. Will construction of
the Agricultural Irrigation
component generate
emissions that expose
people to high levels of dust
and equipment exhaust?

Significance
Thresholds

Impact
Dust (PM10)
and Diesel
Exhaust from
construction of
up to xx acres

C

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

None

C

x Alternative 4C

None

C

NOx 310
lbs/day

O&M/P

11.5 .2. Will Agricultural
Irrigation component
emissions cumulatively
exceed allowable limits?

Non-compliance with
mitigation measures
recommended by
BAAQMD, Northern
Sonoma County APCD,
and Lake County
AQMD

Type of
Impact1

Activity exceeds 80
pounds per day of
nitrogen oxides,
reactive organic gases,
or PM10; or exceeds 550
pounds per day of
carbon monoxide.

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

x Alternative 4C

11.5.3. Will the
Agricultural Irrigation
component expose people to
substantial levels of toxic air
contaminants or conflict
with or obstruct the
implementation of the Bay
Area Ozone Attainment
Plan?

x Alternatives 4A and 4B
x Alternative 4C

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Probability of
developing cancer for
maximally exposed
individual (MEI)
exceeds ten in one
million, or exposure to
non-carcinogenic toxic
air contaminants would
result in a Hazard Index
greater that 1 for the
MEI.

Level of
Significance2





==
z

NOx 310
lbs/day

O&M/P

z

None

O&M/P

==

Diesel exhaust

C



Diesel exhaust

O&M/P



Diesel exhaust

C



Diesel exhaust

O&M/P

None

C, O&M/P


==
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Table 4.11-14
Air Quality Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Significance
Thresholds

Evaluation Criteria
11.5.4. Will the
Agricultural Irrigation
component violate or
contribute to violation of an
ambient air quality
standard?

Impact

Greater than 550
pounds per day of CO.

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

O&M/P



Less than
allowable limit

O&M/P



None

O&M/P

==

Odors from
pomace
storage and
disposal

O&M/P

~

Odors from
pomace
storage and
disposal

O&M/P

~

None

O&M/P

==

0 violations

O&M/P-

==

Increase

O&M/P

z

Increase

O&M/P

z

None

O&M/P

==

Potential for greater
than ten odor
complaints in a 90 day
period or greater than 1
confirmed or 3
unconfirmed
complaints annual
complaints (three year
average).

x Alternatives 4A and 4B

x Alternative 4C
11.5.6. Will Agricultural
Irrigation component cause
air permit/monitoring
violations at the Geysers
Steamfield?

Greater than 0
violations.

11.5.7. Will the
Agricultural Irrigation
component increase eCO2
emissions?

Any increase over
2000-200l eCO2
emissions

Level of
Significance2

Less than
allowable limit

x Alternative 4C
11.5.5. Will the
Agricultural Irrigation
component potentially cause
odors?

Type of
Impact1

x Alternatives 4A and 4B
x Alternative 4C

Page 4.11-37 Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:
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Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities and
therefore there would be no impacts to people from exposure of
high levels of dust and equipment exhaust.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Impact:

11.5.2. Will Agricultural Irrigation component emissions
cumulatively exceed allowable limits or conflict with or obstruct
the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impacts to the Bay Area Ozone
Attainment Plan.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.11-38, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

11.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component expose people
to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants ?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require construction of new
facilities. Therefore, there would be no impacts to people from
exposure to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.11-39, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

11.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component violate or
contribute to violation of an ambient air quality standard?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impacts to an air quality standard.
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Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
Impact:

11.5.5. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component potentially
cause odors?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no effects on odors.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.11-40, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

11.5.7. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component increase eCO2
emissions?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impacts to eCO2 emissions.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.11-42, Pipelines Component
Impact:

11.6.1 Will construction of the Pipelines component generate
emissions that expose people to high levels of dust and equipment
exhaust?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a pipelines component.

Impact:

11.6.2. Will Pipelines component emissions cumulatively exceed
allowable limits or conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
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Page 4.11-43, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

11.6.3. Will the Pipelines component expose people to substantial
levels of toxic air contaminants?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

11.6.4. Will the Pipelines component violate or contribute to the
violation of an air quality standard?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

11.6.5. Will the Pipelines component increase potentially cause
odors?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Impact:

11.6.6. Will the Pipelines component cause air
permitting/monitoring violations at the Geysers Steamfield?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, and 5 and 6B through 6E.
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.11-44, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

11.6.7. Will the Pipelines component increase eCO2 emissions?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.11-49, Created Wetlands
Impact:

11.8.1. Will construction of the Created Wetlands component
generate emissions that expose people to high levels of dust and
equipment exhaust?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
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Impact:

11.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component emissions
cumulatively exceed allowable limits or conflict with or obstruct
the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

11.8.3. Will the Created Wetlands component expose people to
substantial levels of toxic air contaminants?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.11-50, Created Wetlands, continued
Impact:

11.8.4. Will the Created Wetlands component violate or
contribute to violation of an ambient air quality standard?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

11.8.5. Will the Created Wetlands component potentially cause
odors?

Analysis

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

11.8.6. Will the Created Wetlands component cause air
permit/monitoring violations at the Geysers Steamfield?

Analysis

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.11-50, Created Wetlands, continued
Impact:

11.8.7. Will the Created Wetlands component increase eCO2
emissions?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.
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Page 4.11-52, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

11.9.1. Will construction of the Pump Stations and Tanks
component generate emissions that expose people to high levels of
dust and equipment exhaust?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

Page 4.11-53, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

11.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component emissions
cumulatively exceed allowable limits or conflict with or obstruct
the implementation of the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan?

Analysis

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

Impact:

11.9.3. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component expose
people to substantial levels of toxic air contaminants?

Analysis

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

Impact:

11.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component violate or
contribute to violation of an ambient air quality standard?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

Page 4.11-54, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

11.9.5. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component potentially
cause odors?

Analysis

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

Impact:

11.9.6. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component cause air
permit/monitoring violations at the Geysers Steamfield?

Analysis

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
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Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.
Impact:

11.9.7. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component increase
eCO2 emissions?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.11-74, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

11.2C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects emissions exceed
allowable limits or conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6, No Impact:
Alternatives 4C and 7

Impact:

11.4C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative project violate or
contribute to the violation of an air quality standard?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6, No
Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7
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Page 4.11-76, Update Table 4.11-26

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.11-26
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Air Quality
Impact
Agricultural Irrigation
11.5.2. The Agricultural Irrigation component
may cumulatively exceed allowable limits or
conflict with or obstruct the implementation
of the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan.
11.5.5. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may cause odor impacts.
11.5.7 The Agricultural Irrigation component
may increase eCo2 emissions.
Pump Stations and Tanks
11.9.7. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may increase eCo2 emissions.

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Alt 4A and 4B - z

No feasible mitigation has
been identified

Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.5.6 Odor Control from
Grape Harvesting and
Crushing Operations
No feasible mitigation has
been identified

Alt 4A and 4B - z

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
though 6 - z

No feasible mitigation has
been identified

Cumulative Impacts
11.2C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
emissions may exceed allowable limits or may
conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan.
11.7C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
may cause the City to exceed its goals for
reducing eCO2 emissions.
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CHAPTER 4.12 – NOISE
Table 4.12-20
Noise Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation Component
Evaluation Criteria
12.5.1. Will construction
or operation and
maintenance of the
Agricultural Irrigation
component generate noise
levels in excess of
standards established in the
local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable
standards of other
agencies?

Significance
Thresholds
a. Sonoma County
standard of 50 dBA
daytime and 45 dBA
nighttime

x Alternatives 4A and
4B
x Alternative 4C
b. Construction noise
greater than 60 dBA Leq
daytime, 55 dBA Leq
nighttime.

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

x Alternative 4C

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance

Imperceptible

O&M/P



Imperceptible

O&M/P



None

O&M/P

==

Construction
noise greater
than 60 dBA
Leq daytime,
55 dBA Leq
nighttime.

C

z

Construction
noise greater
than 60 dBA
Leq daytime,
55 dBA Leq
nighttime.

C

z

None

C

==

2

12.5.2. Will Agricultural
Irrigation component
construction activities
result in generation of
excessive ground-borne
vibration levels?

Greater than 0.5 in./sec.
peak particle velocity.

None

C

==

12.5.3. Will operation of
the Agricultural Irrigation
component cause a
substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise

a. Greater than 5 dBA
Ldn increase and
remaining below
“normally acceptable”
noise level for affected
use.

Imperceptible

O&M/P


==
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Table 4.12-20
Noise Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation Component
Significance
Thresholds

Evaluation Criteria
levels above existing levels
in the vicinity?

12.5.4. Will construction
activities and traffic
required for the
Agricultural Irrigation
component result in a
substantial temporary or
periodic increase in
ambient noise levels above
existing levels in the
vicinity?

b. Greater than 3 dBA
Ldn increase and
exceeding the “normally
acceptable” level for the
affected use.
Greater than 5 dBA Leq
increase in noise above
existing ambient noise
during daytime or
nighttime.

x Alternatives 4A and
4B

Type of
Impact1

Imperceptible

O&M/P

Greater than 5
dBA Leq
increase in
noise

C

z

Greater than 5
dBA Leq
increase in
noise

C

z

None

C

==

None

O&M/P

==

x Alternative 4C
12.5.5. Will the
Agricultural Irrigation
component expose people
to noise in the vicinity of a
public or private airport?

Level of
Significance

Impact

Any incompatible use
within the vicinity of an
airport

2


==

Page 4.12-50, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

12.5.1. Will construction or operation and maintenance of the
Agricultural Irrigation component generate noise levels in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no effects on noise.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:
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Page 4.12-51, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

12.5.4. Will construction activities and traffic required for the
Agricultural Irrigation component result in a substantial
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above
existing levels in the vicinity?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require construction of new
facilities. Therefore, there would be no changes in ambient noise
levels due to construction in the vicinity.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.12-53, Pipelines Component
Impact:

12.6.1. Will construction or operation and maintenance of the
Pipelines component generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-55, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

12.6.2. Will the Pipelines component construction activities result
in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration levels?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Impact:

12.6.3. Will operation of the Pipelines component cause a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels above
existing levels in the vicinity?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
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Page 4.12-56, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

12.6.4. Will construction activities and traffic required for the
Pipelines component result in a substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels above existing levels in the
vicinity?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-57, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

12.6.5. Will the Pipelines component expose people to noise in the
vicinity of a public or private airport?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.12-63, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

12.8.1. Will construction or operation and maintenance of the
Created Wetlands component generate noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-65, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

12.8.2. Will construction activities of the Created Wetlands
component result in generation of excessive ground-borne
vibration levels?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:
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Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Impact:

12.8.4. Will construction activities and traffic required for the
Created Wetlands component result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels above existing levels in
the vicinity?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-66, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

12.8.5. Will the Created Wetlands component expose people to
noise in the vicinity of a public or private airport?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.12-67, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

12.9.1. Will construction or operation and maintenance of the
Pump Stations and Tanks component generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-72, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

12.9.2. Will construction activities of the Pump Stations and
Tanks component result in generation of excessive ground-borne
vibration levels?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
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Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.
Impact:

12.9.3. Will operation of pump stations and tanks component
cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
above existing levels in the vicinity?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Station component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-73, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

12.9.4. Will construction activities and traffic required for Pump
Stations and Tanks component result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels above existing levels in
the vicinity?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.12-72, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

12.9.5. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component expose
people to noise in the vicinity of a public or private airport?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.
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Page 4.12-97, Update Table 4.12-40

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.12-40
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Noise
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Agricultural Irrigation
12.5.1. Construction or operation and
maintenance may generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.
12.5.4. Construction activity and traffic
noise may result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
above existing levels in the vicinity.

Alt 4A and 4B - z 3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

Alt 4A and 4B - z 3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

Pipelines
12.6.1. Construction or operation and
maintenance may generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.
12.6.2. Construction may generate
excessive ground-borne vibration levels.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

12.6.4. Construction activity and traffic
noise may result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
above existing levels in the vicinity.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

Created Wetlands
12.8.1. Construction or operation and
maintenance may generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.
12.8.4. Construction activity and traffic
noise may result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
above existing levels in the vicinity.
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Table 4.12-40
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Noise
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Pump Stations and Tanks
12.9.1. Construction or operation and
maintenance may generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.3.16 Pump Station and Facility
Noise Control
3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

12.9.3. Operation may cause a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels
above existing levels in the vicinity.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.3.16 Pump Station and Facility
Noise Control

12.9.4. Construction activity and traffic
noise may result in a substantial temporary
or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
above existing levels in the vicinity.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - z

3.4.3. Construction Noise
Control Measures

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3 -116

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

CHAPTER 4.13 – CULTURAL
Page 4.13-22, Impact Analysis Approach. The following paragraph has been added.
Agricultural Reuse on City-owned Farms. Alternative 4C, comprising approximately
2,800 acres of currently irrigated land near the Laguna de Santa Rosa, will not
involve any new construction or facilities, nor will any new irrigation occur as a
result of project implementation. The acreage for Alternative 4C was not included in
the impact estimates because all of the City-owned or potentially City-owned Farms
are currently irrigated, and no new impacts would occur as a result of project
implementation.
Page 4.13-23, Table 4.13-3

Table 4.13-3
Survey Coverage of Potential Implementation Areas
Component
Laguna Plant Upgrade
I&I Reduction
Urban Irrigation
Agricultural Irrigation
Storage
Discharge
Geysers Steamfield Expansion

Approximate Survey Coverage
0%
35%
30%
25% 30%
25%
20%
90%

Page 4.13-33, Update Table 4.13-9

Table 4.13-9
Cultural Resources and Paleontology Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria
13.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component cause
a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a
historical or archaeological
resource as defined in Title
14, California Code of
Regulations, §15064.5?
x North County

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Greater than 0
historical or
archaeological
resources

Based on average
known sites, up to 225
sites would be impacted
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Table 4.13-9
Cultural Resources and Paleontology Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2
z

Based on average
known sites, up to 20
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

No new construction

C, O&M/P

==

x North County

Based on average
known sites, up to 225
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

z

x East of Rohnert Park

Based on average
known sites, up to 20
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

z

No new construction

C, O&M/P

==

x North County

Based on average
known sites, up to 120
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

z

x East of Rohnert Park

Based on average
known sites, up to 15
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

z

No new construction

C, O&M/P

==

x East of Rohnert Park

x City-owned Farms

13.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component have
an adverse effect on any
historic property which is
included in, or eligible for
inclusion in, the National
Register of Historic Places?

Greater than 0
historic properties

x City-owned Farms
13.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component disturb
any human remains,
including those interred
outside of formal
cemeteries?

x City-owned Farms
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Table 4.13-9
Cultural Resources and Paleontology Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria
13.5.4. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component disturb
any Native American human
remains, associated grave
goods, or items of cultural
patrimony?

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Greater than 0
human remains,
associated grave
goods, or items of
cultural patrimony

x North County

Based on average
known sites, up to 120
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

z

x East of Rohnert Park

Based on average
known sites, up to 15
sites would be impacted

C, O&M/P

z

No new construction

C, O&M/P

==

Greater than 0

C, O&M/P

~

No new construction

C, O&M/P

==

x City-owned Farms

13.5.5. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
directly or indirectly destroy
a unique paleontological
resource or site?
x North County and East
of Rohnert Park
x City-owned Farms

Greater than 0
occurrences

Page 4.13-33, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

13.5.1 through 13.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component
impact cultural resources based on evaluation criteria 1 through
4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms requires no new facilities
and therefore there would be no impacts to cultural resources based on
evaluation criteria 1 through 4.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
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Page 4.13-33, Update Table 4.13-10

Table 4.13-10
Known Cultural Resources within the Potential Implementation Area for the
Agricultural Irrigation Component

North County
East of Rohnert
Park
City-owned
Farms
Total

Prehistoric
115
14

Prehistoric/
Historic
2
0

Historic
35
5

Architectural

Historic
Landscape

Total

70
0

0
0

222
19

15

0

2

0

0

17

129 144

2

40 42

70

0

241
258

Page 4.13-34, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

13.5.5. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms requires no new facilities
and therefore there would be no impacts to a unique paleontological
resource or site.
Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.13-37, Pipelines Component
Impact:

13.6.1 through 13.6.4. Will the Pipelines component impact
cultural resources based on evaluation criteria 1 through 4?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Impact:

13.6.5. Will the Pipelines component directly or indirectly destroy
a unique paleontological resource or site?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
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Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.
After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.13-43, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

13.8.1 through 13.8.4. Will the Created Wetlands component
impact cultural resources based on evaluation criteria 1 through
4?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.13-44, Created Wetlands Component, continued
Impact:

13.8.5. Will the Created Wetlands component directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.13-47, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

13.9.1 through 13.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks
component impact cultural resources based on evaluation criteria
1 through 4?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.13-48, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:
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Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6

Page 4.13-60, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

13.1C through 13.4C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects
impact cultural resources based on evaluation criteria 1 through
4?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternative 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6; No Impact: Alternatives
1, 4C and 7

Impact:

13.5C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 6; No Impact
Alternatives 1, 4C and 7

Page 4.13-62, Update Table 4.13-27

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.13-27
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Cultural Resources and Paleontology
Impact
Agricultural Irrigation Component
13.5.1 through 13.5.4. The Agricultural
Irrigation component may impact
cultural resources, based on evaluation
criteria 1 through 4.
13.5.5. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Level of Significance

Mitigation

Alt 4A and 4B – z

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alt 4A and 4B – ~

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources
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Table 4.13-27
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Cultural Resources and Paleontology
Impact
Pipelines Component
13.6.1 through 13.6.4. The Pipelines
component may impact cultural
resources based on evaluation criteria 1
through 4.
13.6.5. The Pipelines component may
directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site.
Created Wetlands Component
13.8.1 through 13.8.4. The Created
Wetlands component may impact
cultural resources based on evaluation
criteria 1 through 4.
13.8.5. The Created Wetlands
component may directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site.
Pump Stations and Tanks Component
13.9.1 through 13.9.4 The Pump
Stations and Tanks component may
impact cultural resources based on the
evaluation criteria 1 through 4.
13.9.5. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site.
Cumulative Impacts
13.1C through 13.4C. The IRWP plus
cumulative projects may impact cultural
resources.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Level of Significance

Mitigation

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 – z

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 – ~

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 – z

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 – ~

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 – z


3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 – ~

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources

Alts 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and
through 6 - ~

3.3.17. Identification, Evaluation,
and Avoidance of Cultural and
Paleontological Resources
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CHAPTER 4.14 VISUAL
Page 4.14-24, Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.14-6
Visual Resource Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

14.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component have a
substantial adverse effect on
scenic vistas or substantially
damage scenic resources
including those designated by
City or County General Plans,
or Caltrans designated Scenic
Highways?
x

x

Alternatives 4A and 4B

Alternative 4C



Strong visual
contrast

Slight

O&M/P



Permanent view
obstruction

Slight

O&M/P



Loss or alteration of
a specific scenic
resource

None

C,
O&M/P

==

Strong visual
contrast
Permanent view
obstruction
Loss or alteration of
a specific scenic
resource

None

C,
O&M/P

==

14.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component
substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the
site or its surroundings,
including views from private
residences, high volume
travelways, recreation use areas
or other public use areas?
x

Alternatives 4A and 4B

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Significance2



Strong visual
contrast

Slight

O&M/P



Permanent view
obstruction

Slight

O&M/P
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Table 4.14-6
Visual Resource Impacts by Component – Agricultural Irrigation
Evaluation Criteria

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Loss or alteration of
a specific scenic
resource

None

C,
O&M/P

==

Strong visual
contrast
Permanent view
obstruction
Loss or alteration of
a specific scenic
resource

None

C,
O&M/P

==

14.5.3. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component create a
new light source?

Greater than 0
residential units
affected

None

C
O&M/P

~

x

Alternatives 4A and 4B

Greater than 0
residential units
affected

None

C
O&M/P

~

x

Alternative 4C

None

C
O&M/P

==

x

Alternative 4C



Page 4.14-24, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

14.5.1 and 14.5.2. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component
have a substantial adverse effect on visual resources based on
evaluation criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impacts on visual resources based on
evaluation criteria 1 and 2.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation component.
Page 4.14-25, Agricultural Irrigation Component, continued
Impact:

14.5.3. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component create a new
light source?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
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Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation of
ongoing operations and will not require new facilities. Therefore, there
would be no impacts that would create a new light source.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 24A and 4B

Page 4.14-26, Pipelines Component
Impact:

14.6.1 and 14.6.2. Will the Pipelines component have a substantial
adverse effect on visual resources based on evaluation criteria 1
and 2?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.14-27, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

14.6.3. Will the Pipelines component create a new light source?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.14-35, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

14.8.1 and 14.8.2. Will the Created Wetlands component have a
substantial adverse effect on visual resources based on evaluation
criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.14-37, Created Wetlands Component, continued
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Impact:

14.8.3. Will the Created Wetlands component create a new light
source?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6

Page 4.14-41, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

14.9.1 and 14.9.2. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component
have a substantial adverse effect on visual resources based on
evaluation criteria 1 and 2?

Analysis:

Less than Significant. Llano Pump Station Upgrade – Alternatives 3,
4A, 4B, 5, 6B, 6C, 6D and 6E
Significant: Booster Pump Stations – Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6
Significant: Geysers Pipeline Pump Stations (Valley Section) –
Alternatives 4A, 4B, 6B, 6C, 6D and 6E
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6

Page 4.14-48, Pump Stations and Tanks Component, continued
Impact:

14.9.3. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component create a
new light source?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Station and Tanks
component.

After
Mitigation:

OCTOBER 20, 2003
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Page 4.14-72, Update Table 4.14-15

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.14-15
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures - Visual Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Agricultural Irrigation Component
Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.4.3 Construction Noise Control
Measures

14.6.1. The Pipelines component may
have a substantial adverse effect on
scenic vistas or substantially damage
scenic resources including those
designated by City or County General
Plans, or Caltrans designated Scenic
Highways.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.18. Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts

14.6.2. The Pipelines component may
substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the site or its surroundings,
including views from private residences,
high volume travelway, recreation use
areas, or other public use area.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.18 Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts

14.6.3. The Pipelines component may
create a new light source.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.4.3 Construction Noise Control
Measures

14.8.1. The Created Wetlands
component may have a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas or
substantially damage scenic resources
including those designated by City or
County General Plans, or Caltrans
designated Scenic Highways?

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.18. Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts

14.8.2. The Created Wetlands
component may substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings, including views from
private residences, high volume
travelway, recreation use areas, or other
public use area?

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.3.18. Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts

14.8.3. The Created Wetlands component
may create a new light source.

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and
through 6 - ~

3.4.3 Construction Noise Control
Measures

14.5.3. The Agricultural Irrigation
component may create a new light
source.
Pipelines Component

Created Wetlands Component
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Table 4.14-15
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures - Visual Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Pump Stations and Tanks Component
14.9.1. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may have a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas or
substantially damage scenic resources
including those designated by City or
County General Plans, or Caltrans
designated Scenic Highways.
14.9.2. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings, including views from
private residences, high volume
travelway, recreation use areas, or other
public use area.
14.9.3. The Pump Stations and Tanks
component may create a new light
source.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Alt 3 - z
Alt 4A and 4B - ~

3.3.18. Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts
3.4.4. Landscape Screening

Alt 5 and 6 - z

Alt 3 - z
Alt 4A and 4B - ~
Alt 5 and 6 - z

3.3.18. Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts
3.4.4. Landscape Screening

Alt 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and 3.4.3 Construction Noise Control
through 6 - ~
Measures

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3 -129

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM ADMINISTRATIVE FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

CHAPTER 4-15 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES AND RECREATION
Page 4.15-31, Agricultural Irrigation Component

Table 4.15-5
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation Impacts by Component –
Agricultural Irrigation
Level of
Significance2

Significance Threshold

15.5.1. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component increase
demand for police and fire
services; water and sewage
treatment services; or solid
waste disposal facilities to such a
degree that accepted service
standards are not maintained?

Any additional personnel,
equipment or capital
facilities required beyond
existing or planned capacity.

None

C, O&M

|

Any additional personnel,
equipment or capital
facilities required beyond
existing or planned capacity.

None

C, O&M

|

None

C, O&M

==

Any additional demand
beyond existing or planned
capacity.

None

C, O&M

|

Any additional demand
beyond existing or planned
capacity.

None

C, O&M

|

None

C, O&M

==

x

Alternatives 4A and 4B

Alternative 4C
15.5.2. Will the Agricultural
Irrigation component increase
demand for park and recreation
facilities to such a degree that
accepted service standards are
not maintained, requiring the
construction of new facilities?
x

Alternatives 4A and 4B

Alternative 4C

Impact

Type of
Impact1

Evaluation Criteria

Impact:

15.5.1, 15.5.2 and 15.5.4. Will the Agricultural Irrigation
component impact public services, utilities and recreation based
on evaluation criteria 1, 2 and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impacts on public services, utilities
and recreation based on evaluation criteria 1 and 2.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B
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Page 4.15-32, Pipelines Component
Impact:

15.6.1, 15.6.2 and 15.6.4. Will the Pipelines component impact
public services , utilities and recreation based on evaluation
criteria 1, 2 and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.15-33, Pipelines Component, continued
Impact:

15.6.3. Will the Pipelines component conflict with wells, septic
fields, or water or wastewater utilities?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.15-34, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

15.8.1, 15.8.2, 15.8.3 and 15.8.4. Will the Created Wetlands
component impact public services, utilities and recreation based
on evaluation criteria 1, 2, 3 and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.15-34, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

15.9.1, 15.9.2, 15.9.3 and 15.9.4. Will the Pump Stations and
Tanks component impact public services, utilities and recreation
based on evaluation criteria 1, 2, 3 and 4?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and Tanks
component.

Page 4.15-41, Cumulative Impacts
Impact:

15.1C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects increase demand
for police and fire services; water and sewage treatment services;
or solid waste disposal facilities to such a degree that accepted
service standards are not maintained?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6;
No Impact: Alternative 4C
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Impact

15.2-4C. Will the IRWP plus cumulative projects cause a
substantial increase in demand for or create conflicts with public
services, utilities and recreation based on criteria 2 through 4?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6;
No Impact: Alternatives 4C and 7
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CHAPTER 4.16 ENERGY
Page 4.16-4, Agricultural Irrigation Component
Impact:

16.5.1. Will the Agricultural Irrigation component require more
energy than providers could deliver?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms will be a continuation
of ongoing operations and will not require new facilities.
Therefore, there would be no impacts on energy providers above
and beyond what they could deliver.
Less than Significant: Alternatives 4A and 4B

Page 4.16-4, Pipelines Component
Impact:

16.6.1. Will the Pipelines component require more energy than
providers could deliver?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Pipelines component.

Page 4.16-5, Created Wetlands Component
Impact:

16.8.1. Will the Created Wetlands component require more
energy than providers could deliver?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands
component.

Page 4.16-5, Pump Stations and Tanks Component
Impact:

16.9.1. Will the Pump Stations and Tanks component require
more energy than providers could deliver?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5 and through 6
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, 6A and 7 do not have a Pump Stations and
Tanks component.
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CHAPTER 6 CEQA-REQUIRED SECTIONS
Page 6-4, last paragraph – edit as follows:
Under this alternative, existing City-owned land used for irrigation purposes would be
converted to redwoods. Lands converted in this fashion would consume more
recycled water than pasturelands. The IRWP Program EIR evaluates each alternative
conceptually and is therefore not considering specific parcels or ownerships.
Irrigation of redwoods is included in Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. In addition,
additional agricultural reuse in the Santa Rosa plain is not included in the IRWP. ,
because the existing agricultural irrigation system is operating there, and little
additional unirrigated acreage remains.

APPENDIX B FINAL SCREENING REPORT
Page 3-15, last paragraph – edit as follows:
The IRWP Program EIR will evaluate each alternative conceptually and is therefore
not considering specific parcels nor ownerships. Irrigation of redwoods is included in
Alternative 4, Agricultural Reuse. In addition, additional agricultural reuse in the
Santa Rosa plain is not included in the IRWP. , because the existing agricultural
irrigation system is operating there, and little additional unirrigated acreage remains.

APPENDIX J.5 VEGETATION AND COVER TYPES
Page J.5-1, update Table J.5, Vegetation and Cover Type Acreages by Component
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Table J.5
Vegetation and Cover Type Acreages by Component
EIR Vegetation Communities and Other Cover Types

Component
Laguna Plant

Douglasfir &
Mixed
Grass
Coniferous Redwood Hardwood
Oak
Ornamental
Agriculture land Barren Chaparral Woodland Forest
Forest Riparian Woodland Landscape Urban Water
8

5

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

43

0

I&IR

3000

5688

59

212

0

954

3055

364

434

1336

25157

202

Urban Reuse

3023

4082

23

260

0

111

1434

207

137

1158

22102

208

North County
Ag Reuse & Storage
E of Rohnert Park
Ag Reuse & Storage
City-owned Farms
Ag Reuse & Storage
E of Santa Rosa
Surface Storage
Santa Rosa Plain
Surface Storage

30317

7419

1035

394

297

3369

9411

1890

5019

0

2935

1215

1336

3863

0

0

0

0

318

48

449

10

159

19

3410

626

0

0

0

0

0

78

0

4

249

145

2609

4996

26

639

17

1235

4150

158

1117

54

466

28

6272
6514

1872
1764

0

0

0

0

0

15
19

26
22

85
11

1762
1388

113

Russian River
Discharge Area
Delta Ponds
Discharge Area
Geysers Expansion

18853

4251

1229

61

92

906

4488

2087

3177

3

1765

1197

33

0

0

0

0

0

0

11

0

0

0

33

0

2176

550

6297

2140

1594

5989

0

3803

0

69

3

Geysers Pipeline 1
(btwn Hwy 12 &
128)
Interceptors 1

74

166

0

0

0

0

62

23

26

13

226

2

478

197

0

0

0

0

0

23

0

8

196

1

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-134

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

APPENDIX N.1 FEASIBILITY REPORT
Page 13—Update Figure 5.
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Page 18, Table 5, delete in its entirety and replace with the following:
TABLE 5

Storage Volumes for Each Reuse Alternativeg
Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program

Reuse Alternative
Conservation
Infiltration and Inflow
Reduction
a
Urban Reuse

Maximum
Flow
Managed
(BG)
0.3
2

Additional
Storage
Needed
(MG)g
0
0

2.1

1,1001,800

1.2
6.4

1,200
2,6002,900
0-800
0
0

Areas in Which Storage Could Be Located
Subsurface
Surface
Santa
Rosa
Plain

East of
Santa
Rosa

East of
Rohnert
Park

X

X

X

X

X

NCAA

Santa Rosa
Plain

X

b

Agricultural Reuse
East Rohnert Park
NCAAc

X
X

X

City Farms
0.8
X
Industrial
0
Additional Treatment
6.7
and Reuse
Additional Geysers
6.7
1,900
X
X
X
X
Recharged
e
6.7
2,500
X
X
X
Discharge to Laguna
f
6.7
1,600
X
X
X
Discharge to River
No Project
0
0
a
Minimum necessary storage is defined by Scenario 3 in TM No. 16 and maximum necessary storage is
described in TM No. 6. The minimum amount of storage is based on the assumption that the existing irrigation
system and Geysers delivery of 11 mgd are the only other summer demand. The maximum amount of storage
is based on the assumption that other summer demands develop such that no additional supply is available and
an urban reuse project would need to reliably meet demand.
b
Storage need described in TM No. 5.
c
NCAA = North County Agricultural Area. Minimum storage need described in TM No. 16 Scenario 6K, and
maximum storage defined Scenario 6N.
d
Storage need described in TM No. 16, Scenario 8, Table 23.
eStorage need described in TM No. 16 Scenario 9.
f
Storage need described in TM No. 16 Scenario 7A and 7B.
g
The table shows the storage necessary to support the fullest implementation of each alternative. For urban
reuse and agriculture reuse east of Rohnert Park, the storage requirement is defined by the irrigation capacity
of the area. For NCAA and Additional Geysers Recharge, storage is identified to avoid discharge to the Laguna
or Russian River in 90 percent of the years in the period of analysis. For Discharge to the Laguna, storage is
identified as described such that the concentration of recycled water in the Laguna does not exceed 10 percent
(avoid exceeding Basin Plan criteria) during 90 percent of the years in the period of analysis. For Discharge to
the River, 700 MG storage is needed to avoid discharging to the Laguna in all of the years in the period of
analysis.

Page 55, under heading, “Description of Alternative,” first paragraph, next to last line, delete
“six” and replace with “seven.”
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Page 55, list of bullets, add:
x

City-owned Farms

Page 55, second paragraph, first line, delete “six” and replace with “seven.”
Page 58, update Figure 23 (same as Figure 2 in TM 5).
Page 59, Table 13, add line before “Total All Sites” as follows:
x
x
x
x

Elevation range (feet): 50 - 90
Total Study Area (acres): 2,800
Cultivated (acres): 2,800
Not Cultivated (acres): 0

Page 59, Table 13, change “Total All Sites” line as follows:
x
x
x

Total Study Area (acres): 57,200 60,000
Cultivated (acres): 32,300 35,100
Not Cultivated (acres): 24,900 no change

Page 59, Table 14, update:
d

City farms in the Laguna are not included because it is assumed that the cropping
pattern of hay will remain the same in the future.
Page 60, Table 15, add line before “Total All Sites” as follows:
x
x
x

Sub-area: City-owned Farms
Ac-ft: 2,500
MG: 800

Page 60, Table 15, change “Total All Sites” line as follows:
x
x

Ac-ft: 35,500 38,000
MG: 11,600 12,400

Page 61, add new paragraph at end of page:
Irrigation of City-owned Farms could require between zero and 800 MG of storage.
If this component were implemented early during the program, there may not be
sufficient summer flow production to keep up with irrigation demand. If it were
implemented later in the program, supply may be able to keep pace with demand and
less or no storage would be required.
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Appendix N.2 – Technical Memoranda 1-12
Technical Memorandum 5 – Agricultural Irrigation
Page 2, Table 1—add a row just above the last row “Total All Sites”. Entries are as follows:
x
x
x

Sub-area: City-owned Farms
Average Agricultural Recycled WatersUse Potential: (2,500 (800))
All other entries across are zero with footnote b:
b

No additional capital or operating costs would occur in the future. It is assumed that
if the City purchases additional property, this property is already served recycled
water.
After the entry “Total All Sites,” change entries as follows:
x
x
x
x
x

Average use: 35,500 (11,600) 38,000 (12,400)
Capital Cost: 221 no change
Capital Cost per ac-ft ($) (MG): 6,200 (19,100) 5,800 (17,800)
Annual O&M Cost: 23.2 no change
Annual O&M Cost per ac-ft ($) (MG) 654 (2,000) 610 (1,870)

Page 2, paragraph 1, second line, delete the word “six” and replace with “seven”.
Page 2, bullet list, add:
x

City-Owned Farms in Santa Rosa Plain

Page 2, second paragraph, next to last line, delete “the least” and replace with “a less.”
Page 3, top of page, after the first partial paragraph, add a new paragraph:
City-owned Farms will have unused irrigation capacity when the Geysers project begins
operation that would continue until the Subregional System design flow with the Geysers
project of 21.3 mgd is achieved. Therefore, with additional supply available under the IRWP,
irrigating City farms in the Santa Rosa Plain would be a low-cost alternative because there
would be no need to build or operate new facilities.
Page 3, first paragraph after “Study Area Definition,” second line and next to last line, delete
“six” and replace with “seven.”
Page 3, bullet list, add:
x

City-Owned Farms

Page 4, substitute revised Figure 1.
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Page 5, Table 2, add line before “Total All Sites” as follows:
x
x
x
x
x

Sub-area: City-owned Farms
Elevation range (ft): 50 - 90
Total Study Area (acres): 2,800
Cultivated (acres): 2,800
Not Cultivated (acres): 0

Page 5, Table 2, change “Total All Sites” line as follows:
x
x
x

Total Study Area (acres): 57,200 60,000
Cultivated (acres): 32,300 35,100
Not Cultivated (acres): 24,900 no change

Substitute revised Figure 2.
Page 8, after paragraph entitled “Russian River,” insert new paragraphs:
City-owned Farms
When the Geysers project operations begin, the existing 5,921-acre irrigation system
(which is the assumed size as described in Tech Memo No. 16), will be reduced by 40
percent to 3,553 acres because of the reduced recycled water availability. The annual
irrigation volume is expected to decline from about 3,700 MG to about 2,100 MG
during a normal rainfall year or a reduction of 1,600 MG. Approximately 800 MG of
this 1,600 MG irrigation volume decrease (attrition) will occur on the land in the
Santa Rosa Plain that is currently owned by the City. With additional supply
provided by the IRWP, City-owned land could remain at similar production levels as
today.
The Agricultural Reuse alternative of the IRWP thus includes City-owned Farms
where City-owned Farms include currently lands irrigated with recycled water that is
1) currently owned by the City or 2) acquired by the City in the future. City farms
will have unused irrigation capacity when the Geysers project begins operation. This
results from the necessary 1600-MG decrease in irrigation that occurs once Geysers
project operation begins. The Agricultural Reuse alternative therefore intends to
utilize 800 MG of this 1600 MG when the IRWP flows are available.
This area comprises approximately 2,800 acres ranging in elevation from about 50 to
90 feet. Hay is currently grown in this area. Under this assumption, a potential
maximum of 800 MG of recycled water could be applied annually based on the fact
that the City currently owns acres that have a capacity of 800 MG. Because all of this
property is currently served by the existing irrigation system, no additional capital or
operating cost is assumed to be needed for implementation.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3- 142

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Page 8, third paragraph, new sentence at the end:
City farms in the Laguna have not been included in Table 3 because cropping patterns
are expected to remain in hay.
Page 11, first list of bullets, add:
x

City-owned Farms

Page 13, first heading, delete “Six” and replace with “Seven.”
Page 20, end of document, add the following paragraph:
City-owned Farms
This area comprises approximately 2,800 acres ranging in elevation from about 50 to
90 feet. Hay is currently grown in this area, which is the same cropping pattern has
been assumed for the future. Under this assumption, a potential maximum of 800
MG of recycled water could be applied annually. 800 MG could be readily
implemented, because the City currently owns the land that approximately matches
this annual capacity of 800 MG. Because it is served by the existing irrigation
system, no additional capital or operating facilities or costs are assumed to be needed
for implementation.
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REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY
The following changes to the Draft EIR were generated by the City of Santa Rosa because of
the addition of a new subalternative, Alternative 4C, City-owned Farms; typographical
errors; clarification of wording; correction of references; or minor additions to expand or
amplify existing text. Minor revisions to the Project Description and environmental analyses
are provided. None of these changes constitute new information leading to new significant
impacts or substantial increases in the severity of significant impacts.

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Revise the Table of Contents to remove “Draft” from the Feasibility Report Title:
Revise page TOC-6:
VOLUME IV – APPENDIX N.1 - DRAFT FEASIBILITY REPORT
VOLUME V – APPENDIX N.2 - TECHNICAL MEMORANDA 1-12
Appendix N.2 Technical Memorandum No. 1: Future Flows
Technical Memorandum No. 2: Indoor Water Conservation
Technical Memorandum No. 3: Santa Rosa Subregional Water
Reclamation Facility Capacity Analysis
Technical Memorandum No. 4: Urban Reuse
Technical Memorandum No. 5: Agricultural Reuse
Technical Memorandum No. 6: Surface Storage
Technical Memorandum No. 7: Geysers
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Page 1-24, Table 1-3 is revised as follows:

Table 1-3
Summary of Impacts by Section
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Land Use

--

Agriculture

--

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Surface Water Hydrology

--

Groundwater

--

Surface Water Quality
Public Health and Safety
Biological Resources

--

Jurisdictional Wetlands
Transportation

--

Air Quality

--

Noise
Cultural Resources

--

Visual Resources

--

Public Services, Utilities, & Recreation
+

Energy
Notes:

Level of Significance

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

+

+

+

+

+

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant after mitigation
==

No impact
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Page 1-27, Table 1-4

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Impact

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

Land Use

1.1C and 1.4C. The IRWP plus
cumulative projects may be
inconsistent with the policies of the
Land Use Element or land use plan
map of an adopted General Plan, or
with adopted zoning regulations, or
increase potential for conflict as a
result of incompatible land uses.

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

Page 1-29, Table 1-4 is revised as follows:

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Impact

Alt
1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
3.5.9. Agricultural Irrigation facilities
could be an incompatible land use.

3.3.1. Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

3.6.1. Pipeline facilities could be located
in areas of unstable slope conditions.

3.3.4. Slope Stabilization Design
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Page 1-32, Table 1-4

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Impact

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

3.2C The IRWP plus cumulative
projects may be an incompatible land
use type in the MRZ-2 classification,
in a designated quarry area, or in The
Geysers.

No additional feasible mitigation has
been identified.

Page 1-34, Table 1-4 is revised as follows:

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Impact

Alt
1

Alt
2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt
7

Mitigation Measure

Groundwater
5.3C and 4C. The IRWP and cumulative
projects may lower groundwater levels at
existing and future wells.
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Page 1-35, Table 1-4 is revised as follows:

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1
Impact

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Surface Water Quality
6.11.2. The Direct Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
narrative based criteria.

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

3.5.7. Laguna Biostimulation
Reduction.
3.5.10. Exception to Allow
Discharge Exceeding One
Percent of Receiving Water
Flow.
3.5.11. Basin Plan Amendment
for Discharge of Secondary
Effluent.

6.11.4. The Direct Discharge
component may result of non-attainment
of established TMDLs.
6.12.1. The Indirect Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
numeric-based criteria.

3.5.4. Reduce Nitrogen loads to
Laguna de Santa Rosa
No mitigation identified for
cyanide.
3.5.3 Adjust pH and Dissolved
Oxygen. in Recycled Water
Prior to Release to Discharge to
the Russian River.
3.5.5. Provide Riparian Habitat
in the Russian River Watershed.
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Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1
Impact

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

6.12.2. The Indirect Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
narrative-based criteria.

3.5.10. Exception to Allow
Discharge Exceeding One
Percent of Receiving Water
Flow.

6.14.1. The No Project component may
cause an exceedence of numeric-based
criteria.

No feasible mitigation has been
identified, other than the
implementation of one of the
IRWP alternatives.

6.14.2. The No Project component may
cause an exceedence of narrative based
criteria.

No feasible mitigation has been
identified, other than the
implementation of one of the
IRWP alternatives.

Public Health and Safety
7.7.1. The Storage component may
expose the public to chemical,
radionuclides, or pathogens at
concentrations detrimental to human
health.
7.8.1. The Created Wetlands
component may expose the public to
chemicals, radionuclides, pathogenic
viruses, bacteria, or other disease
organisms, at concentrations detrimental
to human health.
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Page 1-44, Table 1-4 is revised as follows:

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt

Alt 4

Alt 5

3

Impact

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

Biological Resources
8.2C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
may cause loss of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant
species.

==

3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive
Plant Species

Page 1-48, Table 1-4

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

11.2C The IRWP plus cumulative
projects emissions may exceed allowable
limits or may conflict with or obstruct
the implementation of the Bay Area
Ozone Attainment Plan.

==

11.7C The IRWP plus cumulative
projects may cause the City to exceed its
goals for reducing eCO2 emissions.

==

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

==

==

No further feasible mitigation has been
identified

==

==

No further feasible mitigation has been
identified

Impact
Air Quality
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Page 1-62, Table 1-4

Table 1-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1
Impact

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

Visual Resources

14.1C. Will the IRWP components
plus cumulative projects have a
substantial adverse effect on scenic
vistas or substantially damage scenic
resources including those designated
by City or County General Plans, or
Caltrans designated Scenic
Highways?

==

==

No further feasible mitigation has
been identified

14.2C. Will the IRWP components
plus cumulative projects substantially
degrade the existing visual character
of the site or its surroundings,
including views from private
residences, high volume travelways,
recreation use areas or other public
use areas?

==

==

No further feasible mitigation has
been identified
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CHAPTER 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Page 2-10, Table 2-6 is revised as follows:

Table 2-6
Annual Recycled Water Volumes that Need to be Managed by the Subregional
System

Year Type1

Driest

Annual Volumes That Need to be Managed by
the Subregional System (millions of gallons annually)
Existing plus Geysers
IRWP
Existing(ADWF = 18 mgd)
Project
(ADWF = 25.9 mgd)
(ADWF = 21.3 mgd)

6,600

7.8 7,800

9.5 9,500

6,800

8.0 8,000

9.8 9,800

7,300

8.6 8,600

10.5 10,500

90th percentile

8,600

10.2 10,200

12.3 12,300

Wettest

8,800

10.4 10,400

12.6 , 12,600

10th percentile
Median (50
percentile)

th

The period of record available from the Sonoma County Water Authority Agency model for this analysis was 1929 to
1995
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Page 2-11, Table 2-7 is revised as follows:

Table 2-7
Future Proposed Capacity of the Subregional System Allocated to Existing
System, CTR, and Growth (millions of gallons annually)
Additional Volume to be
Managed by IRWP
Due to
Growth2

Total

Total
System
Capacity at
25.9 mgd

1.6 1,600

1.7
1,700

3.3
3,300

9.5
9,500

4
4,000

1.8 1,800

1,900

3.7
3,700

9.8
9,800

2,100

4
4,000

2.4 2,400

2,000

4.4
4,400

10.5
10,500

1.9
1,900

4
4,000

4.3 4,300

2.1 2,100

6.4
6,400

12.3
12,300

2.2 2,200

6.7
6,700

12.6
12,600

Year Type
(in 67-Year
Analysis)

Existing
Irrigation
System

Driest

2,200

4
4,000

10th percentile

2,100

Median (50th
percentile)
90th percentile
Largest (Wettest)

1.9
1,900

Geysers
Recharge
Project

Due to CTR

4.5 4,500

1. The period of record available from the Sonoma County Water Authority Agency model for this analysis was 1929
to 1995
2. Growth represents the total amount of Subregional System flow associated with an ADWF increase from 21.3 to
25.9 mgd.

Page 2-19, Interim Improvements is revised as follows:
Interim Improvements (Capacity Preservation Improvements)
The following projects are part of the City of Santa Rosa’s capital improvement
program for the Subregional Water Reclamation System. They are upgrades to
existing facilities and do not represent an increase in overall capacity of the System.
They are not part of the IRWP.
Project 8502 – Anaerobic Digesters Area Improvements: Install improvements to
digester and sludge thickening at Laguna Treatment Plant, including replacement of
gas line to waste gas burner, install area lighting, provide primary sludge thickening.
No increase in capacity
Project 7116 – Laguna Treatment Plant Upgrade – Phase 2: Expansion of Laguna
Plant parking lot; recoating and resurfacing secondary clarifier collector mechanisms
to maintain their structural integrity and functionality.
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Project 7030 – Ultraviolet Disinfectant Expansion – Laguna Treatment Plant (new):
Add a fourth UV channel to the existing disinfection system at the Laguna
Wastewater Treatment Plant. No expansion of capacity beyond 21.3 mgd ADWF.
Project 8503 – Waukesha Engine Upgrades (continuing): Upgrade the existing
Waukesha engines at the Laguna Treatment Plant Co-generation general Facility.
Project 7113 – Subregional Facilities – Reclamation System Improvements
(continuing): Purchase additional land and equipment for the expansion of the
Subregional reclamation system, and to provide a dedicated agricultural reuse system
in a Plant buffer zone.
Project 8501 – Flow Equalization Basin Concrete Repair (continuing): Repair flow
equalizations at the Laguna Treatment Plant and West College Wet Weather Facility
Projects 7625 & 8754 – West College Ponds – Holding Area – Water (New) & Sewer
(New): Line an area at W. College Holding Ponds with AC to create a temporary dirt
storage facility.
Project 8602 – Reclamation Pond Erosion Control (continuing): Line the interior banks
of the Subregional Reclamation storage ponds with protective rock in order to eliminate
soil erosion.
Project 8594 – Prince Greenway – Recycled Water Main: Install recycled water pipe in
ground along Prince Greenway.
Project 8508 – Biosolids Beneficial Reuse Expansion (continuing): Expansion of the
Compost Facility as a reuse alternative to reduce biosolids disposed of at landfills.
In addition to these projects, expansion of several in-plant processes and pumping
capacity within the existing footprint of the site would be implemented as part of the
Interim (Capacity Preservation) Improvements. This upgrade would be for capacity
preservation, providing the ability to reliably treat the anticipated peak daily flows of up
to 88 mgd.
The Interim Laguna Plant Upgrade includes the following improvements:
• Preliminary Treatment
Screening Facility – Two 25 mgd automatic bar screens would be added at a
new headworks structure
Influent Pump Capacity – Two 16-mgd capacity pumps would be added at a
new headworks structure
Yard piping would connect the new headworks structure to primary
treatment.
• Primary Treatment
Primary Clarifiers – Two additional primary clarifiers will be installed
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•

•

•

Primary Sludge Pump Station – Additional pumping capacity will be
provided in a new pumping station to covey the additional flow to the
aeration basins.
Secondary Treatment
Secondary Clarifiers – One secondary clarifier will be added.
Return-Activated Sludge (RAS) and Waste-Activated Sludge (WAS)
Pumping – In conjunction with the additional secondary clarifier, the
appropriate RAS and WAS systems will be added.
Tertiary Treatment
Filtration – Six granular media filters would be installed in the filtration
system.
Ultraviolet (UV) Disinfection – An additional UV channel would be
constructed.
Electrical System – A additional standby generator would be installed in a new
building.

Page 2-21, Alternative 1 – Indoor Water Conservation is revised as follows:
•

Laguna Plant Upgrade, which would include additional pumping capacity as well as
upgrades to in-plant processes to accommodate the anticipated increase in future flows
from 21.3 mgd to 25.9 mgd ADWF. Under this component, an alternative to
constructing tertiary treatment facilities for the full wet weather flow could involve
discharge to the Laguna of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on
high storm flow days, when the treatment volume is over 67 mgd. It is estimated that
this would occur one or two times per year.

Page 2-23, Alternative 2 – I&I Reduction is revised as follows:
•

Laguna Plant Upgrade, which would include additional pumping capacity as well as
upgrades to in-plant processes to accommodate the anticipated increase in future flows
from 21.3 mgd to 25.9 mgd ADWF. Under this component, an alternative to
constructing tertiary treatment facilities for the full wet weather flow could involve
discharge to the Laguna of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on
high storm flow days, when the treatment volume is over 67 mgd. It is estimated that
this would occur one or two times per year.

•

I&I Reduction, to be accomplished through a comprehensive program that includes
rehabilitation or replacement of sanitary sewer mainlines; interceptor rehabilitation;
manhole replacements/linings; and rehabilitation of sewer laterals. in areas where
mainlines are replaced.

Page 2-24, Alternative 3 – Urban Reuse is revised as follows:
•

Laguna Plant Upgrade, which would include additional pumping capacity as well as
upgrades to in-plant processes to accommodate the anticipated increase in future flows
from 21.3 mgd to 25.9 mgd ADWF. Under this component, an alternative to
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constructing tertiary treatment facilities for the full wet weather flow could involve
discharge to the Laguna of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on
high storm flow days, when the treatment volume is over 67 mgd. It is estimated that
this would occur one or two times per year.
•

Urban Irrigation, which would provide recycled water from the Laguna Plant to urban
irrigation sites as a replacement for either potable municipally-supplied water or well
water used for irrigating landscaped areas or for commercial/industrial reuse. Under
this component recycled water would be supplied as a replacement for existing
irrigation systems, as well as an irrigation supply for landscaped areas in new
development.

Page 2-26, Alternative 4 – Agricultural Reuse is revised as follows:
•

Laguna Plant Upgrade, which would include additional pumping capacity as well as
upgrades to in-plant processes to accommodate the anticipated increase in future flows
from 21.3 mgd to 25.9 mgd ADWF. Under this component, an alternative to
constructing tertiary treatment facilities for the full wet weather flow could involve
discharge to the Laguna of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on
high storm flow days, when the treatment volume is over 67 mgd. It is estimated that
this would occur one or two times per year.

Page 2-27, Alternative 5 – Geysers Expansion is revised as follows:
Alternative 5 – Geysers Expansion
This alternative involves increasing the amount of water supplied to The Geysers steamfield
above the average daily flow rate of 11 mgd of recycled water that is currently contracted
between the City of Santa Rosa and Calpine, the steamfield operator. Under this alternative,
the maximum recycled water delivery would be increased to 25 mgd on an annual average. No
modifications to the pipeline itself would be necessary under this alternative, but the three
existing pump stations along Pine Flat Road would need to be upgraded with construction of a
new building at each site. The private steamfield operators would construct steamfield
improvements and manage the injection of the recycled water for electricity production.
This alternative would involve the following components.
•

Laguna Plant Upgrade, which would include additional pumping capacity as well as
upgrades to in-plant processes to accommodate the anticipated increase in future flows
from 21.3 mgd to 25.9 mgd ADWF. Under this component, an alternative to
constructing tertiary treatment facilities for the full wet weather flow could involve
discharge to the Laguna of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on
high storm flow days, when the treatment volume is over 67 mgd. It is estimated that
this would occur one or two times per year.

•

Pipelines. No modification to the Geysers pipeline would be necessary to accommodate
additional flows under this alternative. (However, additional pipelines within The
Geysers steamfield would be required to convey the recycled water to the additional
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injection wells; these pipelines are included in The Geysers steamfield Expansion
component.) Pipelines would also be required to convey recycled water to and from
storage facilities.
•

Storage. For a target delivery of 25 mgd to The Geysers, additional storage of up to
1,900 MG would need to be constructed to store recycled water produced during the
winter in excess of the capacity of the Geysers pipeline so that this water would not be
discharged. Constructing less than 1,900 MG would require disposal methods other
than The Geysers. result in some discharge. This storage could be located in the Santa
Rosa Plain, in the area east of Santa Rosa, or in the North County.

•

Created Wetlands, as an optional component, could be constructed to create
freshwater wetlands using recycled water.

•

Pump Stations. To accommodate the maximum delivery of 25 mgd to The Geysers,
expansion of the Geysers Llano Pump Station capacity would be required to provide
sufficient capacity in the Geysers pipeline. This would be accomplished by adding
pumps and controls at the existing sites. within the existing structure. Also, additional
pumping capacity would be required at each of the three existing pump stations (Pine
Flat, Bear Canyon, and Mayacmas) on the Mountain part of the Geysers pipeline. This
additional pumping capacity would be provided in a new structure with three pumps at
each of the existing pump station sites. For storage facilities located at higher
elevations (above 300 feet in the area east of Santa Rosa and above 400 feet in the
North County), booster pump stations could be required at the reservoir sites.

Page 2-30, Alternative 6 – Discharge, is revised as follows:
•

Direct Discharge from Delta Pond to the Laguna (Alternative 6A). Under this
option, all discharge would be from Delta Pond to the Laguna at the confluence of
Santa Rosa Creek between October 1 through May 14. Other permitted discharge
points, including the discharge from Meadowlane Pond, would not be used except when
and where effluent and receiving water limits can be achieved. No changes in the
facilities conveying the recycled water flow to Delta Pond would be needed. However,
improvements would be required for the discharge facilities at Delta Pond. Discharge
would occur at a rate not exceed in g 10 percent of flow in the Laguna de Santa Rosa to
protect water quality.

•

Direct Discharge to the Russian River (Alternative 6B). A new discharge with an
outfall directly to the Russian River would be located at a point between north
Healdsburg and Mirabel. Recycled water would be pumped from the Laguna Plant
through the Geysers pipeline to a point near the discharge point and conveyed through
new pipeline and pumping facilities to a new outfall on the Russian River. Discharge
would occur between October 1 through May 14.

Page 2-31, Alternative 6 – Discharge, is revised as follows:
•

Laguna Plant Upgrade, which would include additional pumping capacity as well as
upgrades to in-plant processes to accommodate the anticipated increase in future flows
from 21.3 mgd to 25.9 mgd ADWF. Under this component, an alternative to
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constructing tertiary treatment facilities for the full wet weather flow could involve
discharge to the Laguna of blended tertiary-treated and secondary-treated effluent on
high storm flow days, when the treatment volume is over 67 mgd. It is estimated that
this would occur one or two times per year.
•

Advanced Membrane Treatment. The California Toxics Rule (CTR) is expected to
result in new requirements for recycled water quality that is directly and possibly
indirectly discharged to surface waters. Under all five Discharge Options, additional
treatment to improve the quality of recycled water would be provided to the extent
needed to meet CTR requirements. This treatment would be provided by an Advanced
Membrane Treatment facility that would be located at a point along the Geysers
pipeline or at the point of discharge.
With Advanced Membrane Filtration, the treatment process would remove dissolved
solids from the recycled water, including constituents regulated under the CTR,
specifically chromium, copper, lead and mercury. The solids removed from the
recycled water are left in a residual concentrate called “brine”. The brine would be
disposed of by one of two methods: either conveying the brine (either mixed with
recycled water or as pure brine) to The Geysers for injection; or further processing the
brine by “crystallization”, a procedure that reduces the liquid brine to crystalline-like
solids, which are then trucked to an appropriate solid waste disposal facility.

Page 2-33, Alternative 6 – Discharge is revised as follows:
Additional information related to the Discharge Alternative can be found in Appendix
N, Technical Memorandum No. 8, Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water ProgramDischarge (CH2MHill and Winzler & Kelly 2002h), Technical Memorandum No. 10,
Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Program - Indirect Discharge (CH2MHill and
Winzler & Kelly 2002i), and Technical Memorandum No. 17, Santa Rosa Incremental
Recycled Water Program – Water Quality Improvement Technologies (CH2MHill and
Winzler & Kelly 2002).
Page 2-37 and 38, Laguna Plant Upgrade – Alternatives 1 through 6 is revised as follows:
Laguna Plant Upgrade – Alternatives 1 through 6
Under this component, the capacity of the Laguna Plant would be upgraded to accommodate
the increase in a future average dry weather flow (ADWF) from the currently permitted 21.3
mgd to of25.9 mgd. In addition to the future ADWF, the plant must be designed to
accommodate peak flows. Over the past several years, wet-weather peaks factors have
increased. Since 1995, the peaking factor if wet weather flows over ADWF for the peak hour
has ranged from 3.9 to 5.2. In early 2002, peak influent flows for the system reached 101 mgd.
Based upon a future ADWF of 25.9 mgd, the projected peak hour flow would be equivalent to
132 mgd, requiring an increase in plant peak hydraulic capacity of 57 percent although the
design AWDF increases by only 21 percent (see Table 2-10).

Table 2-10
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Current and Future Flows – Laguna Subregional Water Reclamation Facility
Parameter

Current Capacity

Future Capacity

Average Dry Weather Flow
(ADWF)

21.34 mgd

25.9 mgd

Peak Month Wet Weather Flow
(Peak Month)

42 mgd

57 mgd

Peak Day Flow

66 mgd

101 mgd

Peak Hour Flow

84 mgd

132 mgd

1

1. Peak hour flow is based on typical historical wet-weather diurnal flow patterns, with a diurnal peaking factor of
1.3 (ratio of peak hour to peak day.

To meet the State’s Title 22 requirements for the use of recycled water, the entire plant
flow must pass through the complete treatment process, including tertiary treatment.
Therefore, sizing for the plant expansion must be based upon the peak day and peak
hour flow.
This upgrade would include expansion of several in-plant processes within the existing
footprint of the site (See Figure 2-4). The Laguna Plant Upgrade would have a total
construction area of about 15 acres and upon completion of the improvements would
have permanent facilities covering approximately three acres. Most construction would
occur on the north side of the flow equalization basins, along the northern boundary of
the plant site. Existing preliminary, primary, and secondary treatment facilities are
essentially built out in their current locations, and very little room exists for expansion
adjacent to the existing facilities.
Capacity expansion of the main liquid stream process facilities (preliminary through
secondary treatment) fro 21.3 to 25.9 mgd ADWF is, therefore, planned to take place in
proposed as an expansion to the new liquid stream process facilities in what would be,
essentially, a second plant operating in parallel with the existing plant. to be constructed
as part of the Laguna Plant Interim Improvements1. Influent flow would be split
between the existing and new liquid stream process facilities. Exact flow split would
be adjustable, depending on plant flow and status of the process units within the
existing and new plants.
During low flow periods, various process units may be taken out of service for maintenance or
to save operational costs. Peak hour capacity of the new liquid stream process facilities would
be 48 mgd. This would provide a total peak hour capacity of 132 mgd for the entire plant.
The additional facilities to be constructed at the Laguna Plant under the IRWP would
include:
•

Preliminary Treatment

1

The Laguna Plant Interim Improvements are not part of the IRWP and are described as part of the existing
system on page 3-6 in Volume 1 of this Final EIR.
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•

•

•

•

•

Screening Facility – An additional 25 mgd automatic bar screen would be
added at the Screening Facility.
Influent Pump Capacity – One additional 16-mgd capacity pump would be
added.
Grit Removal Facilities – A new grit removal system will be installed to
treat the peak hour flow of 48 mgd. The system may be an aerated grit
chamber or some mechanical means of grit removal.
Primary Treatment
Primary Clarifiers – Two additional primary clarifiers will be installed
Primary Sludge Pump Station – Addition pumping capacity will be added to
covey the additional flow to the aeration basins.
Secondary Treatment
Aeration Basin – A new aeration basin will be added to provide the
additional aeration basin volume of 3 MG.
Secondary Clarifiers – Two additional secondary clarifiers will be added.
Return-Activated Sludge (RAS) and Waste-Activated Sludge (WAS)
Pumping – In conjunction with the additional secondary clarifiers, the
appropriate RAS and WAS systems will be added.
Tertiary Treatment
Filtration – Six additional granular media filters would be installed in the
filtration system.
Ultraviolet (UV) Disinfection – An additional UV channel would be added.
Solids Handling and Treatment
Waste Activated Sludge (WAS) Thickening – An additional gravity belt
thickener will be added along with appurtenant systems such as polymer
feed and storage and thickened sludge pumps.
Digester – An additional 1.06-MG capacity digester (including appurtenant
heating, mixing and gas collection and handling systems), along with a new
digester control building would be added.
Electrical System – Two additional standby generators would be installed in the
building constructed as part of the Laguna Plant Interim Improvements.

For expanded tertiary treatment capacity, additional filtration facilities may be added to the
south of the current filter location and incorporated into existing support systems, and
additional ultraviolet (UV) disinfection facilities would be located east of the existing UV
Facility, also incorporated into existing support systems.
Solids handling and treatment facilities would be incorporated into the existing solids treatment
areas of the Laguna Plant. Waste-activated sludge (WAS) thickening capacity would be added
within the existing WAS thickening building and additional digesters would be located to the
east of the existing digester complex. The existing dewatering facility has enough capacity for
the anticipated plant expansion, so no expansion of this facility is anticipated.
In addition to the expansion of in-plant processes, additional pumping capacity would be
required to handle the increased plant inflow. The required additional influent pump capacity
is 48 mgd, which would be provided with three 16-mgd pumps and one 16-mgd backup pump.
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Also, increased capacity is required for the plant’s pump station that lifts the secondary effluent
to the filtration system for tertiary treatment. A new pump station that would have two 17-mgd
pumps with one 17-mgd backup pump would provide the additional capacity.
As an optional approach alternative to building additional tertiary treatment facilities to
treat the full 101 mgd peak day flow, the flow in excess of the current UV disinfection
system capacity of 67 mgd could be split off to a separate process and discharged into
the Laguna. This process would produce an unfiltered, disinfected, secondary-treated
effluent during severe wet weather events. Daily average plant flows are expected in the
future IRWP design configuration to exceed the UV capacity 67 mgd one to two times
per year. The secondary flow would not likely be disinfected reliably with the UV
process and, therefore, would require disinfection with chlorine. Dechlorination would
then be required prior to discharge to the Laguna. Sodium hypochlorite and sodium
bisulfite would be the chlorination and dechlorination chemicals used. Under this
option, the additional expansion of the filtration system and UV treatment facilities
would not be implemented under the IRWP. However additional facilities for
disinfection (using sodium hypochlorite) and dechlorination (using sodium bisulfite)
would be added, along with bypass and transmission pipelines for the secondary
effluent.
The Laguna Plant Upgrade would have a construction area of about 15 acres and would
have permanent facilities covering approximately three acres (See Figure 2-4). Most
construction would occur on the north side of the flow equalization basins, along the
northern boundary of the plant site.
Page 2-41, revise as follows:
Infiltration and Inflow Reduction – Alternative 2
The I&I Reduction component focuses on rehabilitation of those portions of the
Subregional partners’ sewage collection systems that have the heaviest infiltration and
inflow contribution with the objective of eliminating up to 70% of the infiltration and
inflow entering the Laguna Plant. Each of the Subregional partners has undertaken
programs to reduce I&I in their collection systems as described in earlier in this
chapter. Under this alternative, an expanded program would be undertaken in each of
the systems, include rehabilitation or replacement of sanitary sewer mainlines;
interceptor rehabilitation or replacement of interceptor sewers; manhole
replacements/linings; and private lateral rehabilitation. in areas where mainlines are
replaced.
Replacement of sewers would be by the open-cut method in which a replacement sewer
line is constructed by digging along the length of the pipeline to be replaced, unearthing
and replacing the pipeline. Bypass pumping, traffic control, bedding and backfilling,
and surface restoration would be necessary for the open cut method. Rehabilitation,
which is the preferred method for interceptor sewers, would be accomplished by
sliplining, in which a new smaller diameter liner is placed within the existing pipe, with
the effect of sealing the pipe from the inside (see Figure 2-5). However, in some cases,
replacement of sections of the interceptor sewers could be necessary. Up to an
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estimated 533 miles of sewer would be replaced or rehabilitated (out of a total of 760
miles) in the Subregional partners’ sewer systems. Also, up to an estimated 10 miles of
interceptor sewers, which carry the flow from the collection systems to the Laguna
Plant, would be rehabilitated or replaced, out of a total length of approximately 20
miles.
In addition to replacement or rehabilitation of sewers, over 53,000 sewer laterals could
be replaced. in areas where they connect to mainline sewers being replaced. This
replacement would also be by the open-cut method (see Figure 2-6). Also, over 2,000
manholes would be replaced in areas where pipelines were being replaced or
rehabilitated. Replacement of manholes would be accomplished by methods similar to
the replacement of sewer pipelines, involving bypass pumping, excavation, removal
and disposal of the existing structure, construction of a new structure, bedding and
backfilling, and surface restoration.
Page 2-46, revise a follows:
Urban Reuse Distribution Pipelines – Alternative 3
A network of pipelines would be constructed to carry recycled water from the Laguna
Plant to the irrigation sites. The water supply for the Country Club area would be
pumped to the golf course through a 12-inch pipeline from the existing reclamation
pipeline near the intersection with Occidental Road. The approximate length of pipeline
serving this area would be 4,000 lineal feet. The distribution system for the other
portions of the Santa Rosa system would originate at the Laguna Plant or West College
with a 48-inch pipeline carrying water to the Santa Rosa city limits, from where it
would be distributed to the remainder of the system by pipelines ranging up to 36
inches in size.
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CHAPTER 3 MITIGATION MEASURES
Page 3-42, 6th paragraph below Impacts Mitigated, revise text as follows:
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

3.5.9, 3.7.9, 3.8.9, 3.9.9, 3.12.9 and 3.13.9. The
Agricultural Irrigation, Storage, Created Wetland,
Pump Station and Tanks, Indirect Discharge and
ATM components may be an incompatible land
use.

Significant

Page 3-52, last paragraph below Impacts Mitigated, revise text as follows:
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

7.7.1, 7.8.1, and 7.12.1. The Storage, Created
Wetlands and Indirect Discharge components may
expose the public to chemical, radionuclides, or
pathogens at concentrations detrimental to human
health.

Less than Significant

Page 3-53, revise the last paragraph of Mitigation Measure 3.3.10 as follows:
If federally-listed target species are found to occur within the study area and cannot be
avoided, then the City shall obtain the appropriate authorization (a Biological Opinion or
Section 10 permit) from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or National Marine Fisheries
Service authorizing take of the federally-listed species or its occupied or critical habitat. For
state-listed species, the City shall obtain the appropriate authorization (Section 2081) from
the California Department of Fish and Game authorizing take of the state-listed species or its
occupied habitat. As part of this process, the Project shall submit a site-specific mitigation
and compensation program for the affected resource acceptable to U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, or the California Department of Fish and
Game, as applicable. If a species is listed as endangered, rare, or threatened by the state or
U.S., and either the habitat or individuals are found to occur with the study area and cannot
be avoided, compensatory actions *examples of which are described below) shall be
undertaken such that the number of individuals is not reduced and the range of the species is
not restricted.
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Page 3-58, new second paragraph below Impacts Mitigated:
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

8.2.C. The IRWP plus cumulative projects may
cause loss of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4 plant species.

Significant

Page 3-94, a new Mitigation Measure is added:
3.5.10 Exception to Allow Discharge Exceeding One Percent of
Receiving Water Flow
The City of Santa Rosa shall request an exception to the Basin Plan prohibition of
discharge in excess on one percent of the receiving water flow.
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

6.11.2. The direct discharge component may cause
narrative water quality criteria to be exceeded.

Less than Significant

6.12.2. The Indirect Discharge component may
cause an exceedence of narrative-based criteria.

Less than Significant

Alternative:

6

Implementing Agency:

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board

Timing:

Start: Prior to discharge in excess of one percent of
the receiving water flow under the IRWP.
Complete: Prior to discharge in excess of one percent
of the receiving water flow under the IRWP.

Monitoring Agency:

City of Santa Rosa

Validation:

Action by the North Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board
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Page 3-95, a new Mitigation Measure is added:
3.5.11 Basin Plan Amendment to Allow Discharge of Secondary
Effluent
The City of Santa Rosa shall request a Basin Plan Amendment to allow discharge of
secondary effluent during times of high flows.
Impacts Mitigated and Mitigation Level
Impacts Mitigated

Level of Significance after Mitigation

6.11.2. The direct discharge component may cause
narrative water quality criteria to be exceeded.

Less than Significant

Alternative: 6A
Implementing Agency: North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Timing:

Start: Prior to discharge of secondary effluent.
Complete: Prior to discharge of secondary effluent.

Monitoring Agency: City of Santa Rosa
Validation:
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CHAPTER 4.1

LAND USE

Page 4.1-16-18, Revise General Plan citations as indicated below:

Table 4.1-1
Goals, Objectives, and Policies – Land Use
Adopted Plan
Document

Document
Section

Document
Numeric
Reference

Relevant
Evaluation
Criteria1

Policy

Santa Rosa
General Plan

Growth
Management
Element;
Land Use
Element;
Open Space
and
Conservation
Element

Goal GM-1
Objective
LUS-1c
OSC-A-3,
OSC-A-7,
OSC-C-2,
OSC-C-3
Element

Maintain a belt of open space
around the city with agricultural
and very low-density uses,
including Community Separators
between Santa Rosa and
neighboring communities.

1, 4, 5

Santa Rosa
General Plan

Land Use
Element;
Open Space
and
Conservation
Element

Goal LUS-1
Objective
LUS-1a
Goal OSC-A,
B
Objective
OSC-A-6

Protect and conserve open spaces
and significant natural features
from intrusion of degradation by
inappropriate land uses.

1, 4, 5

Page 4.1-54. add Cumulative Impacts summary to Table 4.1-10

Table 4.1-10
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Land Use
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Alts 3 through 6 - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to
Achieve Compatible Land Use

Cumulative Impacts

1.1C and 1.4C. The IRWP plus
cumulative projects may be
inconsistent with the policies of the
Land Use Element or land use plan
map of an adopted General Plan, or
with adopted zoning regulations, or
increase potential for conflict as a
result of incompatible land uses.

:
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Page 4.1-55, revise Table 4.1-11 as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.1-11
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Land Use
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade
Indoor Water Conservation
I&I Reduction
Urban Irrigation
Agricultural Irrigation
Pipelines
Storage
Created Wetlands
Pump Stations
Geysers Steamfield Expansion
Direct Discharge
Indirect Discharge
Advanced Membrane Treatment
No Project
Cumulative Impacts

==
==
------------==

==
-==
-------------

==
--==
-==

==
---z
==

==
----==

==
----==

==
----==

==
----==

==
----==

==
----==

z
==~

z
==~

z
==~

z
==~

z
==~

z
==~

z
==~

z
==~

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

-----z

-----z

==
--
---z

==
==
-z

==
~
-z

==
-z
z

==
-z
z

==
-z
z

-z

-z

-z

-z

-z

-------------==
==

Notes:

Level of Significance

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

~

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant after mitigation

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed

==

No impact
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Page 4.2-42, Table 4.2-17 revised as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

Table 4.2-17
Summary of Impacts by Alternative - Agriculture
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--
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Level of Significance Codes
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Not applicable

==

No impact



Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed



Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

+

Beneficial Impact

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-169

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

CHAPTER 4.3

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

Page 4.3-35, add new reference to Evaluation Criteria 9, as shown:

Table 4.3-7
Evaluation Criteria with Significance Thresholds
Evaluation
Criteria
9. Will the IRWP
be an incompatible
land use type in the
MRZ-2
classification,
designated quarry
area, or in The
Geysers?

As
Measured by

Significance
Thresholds

Sources of Criteria

a. Acres of
MRZ-2 land
developed in
incompatible
uses

Greater than 0
acres of land

Sonoma County General Plan and the
Mineral Land Classification of the
Division of Mines and Geology (1989).
State Mining and Geology Board of
Reclamation Regulations, Mineral
Resource Management Policies, Sec. 3675
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Checklist
Item X (a)

b. Acres of
quarry site
designated by
the ARM plan
developed in
incompatible
uses

Greater than 0
acres of land

Sonoma County Aggregate Resources
Management (ARM) Plan (1994).
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Checklist
Item X (a)

c. Acres of
Geysers
developed in
incompatible
uses

Greater than 0
acres of land

Sonoma County General Plan
Lake County Geothermal Element
BLM [30 United States Code 1001-1025;
43 CFR Part 3200]

Page 4.3-46; revise the discussion of Impact 3.4.2, 3.4.4, 3.4.9, and 3.4.10, as follows:
Impact:

3.4.2, 3.4.4, 3.4.9, and 3.4.10. Will the Urban Irrigation
component result in geology, soils or seismicity impacts based on
criteria 2, 4, 9, and 10?

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 3
Although faults traverse the IRWP area, gray water systems would not
be constructed in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones because
they are constructed adjacent to homes or businesses, and structures
such as these cannot be built in an Earthquake Fault Zone.

Page 4.3-52; revise the discussion of Impact 3.5.9, as follows:
Impact:

OCTOBER 20, 2003

3.5.9 Will the Agricultural Irrigation component be an
incompatible land use type in the MRZ-2 classification, in a
designated quarry area or in The Geysers?

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-170

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Analysis:

No Impact: Alternative 4C
Agricultural Irrigation on City-owned Farms is already taking place
and is not located in a MRZ-2 classification, designated quarry area,
or in The Geysers. There are no impacts.
Less than Significant: Alternative 4
The potential area for agricultural irrigation includes land classified as
MRZ-2 along the Russian River and one designated quarry site near
Healdsburg. Agricultural uses, including irrigation, are a would be an
incompatible land use in these areas, and would therefore be a less
than significant impact (State Mining and Geology Board Reclamation
Regulations, Article 6. Mineral Resource Management Policies, Sec.
3675).
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 do not have an Agricultural Irrigation
component.

Mitigation:
After
Mitigation:

No mitigation is needed.
Compatible Land Use

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve

Significant: Alternative 4
Potential locations for agricultural irrigation facilities could be affected
by considerations such as engineering requirements or land
availability; and therefore, it may not be possible in all cases to locate
facilities in a compatible land use designation or avoid conflicts with
Mineral Resource areas. No further mitigation has been identified.

Page 4.3-97, Table 4.3-19 is revised as follows:

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Table 4.3-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Agricultural Irrigation
Alt 4 - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

3.119.9 Direct Discharge could be an
incompatible land use.

Alt 6B - z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use
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Page 4.3-99, Table 4.3-19 is revised as follows:

Table 4.3-19
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Cumulative Impacts
3.10C. The IRWP plus cumulative projects
may be an incompatible land use type in the
MRZ-2 classification, in a designated quarry
area, or in The Geysers.
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Page 4.3-100, Table 4.3-20 is revised as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.3-20
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Component

Alt 1
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Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A
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Alt 7
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==

z

z
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Notes:

Level of Significance Codes:
--

Not applicable

==

No impact

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed

~

Significant impact; less than significant after mitigation
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Page 4.4-37, Table 4.4-19 is revised as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.4-19
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Surface Water Hydrology
Component
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Level of Significance Codes:
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No impact

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed
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Significant impact; less than significant after mitigation
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CHAPTER 4.5

GROUNDWATER

Page 4.5-3, add the following paragraphs at the end of the page:
Typically, drainages such as the Laguna de Santa Rosa and the Russian River become
discharge points for groundwater during the winter and early spring months when
groundwater levels are high. A discharge point occurs when the elevation of
groundwater in an adjacent unconfined aquifer is higher than the surface water level in
the stream resulting in groundwater entering the stream through its banks and channel.
Under these hydraulic conditions, the stream is said to be “gaining” (Fetter 1994).
However, a stream could also be “losing” if the groundwater elevation is lower than the
stream, thus causing surface water to infiltrate into the groundwater from the stream’s
banks and bed.
For this reason, surface water in the Laguna de Santa Rosa and the Russian River would
not enter groundwater in the winter and spring because the water table slopes towards
these major drainages causing them to be points of groundwater discharge or gaining
streams. For example, during the winter months, groundwater in the Healdsburg Area
Subbasin discharges into the Russian River causing the Russian River to become a
gaining stream causing the amount of streamflow in the river to increase as the river
traverses downstream through the groundwater basin.
However during the late spring (late April and early May) and early fall (October to the
start of the rainy season), it is possible that streamflow in different sections of the Russian
River may be impacted by localized groundwater extraction causing a reach that is
typically “gaining” to change into a “losing” reach (Entrix 2003). Although these
changes are undocumented, the potential for infiltration of water from the Russian River
into the adjacent groundwater in areas where the river is a losing stream could occur,
particularly if there were an extended period of drought placing greater demand on
groundwater resources. Under these conditions, mounding beneath and adjacent to the
river would likely occur,.
Page 4.5-20; add new date of DGWR regulations:
The DHS is currently developing draft groundwater recharge (DGWR) regulations that
would set definitive criteria for groundwater recharge by surface spreading and injection.
Until now, groundwater recharge proposals have been evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
The most recent draft of the DGWR regulations (dated August 2, 2002July 21, 2003) is
designed to allow recharge of recycled water under the conditions that the groundwater
supply meets all drinking water standards and no treatment is required of the groundwater
that is extracted (Appendix N, Technical Memorandum No. 12). The DHS projects that it
may take two years before these draft regulations are adopted.
Page 4.5-20, correct spelling of DGWR:
The goal of the DHS draft regulations is to protect public health and at the same time
provide alternative methods for use of recycled water. The draft regulations propose
standards for several potential constituents of recycled water including nitrogen,
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pathogens, and inorganic and organic chemicals. The DGWR regulations would regulate
the use of recycled water for groundwater recharge for spreading basins and injection.
Potential recharge from the Program has been evaluated relative to the DWGWR. The
IRWP does not propose to recharge groundwater for direct reuse. However, some
recycled water could flow from the bottom of reservoirs and may enter the regional
groundwater system. Other recharge from the Program may occur from indirect
discharge.
Page 4.5-20, add new paragraph at the bottom of the page:
Under the July 21, 2003 version of the DGWR, for a surface spreading project, “… all
the recharge water shall be retained underground for a minimum of six months prior to
extraction for use as a drinking water supply, and shall not be extracted within 500 feet of
a point of recharge.” (Section 60320.010 [c]). For a subsurface injection project, “…all
the recharge water shall be retained underground for a minimum of twelve months prior
to extraction for use as a drinking water supply, and shall not be extracted within 2000
feet of a point of recharge.” (Section 60320.010 [d]).
With regard to control of nitrogen compounds, the DGWR states that “…For any new
GRRP (Groundwater Recharge Reuse Project) and any existing GRRP with an increase
in Department-specified maximum average RWC (Recycled Water Contribution), the
total nitrogen concentration of the recycled water, or if supplemented with diluent water,
unless the blend of the two, shall not exceed 5 mg/L as nitrogen unless, for surface
spreading projects, the project sponsor demonstrates that the nitrate and nitrite drinking
water standards are consistently met in the recharge water.” (Section 60320.020 [b]).
Page 4.5-24, revise Table 4.5-3:

Table 4.5-3
Evaluation Criteria with Significance Thresholds - Groundwater
Significance
Thresholds

Evaluation Criteria

As Measured by

1. Will the IRWP degrade
groundwater quality at
existing or future drinking
water wells, resulting in a
public health hazard?

Nitrate concentration in
existing or future
domestic drinking water
wells

Nitrate levels in
groundwater
greater than 10
mg/L nitrate as
nitrogen (which
corresponds to 45
mg/L nitrate)

CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
Checklist Item VIII (f); State
and federal water quality
regulations

Travel time or distance to
the closest domestic well

Travel time less
than 6 months or
well within 500
feet (912 months
and 2000 feet for
injection wells and
infiltration basins)

California State Department of
Health Services, draft
groundwater recharge (DGWR)
regulations for the use of
recycled water dated August 2,
2002 July 21, 2003.
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Pages 4.5-48 and 49:
Impact:

5 4.11.1 through 5 4.11.4. Will the Direct Discharge component
impact groundwater based on evaluation criteria 1 through 4?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 6A and 6B
Construction of direct discharge outfalls could involve excavation where
shallow groundwater could occasionally be encountered. Construction
activities could locally increase turbidity in groundwater if shallow
groundwater or locally perched zones are encountered, however, these
effects would be temporary and localized.
Typically, drainages such as the Laguna de Santa Rosa and the Russian
River become discharge points for groundwater during the winter months
when groundwater levels are high resulting in a gaining stream.
Surface water in these two drainages would not enter groundwater because
the water table slopes toward the major drainages so that the hydraulic
gradient of the aquifer is toward the drainages (Fetter 1994). For example,
during the winter months, groundwater in the Healdsburg Area Subbasin
discharges into the Russian River causing the Russian River to become a
gaining stream.
Given that direct discharge of recycled water into either the Laguna de
Santa Rosa or the Russian River would not occur at either location from
May 15 to September 30, during the dry months when groundwater levels
are potentially lower, it is unlikely that direct discharge would occur under
conditions where the watertable would slope away from the major
drainages, thus causing the drainage to be a losing stream. However, in
April, May, or October, the Russian River could at times be a losing
stream, due to drought and/or withdrawals (as discussed in the Setting),
although this condition is undocumented at present. If discharge occurred
during such groundwater conditions, some infiltration of recycled water in
the Russian River into the adjacent groundwater could occur. Because the
average nitrate concentrations in recycled water are less than the drinking
water standards, and because occasional peak nitrate concentrations
greater than the drinking water standard in recycled water would be
diluted by Russian River water, this potential occasional infiltration would
not have a significant impact on groundwater quality.
Direct discharge would not cause groundwater mounding because it would
not cause a significant increase in water levels in the Russian River and
Laguna de Santa Rosa.
Direct discharge would not decrease groundwater levels because no
pumping or other extraction is proposed.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6C, 6D, 6E and 7 do not have a Direct Discharge
component.

Mitigation:
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Page 4.5-49, revise Table 4.5-12:

Table 4.5-12
Groundwater Impacts by Component – Indirect Discharge
Evaluation Criteria
5.12.1. Will the Indirect
Discharge component degrade
groundwater quality at existing
or future drinking water wells,
resulting in a public health
hazard?

Significance
Thresholds

Impact

Nitrate levels in
groundwater greater
than 10 mg/L nitrate as
nitrogen; travel time
less than 6 months or
distance less than 500
feet (912 months or
2000 feet for injection
wells and infiltration
basins)

>10 mg/L
Travel time < 6
months

Type of
Impact
C
O&M/P

Level of
Significance


~

Page 4.5-51, revise second paragraph:
Travel time for groundwater from the point of discharge to the closest well
would be largely dependent on the soil transmissivity in the vicinity of the
percolation ponds, infiltration basins, and injection wells, the groundwater
velocity, and the proximity of the closest domestic well. Given that
percolation ponds, infiltration basins, and injection wells would by their
nature be located in highly transmissive soils capable of high infiltration rates,
in major groundwater basins or groundwater recharge areas where domestic
wells would likely be located, then there exists the possibility that the travel
time for groundwater to the nearest well would be less than 6 months (or 912
months in the case of infiltration basins and well fields). Draft DGWR
regulations indicate that domestic wells should be no closer than 500 feet from
a percolation pond and no closer than 2000 feet from an infiltration basin or
injection well.
Page 4.5-53:
Travel time for groundwater from the point of discharge to the closest well would
be largely dependent on the soil transmissivity in the vicinity of the percolation
ponds, infiltration basins, and injection wells, the groundwater velocity, and the
proximity of the closest domestic well. Given that percolation ponds, infiltration
basins, and injection wells would by their nature be located in highly transmissive
soils capable of high infiltration rates, in major groundwater basins or
groundwater recharge areas where domestic wells would likely be located, then
there exists the possibility that the travel time for groundwater to the nearest well
would be less than 6 months (or 9 months in the case of infiltration basins and
well fields). Draft DGWR regulations indicate that domestic wells should be no
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closer than 500 feet from a percolation pond and no closer than 2000 feet from an
infiltration basin or injection well.
The potential for infiltration of recycled water from the Russian River into the
adjacent groundwater exists occasionally, as described in Impact 5.11.1 regarding
direct discharge. The same type of impact could occur from indirect discharge,
but would be less due to percolation of recycled water through soils and/or
gravels prior to reaching the Russian River. This impact would be less than
significant.
Groundwater quality at wells within the distance or travel time radius could be
affected; this would be a significant impact.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6A, 6B and 7 do not have an Indirect Discharge
component.
Add the following text regarding cumulative impacts to page 4.5-53:

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Both the Rohnert Park and Cotati General Plan EIRs identified the potential that
cumulative development would reduce groundwater recharge in the area through
creation of impervious surfaces. Trends in the Sonoma County area have indicated
lowering of groundwater tables, perhaps in response to groundwater extraction by
agriculture and rural homes.
In addition, pipeline projects are proposed throughout the study area, and recycled
water storage reservoirs may be implemented by the City of Windsor and the Sonoma
County Water Agency as part of its North County Agricultural Reuse Program.
Several potable water storage reservoirs are proposed, including the Kluge reservoir
in Kelseyville, Delta Breeze Vineyards Reservoir in Clearlake, Paul Lane Reservoir
in Petaluma, Healdsburg’s Panorama Reservoir and Tayman Reservoirs replacement,
and Cloverdale’s Rider Reservoir. Outside of the study area, the City of Petaluma is
proposing to construct polishing wetlands adjacent to their new treatment plant on
Lakeville Road and the Napa-Sonoma Slalt Marsh Restoration would use recycled
water.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Sonoma County Water Agency, and the
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation
Improvement District are in the process of evaluating proposed changes to their
facilities, operations, and maintenance activities on listed species and their habitats
including threatened stocks of coho salmon, steelhead, and Chinook salmon in the
Russian River watershed. Potential operational changes include lower instream flows
during the summer in the Russian River and Dry Creek and measures to reduce the
need for artificial breaching of the sand bar at the mouth of the Russian River during
the summer months.
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Impact:

5.1C. Will the IRWP plus the cumulative projects degrade groundwater
quality at existing and future drinking water wells, resulting in a public
health hazards?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6; Less than Significant: Alternatives 1 and 2;
No Impact: Alternative 7
Potential impacts of IRWP storage, created wetlands and indirect discharge on
local wells will be mitigated by drilling new wells or otherwise providing a safe
water supply for affected well users. Therefore, the IRWP would not contribute
to cumulative impacts on wells.
The IRWP could still contribute to higher groundwater nitrate levels in the study
area, by reducing baseflow to groundwater near reservoirs. Data on existing
groundwater quality indicate there are areas in Sonoma County with high nitrate
levels in some aquifers. Although these areas with high nitrate levels may or may
not be located in the vicinity of the IRWP components, the impact of the IRWP
has been identified as significant. If other proposed reservoirs (either for recycled
water or potable water) were to cause cumulative impacts, no further feasible
mitigation has been identified.
If flows in the Russian River are decreased from July through October by the
SCWA in an attempt to mimic the predevelopment conditions of the Russian
River and Estuary, the potential that the Russian River would become a losing
stream during the month of October would increase. With the reduced flows of
the Russian River during the summer months, it is likely that the groundwater and
surface water may interact along various reaches as a losing stream, which would
result in a portion of the streamflow infiltrating into aquifers. Because the
average nitrate concentrations in recycled water are less than the drinking water
standards, and because occasional peak nitrate concentrations greater than the
drinking water standard in recycled water would be diluted by Russian River
water, this potential occasional infiltration would not have a significant impact on
groundwater quality.
Degradation of groundwater quality due to a rupture of a pipeline carrying brine is
temporary, and cumulative impacts would be extremely unlikely.
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Table 4.5-14 is revised as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.5-14
Summary of Impacts by Alternative - Groundwater
Component
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Level of Significance Codes
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No impact
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Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed



Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation
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Significant impact before and after mitigation
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Page 4.5-58, revise reference:
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Section 60301 et seq. and Revised
Wastewater Regulations, Title 22, Draft, dated 30 June21 July 1993.
Page 4.5-59, Add the following reference to the list of references:
Entrix, 2003. Russian River Draft Biological Assessment, Part I. Prepared for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District and Sonoma County Water
Agency. pp. 2-12.
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CHAPTER 4.6

SURFACE WATER QUALITY

Page 4.6-23, Table 4.6-7, is revised as follows:

Table 4.6-7
Goals, Objectives, and Policies – Surface Water Qualify
Adopted Plan
Document

Document
Section

Water Quality
Control Plan for
the North Coast
Region

Implementation
Plan for the
North Coast
Basin

Document
Numeric
Reference

Relevant
Evaluation
Criteria1

Policy

None

Discharge to the Russian River
and its tributaries is prohibited
during the period of May 15
through September 30 and during
all other periods when the waste
discharge flow is greater than one
percent of the receiving stream’s
flow as set forth in NPDES
permits.

1 and 2

Page 4.6-26, Table 4.6-8 is revised as follows:

Table 4.6-8
Evaluation Criteria with Point of Significance – Surface Water Quality
Evaluation Criteria
1. Will IRWP discharge, indirect
discharge, or dam seepage cause
numeric-based criteria to be
exceeded?

As Measured by
Concentration

Point of
Significance
Varies

Justification
U.S.EPA (California Toxics
Rule) criteria; North Coast
Region Basin Plan criteria;
Basin Plan Action Plan for
Accidental Spills and
Contingencies
CEQA checklist questions
VIII.a) and VIII.f)a,b

Page 4.6-28 The following narrative criteria are added:
Seasonal Discharge Limitation. The discharge of municipal waste to the Russian
River and its tributaries shall be limited to October 1 through May 14.
Discharge Rate Limitation. The discharge of municipal waste shall be limited to one
percent of the receiving flow for the Russian River and its tributaries.
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The Regional Water Board will consider exceptions for cause to the waste discharge
rate limitations set forth in Prohibitions 3. and 4. (above). Exceptions shall be defined
in NPDES permits for each discharger, on a case by case basis, and in accordance
with the following:
A. The wastewater treatment facility shall be reliable. Reliability shall be
demonstrated through analysis of the features of the facility including, but not limited
to, system redundancy, proper operation and maintenance, and backup storage
capacity to prevent the threat of pollution or nuisance.
B. The discharge of waste shall be limited to rates and constituent levels which
protect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. Protection shall be demonstrated
through analysis of all the beneficial uses of the receiving waters. For receiving
waters which support domestic water supply (MUN) and water contact recreation
(REC1), analysis shall include expected normal and extreme weather conditions
within the discharge period, including estimates of instantaneous and long-term
minimum, average, and maximum discharge flows and percent dilution in receiving
waters. The analysis shall evaluate and address cumulative effects of all discharges,
including point and nonpoint source contributions, both in existence and reasonably
foreseeable. For receiving waters which support domestic water supply (MUN), the
Regional Water Board shall consider the California Department of Health Services
evaluation of compliance with the Surface Water Filtration and Disinfection
Regulations contained in Section 64650 through 64666, Chapter 17, Title 22 of the
California Code of Regulations. Demonstration of protection of beneficial uses shall
include consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game regarding
compliance with the California Endangered Species Act.
C. The exception shall be limited to that increment of wastewater which remains after
reasonable alternatives for reclamation have been addressed.
D. The exception shall comply with State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16,
"Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality Waters in California,"
and the federal regulations covering antidegradation (40 CFR §131.12).
E. There shall be no discharge of waste during the period May 15 through September
30.
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Page 4.6-45, Table 4.6-19

Table 4.6-19
Water Quality Impacts by Component – Direct Discharge
Impact

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

Significant

O&M

z

Alt 6A and 6B

Significant

O&M

Alt 6B

Less than
significant

O&M

~


Evaluation Criteria
6.11.1. Will the Direct
Discharge component cause
an exceedence of numericbased criteria?

Point of Significance
See Table 4.6-2

Alt 6A and 6B
6.11.2. Will the Direct
Discharge component cause
an exceedence of narrativebased criteria?

See Evaluation Criteria with
Point of
Significance/Narrative
Criteria

Page 4.6-63, Impact 6.11.2
Impact:

6.11.2. Will the Direct Discharge component cause an exceedence of
narrative-based criteria)?

Analysis:

Significant: Alternative 6A and 6B
Less than Significant: Alternative 6B

Page 4.6-69, Impact 6.11.2, the following text is added after the “Pesticides” paragraph:
Discharge of Secondary Effluent. Because secondary effluent would be discharged
infrequently and only when receiving water flow is high, the impact of secondary
effluent on narrative criteria receiving water quality, except for the Advanced Treated
Wastewater criterion discussed directly below, is considered to be less than
significant.
Advanced Treated Wastewater. The impact of discharging tertiary treated water is
consistent with the Basin Plan Advanced Treated Wastewater requirements.
Although the option of discharging secondary effluent would not have a significant
impact on receiving waters, the Basin Plan prohibits discharge of anything less than
advanced treated wastewater. The discharge of secondary effluent at times of very
high flow does not meet this Basin Plan criterion. Therefore, the impact of the option
to discharge secondary treated wastewater to the Laguna is considered to be
significant for the Advanced Treated Wastewater criterion.
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Seasonal Discharge Prohibition. Discharge to the Russian River and its tributaries is
prohibited between May 14th to September 30th. As discussed in the Project
Description (page 2-29) direct discharge to the Laguna and Russian River will not
occur between May 15th through September 30th. Therefore, the impact of discharge
on the Seasonal Discharge Prohibition is considered to be less than significant.
Discharge Rate Limitation. Discharge to the Russian River and its tributaries is
limited to one percent of the receiving water flow. However, the direct discharge
includes discharge rates greater than one percent of the receiving water flow.
Therefore, the impact of direct discharge to either the Laguna or the Russian River on
the Discharge Rate Limitation is considered to be significant.
Page 4.6-68, Revise Figure 4.6-3. Change “% Effluent in Laguna” to %Effluent in the Russian
River”.
Page 4.6-69, add new Mitigation Measure after “3.5.7 Laguna Biostimulation Reduction”:
Discharge Rate Limitation. Alternatives 6A and 6B
3.5.10 Exception to Allow Discharge Exceeding One Percent of Receiving Water
Flow
Page 4.6-69, add the following under “Biostimulatory Substances.
Alternative 6A”:

Less than Significant:

Discharge Rate Limitation. Less than Significant: Alternatives 6A and 6B
Mitigation measure 3.5.10 requires the City of Santa Rosa to request an exception to the
Basin Plan one percent limitation to allow discharge in excess of one percent of the
receiving water flow. An exception to this limitation is allowed as per the Basin Plan.
With granting of the exception by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board, this impact would be less than significant.
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Page 4.6-72, Table 4.6-23

Table 4.6-23
Water Quality Impacts by Component – Indirect Discharge
Evaluation Criteria

Point of Significance

Impact

6.12.2. Will the Indirect
Discharge component cause
an exceedence of narrativebased criteria?

See Evaluation Criteria with
Point of
Significance/Narrative
Criteria

Less than
Significant

Type of
Impact1
O&M

Level of
Significance2

~

Page 4.6-74, Impact 6.12.2
Impact:

6.12.2. Will the Indirect Discharge component cause an exceedence of
narrative-based criteria?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 6C through 6E
Discharge Rate Limitation. Discharge to the Russian River and its tributaries is
limited to one percent of the receiving water flow. However, the indirect
discharge includes discharge rates greater than one percent of the receiving water
flow. Therefore, the impact of indirect discharge on the Discharge Rate
Limitation is considered to be significant.
Seasonal Discharge Prohibition. Discharge to the Russian River and its tributaries
is prohibited between May 14th to September 30th. As discussed in the Project
Description (page 2-29) indirect discharge to the Laguna and Russian River will
not occur between May 15th through September 30th. Therefore, the impact of
indirect discharge on the Seasonal Discharge Prohibition is considered to be less
than significant.
Regarding the remainder of the narrative criteria, as shown in the analysis of
Alternative 6B, direct discharge is not predicted to result in any other
significant impacts to the Russian River, so Indirect Discharge, which is
expected to result in fewer impacts, would also be less than significant.
Indirect Discharge is not a component of Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6A, 6B and 7.

Mitigation:
After
Mitigation:

No mitigation is needed. 3.5.10 Exception to Allow Discharge Exceeding
One Percent of Receiving Water Flow
Less than Significant: Alternatives 6C through E
Mitigation measure 3.5.10 requires the City of Santa Rosa to request an
exception to the Basin Plan one percent limitation to allow discharge in excess
of one percent of the receiving water flow. An exception to this limitation is
allowed as per the Basin Plan. With granting of the exception by the North
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Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, this impact would be less than
significant.
Page 4.6-83 Table 4.6-27 is revised as follows:

Table 4.6-27
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures Surface Water Quality
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measure

Direct Discharge
6.11.1. The Direct Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
numeric-based criteria.

6.11.2. The Direct Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
narrative based criteria.

Alt 6A and 6B - z
Alt 6B - ~



Alt 6B - ~
Alt 6A - z~

Alt 6A and 6B - ~
Alt 6A - ~

6.11.4. The Direct Discharge
component may result of nonattainment of established TMDLs

Alt 6A - ~

No mitigation identified for cyanide
3.5.3. Adjust pH and D.O in Recycled
Water Prior to Discharge to the Russian
River
3.5.5 Provide Riparian Habitat in the
Russian River Watershed
3.5.7 Laguna Biostimulation Reduction
3.5.10 Exception to Allow Discharge
Exceeding One Percent of Receiving
Water Flow
3.5.11 Basin Plan Amendment for
Discharge of Secondary Effluent
3.5.4. Reduce N Loads to Laguna de
Santa Rosa

Indirect Discharge
6.12.1. The Indirect Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
numeric-based criteria.

Alt 6C through 6E -z No mitigation identified for cyanide.

Alt 6C through 6E -~
3.5.3. Adjust pH and D.O. in Recycled
Water Prior to Discharge to the Russian
River
Alt 6C through 6E -~ 3.5.5 Provide Riparian Habitat in the
Russian River Watershed

6.12.2. The Indirect Discharge
component may cause an exceedence of
narrative based criteria.
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Page 4.6-85, Table 4.6-28

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.6-28
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Surface Water Quality
Component

Alt 1

Alt 3


Alt 4


Alt 5


Alt 6A


Alt 6B


Alt 6C


Alt 6D


Alt 6E


Alt 7



Alt 2


Laguna Plant Upgrade
Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

-

--

--




--

Pipelines

-

z

z

z

z

z

--

Storage

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Created Wetlands

--

--

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

--

Pump Stations

--

--





--

--

--

--


==


==


==


==


==

--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion


==

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

-

z


z


z


--

Advanced Membrane Treatment

-

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

z

Cumulative Impacts

==

==

















==

--

--

--

Notes:
--

Not applicable

==

No impact

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

~

Significant impact; les than significant after mitigation



Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed
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CHAPTER 4.7

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Page 4.7-59, Table 4.7-16

Table 4.7-16
Public Health and Safety Component Impacts – Created Wetlands
Evaluation Criteria

As Measured by

Impact

7.8.1. Will the Created Wetlands
component expose the public to
chemicals, radionuclides,
pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or
other disease organisms, at
concentrations detrimental to
human health?

Proposed measures not in
compliance with California
Title 22 regulations for the
use of recycled water or the
treatment plant’s NPDES
permit.

Nitrate
standards
would not
may be
exceeded

Type of
Impact1

Level of
Significance2

O&M/P

~

Page 4.7-61, Impact 7.8.1
Impact:

7.8.1. Will the Created Wetlands component expose the public to
chemicals, radionuclides, pathogenic viruses, bacteria, or other
disease organisms, at concentrations detrimental to human health?

Analysis:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3, 4A, 4B, 5, and through 6
In general, the disposal of recycled water through created wetlands
occurs via evapotranspiration of surface water and groundwater that is
taken up by the roots of plants. This process reduces nitrate, ammonia,
and phosphorous concentrations (CH2MHill et. al., 2002) to levels that
would not impact groundwater and nearby drinking water wells. Refer
to Impacts 5.8.1 and 5.8.2 in Section 4.5, Groundwater for additional
discussion.
It is possible, however, that the water quality of some wells could be
adversely affected. Primarily as the result of leaking septic systems or
nearby agricultural operations some drinking water wells within the
Program study area are already impacted by nitrate at concentrations
near (or above) the drinking water standard. Some of these wells may
be located near proposed sites for created wetlands. Wells with
elevated nitrate concentrations, but which are still lower than the
drinking water standard, may depend on a natural flushing effect of
groundwater to dilute the nitrate source that is impacting the well’s
water.
If recycled water, which contains an average nitrate
concentration of 7.3 mg/L, replaces the natural flushing groundwater,
then the dilution effect could be lessened, resulting in higher nitrate
concentrations at the domestic wells. In some cases the increased
contribution of nitrate in groundwater could cause the well water to
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exceed the drinking water standard for nitrate where wells already
have elevated nitrate. This situation would not be expected to occur in
most locations, but would constitute a significant impact for any
affected well. Refer to Impact 5.7.1 in Section 4.5, Groundwater for
additional discussion and analysis of this phenomenon.
Alternatives 1, 2, 4C, and 7 do not have a Created Wetlands component.
Mitigation:

No mitigation is needed. 3.3.9. Well Protection Program

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant: Alternatives 3 through 6
With the mitigation identified above, which includes water quality
monitoring and possibly water supply replacement, this impact would
be reduced to a level that is less than significant.

Page 4.7-88, Table 4.7-22

Table 4.7-22
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures –
Public Health and Safety
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Storage Component
7.7.1. The Storage component may
expose the public to chemical,
radionuclides, or pathogens at
concentrations detrimental to human
health.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and 6 - ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program.

7.8.1. The Created Wetlands
component may expose the public to
chemical, radionuclides, or pathogens
at concentrations detrimental to human
health.

Alts 3, 4A, 4B, 5,
and 6 ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program.

7.12.1. The Indirect Discharge
component may expose the public to
chemical, radionuclides, or pathogens
at concentrations detrimental to human
health.

Alts 6C, 6D, and
6E - ~

3.3.9. Well Protection Program.
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Page 4.7-89, Table 4-7-23

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.7-23
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Public Health and Safety
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4A

Alt 4B

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade























Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--





--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

--









--









Storage

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

Created Wetlands

--

--

|~

|~

|~

|~

|~

|~

|~

|~

|~

Pump Stations and Tanks

--

--









--









Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

--













Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

|

|

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

~

~

~

Advanced Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

--











--------------

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

==























Cumulative Impacts
Notes: Level of Significant Codes

--

Not applicable

==

No impact

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed

~

Significant impact; less than significant after mitigation
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CHAPTER 4.8

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Page 4.8-16, correct reference in first paragraph:
In the List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the
California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2002a), the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) enumerates vegetation communities found in California,
broken down into associations and alliances, that fall within the general native
vegetation groups described above. For example, within the chaparral community,
there is a chamise chaparral alliance and within this there are the chamise-scrub oak
and chamise-bush monkeyflower associations. CDFG recognizes a number of these
vegetation communities, associations, and alliances as rare and worthy of
consideration. These associations are considered to be a high priority by CDFG. The
rare alliances and associations that may occur in the IRWP area are listed in
Appendix J-56 organized under the more general vegetation communities to which
they belong and that have been used for this EIR. In general, several of the
vegetation communities that occur within the IRWP area, including grassland,
chaparral, oak woodland, mixed evergreen forest, Douglas fir – redwood forest, and
coniferous woodland, may contain rare associations or alliances that are considered
rare by CDFG. Vernal pools are typically a component of grasslands, but are also
considered a rare community.
Page 4.8-25, Table 4.8-4 line added:

Table 4.8-4
Goals, Objectives, and Policies – Biological Resources
Adopted Plan
Document
MOU regarding the
California Coastal
National Monument
sign by the Bureau
of Land
Management,
California
Department of Fish
and Game, and
California
Department of Parks
and Recreation

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Document
Section

Document
Numeric
Reference

Relevant
Evaluation
Criteria1

Policy
Provide for protection of natural
resources for islands, rocks,
exposed reefs, and pinnacles
above mean high tide within 12
nautical miles of the shoreline
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Page 4.8-131, revise Table 4.8-20 as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.8-20
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Biology
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

~G

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

~

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

~

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Surface Storage

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Created Wetlands

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Pump Stations and Tanks

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

~

~

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

~

~

~

--

Advanced Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

==

Cumulative Impacts

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

==

Notes:

Level of Significance Codes

| Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed

==

No impact

~Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation

--

Not Applicable (Alternative does not include this Component)

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation
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CHAPTER 4.9

JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS RESOURCES

Page 4.9-6, revise the third paragraph under “Isolated Waters”:
Corps policy on what hydrologic circumstances constitute true isolation from
navigable waters is currently under consideration by Corps staff at the national level,
so the ultimate effect of the SWANCC decision on the extent of federal jurisdiction
over wetlands in the Program area remains to be seen. Under current interim practice,
Corps regional staff accepts most evidence or means of water conveyance as potential
linkage to downstream navigable waters. Features such as swales, gutters, ditches,
gullies, and underground storm sewers may all be considered links to navigable
waters. This practice substantially reduces the potential reduction of regulated
acreage.
Page 4.9-11, revise the fifth paragraph:
The Regional Water Quality Control Boards also administer the state Porter-Cologne
Act, which limits discharge of waste into waters of the State. Authorization from the
appropriate board is necessary prior to filling or discharging pollutants into state
waters. The definition of state waters pursuant to this act is more inclusive than the
CDFG’s jurisdiction under the Fish and Game Code, with the primary difference
being that waters of the State include wetlands not adjacent to State waterways.
Page 4.9-12, revise fifth and seventh paragraphs:
Wetlands – Wet areas dominated by wetland plant communities. This category
includes seasonal wetlands, swampy areas, vernal pools, springs, and seeps.
Wetlands generally include springs supplied by a persistent, localized source of
groundwater
Drainages are channels or low spots in the landscape, which collect runoff and
groundwater discharge and convey surface water. for a few days to a few months
every year. Most of the low-order, high gradient streams within the Program area,
which are mapped as blue lines on U.S.G.S. topographic quadrangles, fall within this
definition of drainages. Drainages normally range from as narrow as 1 foot to
approximately 10 feet wide and may or may not be vegetated. Most drainages in the
Program area occur as well-defined sandy or gravelly flat-bottomed channels largely
devoid of vegetation. Many of these are potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S.,
but not wetlands, because they would not normally support vegetation. A wetland
must, by definition, be capable of supporting hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation.
Other drainages support discontinuous clumps of vegetation around areas of
prolonged ponding or saturation similar to that found in freshwater seep wetlands.
The Corps often treats drainage segments that support wetland vegetation as wetlands
(i.e. as special aquatic sites) when determining function and value.
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Page 4.9-42, revise Table 4.9-13:

Table 4.9-13
Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources by Component – Created
Wetlands
Evaluation Criteria
9.8.1 and 9.8.2. Will the
Created Wetlands
component fill or alter
wetlands or other waters of
the U.S. or of the State of
California?

Significance
Thresholds

Level of
Significance2

Impact

Type of
Impact1

a) Greater than 0
acres of jurisdictional
wetlands

0.96 1.0 acre
8.7 acres

C
P

~
~


b) Greater than 0
linear miles of other
jurisdictional waters

0.06 mile
0.6 miles

C
P

~
~


:
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Page 4.9-54, revise Table 4.9-13

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.9-20
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Biological Resources
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

~

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

~

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Surface Storage

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Created Wetlands

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Pump Stations

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

~

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

Advance Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

~

No Program

--

--

--

--

--

Cumulative Impacts

--









Notes:

-

Level of Significance Codes
Not applicable
Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed
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~

--
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~

~

~
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CHAPTER 4.10

TRANSPORTATION

Page 4.10-56, Table 4.10-16 is revised as follows:

Table 4.10-16
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Agricultural Irrigation Component
Alt 4A, 4B- z

10.5.1. Agricultural Irrigation construction
traffic may cause congestion on local
roadways.

CHAPTER 4.11

No feasible mitigation has been
identified

AIR QUALITY

Page 4.11-76, Table 4.11-26 is revised as follows:

Table 4.11-26
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures – Air Quality
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Cumulative Impacts
11.2C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
emissions may exceed allowable limits or may
conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan.

Alts 1 through 6 - z

No further feasible mitigation
has been identified

11.7C The IRWP plus cumulative projects may
cause the City to exceed its goals for reducing
eCO2 emissions.

Alts 1 and 3 through 6 z

No further feasible mitigation
has been identified
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Page 4.11-77, Table 4.11-27 is revised as follows:

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.11-27
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Air Quality
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Indoor Water Conservation

+

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

--

z


-

-

-

-

-

-

--

Pipelines

-

Storage

--

--

--

--

z


z


z


z


z


z


z


--

Created Wetlands

z


Pump Stations and Tanks

--

--

z

z

--

--

--

--

z


z


z


z


z


--

Geysers Steamfield

z


Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--





--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

-

--

Indirect Discharge

-

z

--

Advanced Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

==

Cumulative Impacts

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

==

----

Notes: Level of Significance Codes

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed

==

No impact

~

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation

--

Not Applicable (Alternative does not include this Component)

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation
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CHAPTER 4.12 NOISE
Page 4.12-101, Table 4.12-41 is revised as follows: Summary of Impacts by Alternative

Table 4.12-41
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Noise
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

z

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

z

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

z

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Storage

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Created Wetlands

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Pump Stations and Tanks

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

--

Advanced Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

z

Cumulative Impacts

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

==

Notes: Level of Significance Codes
Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed

==

No impact

~

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation

--

Not Applicable (Alternative does not include this Component)

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

|
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CHAPTER 4.13 CULTURAL RESOURCES AND PALEONTOLOGY
Page 4.13-65, Table 4.13-28 is revised as follows: Summary of Impacts by Alternative

Table 4.13-28
Summary of Impacts by Alternative – Cultural Resources and Paleontology
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Expansion

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

z

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

z

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--

z

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Storage

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Created Wetlands

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Pump Stations and Tanks

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

--

Advanced Membrane Filtration

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

==

Cumulative Impacts

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Notes: Level of Significance Codes

|

Less than significant impact; no mitigation is needed

==

No impact

~

Significant impact before mitigation; less than significant impact after mitigation

--

Not Applicable (Alternative does not include this Component)

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation
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CHAPTER 4.14 VISUAL RESOURCES
Page 4.14-76, Table 4.14-15 revise as follows:

Table 4.14-15
Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures - Visual Resources
Impact

Level of
Significance

14.13.2. The Advanced Membrane
Treatment component may substantially
degrade the existing visual character of the
site or its surroundings, including views
from private residences, high volume
travelway, recreation use areas, or other
public use area.

Alt 6 - z

14.13.3. The Advanced Membrane
Treatment component may create a new
light source.

Alt 6 - ~



Mitigation Measure
3.3.18. Minimize Temporary and
Permanent Visual Impacts
3.4.4. Landscape Screening

3.4.3 Construction Noise Control
Measures

14.1C. Will the IRWP components plus
cumulative projects have a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas or
substantially damage scenic resources
including those designated by City or
County General Plans, or Caltrans
designated Scenic Highways?

Alts 2 through 6 - z No feasible mitigation has been
identified

14.2C. Will the IRWP components plus
cumulative projects substantially degrade
the existing visual character of the site or
its surroundings, including views from
private residences, high volume
travelways, recreation use areas or other
public use areas?

Alts 2 through 6 - z No feasible mitigation has been
identified
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Page 4.14-77, Table 4.14-16

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.14-16
Summary of Impacts by Alternative - Energy
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Expansion





















--

Indoor Water Conservation

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

~

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

~

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

--

~

~

~

--

~

~

~

~

--

Storage

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Created Wetlands

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Pump Stations and Tanks

--

--

z

~

z

z

z

z

z

z

--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

~

~

~

~

~

~

--

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

~

~

--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

z

~

~

--

Advanced Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--

z

z

z

z

z

--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

==

Cumulative Impacts

==

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

==

No impact

Notes:

Level of Significance Codes

--

Not applicable

==

z

Significant impact before and after mitigation

~ Significant impact; less than significant after mitigation



Less than significant impact; no mitigation proposed
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CHAPTER 4.15 PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES, AND RECREATION
Pages 4.15-8 and -9, the following changes are made:
Water
Santa Rosa
The water supply for Santa Rosa comes from the Russian River and is
delivered by the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) via an aqueduct
system. The City owns and operates the water distribution system within its
urban boundary, providing water service to approximately 41,000 48,000
customers. Under its current contract with the SCWA, the City is entitled to
receive water at an average rate of delivery during the peak demand month of
56.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and an annual maximum volume of 29,100
acre feet. In 1999, the SCWA determined that its water transmission system
was temporarily impaired, reducing its delivery capacity during the four
summer months. An MOU was approved in February 2001 governing water
usage during the four summer months each year through 2005. Santa Rosa's
allocation under this MOU is 34.2 mgd for average-day, peak month delivery,
increasing to 36.3 mgd in 2005. The highest Current average-day peak month
demand for water usage in the City is 30 has been 32.3 mgd, well within the
reduced allocation. Also, the City is allowed to use water in excess of the
MOU allocation of up to 50 mgd without penalty.
The City has received a memo from the SCWA dated August 11, 2003,
alerting water contractors that until the Water Supply and Transmission EIR is
recertified and the Section 7 consultation regarding threatened fish species is
complete, the "Agency does not expect to be able to seek approval from the
SWRCB for any permanent increase in the 75,000 afy limit", an increase
which may be necessary to fulfill the Agency's existing contract with the
City. The effects of this change have not been determined at this time,
because the methodology for allocating a reduced supply among the water
contractors has not been agreed upon. The City has determined, however, that
their annual allocation will likely change very little, and in any case, the City
has sufficient supply for the next 5-10 years (personal communication,
Virginia Porter, Deputy Director of Utilities, October 2003).
Rohnert Park
The water supply for Rohnert Park comes from a wellfield consisting of 42
municipal supply wells and the SCWA. Approximately 61 percent of the
City’s water supply is from the municipal wells, and the remaining 39 percent
is taken from the SCWA. Since the mid-1990’s, Rohnert Park has been using
more SCWA water and less from its wells.
Rohnert Park’s entitlement to SCWA water was 1.0 mgd in 1999, however the
City has been able to purchase additional water beyond its entitlement (in
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1998, the City used an annual average of 2.62 mgd of SCWA water). Rohnert
Park was provided the additional water from an unused allocation of another
SCWA member. In 2000, an MOU was established between the SCWA and
the other water contractors, including Rohnert Park, to establish a procedure
to optimize allocation of the available supply of SCWA water. Based on the
allocation schedule developed for Rohnert Park in the MOU, the planned
SCWA entitlement of 15.0 mgd by 2010 would fulfill future growth demands
from 2010 through 2020. In the interim, Rohnert Park will continue to rely on
its municipal wellfield as a source of water to supplement the SCWA
allocation schedule (Rohnert Park 2000).
The SCWA allocation to Rohnert Park is subject to the same uncertainties
described under Santa Rosa above.
Pages 4.15-9 and -10, the following changes are made:
Cotati
Cotati obtains water from the SCWA and three City wells. At the time of the
Water Master Plan’s preparation, it was anticipated that the City, utilizing
both the SCWA water and the city wells, had enough water to meet needs to
2020 and beyond (Cotati 1998). If the SCWA is unable to obtain additional
water rights, water supply may be curtailed. Cotati does not have the option
to drill an additional well to augment any reduction in SCWA flow.
The SCWA allocation to Cotati is subject to the same uncertainties described
under Santa Rosa above.
Petaluma
The sources of Petaluma’s water supply are 12 local wells, the SCWA, and
Lawler Reservoir and the Adobe Creek watershed. The SCWA supplies 75
percent of Petaluma’s water (Petaluma 1995). A Water System Capacity
Study prepared for the City recommends changes to the water supply sources
to both improve water quality and meet the needs of a growing population.
The changes included an additional SCWA aqueduct turnout, new storage
tanks, improvements to the Lawler supply system, and ongoing maintenance
of pumps and piping.
The SCWA allocation to Petaluma is subject to the same uncertainties
described under Santa Rosa above.
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CHAPTER 4.16 ENERGY
Page 4.16-10, Table 4.16-3 is revised as follows: Summary of Impacts by Alternative

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
Table 4.16-3
Summary of Impacts by Alternative - Energy
Component

Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt 6A

Alt 6B

Alt 6C

Alt 6D

Alt 6E

Alt 7

Laguna Plant Upgrade





















--

Indoor Water Conservation

+

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

I&I Reduction

--

+

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Urban Irrigation

--

--

==

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Agricultural Irrigation

--

--

--



--

--

--

--

--

--

--

Pipelines

--

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

==

--

Storage

--

--

















--

Created Wetlands

--

--

















--

Pump Stations & Tanks

--

--







--









--

Geysers Steamfield Expansion

--

--

--

--

+

+

+

+

+

+

--

Direct Discharge

--

--

--

--

--





--

--

--

--

Indirect Discharge

--

--

--

--

--

--

--







--

Advanced Membrane Treatment

--

--

--

--

--











--

No Project

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

+

Cumulative Impacts









+











--
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CHAPTER 5 COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVES
Page 5-2: Add two additional Combination of Alternatives figures.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-208

7,000

6,000

5,000

Volume, MG

LEGEND
Direct (D) River Discharge
Indirect (I) River Discharge
Geysers Reuse
Agricultural Reuse
Urban Reuse
Conservation

4,000

3,000

2,000

1,000

0
10

11

12

13

14

Combinations of Alternatives
Source: CH2M Hill

Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation System
Incremental Recycled Water Program

Example Combinations of Alternatives

PARSONS
Figure 5-1A

14,000

12,000

10,000

Volume, MG

LEGEND
Direct (D) River Discharge
Indirect (I) River Discharge
Geysers Reuse
Agricultural Reuse
Urban Reuse
Conservation

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

0
15
Combinations of Alternatives
Source: CH2M Hill

Note: The total for Combination of Alternatives 15 is higher than other combinations of alternatives because uses change over time.
The total volume for this combination would not exceed 6,700 MG in any water year.

Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation System
Incremental Recycled Water Program

Example Combinations of Alternatives

PARSONS
Figure 5-1B
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Page 5-3, Table 5-1 is revised as follows:

Table 5-1
Annual Recycled Water Use for Combination of Alternatives (millions of gallons)
Combination of Alternatives
Alternative
Indoor Water Conservation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

300

I&I Reduction

1,200

Urban Reuse

900

Agricultural Reuse

1,000
2,000

2,000

2,000

2,300

Geysers Expansion

6,400

2,100

Direct or Indirect River
Discharge

4,300

6,400

1,000

2,000

1,000

1,000

2,600

2,400

2,400

Direct River Discharge

6,400

Indirect River Discharge

6,400

Total

6,700

1,800
6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700

Combination of Alternatives
Alternative

10

11

12

13

14

15

300

300

300

300

300

300

I&I Reduction
Urban Reuse

1,100

1,200

500

500

500

1,200

Agricultural Reuse

2,400

5,200

800

800

800

5,200

Geysers Expansion

2,900

Indoor Water Conservation

5,100

Direct or Indirect River
Discharge
Direct River Discharge

5,100

Indirect River Discharge
Total

6,400
5,100

6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700

6,700 13,100a

a. This total is higher than other combinations of alternatives because uses change over time. The total volume for this
combination would not exceed 6,700 MG in any water year.

Page 5-5 is revised as follows:
Combination of Alternatives 2 (Indoor Water Conservation, I&I Reduction,
Urban Reuse and Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 2: I&I Reduction. Implementation of I&I Reduction would account for
1,200 MG of the annual volume of recycled water. This represents 60 percent of the
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maximum 2,000 MG reduction in wet year volume under full implementation of this
Alternative.
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 900 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 38 percent of the
maximum use of 2,365 MG annually under full implementation of this Alternative.

x

Alternatives 6B through 6E: Discharge. Implementation of either Russian River
Direct Discharge or Indirect Discharge would account for approximately 4,300 MG
of the annual volume of recycled water. This represents 64 percent of the maximum
discharge of 6,700 MG under full implementation of this Alternative.

Page 5-12 is revised as follows:
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations and with operation
of the Advanced Membrane Treatment facility, if it is required. Combined energy
use for Urban Reuse and Direct Discharge could be as high as 423.4 million kilowatt
hours (kWh) for pumping and up to 85127 million kWh for treatment. The Laguna
Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. Because energy providers
could provide power this impact is considered less than significant.
Combination of Alternatives 3 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse and Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 2,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 85 percent of
the maximum use of 2,365 MG annually under full implementation of this
Alternative.

Page 5-13 is revised as follows:
x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 2,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 31 percent
of the maximum use of 6,400 MG annually under full implementation of this
Alternative.

x

Alternatives 6B through 6E: Discharge. Implementation of either Direct or
Indirect Discharge would account for approximately 2,400 MG of the annual volume
of recycled water. This represents approximately 38 percent of the maximum
discharge of 6,700 MG under full implementation of this Alternative.
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Page 5-19 is revised as follows:
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations and with operation
of the Advanced Membrane Treatment facility, if it is required. Combined energy
use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Direct Discharge could be as high as
830 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping and up to 48127 million kWh for
treatment. The Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh.
Because energy providers could provide power this impact is considered less than
significant
Pages 5-20 through 5-41 are revised as follows:
Combination of Alternatives 4 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban
Reuse, Agricultural Reuse and Geysers Steamfield Expansion)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to
Indoor Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 2,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 85
percent of the maximum use of 2,365 MG annually under full implementation
of this Alternative.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse
would use approximately 2,300 MG of recycled water annually. This
represents 36 percent of the maximum use of 6,400 MG annually under full
implementation of this Alternative.

x

Alternative 5: Geysers Expansion. Implementation of Geysers Steamfield
Expansion would account for approximately 2,100 MG of the annual volume
of recycled water, or approximately 17 mgd. This represents approximately
31 percent of the maximum usage of 6,700 MG under full implementation of
this Alternative.

The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with
the Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional
reduction or increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade
would be required. There would be no reduction in the size of this
component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be
determined at this time and therefore this component is considered to be fully
implemented.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-213

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM CHECK FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
available for this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the
Agricultural Irrigation component under this Combination would be 36
percent of the total required for the full alternative, or 12,600 acres (including
both the East of Rohnert Park and North County areas)

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component
would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this
time, and therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required would be reduced proportionally to
the reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and
Discharge. Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be 85 percent of the
volume required for full implementation of Alternative 3, or approximately
1530 MG; storage required for agricultural irrigation would be 36 percent of
the volume required for full implementation of Alternative 4, or
approximately 900 MG; no storage would be required for the Geysers
Steamfield Expansion at the volume of 2,100 MG under this Combination of
Alternatives. and storage required for the Geysers Steamfield Expansion
would be 31 percent of the full volume, or approximately 590 MG. The
combined storage requirement of 3,020 2,430 MG is about 15 percent greater
less than for Alternative 4, which has the largest storage requirement of the
alternatives making up this combination, but greater than for Alternatives 3 or
5.

x

Created Wetlands - This is an optional component and would not necessarily
be reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks - The Llano Pump Station expansion would be
required for urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation and discharge, and the
West College Pump Station, and booster pump stations would be required for
urban irrigation. Urban storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but
the potential volume to be stored would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in volume of recycled water available for urban reuse, resulting in a
need for 6 rather than 7 tanks. Although the volume of recycled water being
conveyed for agricultural irrigation and Geysers recharge would be less than
for full implementation of the respective alternative (Alternatives 4 and 5), the
combined volume would still require both Valley Pump Stations if the
Geysers pipeline capacity is expanded beyond 40 mgd, along with 4 surge
tanks. However, because the total volume of water conveyed to the Geysers
would not exceed 20 mgd, expansion of the three pump stations on the
Mountain Section of the pipeline would not be required. Pump stations at the
storage facilities would also be required; the number of storage facilities
would not be likely to be increased above be one less than the number
required for the Agricultural Reuse Alternative, and therefore, the number of
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these pump stations at these facilities would be one less than for Alternative 4.
not change from the maximum evaluated in the IRWP Alternatives.
Geysers Steamfield Expansion - Although potentially a reduction in the size
of this component would be possible, as the volume of recycled water for
Geysers recharge would be reduced, the extent of any reduction cannot be
determined at this time and therefore this component is considered to be fully
implemented.

x

Table 5-4 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of
Alternatives 4, in comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-4
Combination of Alternatives 4
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

12,600

5

28

75

4,233

0

21

162

90

151
122

453
365

208
182

1520
1,330

960
840

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

18.2
16.9

9.8
9.1

210
195

994
923

672
624

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

0

0

45

213

144

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage Tanks

7.8

5.4

60

294

196

35.5

37

27

189

120

Component

Pipelines
Storage
Created Wetlands
Pump Stations and Tanks

Geysers Valley Section Pump
Stations
Geysers Mountain Section
Pump Stations

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-215

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM CHECK FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Table 5-4
Combination of Alternatives 4
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Total

4,489
4,460

13,144
13,056

752
711

4,317
4,056

2,875
2,686

Increase above
Individual Alternatives

1,006
976

65
(11,923)

242
206

1,208
975

810
546

Component

Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-4, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives, while the Storage
component and the booster pump stations would exceed the temporary and permanent area of
disturbance that was evaluated for this component these components under the Program
Alternatives. The total area of construction disturbance for the Combination would
substantially exceed any of the individual alternatives due primarily to the Pipelines
component,; however and the permanent area of disturbance would be slightly greater
substantially less than for Alternative 4, which has the greatest area of disturbance for any of
the alternatives that make up this Combination.
Table 5-4 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and construction
traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 4 in comparison with
the individual Program alternatives. The maximum construction equipment usage and
construction traffic trips for booster pump stations would exceed the maximum level
evaluated in the Program Alternatives; none of the other components under Combination of
Alternatives 4 would exceed the maximum pieces of equipment, hours of usage or trips
evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total amount of equipment, hours of usage,
and trips for the Combination, however, would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are
shown in bold.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 4
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks, and
agricultural irrigation include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an
established community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and
incompatible land uses. Increased acreage of storage would increase the potential
locations at which impacts would occur, but would not result in new significant
impacts. There would be no significant land use impacts associated with pipelines, so
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the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a significant
impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a The total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for
agricultural irrigation) (up to 65 acres) would be less than for Alternative 4, but
greater than any of the other individual alternatives, potential loss of agricultural land
would be greater for Combination of Alternatives 4. This impact has already been
determined to be significant. Potential impacts associated with agricultural irrigation
would be the same as those identified for Alternative 4, but would apply to a smaller
acreage of irrigation lands. There would be no new significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Geologic impacts of Geysers
Expansion would be less than with Alternative 5 because there would be less
injection of recycled water. Increases in induced seismicity would be less than
Alternative 5, because less water would be sent to the Geysers, but still significant,
even with mitigation. Increases in induced earthquakes of MMI V or greater would
be approximately 38 percent at Cobb and 32 percent at Anderson Springs compared
to a baseline prior to injection of the 11 mgd from the Geysers Recharge Project.
There would be no new significant impacts.
Hydrology
None of the project components would cause significant streambed erosion, and
combinations of components are not expected to cause this impact to become
significant because Alternative 6 evaluated maximum discharge volume. The IRWP
includes mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with
creation of runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of
components are not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
slightly larger than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be
somewhat greater. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those
pipelines carrying brine, and there would be no brine disposal associated with this
combination of alternatives. There would be no new significant impacts.
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Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be recycled, and are site specific to the reuse area.
Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each component, so
combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to receiving waters.
There would be no discharge impacts because this combination of alternatives does
not include discharge. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would
be a larger total volume of storage with this combination. Significant impacts
associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and there
would be no brine disposal associated with this combination of alternatives. There
would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 4 could result in exposure of the public to recycled water
both through urban and agricultural irrigation. However, the evaluation of impacts to
public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures and
cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells that
could be affected by discharge or storage would fully address potential impacts.
Potential exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and
combinations of components would not exacerbate this impact. All use of hazardous
materials must conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would be expected from
combining alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and size
of dams, and Combination of Alternatives 4 would require more storage than
Alternative 4. Impacts of constructing the Agricultural Irrigation component in areas
of high wildfire risk can be fully mitigated by the construction management
component. The Mosquito Prevention Program will fully mitigate potential impacts
associated with exposure to disease vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane
Treatment component has the potential to create a safety hazard near an airport or
airstrip, and this component is not included. Thus there are no significant new
impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Under Combination of Alternatives 4, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area proposed for agricultural irrigation. Increases in acreage of temporary
disturbance (up to 1,006 acres) and permanent (up to 65 acres) impacts associated
with combining alternatives would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts
can be mitigated to less than significant through the program of mitigation measures
recommended for the IRWP. There are no new significant impacts.
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Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Under Combination of Alternatives 4, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area proposed for agricultural irrigation. Increases in acreage of temporary
disturbance (up to 1,006 acres) and permanent (up to 65 acres) impacts associated
with combining alternatives would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts
can be mitigated to less than significant through the program of mitigation measures
recommended for the IRWP. There are no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be greater than for any individual Alternative by up
to 810 546 trips per day. However, this impact has already been determined to be
significant. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures during construction
would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would not be exacerbated as
a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational traffic impacts would only
be associated with agricultural irrigation, and would not be exacerbated by combining
alternatives. There are no new significant impacts.
Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase due to 242 206 more pieces of
equipment and 1,208 975 more hours per day of equipment running. These can be
mitigated by implementation of control measures, which would apply to all
combinations of components. Operational emissions are primarily associated with
the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities. Even with the
reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions are likely to exceed
significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant
upgrade, storage facilities, and pump stations and tanks would all contribute to an
increase in eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to
be significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations
and the Geysers Steamfield would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are
no new significant impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has been determined to
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be significant for individual Program alternatives, and the impact would be mitigated
to the extent feasible. There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage,
pump stations and tanks each of these would affect a specific area and visual
resource. Impacts are thus expected to be site-specific. Light and glare impacts
would also be site-specific and would be fully mitigated. There are no new
significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations. Combined
energy use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Geysers Steamfield
Expansion could be as high as 59190 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping. The
Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. However, the
steamfield expansion would generate energy that would offset this energy use.
Combination of Alternatives 5 (Indoor Water Conservation and Russian River
Direct Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative,
which would account for 300 MG of the total recycled water volume and the Russian River
Direct Discharge option (Alternative 6B) of the Discharge Alternative, which would
accommodate 6,400 MG. Because the evaluation of the Discharge Alternative in this EIR
has identified all of the potential impacts, no additional impacts would occur from
implementation of this combination of alternatives.
Combination of Alternatives 6 (Indoor Water Conservation and Geysers
Expansion)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative,
which would account for 300 MG of the total recycled water volume and the Geysers
Expansion Alternative (Alternative 5), which would accommodate 6,400 MG. Because the
evaluation of the Geysers Expansion Alternative in this EIR has identified all of the potential
impacts, no additional impacts would occur from implementation of this combination of
alternatives.
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Combination of Alternatives 7 (Indoor Water Conservation and Agricultural
Reuse)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the Indoor Water Conservation Alternative,
which would account for 300 MG of the total recycled water volume and the Agricultural
Reuse Alternative (Alternative 4), which would accommodate 6,000 MG. Because the
evaluation of the Agricultural Reuse Alternative in this EIR has identified all of the potential
impacts, no additional impacts would occur from implementation of this combination of
alternatives.
Combination of Alternatives 8 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse, Geysers Steamfield Expansion and Indirect
Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 1,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 42 percent of
the maximum use of 2,365 MG annually under full implementation of this
Alternative.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 1,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 16 percent
of the maximum use of 6,400 MG annually under full implementation of this
Alternative.

x

Alternative 5: Geysers Expansion. Implementation of Geysers Steamfield
Expansion would account for approximately 2,600 MG of the annual volume of
recycled water, or approximately 18 mgd. This represents approximately 39 percent
of the maximum usage of 6,700 MG under full implementation of this Alternative.

x

Alternatives 6C through 6E: Discharge. Implementation of one or more of the
Indirect Discharge options under the Discharge Alternative would account for
approximately 1,800 MG of the annual volume of recycled water. This represents
approximately 27 percent of the maximum discharge of 6,700 MG under full
implementation of this Alternative.

For this Combination of Alternatives, there would be three options related to the Discharge
Alternative: Indirect Discharge via Percolation Pond; Indirect Discharge via Infiltration
Basin; and Indirect Discharge via Injection Well Field. The components that are common to
all of the options are identified below, along with the Program Alternatives with which they
are associated, and the proportional reduction or increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in the gray water systems would
be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.
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x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be 16 percent of the total required for the
full alternative, or 5,600 acres (including both the East of Rohnert Park and North
County areas).

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and Discharge.
Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be 42 percent of the volume required for
full implementation of Alternative 3, or approximately 755 MG; storage required for
agricultural irrigation would be 16 percent of the volume required for full
implementation of Alternative 4, or approximately 465 MG; no storage would be
required for the Geysers Steamfield Expansion at the volume of 2,100 MG under this
Combination of Alternatives; storage required for the Geysers Expansion would be 39
percent of the full volume, or approximately 740 MG; and storage required for
Discharge (Alternatives 6C, 6D and 6E) would be 27 percent of the full volume, or
approximately 430 MG. The combined storage requirement of 1,650 2,390 MG is
less than the requirement for Alternatives 4 or 5, but slightly greater than for
Alternative 6 the other alternatives making up this combination.

x

Created Wetlands – This is an optional component and would not necessarily be
reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and therefore this
component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks – Under Combination of Alternatives 8, the Llano Pump
Station expansion would be required for urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation,
Geysers steamfield expansion and discharge, while the West College Pump Station,
and booster pump stations would be required for urban irrigation. Urban storage
tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the potential volume to be stored would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in volume of recycled water available for
urban reuse, resulting in a need for 3 rather than 7 tanks. The reduced discharge
volumes for agricultural irrigation, Geysers recharge and discharge, when combined,
would still require both Valley Pump Stations along with 4 surge tanks and expansion
of the three pump stations on the Mountain Section of the pipeline to carry brine from
the Advanced Membrane Treatment plant to the Geysers Steamfield along with the
recycled water for Geysers recharge. Pump stations at the storage facilities would
also be required; the number of storage facilities would be able to be reduced to 6 5
from the 8 that would be required for the Agricultural Reuse Alternative, which has
the maximum number of pump stations of any of the Alternatives making up this
Combination.

x

Geysers Steamfield Expansion – Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at
this time, and therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.
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The following components would be specific to one of the three options for this Combination
of Alternatives.
x

Indirect Discharge - Percolation Pond - The volume required for a percolation pond
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
discharged. The size required would be 27 percent of the size to accommodate the
full volume, or approximately 345 acres.

x

Indirect Discharge - Infiltration Basin - The volume required for an infiltration basin
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
discharged. The size required would be 27 percent of the size to accommodate the
full volume, or approximately 278 acres.

x

Indirect Discharge - Injection Well Field - The volume required for an injection well
field would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
discharged. The number of wells required would be 27 percent of the number to
accommodate the full volume, or approximately 26 wells.

Table 5-5 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 8, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-5
Combination of Alternatives 8
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of
Pieces of
Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

5,600

5

28

75

4,623

0

21

162

90

120
83

359
248

156
130

1140
950

720
600

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

15.6
14.3

8.4
7.7

180
165

852
781

576
528

Geysers Valley Section Pump
Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

0

0

45

213

144

Component

Pipelines
Storage
Created Wetlands
Pump Stations and Tanks

Geysers Mountain Section
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Table 5-5
Combination of Alternatives 8
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of
Pieces of
Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage Tanks

7.8

5.4

30

147

84

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

35.5

37

27

189

120

Indirect Discharge
(Percolation Pond)

32.4

346

78

570

360

5

10

25

144

100

Total

4,884
4,845

6,405
6,293

743
699

4,362
4,082

2,887
2,668

Increase/(Decrease)
above Individual
Alternative

1,400
1,361

326
(18,686)

71
27

69
(211)

125
(94)

Component
Pump Stations

Advanced Membrane
Treatment

Note: The values shown in this table for the Indirect Discharge component are for the Percolation Pond option (Alternative
6C). The other options, Infiltration Basin (Alternative 6D) and Injection Well Field (Alternative 6E) would have lesser
areas of temporary and permanent disturbance, and therefore Combination of Alternatives 8 with the Infiltration Basin or
Injection Well Field options would not exceed the values shown in this table.
Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-5, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives, while the booster
pump stations would slightly exceed the permanent area of disturbance that was evaluated for
these facilities under the Program Alternatives. The total area of construction disturbance for
the Combination would substantially exceed any of the individual alternatives, due primarily
to the Pipelines component. The total area of permanent disturbance would be up to 75
percent greater less than for Alternative 4, and substantially but greater than for the other
individual Alternatives.
Table 5-5 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and the changes in
construction traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 8 in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives. The maximum construction equipment
usage for booster pump stations would exceed the maximum level evaluated in the Program
Alternatives; none None of the other individual components under Combination of
Alternatives 8 would exceed the maximum pieces of equipment or hours of usage evaluated
under the Program Alternatives. The maximum pieces of equipment for Combination of
Alternatives 8 would exceed any of the individual alternatives that make up the combination.
The total amount of equipment and hours of usage for the Combination, however, would be
less than for Alternative 6C, but would exceed any of the other individual alternatives.
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The maximum number of construction trips for booster pump stations would exceed the
maximum level evaluated in the Program Alternatives by about 10 percent; none None of the
other individual components under Combination of Alternatives 4 would exceed the
maximum number of trips evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total number of
construction trips for the Combination, however, would be less than for Alternative 6C, but
would exceed any of the other individual alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 8
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks,
agricultural irrigation, indirect discharge, and Advanced Membrane Treatment
include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an established
community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and incompatible land uses.
There would be no significant land use impacts associated with pipelines, so the
additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a significant impact.
There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) (up to 326 acres) greater than any of the other individual alternatives by up
to 214 acres, potential loss of agricultural land would be greater for Combination of
Alternatives 8 3 than an individual alternative. This impact has been determined to
be significant for the individual Program alternatives. Potential impacts associated
with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those identified for Alternative 4,
but would apply to a smaller acreage of irrigation lands. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Geologic impacts of Geysers
Expansion would be less than with Alternative 5 because there would be less
injection of recycled water. Increases in induced seismicity would the same as for
Alternative 5, and would remain significant, even with mitigation. There would be no
new significant impacts.
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Hydrology
None of the project components would cause significant streambed erosion, and
combinations of components are not expected to cause this impact to become
significant because Alternative 6 evaluates the maximum discharge volume. The
project includes mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated
with creation of runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of
components are not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
slightly smaller than for other individual alternatives, so total impacts of dam seepage
would be somewhat less. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined
to those pipelines carrying brine, and this impact would be the same as for Alternative
6. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be discharged or recycled, and are site specific to the
discharge or reuse area (whether it be the Russian River, Laguna de Santa Rosa, or an
irrigation area). Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each
component, so combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to
receiving waters. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, and there would be a
smaller total volume of storage with this combination than for individual Alternatives
4 and 5. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines
carrying brine, and this impact would be the same as for Alternative 6. There would
be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 8 could result in exposure of the public to recycled water
both through urban and agricultural irrigation and discharge. However, the
evaluation of impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long
duration exposures and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant.
Mitigation for wells that could be affected by discharge or storage would fully
address potential impacts. Potential exposure to a hazardous waste site is a sitespecific hazard and combinations of components would not exacerbate this impact.
All use of hazardous materials must conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would
be expected from combining alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the
number and size of dams, and Combination of Alternatives 8 would require less
storage than either Alternative 4 or 5. Impacts of constructing Agricultural Irrigation
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and Indirect Discharge components in areas of high wildfire risk can be fully
mitigated by the construction management component. The Mosquito Prevention
Program will fully mitigate potential impacts associated with exposure to disease
vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane Treatment component has the potential to
create a safety hazard near an airport or airstrip, and this impact can be fully mitigated
by appropriate siting. Thus there are no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Under Combination of Alternatives 8, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area proposed for agricultural irrigation. Increases in acreage of temporary
disturbance (up to 1,400 1,361 acres) and permanent (up to 326 acres) impacts
associated with combining alternatives would result in greater potential impacts.
These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the program of
mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There are no new significant
impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Under Combination of Alternatives 8, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area proposed for agricultural irrigation. Increases in acreage of temporary
disturbance (up to 1,400 1,361 acres) and permanent (up to 326 acres) impacts
associated with combining alternatives would result in greater potential impacts.
These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the program of
mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There are no new significant
impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be up to 94 trips per day less than for Alternative 6C,
but would be greater than for any other individual Alternative by up to 125 trips per
day. This impact has already been determined to be significant for individual
Program alternatives. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures during
construction would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would not be
exacerbated as a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational traffic
impacts would be associated with both agricultural irrigation activities and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment Facility, and traffic impacts could be increased by
combining alternatives. This impact was already determined to be significant. There
are no new significant impacts.
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Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase due to up to 27 71 more
pieces of equipment. and 69 more hours per day that the. The equipment would be
running up to 211 hours per day less than for Alternative 6C, but more than for the
other individual alternatives. Impacts would be mitigated by implementation of
control measures, which would apply to all combinations of components.
Operational emissions are primarily associated with the Laguna Plant upgrade and
operation of agricultural facilities. With the reduction in scale of agricultural
irrigation, NOx emissions might not exceed significance thresholds established by the
BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant upgrade, storage facilities, pump stations
and tanks, injection wells, and the Advanced Membrane Treatment component would
all contribute to an increase in eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already
been determined to be significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations,
the Geysers Steamfield, Indirect Discharge, and Advanced Membrane Treatment
would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are no new significant impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has already been
determined to be significant, and the impact would be mitigated to the extent feasible.
There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage, pump
stations and tanks, percolation ponds and Advanced Membrane Treatment, each of these
would affect a specific area and visual resource. Impacts are thus expected to be sitespecific. Light and glare impacts would also be site-specific and would be fully
mitigated. There are no new significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole would
be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic fields. There
are no new significant impacts.
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Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations and with operation of
the Advanced Membrane Treatment facility, if it is required. Combined energy use for
Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Direct Discharge could be as high as 74211
million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping and up to 35127 million kWh for treatment.
The Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. However, the
steamfield expansion would generate energy that would offset this energy use.
Combination of Alternatives 9 (Indoor Water Conservation, I&I Reduction,
Urban Reuse, Agricultural Reuse, and Geysers Steamfield Expansion)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 2: I&I Reduction. Implementation of I&I Reduction would account for
1,000 MG of the annual volume of recycled water. This represents 50 percent of the
maximum 2,000 MG reduction in wet year volume under full implementation of this
Alternative.

x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 2,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 85 percent of
the maximum use of 2,365 MG annually under full implementation of this
Alternative.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 1,000 MG of recycled water annually. This represents 16 percent
of the maximum use of 6,400 MG annually under full implementation of this
Alternative.

x

Alternative 5: Geysers Expansion. Implementation of Geysers Steamfield
Expansion would account for approximately 2,400 MG of the annual volume of
recycled water, approximately 17.5 mgd. This represents approximately 36 percent
of the maximum usage of 6,700 MG under full implementation of this Alternative.

The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with the
Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or
increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

I&I Reduction - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would
be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in gray water systems would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.
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x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be 16 percent of the total required for the
full alternative, or 5,600 acres (including both the East of Rohnert Park and North
County areas).

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and Agricultural
Irrigation Discharge. Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be 85 percent of
the volume required for full implementation of Alternative 3, or approximately 1,530
MG; storage required for agricultural irrigation would be 16 percent of the volume
required for full implementation of Alternative 4, or approximately 465 MG; no
storage would be required for the Geysers Steamfield Expansion at the volume of
2,400 MG under this Combination of Alternatives. and storage required for the
Geysers Steamfield Expansion (Alternative 5) would be 36 percent of the full
volume, or approximately 685 MG. The combined storage requirement of 1,995
2,680 MG is less than the requirement for Alternative 4, but greater than the other
alternatives making up this combination.

x

Created Wetlands - This is an optional component and would not necessarily be
reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and therefore this
component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks - The Llano Pump Station expansion would be required for
urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation and discharge, and the West College Pump
Station, and booster pump stations would be required for urban irrigation. Urban
storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the potential volume to be stored
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in volume of recycled water
available for urban reuse, resulting in a need for 6 rather than 7 tanks. Although the
volume of recycled water being conveyed for agricultural irrigation and Geysers
recharge would be less than for full implementation of the respective alternative, the
combined volume would still require both Valley Pump Stations if the Geysers
pipeline capacity is expanded beyond 40 mgd, along with 4 surge tanks. However,
because the total volume of water conveyed to the Geysers would not exceed 20 mgd,
expansion of the three pump stations on the Mountain Section of the pipeline would
not be required. Pump stations at the storage facilities would also be required; the
number of storage facilities would be less than the
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number required for the Agricultural Reuse Alternative (57 instead of 8), and therefore,
the number of these pump stations would also be reduced from 8 to 57.
Geysers Steamfield Expansion - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, as the volume of recycled water for Geysers recharge
would be reduced, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Table 5-6 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 9, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-6
Combination of Alternatives 9
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of
Pieces of
Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

15

3

25

144

100

3,191

0

42

284

196

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

5,600

5

28

75

4,233

0

21

162

90

134
100

402
300

182
130

1330
950

840
600

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

16.9
14.3

9.1
7.7

195
165

923
781

624
528

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

0

0

45

213

144

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage Tanks

7.8

5.4

60

294

168

35.5

37

27

189

120

Total

7,662
7,626

6,093
5,989

753
668

4,340
3,799

2,875
2,488

Increase/(Decrease)
above Individual
Alternatives

4,179
4,141

14
(18.511)

124
34

1,350
781

810
348

Component
Laguna Plant Upgrade
I&I Reduction

Pipelines
Storage
Created Wetlands
Pump Stations and Tanks

Geysers Valley Section Pump
Stations
Geysers Mountain Section
Pump Stations

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.
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As shown in Table 5-6, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives, while the booster
pump stations would slightly exceed the permanent area of disturbance that was evaluated for
these facilities under the Program Alternatives. The total area of construction disturbance for
the Combination would substantially exceed any of the individual alternatives due primarily
to the Pipelines and I&I Reduction components, and the permanent area of disturbance would
be slightly greater substantially less than for Alternative 4, which has the greatest area of
disturbance for any of the alternatives that make up this Combination.
Table 5-6 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and changes in
construction traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 9 in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 9
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks, and
agricultural irrigation include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an
established community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and
incompatible land uses. There would be no significant land use impacts associated
with pipelines, so the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a
significant impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a The total area of permanent disturbance (up to 14 acres) would be less than for
Alternative 4, but greater than any of the other individual alternatives, potential loss
of agricultural land would be greater for Combination of Alternatives 4. This impact
has already been determined to be significant. Potential impacts associated with
agricultural irrigation would be the same as those identified for Alternative 4, but
would apply to a smaller acreage of irrigation lands. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Geologic impacts of Geysers
Expansion would be less than with Alternative 5 because there would be less
injection of recycled water. Increases in induced seismicity would be less than
Alternative 5, but still significant, even with mitigation. The frequency increase for
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MMI V (Moderate to Low Intensity) earthquakes would be approximately 40 percent
at Cobb and 34 percent at Anderson Springs above a baseline prior to injection of 11
mgd for the Geysers Recharge Project. There would be no new significant impacts.
Hydrology
None of the project components would cause significant streambed erosion, and
combinations of components are not expected to cause this impact to become
significant because Alternative 6 evaluated the maximum discharge volume. The
project includes mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated
with creation of runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of
components are not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
slightly smaller than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be
somewhat less. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those
pipelines carrying brine, and there would be no brine disposal associated with this
combination of alternatives. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be recycled, and are site specific to the reuse area.
Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each component, so
combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to receiving waters.
There would be no discharge impacts because this combination of alternatives does
not include discharge. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would
be a larger total volume of storage with this combination. Significant impacts
associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and there
would be no brine disposal associated with this combination of alternatives. There
would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 9 could result in exposure of the public to recycled water
both through urban and agricultural irrigation. However, the evaluation of impacts to
public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures and
cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells that
could be affected by storage would fully address potential impacts. Potential
exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and combinations of
components would not exacerbate this impact. All use of hazardous materials must
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conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would be expected from combining
alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and size of dams,
and Combination of Alternatives 9 would require less storage than Alternative 4.
Impacts of constructing components in areas of high wildfire risk can be fully
mitigated by the construction management component. The Mosquito Prevention
Program will fully mitigate potential impacts associated with exposure to disease
vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane Treatment component has the potential to
create a safety hazard near an airport or airstrip, and this component is not included.
Thus there are no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Under Combination of Alternatives 9, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area proposed for agricultural irrigation. Increases in acreage of temporary
disturbance (up to 4,179 4,141 acres) and permanent (up to 14 acres) impacts
associated with combining alternatives would result in greater potential impacts.
These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the program of
mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There are no new significant
impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Under Combination of Alternatives 9, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area proposed for agricultural irrigation. Increases in acreage of temporary (up to
4,179 4,141 acres) and permanent (up to 14 acres) impacts associated with combining
alternatives would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated
to less than significant through the program of mitigation measures recommended for
the IRWP. There are no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be greater than for any individual Alternative by up
to 810 348 trips per day. However, this impact has already been determined to be
significant. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures during construction
would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would not be exacerbated as
a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational traffic impacts would only
be associated with agricultural irrigation, and would not be exacerbated by combining
alternatives. There are no new significant impacts.
Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase due to 124 34 more pieces of
equipment running 1,350 781 more hours per day. Impacts would be mitigated by

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-234

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM CHECK FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

implementation of control measures, which would apply to all combinations of
components. Operational emissions are primarily associated with the Laguna Plant
upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities. Even with the reduction in scale of
agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions might exceed significance thresholds
established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant upgrade, storage
facilities, and pump stations and tanks would all contribute to an increase in eCO2
emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to be significant.
There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly,
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations
and the Geysers Steamfield would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are
no new significant impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has been determined to
be significant for individual Program alternatives, and the impact would be mitigated
to the extent feasible. There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage,
pump stations and tanks each of these would affect a specific area and visual
resource. Impacts are thus expected to be site-specific. Light and glare impacts
would also be site-specific and would be fully mitigated. There are no new
significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations. Combined
energy use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Geysers Steamfield
Expansion could be as high as 63191 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping. The
Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. However, the
steamfield expansion would generate energy that would offset this energy use.
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Page 5-42, Add Combination of Alternatives 10-15:
Combination of Alternatives 10 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse and Geysers Steamfield Expansion)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 1,100 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 2,400 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 5: Geysers Expansion. Implementation of Geysers Steamfield
Expansion would account for approximately 2,900 MG of the annual volume of
recycled water.

The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with the
Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or
increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component
would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be 13,125 acres (including both the East of
Rohnert Park and North County areas)

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation; Agricultural
Irrigation and Expanded Geysers Recharge. Storage required for Urban Irrigation
would be approximately 840 MG; storage required for agricultural irrigation would
be approximately 1,090 MG; no additional storage would be required for the Geysers
Steamfield Expansion at the volume of 2,900 MG under this Combination of
Alternatives. The combined storage requirement of 1,930 MG is about 35 percent
less than for Alternative 4 and about the same as for Alternative 5.
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x

Created Wetlands - This is an optional component and would not necessarily be
reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and therefore this
component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks - The Llano Pump Station expansion would be required for
urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation and discharge, and the West College Pump
Station, and booster pump stations would be required for urban irrigation. Urban
storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the potential volume to be stored
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in volume of recycled water
available for urban reuse, resulting in a need for 3 rather than 7 tanks. Although the
volume of recycled water to be conveyed for agricultural irrigation and Geysers
recharge would be less than for full implementation of the respective alternatives
(Alternatives 4 and 5), the combined volume would still require both Valley Pump
Stations if the Geysers pipeline capacity is expanded beyond 40 mgd, along with 4
surge tanks. However, because the total volume of water conveyed to the Geysers
would not exceed 20 mgd, expansion of the three pump stations on the Mountain
Section of the pipeline would not be required. Pump stations at the storage facilities
would also be required; the number of storage facilities would be three less than the
Agricultural Reuse Alternative, which has the greatest number of storage facilities of
any of the alternatives.

x

Geysers Steamfield Expansion - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, as the volume of recycled water for Geysers recharge
would be reduced, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

Table 5-7 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 10, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-7
Combination of Alternatives 10
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

13,125

5

28

75

4,233

0

21

162

90

Storage

97

290

130

950

600

Created Wetlands

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

11.7

6.3

135

639

432

Component

Pipelines

Pump Stations and Tanks
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Table 5-7
Combination of Alternatives 10
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Geysers Valley Section
Pump Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage
Tanks

3.9

2.7

30

147

84

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

35.5

37

27

189

120

Total

4,425

13,500

524

3,032

2,019

Increase/(Decrease)
from Individual
Alternatives

941

(11,479)

11

(105)

(121)

Component

Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-7, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total area of
construction disturbance for the Combination would also substantially exceed any of the
individual alternatives due to the Pipelines component, while the permanent area of
disturbance would be much less than for Alternative 4, which has the greatest area of
disturbance for any of the alternatives that make up this Combination.
Table 5-7 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and construction
traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 10 in comparison
with the individual Program alternatives. None of the components under Combination of
Alternatives 10 would exceed the maximum pieces of equipment, hours of usage or trips
evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total amount of equipment, hours of usage,
and trips for the Combination, however, would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are
shown in bold.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 10
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks, and
agricultural irrigation include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an
established community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and
incompatible land uses. Decreased acreage of storage would decrease the potential
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locations at which impacts would occur, and therefore would decrease the number of
locations at which significant impacts would occur as well as the total area affected
by those impacts. There would be no significant land use impacts associated with
pipelines, so the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a
significant impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) greater by 9 acres than any of the other individual alternatives, potential
loss of agricultural land would be greater for Combination of Alternatives 10. This
impact has already been determined to be significant. Potential impacts associated
with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those identified for Alternative 4,
but would apply to a much smaller acreage of irrigation lands. There would be no
new significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Geologic impacts of Geysers
Expansion would be less than with Alternative 5 because there would be less
injection of recycled water. Increases in induced seismicity would be less than
Alternative 5, because less water would be sent to the Geysers, but still significant,
even with mitigation. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Hydrology
Streambank erosion impacts are related to the amount of runoff from areas of
construction and disturbance and permanent areas of disturbance and ground
coverage, as well as to the potential for rupture of pipelines and resulting discharge of
recycled water. Significant impacts related to runoff and pipeline rupture were
identified for the Program Alternatives. Under this combination of alternatives, the
amount of construction disturbance could increase by up to 941 acres, primarily due
to the potentially greater length of pipelines, and the potential for pipeline rupture
could also be greater due to the greater length. However, a decrease in permanent
area of disturbance of up to 11,000 acres could result from the decrease in new
agricultural acreage with less water available for irrigation. The IRWP includes
mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with creation of
runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of components are
not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant
impacts.
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Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
less than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be less. Significant
impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and
there would be no brine disposal associated with this combination of alternatives.
There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be recycled, and are site specific to the reuse area.
Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each component, so
combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to receiving waters.
There would be no discharge impacts because this combination of alternatives does
not include discharge. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would
be a smaller total volume of storage with this combination. Significant impacts
associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and there
would be no brine disposal associated with this combination of alternatives. There
would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 10 could result in exposure of the public to recycled
water both through urban and agricultural irrigation. However, the evaluation of
impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures
and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells
that could be affected by discharge or storage would fully address potential impacts.
Potential exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and
combinations of components would not exacerbate this impact. All use of hazardous
materials must conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would be expected from
combining alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and size
of dams, and Combination of Alternatives 10 would require less storage than
Alternative 4. Impacts of constructing the Agricultural Irrigation component in areas
of high wildfire risk can be fully mitigated by the construction management
component. The Mosquito Prevention Program will fully mitigate potential impacts
associated with exposure to disease vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane
Treatment component has the potential to create a safety hazard near an airport or
airstrip, and this component is not included. Thus there are no significant new
impacts.
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Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Under Combination of Alternatives 10, the
total area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the
smaller area required for agricultural irrigation. An increase in acreage of temporary
impacts (up to 941 acres) associated with combining alternatives would result in
greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant
through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There are
no new significant impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Under Combination of Alternatives 10, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the smaller
area required for agricultural irrigation. An increase in acreage of temporary impacts
(up to 941 acres) associated with combining alternatives would result in greater
potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the
program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There are no new
significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be less than for Alternative 4 by up to 121 trips per
day, but would still be greater than for the other Alternatives. However, this impact
has already been determined to be significant. Delays and access restrictions due to
lane closures during construction would be specific to the particular pipeline segment,
and would not be exacerbated as a result of combining alternatives. Significant
operational traffic impacts would only be associated with agricultural irrigation, and
would not be exacerbated by combining alternatives. There are no new significant
impacts.
Air Quality
In comparison to Alternative 4, which had the highest usage of construction
equipment, 11 more pieces of equipment would be required, but there would be 105
less hours per day of equipment running; Combination of Alternatives 10 would have
more pieces of equipment and hours of equipment running than the other Alternatives
making up this combination. These can be mitigated by implementation of control
measures, which would apply to all combinations of components. Operational
emissions are primarily associated with the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of
agricultural facilities. Even with the reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx
emissions are likely to exceed significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD.
Operation of the Laguna Plant upgrade, storage facilities, and pump stations and tanks
would all contribute to an increase in eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have
already been determined to be significant. There are no new significant impacts.
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Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations
and the Geysers Steamfield would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are
no new significant impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has been determined to
be significant for individual Program alternatives, and the impact would be mitigated
to the extent feasible. There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage
facilities, pump stations and tanks, and the Geysers steamfield expansion, each of
these would affect a specific area and visual resource. Impacts are thus expected to
be site-specific. Light and glare impacts would also be site-specific and would be
fully mitigated. There are no new significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations. Combined
energy use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Geysers Steamfield
Expansion could be as high as 79 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping. The
Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. However, the
steamfield expansion would generate energy that would offset this energy use.
Combination of Alternatives 11 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse, and
Agricultural Reuse)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 1,200 MG of recycled water annually.
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x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 5,200 MG of recycled water annually.

The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with the
Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or
increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component
would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be 28,350 acres (including both the East of
Rohnert Park and North County areas).

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and Discharge.
Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be approximately 840 MG; and storage
required for agricultural irrigation would be approximately 2,350 MG. The combined
storage requirement of 3,190 MG is about 10 percent greater than the requirement for
Alternative 4, which has the largest storage requirement of the alternatives making up
this combination.

x

Created Wetlands – This is an optional component and would not necessarily be
reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and therefore this
component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks – Under Combination of Alternatives 11, the Llano Pump
Station expansion would be required for urban irrigation and agricultural irrigation,
while the West College Pump Station and booster pump stations would be required
for urban irrigation. Urban storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the
potential volume to be stored would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in
volume of recycled water available for urban reuse, resulting in a need for 3 rather
than 7 tanks. The reduced discharge volumes for agricultural irrigation would still
require both Valley Pump Stations along with 4 surge tanks. However, expansion of
the three pump stations on the Mountain Section of the Geysers pipeline would not be
required. The number of storage facilities would be 8, which is the same as that for
the Agricultural Reuse Alternative, which has the maximum number of storage
facilities of any of the Alternatives making up this Combination.
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Table 5-8 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 11, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-8
Combination of Alternatives 11
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

24,500

10

56

150

Pipelines

3,774

0

21

162

90

Storage

159

478

208

1,520

960

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

18.2

9.8

210

944

672

Geysers Valley Section
Pump Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage
Tanks

3.9

2.7

30

147

84

Total

3,999

25,030

655

3,796

2,574

Increase above
Individual Alternative

515

51

140

659

434

Component

Created Wetlands
Pump Stations and Tanks

Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-8, the Pipelines, Storage and Pump Station components would exceed
the maximum area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives.
The total area of construction disturbance for the Combination would also exceed any of the
individual alternatives, due primarily to the Pipelines component. The total area of
permanent disturbance would be slightly greater (less than 1 percent) than for Alternative 4,
and substantially greater than the other individual Alternatives.
Table 5-8 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and the changes in
construction traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 11 in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives. The maximum construction equipment
usage for booster pump stations would exceed the maximum level evaluated in the Program
Alternatives; none of the other components under Combination of Alternatives 11 would
exceed the maximum pieces of equipment or hours of usage evaluated under the Program
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Alternatives. The total amount of equipment and hours of usage for the Combination,
however, would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
The maximum number of construction trips for booster pump stations would exceed the
maximum level evaluated in the Program Alternatives; none of the other components under
Combination of Alternatives 11 would exceed the maximum number of trips evaluated under
the Program Alternatives. The total number of construction trips for the Combination,
however, would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 11
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks, and
agricultural irrigation include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an
established community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and
incompatible land uses. Increased acreage of storage would increase the potential
locations at which impacts could occur, but would not result in new significant
impacts. There would be no significant land use impacts associated with pipelines, so
the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a significant
impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) greater by 51 acres than any of the other individual alternatives, potential
loss of agricultural land would be greater for Combination of Alternatives 11. This
impact has been determined to be significant for the individual Program alternatives.
Potential impacts associated with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those
identified for Alternative 4. There would be no new significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Surface Water Hydrology
Streambank erosion impacts are related to the amount of runoff from areas of
construction and disturbance and permanent areas of disturbance and ground
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coverage, as well as to the potential for rupture of pipelines and resulting discharge of
recycled water. Significant impacts related to runoff and pipeline rupture were
identified for the Program Alternatives. Under this combination of alternatives, the
amount of construction disturbance could increase by up to 515 acres, primarily due
to the potentially greater length of pipelines, and the potential for pipeline rupture
could also be greater due to the greater length. The area of permanent disturbance
could also increase slightly above that evaluated in the Program Alternatives.
However, these impacts were already identified as significant. The IRWP includes
mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with creation of
runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of components are
not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant
impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
larger than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be somewhat
greater. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines
carrying brine, and this combination does not include pipelines that would carry
brine. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be recycled, and are site specific to the reuse area.
Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each component, so
combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to receiving waters.
Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would be a larger total volume
of storage with this combination. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are
confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and this combination does not include
pipelines that would carry brine. There would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 11 could result in exposure of the public to recycled
water through both urban and agricultural irrigation. However, the evaluation of
impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures
and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells
that could be affected by storage would fully address potential impacts. Potential
exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and combinations of
components would not exacerbate this impact. All use of hazardous materials must
conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would be expected from combining
alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and size of dams,
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and Combination of Alternatives 11 would require more storage than Alternative 4.
Impacts of constructing Agricultural Irrigation in areas of high wildfire risk can be
fully mitigated by the construction management component. The Mosquito
Prevention Program will fully mitigate potential impacts associated with exposure to
disease vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane Treatment component has the
potential to create a safety hazard near an airport or airstrip, and this combination
does not include that component. Thus there are no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Increases in acreage of temporary (up to 515
acres) and permanent (up to 51 acres) impacts associated with combining alternatives
would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP.
There are no new significant impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Increases in acreage of temporary (up to 515
acres) and permanent (up to 51 acres) impacts associated with combining alternatives
would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP.
There are no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be greater than for any individual Alternative by up
to 434 trips per day. This impact has already been determined to be significant for
individual Program alternatives. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures
during construction would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would
not be exacerbated as a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational
traffic impacts would be associated with both agricultural irrigation activities and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment Facility, and traffic impacts could be increased by
combining alternatives. This impact was already determined to be significant. There
are no new significant impacts.
Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase due to 140 more pieces of
equipment and 659 more hours per day that the equipment would be running.
Impacts would be mitigated by implementation of control measures, which would
apply to all combinations of components. Operational emissions are primarily
associated with the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities.
With the reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions might not exceed
significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant
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upgrade, storage facilities, pump stations and tanks, injection wells, and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment component would all contribute to an increase in
eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to be
significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade and pump
stations would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are no new significant
impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has already been
determined to be significant, and the impact would be mitigated to the extent feasible.
There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage
facilities, pump stations and tanks, each of these would affect a specific area and
visual resource. Impacts are thus expected to be site-specific. Light and glare
impacts would also be site-specific and would be fully mitigated. There are no new
significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations. Combined
energy use for Urban Reuse and Agricultural Irrigation could be as high as 5 million
kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping. The Laguna Plant Upgrade would use
approximately 11 million kWh. Because energy providers could provide power this
impact is considered less than significant.
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Combination of Alternatives 12 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse and Direct Russian River Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 500 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 800 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 6B: Direct Russian River Discharge. Implementation of Direct
Russian River Discharge would account for approximately 5,100 MG of the annual
volume of recycled water.

The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with the
Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or
increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be approximately 4,375 acres (including
locations in both the East of Rohnert Park and North County areas)

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and Agricultural
Irrigation. Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be approximately 380 MG;
storage required for agricultural irrigation would be approximately 365 MG; and
storage required for Direct Discharge would be approximately 1,215 MG. The
combined storage requirement of 1,960 MG is about 30 percent less than for
Alternative 4, which has the largest storage requirement of the alternatives making up
this combination.

x

Created Wetlands Component - This is an optional component and would not
necessarily be reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks Component - The Llano Pump Station expansion would be
required for urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation and discharge, and the West
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College Pump Station, and booster pump stations would be required for urban
irrigation. Urban storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the potential
volume to be stored would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in volume of
recycled water available for urban reuse, resulting in a need for 2 rather than 7 tanks.
The discharge volume under this combination of alternatives would require both
Valley Pump Stations as the Geysers pipeline capacity is expanded beyond 40 mgd,
along with 4 surge tanks and expansion of the three pump stations on the Mountain
Section of the pipeline to carry brine from the Advanced Membrane Treatment plant
to the Geysers Steamfield. Pump stations at the storage facilities would also be
required; the number of storage facilities would be five, which is three less than the
Agricultural Reuse Alternative, which has the greatest number of storage facilities of
any of the alternatives.
x

Geysers Steamfield Expansion – Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at
this time, and therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Direct Russian River Discharge - Although potentially a reduction in the size of the
discharge facility would be possible because of the reduction in the amount of
recycled water to be discharged, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at
this time and therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.
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Table 5-9 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 12 in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-9
Combination of Alternatives 12
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

3

# of
Pieces of
Equip
25

144

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)
100

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

4,375

2

11

30

4,164

0

21

162

90

Storage

98

294

130

950

600

Created Wetlands

4

31

26

190

120

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

14.3

7.7

165

781

528

Geysers Valley Section Pump
Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

Geysers Mountain Section
Pump Stations

4.5

2.1

45

213

144

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage Tanks

2.6

1.8

20

98

56

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

35.5

37

27

189

120

Direct Discharge

7.5

2.6

6

34

38

5

10

25

144

100

Total

4,376

4,769

617

3,499

2,324

Increase/(Decrease) from
Individual Alternative

892

(20,202)

102

362

184

Component

Pipelines

Pump Stations and Tanks
Llano Pump Station Upgrade

Advanced Membrane
Treatment

Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-9, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the individual Program alternatives. None
of the other components would exceed the permanent or temporary area of disturbance that
was evaluated for these components. The total area of construction disturbance for the
Combination would exceed any of the individual alternatives, due to the Pipelines
component. The total area of permanent disturbance would be up to 68 percent less than for
Alternative 4, but would still be greater than the other individual Alternatives.
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Table 5-9 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and traffic that
would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 12 in comparison with the
individual Program alternatives. None of the individual components under Combination of
Alternatives 12 would exceed the maximum pieces of equipment, hours of usage or vehicle
trips evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total amount of equipment, hours of
usage, and construction traffic for the Combination, however, would exceed any of the
individual alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 12
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks,
agricultural irrigation, indirect discharge, and Advanced Membrane Treatment
include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an established
community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and incompatible land uses.
Decreased acreage of agricultural irrigation would decrease the potential locations at
which impacts would occur. There would be no significant land use impacts
associated with pipelines, so the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not
result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) of 394 acres, Combination of Alternatives 12 would result in less loss of
agricultural land than Alternative 4, but more than the other alternatives. Potential
impacts associated with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those identified
for Alternative 4, but would apply to a substantially smaller acreage of irrigation
lands. There would be no new significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Induced seismicity impacts
would remain significant, even with mitigation. There would be no new significant
impacts.
Surface Water Hydrology
Streambank erosion impacts are related to the amount of runoff from areas of
construction and disturbance and permanent areas of disturbance and ground
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coverage, as well as to the potential for rupture of pipelines and resulting discharge of
recycled water. Significant impacts related to runoff and pipeline rupture were
identified for the Program Alternatives. Under this combination of alternatives, the
amount of construction disturbance could increase by up to 892 acres, primarily due
to the potentially greater length of pipelines, and the potential for pipeline rupture
could also be greater due to the greater length. However, a decrease in permanent
area of disturbance of up to 20,000 acres could result from the decrease in new
agricultural acreage with less water available for irrigation. The IRWP includes
mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with creation of
runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of components are
not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant
impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
substantially less than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be
less. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines
carrying brine, and this impact would be the same as for Alternative 6B. There would
be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be discharged or recycled, and are site specific to the
discharge or reuse area (whether the Russian River, Laguna de Santa Rosa, or an
irrigation area). Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each
component, so combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to
receiving waters. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would be a
smaller total volume of storage with this combination. Significant impacts associated
with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and this impact would
be the same as for Alternative 6. There would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 12 could result in exposure of the public to recycled
water both through urban and agricultural irrigation and discharge. The evaluation of
impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures
and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells
that could be affected by discharge or storage would fully address potential impacts.
Potential exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and
combinations of components would not exacerbate this impact. Use of hazardous
materials must conform to applicable laws, so no new impacts would be expected
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from combining alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and
size of dams, but Combination of Alternatives 12 would require less storage than
Alternative 4. Impacts of constructing the Agricultural Irrigation components in areas
of high wildfire risk can be fully mitigated by the construction management
component. The Mosquito Prevention Program will fully mitigate potential impacts
associated with exposure to disease vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane
Treatment component has the potential to create a safety hazard near an airport or
airstrip, and this impact can be fully mitigated by appropriate siting. Thus there are
no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Under Combination of Alternatives 12, the
total area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the much
smaller area required for agricultural irrigation. An increase in acreage of temporary
impacts (up to 892 acres) associated with combining alternatives would result in
greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant
through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There are
no new significant impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Under Combination of Alternatives 12, the total
area of permanent disturbance would be substantially decreased due to the much
smaller area required for agricultural irrigation. An increase in acreage of temporary
impacts (up to 892 acres) associated with combining alternatives would result in
greater potential impacts. However, all of these impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP.
There are no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be greater than for any individual Alternative by up
to 184 trips per day. This impact has been determined to be significant for individual
Program alternatives. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures during
construction would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would not be
exacerbated as a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational traffic
impacts would be associated with both agricultural irrigation activities and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment Facility, and traffic impacts could be increased by
combining alternatives. This impact was already determined to be significant. There
are no new significant impacts.
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Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase by up to 102 pieces of
equipment and 362 hours per day that equipment is running. Impacts would be
mitigated by implementation of control measures, which would apply to all
combinations of components. Operational emissions are primarily associated with
the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities. Even with the
reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions are likely to exceed
significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant
upgrade, storage facilities, pump stations and tanks, injection wells, and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment component would all contribute to an increase in
eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to be
significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations,
and Advanced Membrane Treatment would only affect receptors next to facilities.
There are no new significant impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has been determined to
be significant for individual Program alternatives, and the impact would be mitigated
to the extent feasible. There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage
facilities, pump stations and tanks, the Geysers Steamfield expansion and Advanced
Membrane Treatment, each of these would affect a specific area and visual resource.
Impacts are thus expected to be site-specific. Light and glare impacts would also be
site-specific and would be fully mitigated. There are no new significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-255

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM CHECK FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations and with operation
of the Advanced Membrane Treatment facility, if it is required. Combined energy
use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Direct Discharge could be as high as
17 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping and up to 101 million kWh for
treatment. The Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh.
Because energy providers could provide power this impact is considered less than
significant.
Combination of Alternatives 13 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse and Indirect Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 500 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 800 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternatives 6C, 6D and 6E: Indirect Discharge. Implementation of Indirect
Discharge would account for approximately 5,100 MG of the annual volume of
recycled water.

For this Combination of Alternatives, there would be three options related to the Indirect
Discharge Alternative: Indirect Discharge via Percolation Pond; Indirect Discharge via
Infiltration Basin; and Indirect Discharge via Injection Well Field. The components that are
common to all of the options are identified below, along with the Program Alternatives with
which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or increase in the size of the
components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be approximately 4,375 acres (including
locations in both the East of Rohnert Park and North County areas)

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.
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x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and Discharge.
Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be approximately 380 MG; storage
required for agricultural irrigation would be approximately 365 MG; and storage
required for Indirect Discharge would be approximately 1,215 MG. The combined
storage requirement of 1,960 MG is 30 percent less than for Alternative 4, which has
the largest storage requirement of the alternatives making up this combination

x

Created Wetlands Component - This is an optional component and would not
necessarily be reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks Component - The Llano Pump Station expansion would be
required for urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation and discharge, and the West
College Pump Station, and booster pump stations would be required for urban
irrigation. Urban storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the potential
volume to be stored would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in volume of
recycled water available for urban reuse, resulting in a need for 2 rather than 7 tanks.
The reduced discharge volume would still require both Valley Pump Stations if the
Geysers pipeline capacity is expanded beyond 40 mgd, along with 4 surge tanks and
expansion of the three pump stations on the Mountain Section of the pipeline to carry
brine from the Advanced Membrane Treatment plant to the Geysers Steamfield.
Pump stations at the storage facilities would also be required; the number of storage
facilities would be five, which is three less than the Agricultural Reuse Alternative,
which has the greatest number of storage facilities of any of the alternatives.

x

Geysers Steamfield Expansion – Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at
this time, and therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

The following components would be specific to one of the three options for this Combination
of Alternatives.
x

Indirect Discharge - Percolation Pond - The volume required for a percolation pond
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
discharged. The size required would be approximately 975 acres.

x

Indirect Discharge - Infiltration Basin - The volume required for an infiltration basin
would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
discharged. The size required would be approximately 785 acres.

x

Indirect Discharge - Injection Well Field - The volume required for an injection well
field would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water
discharged. The number of wells required would be approximately 72 wells.

Table 5-10 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 13, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.
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Table 5-10
Combination of Alternatives 13
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

4,375

2

11

30

4,233

0

21

162

90

Storage

98

294

130

950

600

Created Wetlands

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

14.3

7.7

165

781

528

Geysers Valley Section
Pump Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

Geysers Mountain Section
Pump Stations

4.5

2.1

45

213

144

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage
Tanks

2.6

1.8

20

98

56

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

35.5

37

27

189

120

Indirect Discharge
(Percolation Pond)

91

975

182

1330

840

Advanced Membrane
Treatment

5

10

25

144

100

Total

4,528

5,742

793

4,795

3,126

Increase/(Decrease)
above Individual
Alternative

1,044

(19,237)

181

502

364

Component

Pipelines

Pump Stations and Tanks

Note: The values shown in this table for the Indirect Discharge component are for the Percolation Pond option (Alternative
6C). The other options, Infiltration Basin (Alternative 6D) and Injection Well Field (Alternative 6E) would have lesser
areas of temporary and permanent disturbance, and therefore Combination of Alternatives 8 with the Infiltration Basin or
Injection Well Field options would not exceed the values shown in this table.
Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-10, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives; none of the other
components would exceed the permanent area of disturbance that was evaluated for these
facilities under the Program Alternatives. The total area of construction disturbance for the
Combination would substantially exceed any of the individual alternatives, due primarily to
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the Pipelines component. The total area of permanent disturbance would be substantially less
than for Alternative 4, but substantially greater than the other individual Alternatives.
Table 5-10 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and the changes in
construction traffic that would occur for Combination of Alternatives 13 in comparison with
the individual Program alternatives. None of the components would exceed the maximum
construction equipment usage and construction traffic evaluated under the Program
Alternatives for the individual components, but the total amount of equipment and hours of
usage for the Combination would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 13
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks,
agricultural irrigation, indirect discharge, and Advanced Membrane Treatment
include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an established
community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and incompatible land uses.
There would be no significant land use impacts associated with pipelines, so the
additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a significant impact.
There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) of 1,367 acres, Combination of Alternatives 13 would result in less loss of
agricultural land than Alternative 6C, but more than the other alternatives. Potential
impacts associated with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those identified
for Alternative 4, but would apply to a substantially smaller acreage of irrigation
lands. There would be no new significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Geologic impacts of the
Geysers Steamfield Expansion would be less than with Alternative 5 because there
would be less injection of recycled water. Increases in induced seismicity would
remain significant, even with mitigation. There would be no new significant impacts.
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Surface Water Hydrology
Streambank erosion impacts are related to the amount of runoff from areas of
construction and disturbance and permanent areas of disturbance and ground
coverage, as well as to the potential for rupture of pipelines and resulting discharge of
recycled water. Significant impacts related to runoff and pipeline rupture were
identified for the Program Alternatives. Under this combination of alternatives, the
amount of construction disturbance could increase by up to 1,044 acres, primarily due
to the potentially greater length of pipelines, and the potential for pipeline rupture
could also be greater due to the greater length. However, a decrease in permanent
area of disturbance of up to 19,000 acres could result from the decrease in new
agricultural acreage with less water available for irrigation. The IRWP includes
mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with creation of
runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of components are
not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant
impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
slightly smaller than for other individual alternatives, so total impacts of dam seepage
would be somewhat less. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined
to those pipelines carrying brine, and this impact would be the same as for Alternative
6. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be discharged or recycled, and are site specific to the
discharge or reuse area (whether the Russian River, Laguna de Santa Rosa, or an
irrigation area). Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each
component, so combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to
receiving waters. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, and there would be a
smaller total volume of storage with this combination than for Alternative 4.
Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying
brine, and this impact would be the same as for Alternative 6. There would be no
new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 8 could result in exposure of the public to recycled water
both through urban and agricultural irrigation and discharge. However, the
evaluation of impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long
duration exposures and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant.
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Mitigation for wells that could be affected by discharge or storage would fully
address potential impacts. Potential exposure to a hazardous waste site is a sitespecific hazard and combinations of components would not exacerbate this impact.
All use of hazardous materials must conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would
be expected from combining alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the
number and size of dams, and Combination of Alternatives 13 would require less
storage than Alternative 4 and approximately the same amount of storage as
Alternative 5. Impacts of constructing Agricultural Irrigation and Indirect Discharge
components in areas of high wildfire risk can be fully mitigated by the construction
management component. The Mosquito Prevention Program will fully mitigate
potential impacts associated with exposure to disease vectors. Only the Advanced
Membrane Treatment component has the potential to create a safety hazard near an
airport or airstrip, and this impact can be fully mitigated by appropriate siting. Thus
there are no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Increases of up to 1,044 acres in area of
temporary disturbance associated with combining alternatives would result in greater
potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the
program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There would also be a
decrease in permanent areas of disturbance as compared to Alternative 4, due to the
reduction in the amount of agricultural land irrigated with recycled water. There are
no new significant impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Increases of up to 1,044 acres in area of
temporary disturbance associated with combining alternatives would result in greater
potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the
program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There would also be a
decrease in permanent areas of disturbance as compared to Alternative 4, due to the
reduction in the amount of agricultural land irrigated with recycled water. There are
no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be greater than for any individual Alternative by up
to 364 trips per day. This impact has already been determined to be significant for
individual Program alternatives. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures
during construction would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would
not be exacerbated as a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational
traffic impacts would be associated with both agricultural irrigation activities and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment Facility, and traffic impacts could be increased by
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combining alternatives. This impact was already determined to be significant. There
are no new significant impacts.
Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase due to 181 more pieces of
equipment and 502 more hours per day that the equipment would be running.
Impacts would be mitigated by implementation of control measures, which would
apply to all combinations of components. Operational emissions are primarily
associated with the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities.
With the reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions might not exceed
significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant
upgrade, storage facilities, pump stations and tanks, injection wells, and the
Advanced Membrane Treatment component would all contribute to an increase in
eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to be
significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations,
the Geysers Steamfield, Indirect Discharge, and Advanced Membrane Treatment
would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are no new significant impacts.
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has already been
determined to be significant, and the impact would be mitigated to the extent feasible.
There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage,
pump stations and tanks, percolation ponds and Advanced Membrane Treatment,
each of these would affect a specific area and visual resource. Impacts are thus
expected to be site-specific. Light and glare impacts would also be site-specific and
would be fully mitigated. There are no new significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
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Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations and with operation
of the Advanced Membrane Treatment facility, if it is required. Combined energy
use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Direct Discharge could be as high as
8 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping and up to 101 million kWh for treatment.
The Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. Because
energy providers could provide power this impact is considered less than significant.
Combination of Alternatives 14 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse, and Geysers Steamfield Expansion)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 500 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 800 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 5: Geysers Expansion. Implementation of Geysers Steamfield
Expansion would account for approximately 5,100 MG of the annual volume of
recycled water.

The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with the
Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or
increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be approximately 4,375 acres (including
locations in both the East of Rohnert Park and North County areas)

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time, and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would be reduced proportionally to the
reduction in amount of recycled water used for Urban Irrigation and Discharge.
Storage required for Urban Irrigation would be approximately 380 MG; storage
required for agricultural irrigation would be approximately 365 MG; no additional
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storage would be required for the Geysers Steamfield Expansion at the volume of
5,100 MG under this combination of alternatives. The combined storage requirement
of 745 MG is substantially less than for any of the Alternatives making up this
combination
x

Created Wetlands Component - This is an optional component and would not
necessarily be reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Pump Stations and Tanks Component - The Llano Pump Station expansion would be
required for urban irrigation, agricultural irrigation and discharge, and the West
College Pump Station, and booster pump stations would be required for urban
irrigation. Urban storage tanks would be required for urban reuse, but the potential
volume to be stored would be reduced proportionally to the reduction in volume of
recycled water available for urban reuse, resulting in a need for 2 rather than 7 tanks.
The reduced discharge volume would still require both Valley Pump Stations, along
with 4 surge tanks and expansion of the three pump stations on the Mountain Section
of the pipeline to carry brine from the Advanced Membrane Treatment plant to the
Geysers Steamfield. Pump stations at the storage facilities would also be required;
the number of storage facilities would be two which is six less than the Agricultural
Reuse Alternative, which has the greatest number of storage facilities of any of the
alternatives.

x

Geysers Steamfield Expansion – Although potentially a reduction in the size of this
component would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at
this time, and therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

Table 5-11 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 14, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-11
Combination of Alternatives 14
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

4,375

2

11

30

4,233

0

21

162

90

Storage

37

112

52

380

240

Created Wetlands

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

10.4

5.6

120

568

384

Component

Pipelines

Pump Stations and Tanks
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Table 5-11
Combination of Alternatives 14
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Geysers Valley Section
Pump Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

Geysers Mountain Section
Pump Stations

4.5

2.1

45

213

144

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage
Tanks

2.6

1.8

20

98

56

Geysers Steamfield
Expansion

35.5

37

27

189

120

Total

4,367

4,573

463

2,538

1,682

Increase/(Decrease)
above Individual
Alternatives

883

(20,406)

(52)

(599)

(458)

Component

Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-11, the Pipelines component would substantially exceed the maximum
area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total area of
construction disturbance for the Combination would exceed any of the individual alternatives
due to the Pipelines component. The permanent area of disturbance would be substantially
less than for Alternative 4, which has the greatest area of disturbance for any of the
alternatives that make up this Combination, but would still be greater than the other
alternatives.
Table 5-11 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and changes in
construction traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 14 in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives. None of the components under
Combination of Alternatives 14 would exceed the maximum pieces of equipment or hours of
usage evaluated under the Program Alternatives. The total amount of equipment would be
slightly greater than for Alternative 5 but less than for the other alternatives; hours of usage
for the Combination also would not exceed any of the individual alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 14
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks, and
agricultural irrigation include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an
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established community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and
incompatible land uses. There would be no significant land use impacts associated
with pipelines, so the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a
significant impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) of 198 acres, Combination of Alternatives 14 would result in less loss of
agricultural land than any of the individual alternatives. Potential impacts associated
with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those identified for Alternative 4,
but would apply to a substantially smaller acreage of irrigation lands. There would be
no new significant impacts.
Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. Geologic impacts of Geysers
Expansion would be less than with Alternative 5 because there would be less
injection of recycled water. Increases in induced seismicity would be less than
Alternative 5, but still significant, even with mitigation. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Surface Water Hydrology
Streambank erosion impacts are related to the amount of runoff from areas of
construction and disturbance and permanent areas of disturbance and ground
coverage, as well as to the potential for rupture of pipelines and resulting discharge of
recycled water. Significant impacts related to runoff and pipeline rupture were
identified for the Program Alternatives. Under this combination of alternatives, the
amount of construction disturbance could increase by up to 883 acres, primarily due
to the potentially greater length of pipelines, and the potential for pipeline rupture
could also be greater due to the greater length. However, a decrease in permanent
area of disturbance of up to 20,000 acres could result from the decrease in new
agricultural acreage with less water available for irrigation. The IRWP includes
mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with creation of
runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of components are
not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant
impacts.
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Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
smaller than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be somewhat
less. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines
carrying brine, and there would be no brine disposal associated with this combination
of alternatives. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be recycled, and are site specific to the reuse area.
Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each component, so
combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to receiving waters.
There would be no discharge impacts because this combination of alternatives does
not include discharge. Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would
be a smaller total volume of storage with this combination. Significant impacts
associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and there
would be no brine disposal associated with this combination of alternatives. There
would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 14 could result in exposure of the public to recycled
water both through urban and agricultural irrigation. However, the evaluation of
impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures
and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells
that could be affected by storage would fully address potential impacts. Potential
exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and combinations of
components would not exacerbate this impact. All use of hazardous materials must
conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would be expected from combining
alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and size of dams,
and Combination of Alternatives 14 would require less storage than Alternative 4.
Impacts of constructing components in areas of high wildfire risk can be fully
mitigated by the construction management component. The Mosquito Prevention
Program will fully mitigate potential impacts associated with exposure to disease
vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane Treatment component has the potential to
create a safety hazard near an airport or airstrip, and that component is not included in
this combination. Thus there are no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
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raptor nests, and migration corridors. Increases of up to 883 acres in area of
temporary disturbance associated with combining alternatives would result in greater
potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the
program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There would also be a
decrease in permanent areas of disturbance as compared to Alternative 4, due to the
reduction in the amount of agricultural land irrigated with recycled water. There are
no new significant impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Increases of up to 883 acres in area of
temporary disturbance associated with combining alternatives would result in greater
potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant through the
program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP. There would also be a
decrease in permanent areas of disturbance as compared to Alternative 4, due to the
reduction in the amount of agricultural land irrigated with recycled water. There are
no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be less than for any individual Alternative by up to
458 trips per day. However, this impact has already been determined to be
significant. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures during construction
would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would not be exacerbated as
a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational traffic impacts would only
be associated with agricultural irrigation, and would not be exacerbated by combining
alternatives. There are no new significant impacts.
Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase slightly in relation to
Alternative 5, but would decrease in relation to alternatives 3 and 4. Impacts would
be mitigated by implementation of control measures, which would apply to all
combinations of components. Operational emissions are primarily associated with
the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities. Even with the
reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions might exceed significance
thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant upgrade,
storage facilities, and pump stations and tanks would all contribute to an increase in
eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to be
significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly,
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade, pump stations
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and the Geysers Steamfield would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are
no new significant impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has been determined to
be significant for individual Program alternatives, and the impact would be mitigated
to the extent feasible. There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage,
pump stations and tanks each of these would affect a specific area and visual
resource. Impacts are thus expected to be site-specific. Light and glare impacts
would also be site-specific and would be fully mitigated. There are no new
significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations. Combined
energy use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Geysers Steamfield
Expansion could be as high as 136 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping. The
Laguna Plant Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. However, the
steamfield expansion would generate energy that would offset this energy use.
Combination of Alternatives 15 (Indoor Water Conservation, Urban Reuse,
Agricultural Reuse and Direct Russian River Discharge)
This Combination of Alternatives consists of the following Alternatives in addition to Indoor
Water Conservation (Alternative 1):
x

Alternative 3: Urban Reuse. Implementation of Urban Reuse would use
approximately 1,200 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 4: Agricultural Reuse. Implementation of Agricultural Reuse would
use approximately 5,200 MG of recycled water annually.

x

Alternative 6B: Direct Russian River Discharge. Implementation of Direct
Russian River Discharge would account for up to approximately 6,400 MG of the
annual volume of recycled water.
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Under this Combination of Alternatives 15, Alternative 6B, Russian River Direct Discharge
would be implemented, without constructing an Advanced Membrane Treatment Facility, to
accommodate the volume of recycled water flows until approximately 2007. At about that
time, discharge would be discontinued and Alternatives 3 and 4, Urban Reuse and
Agricultural Reuse would be implemented to accommodate the full volume of recycled water
beginning in approximately 2007. There could be a period of overlap of Alternative 6B with
Alternatives 3 and 4 around 2007, as some discharge would still be occurring while the urban
and agricultural reuse areas are constructed in preparation for receiving up to 100% of the
recycled water . For this reason, the impacts for this Combination of Alternatives have been
evaluated for the period of overlap. Even though impacts related to ground disturbance may
overlap as discharge is switched over to land-based disposal, no more than 6,400 MG of
recycled water would be disposed of in any year (allowing for 300 MG of conservation).
The components for this Combination of Alternatives are identified below, along with the
Program Alternatives with which they are associated, and the proportional reduction or
increase in the size of the components.
x

Laguna Plant Upgrade - Full implementation of the Laguna Plant upgrade would be
required. There would be no reduction in the size of this component.

x

Urban Irrigation - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component
would be possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and
therefore this component is considered to be fully implemented.

x

Agricultural Irrigation - The amount of land required for agricultural irrigation would
be reduced proportionally to the reduction in amount of recycled water available for
this purpose. Acreage required for implementation of the Agricultural Irrigation
component under this Combination would be 28,350 acres (including both the East of
Rohnert Park and North County areas).

x

Pipelines - Although potentially a reduction in the size of this component would be
possible, the extent of any reduction cannot be determined at this time and therefore
this component is considered to be fully implemented for Alternative 6B as well as
for Alternatives 3 and 4.

x

Storage - The amount of storage required for would proportional to the amount of
recycled water for implementation of Urban Irrigation and Agricultural Irrigation
under this Combination, as the total storage requirement for Direct Discharge under
this Combination would be less than for Urban and Agricultural Irrigation. Storage
required for Urban Irrigation would be approximately 840 MG; and storage required
for agricultural irrigation would be approximately 2,350 MG. The combined storage
requirement of 3,190 MG is about 10 percent greater than the requirement for
Alternative 4, which has the largest storage requirement of the alternatives making up
this combination.

x

Created Wetlands – This is an optional component and would not necessarily be
reduced in size as a result of the combination of alternatives and therefore this
component is considered to be fully implemented.
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Pump Stations and Tanks – Under Combination of Alternatives 15, the Llano Pump
Station expansion would be required for either direct discharge or urban irrigation and
agricultural irrigation, while the West College Pump Station and booster pump
stations would be required for urban irrigation. Urban storage tanks would be
required for urban reuse, but the potential volume to be stored would be reduced
proportionally to the reduction in volume of recycled water available for urban reuse,
resulting in a need for 3 rather than 7 tanks. The volumes for either direct discharge
or agricultural irrigation would require both Valley Pump Stations along with 4 surge
tanks. However, expansion of the three pump stations on the Mountain Section of the
Geysers pipeline would not be required, as an Advanced Membrane Treatment
facility would not be constructed under this combination. The number of storage
facilities would be 8, which is the same as that for the Agricultural Reuse Alternative,
which has the maximum number of storage facilities of any of the Alternatives
making up this Combination.

x

Table 5-12 summarizes the changes that would occur in Combination of Alternatives 15, in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives.

Table 5-12
Combination of Alternatives 15
Temp
(acres)

Perm
(acres)

# of Pieces
of Equip

Total Daily
Usage (hrs)

Total Daily Vehicle
Trips (including
employee trips)

Laguna Plant Upgrade

15

3

25

144

100

Urban Irrigation

17

0

5

15

14

Agricultural Irrigation

0

24,500

10

56

150

4,164

0

21

162

90

159

478

208

1,520

960

4

31

26

190

120

Llano Pump Station Upgrade

0.7

0.2

15

71

48

West College Pump Station

1.6

0.8

15

71

48

Booster Pump Stations

18.2

9.8

210

944

672

Geysers Valley Section
Pump Stations

2.8

3.0

30

142

96

Surge Tanks

3.2

1.2

60

284

192

Urban Reuse Storage
Tanks

3.9

2.7

30

147

84

Total

4,397

25,032

661

3,830

2,612

Increase above
Individual Alternative

913

53

146

693

472

Component

Pipelines
Storage
Created Wetlands
Pump Stations and Tanks
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Note: Values that are greater for the Combination than for one of the individual alternatives are shown in bold.

As shown in Table 5-12, the Pipelines, Storage and Pump Station components would exceed
the maximum area of construction disturbance evaluated under the Program Alternatives.
The total area of construction disturbance for the Combination would also exceed any of the
individual alternatives, due primarily to the Pipelines component. The total area of
permanent disturbance would be slightly greater (less than 1 percent) than for Alternative 4,
and substantially greater than the other individual Alternatives.
Table 5-12 also summarizes the changes in use of construction equipment and the changes in
construction traffic that would occur for each option in Combination of Alternatives 15 in
comparison with the individual Program alternatives. The maximum construction equipment
usage for booster pump stations would exceed the maximum level evaluated in the Program
Alternatives; none of the other components under Combination of Alternatives 15 would
exceed the maximum pieces of equipment or hours of usage evaluated under the Program
Alternatives. The total amount of equipment and hours of usage for the Combination,
however, would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
The maximum number of construction trips for booster pump stations would exceed the
maximum level evaluated in the Program Alternatives; none of the other components under
Combination of Alternatives 15 would exceed the maximum number of trips evaluated under
the Program Alternatives. The total number of construction trips for the Combination,
however, would exceed any of the individual alternatives.
Environmental Impacts of Combination of Alternatives 15
Land Use
Significant land use impacts associated with individual components would not be
changed by their combination with other components because of the site-specific
nature of the impact. Impacts associated with storage, pump stations and tanks, and
agricultural irrigation include inconsistency with land use and zoning, division of an
established community, inappropriate use in a Community Separator and
incompatible land uses. Increased acreage of storage would increase the potential
locations at which impacts could occur, but would not result in new significant
impacts. There would be no significant land use impacts associated with pipelines, so
the additional acreage of pipeline construction would not result in a significant
impact. There would be no new significant impacts.
Agriculture
With a total area of permanent disturbance (excluding disturbance for agricultural
irrigation) greater by 53 acres than any of the other individual alternatives, potential
loss of agricultural land would be greater for Combination of Alternatives 15. This
impact has been determined to be significant for the individual Program alternatives.
Potential impacts associated with agricultural irrigation would be the same as those
identified for Alternative 4. There would be no new significant impacts.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 3-272

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM CHECK FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Significant impacts associated with individual components would not be changed by
their combination with other components because of the site-specific nature of the
impacts. In addition most impacts can be fully mitigated with appropriate design.
Pipelines in the Alexander Valley Bench agricultural irrigation area could be located
in areas that are highly subject to unstable slope conditions. Significant impacts
associated with loss of availability of mineral resources remain, and the total acreage
could be increased by the combination of components. There would be no new
significant impacts.
Surface Water Hydrology
Streambank erosion impacts are related to the amount of runoff from areas of
construction and disturbance and permanent areas of disturbance and ground
coverage, as well as to the potential for rupture of pipelines and resulting discharge of
recycled water. Significant impacts related to runoff and pipeline rupture were
identified for the Program Alternatives. Under this combination of alternatives, the
amount of construction disturbance could increase by up to 913 acres, primarily due
to the potentially greater length of pipelines, and the potential for pipeline rupture
could also be greater due to the greater length. The area of permanent disturbance
could also increase slightly above that evaluated in the Program Alternatives.
However, these impacts were already identified as significant. The IRWP includes
mitigation that would address potential flooding concerns associated with creation of
runoff or failure of pipelines or storage facilities, so combinations of components are
not expected to result in a significant impact. There would be no new significant
impacts.
Groundwater
Groundwater impacts are largely site-specific, and combinations of alternatives would
not create additional groundwater impacts at any one site. Size of storage would be
larger than for Alternative 4, so total impacts of dam seepage would be somewhat
greater. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are confined to those pipelines
carrying brine, and this combination does not include pipelines that would carry
brine. There would be no new significant impacts.
Surface Water Quality
Potential construction-period water quality impacts are associated with the acreage of
temporary disturbance, but these impacts would all be fully addressed by measures
adopted by the City as part of the IRWP, and are not expected to be worsened by an
increase in total construction area. Operational impacts are primarily associated with
the amount of recycled water to be recycled, and are site specific to the reuse area.
Analysis of components has considered the maximum size of each component, so
combinations of alternatives would not worsen any impacts to receiving waters.
Impacts of dam seepage are also site specific, but there would be a larger total volume
of storage with this combination. Significant impacts associated with pipelines are
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confined to those pipelines carrying brine, and this combination does not include
pipelines that would carry brine. There would be no new significant impacts.
Public Health and Safety
Combination of Alternatives 15 could result in exposure of the public to recycled
water through both urban and agricultural irrigation. However, the evaluation of
impacts to public health is based on standards intended for long duration exposures
and cumulative impacts, so this impact will not be significant. Mitigation for wells
that could be affected by storage would fully address potential impacts. Potential
exposure to a hazardous waste site is a site-specific hazard and combinations of
components would not exacerbate this impact. All use of hazardous materials must
conform to applicable laws, so no impacts would be expected from combining
alternatives. Flooding hazards are directly related to the number and size of dams,
and Combination of Alternatives 15 would require more storage than Alternative 4.
Impacts of constructing Agricultural Irrigation in areas of high wildfire risk can be
fully mitigated by the construction management component. The Mosquito
Prevention Program will fully mitigate potential impacts associated with exposure to
disease vectors. Only the Advanced Membrane Treatment component has the
potential to create a safety hazard near an airport or airstrip, and this combination
does not include that component. Thus there are no significant new impacts.
Biological Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on biological resources, including special status plant and animal species and habitats,
raptor nests, and migration corridors. Increases in acreage of temporary (up to 913
acres) and permanent (up to 53 acres) impacts associated with combining alternatives
would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP.
There are no new significant impacts.
Jurisdictional Wetlands Resources
All of the components except conservation have the potential to have adverse effects
on jurisdictional wetlands resources. Increases in acreage of temporary (up to 390
acres) and permanent (up to 53 acres) impacts associated with combining alternatives
would result in greater potential impacts. These impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant through the program of mitigation measures recommended for the IRWP.
There are no new significant impacts.
Transportation
Total construction traffic would be greater than for any individual Alternative by up
to 472 trips per day. This impact has already been determined to be significant for
individual Program alternatives. Delays and access restrictions due to lane closures
during construction would be specific to the particular pipeline segment, and would
not be exacerbated as a result of combining alternatives. Significant operational
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traffic impacts would be associated with agricultural irrigation activities, and traffic
impacts could be increased by combining alternatives. This impact was already
determined to be significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Air Quality
Construction-period air quality impacts would increase due to 146 more pieces of
equipment and 693 more hours per day that the equipment would be running.
Impacts would be mitigated by implementation of control measures, which would
apply to all combinations of components. Operational emissions are primarily
associated with the Laguna Plant upgrade and operation of agricultural facilities.
With the reduction in scale of agricultural irrigation, NOx emissions might not exceed
significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD. Operation of the Laguna Plant
upgrade, storage facilities, pump stations and tanks would all contribute to an increase
in eCO2 emissions. However, these impacts have already been determined to be
significant. There are no new significant impacts.
Noise
Construction of all of the IRWP components would generate significant construction
noise. Construction noise impacts are site-specific and would impacts on any
particular site would not be made worse by combining alternatives. Similarly
operational noise impacts associated with the Laguna Plant Upgrade and pump
stations would only affect receptors next to facilities. There are no new significant
impacts.
Cultural Resources
With a larger area of disruption during construction, there is a greater potential for
encountering both historic and prehistoric sites. This impact has already been
determined to be significant, and the impact would be mitigated to the extent feasible.
There are no new significant impacts.
Visual Resources
Although there are potentially significant visual impacts associated with storage
facilities, pump stations and tanks, each of these would affect a specific area and
visual resource. Impacts are thus expected to be site-specific. Light and glare
impacts would also be site-specific and would be fully mitigated. There are no new
significant impacts.
Public Services, Utilities and Recreation
Combining alternatives would not change the conclusion that the IRWP components
would not increase demand for public services, or other public facilities. All facilities
required for the IRWP are included as part of the project. The project as a whole
would be designed to avoid conflicts with other utilities, including wells and septic
fields. There are no new significant impacts.
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Energy
Energy use is primarily associated with operation of pump stations. Combined
energy use for Urban Reuse, Agricultural Irrigation and Direct River Discharge could
be as high as 26 million kilowatt hours (kWh) for pumping. The Laguna Plant
Upgrade would use approximately 11 million kWh. Because energy providers could
provide power this impact is considered less than significant.
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CHAPTER 6 - CEQA-REQUIRED SECTIONS
Page 6-23, Table 6-4 is revised as follows:

Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Impact

Alt
4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt
7

Mitigation Measure

Land Use

1.1C and 1.4C. The IRWP plus
cumulative projects may be
inconsistent with the policies of the
Land Use Element or land use plan
map of an adopted General Plan, or
with adopted zoning regulations, or
increase potential for conflict as a
result of incompatible land uses.

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

3.3.1 Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

z

Page 6-25, Table 6-4 is revised as follows:

Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt
4

Alt 5

z



















3.3.6. Earthquake Preparedness and
Emergency Response Program





z















3.3.1. Site Facilities to Achieve
Compatible Land Use

Impact

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
3.3.2. I&I Reduction facilities could
be subject to ground rupture.
3.5.9. Agricultural Irrigation facilities
could be an incompatible land use.
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Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1
Impact
3.2C The IRWP plus cumulative
projects may be an incompatible land
use type in the MRZ-2 classification,
in a designated quarry area, or in The
Geysers.

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt
4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E





z

z

z

z

z

z z





z

z

z

z

z

z

Alt 7

Mitigation Measure
No additional feasible mitigation has
been identified.

z

Surface Water Hydrology
4.6.1 and 4.6.2. The Pipeline
component may impact surface water
hydrology based on evaluation criteria
1 and 2.

z

z

3.3.7. Reduce Risk of Damage due to
Liquefaction



Page 6-26, Table 6-4 is revised as follows:

Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Impact

Alt
4

Alt
6A

Alt 5

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt
7

Mitigation Measure

Groundwater
5.1C. The IRWP plus the cumulative
projects may degrade groundwater quality
at existing and future drinking water wells,
resulting in a public health hazard.
5.3.C and 5.4.C. The IRWP and
cumulative projects may lower
groundwater levels at existing and future
wells.
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z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z







z

z

z

z

z

z

z

z



No feasible mitigation identified
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Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3







Impact

Alt
4

Alt
6A

Alt 5

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt
7

Mitigation Measure

Surface Water Quality
6.11.2. The Direct Discharge component
may cause an exceedence of narrative
based criteria.





z









3.5.7. Laguna Biostimulation
 Reduction.

Page 6-27, Table 6-4 is revised as follows:

Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1
Impact
Biology
8.2C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
may cause loss of CNPS List 2, 3, or 4
plant species.
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Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt 4

Alt 5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

z z z z z z z z z z
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Mitigation Measure

3.3.11. Avoid Loss of Sensitive Plant
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Page 6-29, Table 6-4

Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Alt 1

Alt 2

Alt 3

Alt
4

11.2C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
emissions may exceed allowable limits or
may conflict with or obstruct the
implementation of the Bay Area Ozone
Attainment Plan.

==

==

z

z

11.7C The IRWP plus cumulative projects
may cause the City to exceed its goals for
reducing eCO2 emissions.

==

==

z

z

Impact

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

Alt
7

z

z

z

z

z

z

==

No further feasible mitigation has
been identified

z

z

z

z

z

z

==

No further feasible mitigation has
been identified

Alt
7

Alt 5

Mitigation Measure

Air Quality

Page 6-38, Table 6-4 is revised as follows:

Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Impact

Alt
1

Alt
2

Alt 3

Alt
4

Alt
5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

Mitigation Measure

Visual Resources

14.1C. Will the IRWP components plus
cumulative projects have a substantial
adverse effect on scenic vistas or
substantially damage scenic resources
including those designated by City or
County General Plans, or Caltrans
designated Scenic Highways?
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Table 6-4
Summary of Impacts by Alternative
Impact
14.2C. Will the IRWP components plus
cumulative projects substantially degrade the
existing visual character of the site or its
surroundings, including views from private
residences, high volume travelways,
recreation use areas or other public use
areas?

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Alt
1

Alt
2

z

Alt 3

z

Alt
4

Alt
5

Alt
6A

Alt
6B

Alt
6C

Alt
6D

Alt
6E

z

z

z

z

z

z

z

PARSONS

Alt
7

Mitigation Measure

No further feasible mitigation has
been identified
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APPENDIX D – CUMULATIVE PROJECTS LIST
Page D-1, add the projects on the following list to the Cumulative Projects List:
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

Petaluma River Watershed
(Sonoma County)
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS
Petaluma Community
Development

Southgate (Mixed Use Project) General Plan
Amendment

Change land use designation from
Specific Plan Area and Transit
Terminal to Mixed Use. 423,000 sq.
ft. office space, 170,000 sq. ft. of
Research & Development (R&D),
25,000 sq. ft. of commercial/retail,
15,000 sq. ft. of daycare use, 340
multi-family dwelling units

Petaluma Community
Development

The Neighborhood at Deer Creek

Application submitted 7/17/03

General Plan Map amendment ,
Zoning Map, & Text Amendments
for mixed use development,
including 329 multi-family units and
180,932 sq. ft. of retail. McDowell
Blvd. North

Riverview – Annexation, Prezoning to PUD,
Tentative Map

Application incomplete (6/27/03)

62-63 single-family homes on 18
acres south of McNear Ave. at
Mission Dr. Property in County,
requires annexation to City.

ANNEXATIONS
Petaluma Community
Development
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency
Petaluma Community
Development

Project Name
Mardell LLC

Status/Source
LAFCO agenda 8/6/03

Project Description
Annexation request for four parcels
totaling 136 acres on north and south
sides of Windsor Dr., east of Western
Ave., and north Helen Putnam
Regional Park. PUD

COMMERCIAL DEVELOMENT PROJECTS
Petaluma Community
Development

Steelhead

Petaluma Community
Development

Marina Office Building

40,000 sq. ft. office buildings. 1445
Telecom Lane, Lakeville Business
Park
Incomplete application

SPARC for 32,000 sq. ft. of
office/retail space. 785 Baywood
Dr., at the Marina

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Petaluma Community
Development

Traditions

Petaluma Community
Development

The Vineyards

Application incomplete

88 apts & 10,000 sq. ft. of
commercial. Corner of Lakeville St.
and Lindberg Lane.

Petaluma Community
Development

Park Square

Application incomplete

270 multifamily units & 25,000
commercial; Phase II of Park Central.
Casa Grande Rd. at Lakeville

Petaluma Community
Development

Mary Isaac Center

Application approved

Proposed homeless shelter to be
located at City’s Corp Yard. 900
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description
Hopper St.

PARKS AND HABITAT RESTORATION/ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION PROJECTS
City of Petaluma

Proj. #9041 River Access Improvements

CIP

Development of marsh and trail
system including acquisition of
approximately 200 acres of riverside
marshlands.

Current City Projects list

McDowell Blvd./East Washington
St. Intersection Transportation
Improvement

CIP

Relocation rail approaches to
Mainline Bridge, reconstruct adjacent
roads to match new grades,
installation remaining floodwall, and
remove existing Mainline Bridge.
FY 2003-04

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS
Dept. of Public Facilities
and Services

Proj. #9863 – Intersection Improvement

UTITLITIES
Flood Mitigation and Drainage
City of Petaluma

Proj. #9045 – Mainline Railroad Bridge
Approaches

Sewer and Wastewater
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency
City of Petaluma
Department of Water
Resources and
Conservation

Project Name

Status/Source

Proj. # 9012 Petaluma Water Recycling
Facility

CIP

Proj. # 9793 – Water Main Replacement
Phase 11

Current City Projects list

Project Description
New treatment plant with tertiary
treatment, polishing wetlands,
increased capacity, increased
discharge, education and recreational
facilities. FY03-04 completion of
design and start of construction.
Construction completed in 2007.

Water
City of Petaluma
Wetlands Fill Projects
U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers

PG&E Tower Protection, Sonoma County

Utility – Structure

Russian River Watershed
(Sonoma and Mendocino Counties)
GENERAL PLAN AND SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENTS
County of Sonoma

GPA 03-004

Application submitted 5/7/03

6990 Front St., Forestville. 084-031060-62

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-005

Application submitted 5/13/03

923 Pepper Rd., Penngrove. 113110-015

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-006

Application submitted 5/19/03

6310 Forestville St., Forestville.
084-020-043
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-007

Application submitted 6/25/03

3264 Santa Rosa Ave., Bel. 044101-011

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-008

Application submitted 6/26/03

13024 Green Valley Rd., Graton.
104-160-090

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-009

Application submitted 6/27/03

4855 Old Redwood Hwy, Larkfield

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-0010

Application submitted 6/30/03

8020 Mirabel Rd., Forestville. Gen
Plan amend, zone change, major
subdivision, use permit and design
review. 082-042-039

County of Sonoma

GPA 03-0011

Application submitted 7/1/03

W. 435 Dry Creek Rd., Healdsburg

City of Rohnert Park

General Plan Amendment – Parks to Low
Density Residential

Public Hearing 8/28/03

General Plan Amendment from
“Parks” to “Low Density
Residential” for .35-acre property on
northerly side of Santa Dorotea
Circle between Dorian Drive and
Davis Circle, Rohnert Park . City of
Rohnert Park

City of Rohnert Park

General Plan Amendment – Industrial to
Regional Commercial

Public Hearing 8/28/03

General Plan Amendment from
“Industrial to “Regional
Commercial” for 5.6-acre property
on southerly side of the Martin Ave.
Right-of-way between Labath Ave.,
and Redwood Dr., Rohnert Park.
John Gordon/Codding Enterprises
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

City of Rohnert Park

General Plan Amendment –
Public/Institutional to High Density
Residential

Public Hearing 8/28/03

General Plan Amendment from
“Public/Institutional” to High
Density Residential” to .73-acre
property at 435 Southwest Blvd.,
Rohnert Park. City of Rohnert Park

City of Rohnert Park

General Plan Amendment – Parks to High
Density Residential

Public Hearing 8/28/03

General Plan Amendment from
“Parks” to “High Density
Residential” for .35-acre property on
southerly side of Rohnert Park
Expressway, east of the City Limits,
Rohnert Park. City of Rohnert Park.

City of Rohnert Park

General Plan Amendment Public/Institutional to High Density
Residential

Public Hearing 8/28/03

General Plan Amendment from
“Public/Institutional” to “High
Density Residential” for .57-acre
property at 6750 Commerce Blvd.,
Rohnert Park. City of Rohnert Park

City of Sebastopol

General Plan Amendment/Rezone

Filed 1/16/03

620-626 So. Main St., Sebastopol.
004-093-006

ANNEXATION – None
COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE
City of Santa Rosa

Fountaingrove Golf Clubhouse

Proposed

CUP, 15.38 acres, 9000 sq. ft.

City of Santa Rosa

Chanate Medical Center Phase 2

Approved

CUP, 202,781 sq. ft., 4.65 acres.
3319 Chanate Rd.
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

City of Santa Rosa

Kaiser Hospital Expansion

Approved

CUP, 58,529 sq. ft., 5.77 acres. 3925
Old Redwood Highway.

City of Santa Rosa

Mendocino Marketplace

Approved

CUP, 88,404 sq. ft., 8 acres. 2210
Mendocino Ave.

City of Rohnert Park

Office Building

Approved, File 1694

100,850 sq. ft. office building at
6050/6100 Commerce Blvd., Rohnert
Park

City of Rohnert Park

Hotel

Approved, File No. 1886

137-room hotel near the Rohnert
Park Expressway/Commerce Blvd.
Intersection

City of Rohnert Park

Manufacturing facility

Approved, File 1889

87,000 sq. ft. expansion of Building
Four within the Agilent
Technologies, Inc. campus

City of Rohnert Park

Senior Center

Approved, File PL2002-004UP/SR

Senior living and wellness campus
on 11-acre site, located on northerly
side of Rohnert Park Express, east of
Snyder Land and south of Medical
Center Drive. 207-unit independent
senior living facility, 8,500 sq. ft.
fitness/wellness center, 12,000 sq. ft.
medical office building,
congregate/assisted living facility

City of Rohnert Park

Shopping strip center

Approved, File PL2002-006UP/SR

3,784 sq. ft. fast food restaurant,
service station with 3,600 sq. ft. food
mart, 4 stand-alone multi-tenant
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description
commercial buildings with 18,720 sq.
ft. near southeasterly corner of East
Cotati Ave. and Bodway Parkway.

City of Rohnert Park

Commercial Center

Approved, File PL2002-006UP/SR

Commercial center with three 6,000
sq. ft. commercial tenant buildings at
southeasterly corner of Rohnert Park
Expressway and Labath Ave.

City of Rohnert Park

Live/work units

Approved, File No. PL2002046UP/SR/V/TSM

76-unit mixed use project with 16
live/work units, 15 condominiums,
45 town homes, with 1,350 sq. ft. of
retail space at northwesterly corner
of Padre Parkway and State Farm
Drive.

City of Rohnert Park

Retail commercial

File No. PL2003-037SR

15,348 sq. ft. retail building (“Office
Depot”) at 321 Rohnert Park
Expressway.

Graton Rancheria

Casino, restaurant, and hotel

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Many local media reports indicate
that the Graton Rancheria is
proposing a casino west of Rohnert
Park, east of Stony Point Road, and
north of Rohnert Park Expressway.
The project is unusual in that it will
not require local land use
entitlements, and so it is difficult to
know when a project of this nature is
more than an idea and is truly a
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Project Name

Status/Source

PARSONS

Project Description
reasonable foreseeable project. To
the best of the City of Santa Rosa’s
knowledge on October 13th, 2002 just
prior to printing this Final EIR, the
Tribe has not purchased the land, has
not yet signed a Compact with the
Governor’s office, nor has an
environmental review document been
prepared for that agreement . The
Tribe has also not yet applied to the
Bureau of Indian Affairs to take the
land into trust, nor has an
environmental review document been
prepared under NEPA for that action.
On the other hand, the City does have
a copy of a document entitled
“Proposed Memorandum of
Understanding between the City of
Rohnert Park, CA and the Federated
Indians of the Graton Rancheria,
9/23/03 Draft”, which indicates that
the Tribe intends to proceed with a
gaming facility at this location.
The Draft MOU states that the “Tribe
intends to install an on-site
wastewater treatment system. The
Tribe and the City may explore and
evaluate options with the subregional
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

City of Cotati

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Project Name

28/02 Long/Moore

Status/Source

In Planning

PARSONS

Project Description
wastewater system and the City of
Santa Rosa to determine whether,
and, if possible, how additional flow
capacity can be accommodated by
the subregional system. The Project
will incorporate measures to
minimize wastewater flows and use
recycled water.” Other than this
draft MOU, no reliable sources of
information regarding the project, its
size, its wastewater production,
treatment, and disposal plans are
known. The Subregional System has
not been contacted by the Tribe
regarding provision of wastewater
services.
Although the proponents of this
project are negotiating with the
adjacent city, Rohnert Park, not even
a preliminary project description or
plans for the casino have been
prepared, or at least have not become
public, and without this information,
the cumulative impacts of this project
cannot be evaluated.
New 6,832 sq. ft. warehouse/office
building
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

City of Cotati

03/03 Muchow/Key

In Planning

New 6,140 sq. ft. warehouse/office
building

City of Healdsburg

Mixed use building

Under review, 3/03

Three-story mixed use building. 230
Healdsburg Ave., Healdsburg.

City of Healdsburg

Villaggio Toscano Office/Retail complex

Under review, 3/03

Office/retail office complex (4
buildings). 1286 Healdsburg Ave.,
Healdsburg.

City of Santa Rosa

Meadow Park

Proposed

Major subdivision, rezoning, 50
units, 6.12 acres. 2120 Piner Rd.

City of Santa Rosa

Meadowlark Village Units 4 and 5

Proposed

Major subdivision rezoning, 32 units,
4.06 acres. 3033 Marlow Rd.

City of Santa Rosa

Alturia Apartments

Proposed

CUP, 60 multi-family units, 12 acres.
601 Alturia Dr.

City of Santa Rosa

Foutaingrove II West

Approved

Major subdivision, 205 units, 177
acres. 3646 Parker Hill Rd.

City of Santa Rosa

Fountaingrove Square

Proposed

Major subdivision, 40 units, 4.5
acres. 2055 Stagecoach Rd.

City of Santa Rosa

Lake Park Condominiums

Proposed

Major subdivision, CUP, 60 units,
5.7 acres. 3500 Lake Park Dr.

City of Santa Rosa

Moore Center

Approved

Rezoning, CUP, 80 units, 9,000 sq.
ft., 1 acre. 413 & 417 10th St.

RESIDENTIAL
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

City of Santa Rosa

Skyfarm at Fountaingrove Unit 2

Approved

Major subdivision, 67 units, 250
acres. 3980 Cross Creek Rd.

City of Santa Rosa

Stonehouse Inn

Approved

CUP, 56 units, 2 acres. 3555 4th St.

City of Santa Rosa

The Lakes at Fountaingrove

Approved

CUP, 124 units, 12 acres. 900
Alturia Dr.

City of Santa Rosa

The Rises

Proposed

CUP, 75,546 sq. ft., .5 acres. 740
Third St.

City of Rohnert Park

Apartment Complex

City of Cotati

30/02 Miller/Leys

In Planning

Six single-family homes and four
second dwelling units on a 0.6 acre
site

City of Cotati

06/03 Village Park Subdivision, Phase 1B

In Planning

Santero Way (east side) 16-unit
apartment units and 14 live/work
units on a 1.27-acre site. Colvin
Group

City of Healdsburg

Vintage Court Subdivision

Under Review, March 2003

Residential Master Plan for 6-lot
minor subdivision. 414 Piper St.,
Healdsburg

16-unit apartment complex on the
northerly side of E. Cotati Blvd.,
west of Camino Collegio (File 1904)

AIRPORT PROJECTS – None
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

CIVIC PROJECTS, INCLUDING SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS – None
PARKS
Sonoma County Water
Agency

Cloverdale River Park

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Provide 72 acres of parkland adjacent
to the Russian River. Includes
riparian habitat restoration and open
space preservation.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Riverfront Park

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Develop 305-acre country regional
park on Eastside Road, southwest of
Town of Windsor and south of the
City of Healdsburg.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Steelhead Beach Regional Park and Fishing
Access

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Develop 27-acre property in
Forestville as a Sonoma County
Regional Park with 3,500 linear feet
of frontage along the Russian River.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Sunset Beach River Access

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Develop 28 acres located between
the unincorporated communities of
Forestville and Guerneville owned by
the Sonoma County Agricultural
Preservation and Open Space District
with 2,000 feet of trail through
riparian forest to the Russian River.

TRANSPORTATION
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Sonoma County Public
Works

Old Redwood Highway Bike Lanes from City
Limits of Healdsburg to Eastside Road

City of Healdsburg

Healdsburg Avenue Overlay

Project Description
Proj. #C00031 – shoulder widening
and overlay of roadway.

Capital Projects list, 8/7/03

Project is to rehabilitate the road
surface of Healdsburg Ave. from
North St. to Powell Ave., including
resurfacing of street and installation
of pedestrian ramps as needed.

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

SCWA, City of Santa Rosa and
County of Sonoma cooperate under
municipal storm water permit from
the state of California to reduce
storm water pollution entering Mark
West Creek and the Russian River
watershed.

UTILITIES and SOLID WASTE
Drainage
Sonoma County Water
Agency

Storm Water Management

Water Conservation - None
I&I Reduction - None
Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reclamation Facility
Wastewater
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

City of Santa Rosa

The following projects are part of the City of
Santa Rosa’s capital improvement program
for the Subregional Water Reclamation
System. They are upgrades to existing
facilities and do not represent an increase in
overall capacity of the System.

City of Santa Rosa

Project 8502 – Anerobic Digesters Area
Improvements

Capital Improvement Plan

Install improvements to digester and
sludge thickening at Laguna
Treatment Plan, including
replacement of gas line to waste gas
burner, install area lighting, provide
primary sludge thickening. No
increase in capacity.

City of Santa Rosa

Project 7116 – Laguna Treatment Plan
Upgrade – Phase 2: Expansion of Laguna
Plan parking lot

Capital Improvement Plan

Recoating and resurfacing secondary
clarifier collector mechanisms to
maintain their structural integrity and
functionality.

City of Santa Rosa

Project 7030 – Ultraviolet Disinfectant
Expansion – Laguna Treatment Plan (new)

Capital Improvement Plan

Upgrade the existing Waukesha
engines at the Laguna Treatment
Plan Co-general Facility

City of Santa Rosa

Project 8503 – Waukesha Engine Upgrades
(continuing): Upgrade the existing Waukesha
engines at the Laguna Treatment Plan Cogeneral Facility

Capital Improvement Plan

Upgrade the existing Waukesha
engines at the Laguna Treatment
Plan Co-general Facility

City of Santa Rosa

Project 7113 – Subregional Facilities –
Reclamation System Improvements

Capital Improvement Plan

Purchase additional land and
equipment for the expansion of the
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

(continuing)

Project Description
Subregional reclamation system, and
provide a dedicated agricultural reuse
system in a Plan buffer zone.

City of Santa Rosa

Project 8501 – Flow Equalization Basin
Concrete Repair (continuing)

Capital Improvement Plan

Repair flow equalizations at the
Laguna Treatment Plan and West
College Wet Weather Facility

City of Santa Rosa

Project 7625 & 8754 – West College Ponds –
Holding Area – Water (New) & Sewer (New)

Capital Improvement Plan

Line an area at W. College Holding
Ponds with AC to create a temporary
dirt storage facility

City of Santa Rosa

Project 8602 – Reclamation Pond Erosion
Control (continuing)

Capital Improvement Plan

Line the interior banks of the
Subregional Reclamation storage
ponds with protective rock in order to
eliminate soil erosions

City of Santa Rosa

Project 8594 – Prince Greenway – Recycled
Water Main

Capital Improvement Plan

Install recycled water pipe in ground
along Prince Greenway

City of Santa Rosa

Project 8508 – Biosolids Beneficial Reuse
Expansion (continuing)

Capital Improvement Plan

Expansion of the Compose Facility
as a reuse alternative to reduce
biosolids disposed of at landfills.
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

City of Santa Rosa

Capacity Preservation Improvements

Capital Improvement Plan

Expansion of several in-plant
processes and pumping capacity
within the existing footprint of the
site would be implemented as part of
the Capacity Preservation
Improvements. This upgrade would
be for capacity preservation,
providing the ability to reliably treat
the anticipated peak daily flows of up
to 88 mgd.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Camp Meeker Wastewater Reclamation

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Eliminate a current public health
hazard in the community of Camp
Meeker and decrease water quality
violations of the Occidental County
Sanitation District

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Canon Manor Infrastructure Improvements

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Improve water quality in the area by
replacing failing septic systems and
contaminated wells, and addressing
flooding of unpaved roads.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Monte Rio Wastewater Pollution Control

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Improve water quality in the Russian
River by constructing a public sewer
collection, treatment and disposal
system to replace failing septic
systems.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Leddy Park Area Infrastructure Improvements

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Improve water quality by replacing
failing septic systems and
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description
contaminated wells in the Leddy
Park area of Santa Rosa

Water
Sonoma County Water
Agency

Russian River Section 7 Consultation –
Implementation of the Outcome

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Consultation will facilitate ESA
compliance for operation of water
supply and flood control facilities
leading to improved in-stream and
riparian habitat for listed salmonids.
Help provide a secure water supply
for approximately 800,000 people in
Mendocino, Sonoma and Marin
Counties. Developing a Biological
Assessment (BA) to assemble
available information and evaluate
the potential effects of facilities and
operations on listed salmonids.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Russian River Basin Plan Amendments

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Agreement between SCWA and
NCRWQCB to expedite review of
Water Quality Control Plan for North
Coast Region.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse
Feasibility Study

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Provide additional recycled water
from various regional wastewater
treatment facilities to agricultural
users in the area, such as in the
Alexander, Dry Creek and Russian
River valleys via the City of Santa
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description
Rosa’s Geysers Pipeline.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Santa Rosa Urban Recycled Water
Distribution System

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Design and installation of
distribution pipeline to provide
recycled water for urban irrigation in
the Santa Rosa area. Anticipated to
offset approximately 2 billion gallons
of irrigation annually. Although this
project is listed as an SCWA project,
it is most likely the same urban reuse
alternative proposed within this
IRWP EIR. Possibly some recycled
water comes from SCWA treatment
plants, in addition to the Laguna
Plant.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Sonoma County Area Recycled Water
Irrigation

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Installation of a recycled water
distribution system in the industrial
area around the Sonoma County
Airport. Switch all non-residential
irrigation to recycled water.
Expected to save up to 120 million
gallons of potable water per year.

U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

Pesticide ban along Russian River

Press Democrat, July 26, 2003

In an effort to protect threatened and
endangered salmon, a federal judge
in Seattle has banned the use of 54
widely used pesticides near salmonbearing rivers and streams, including
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Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Windsor

Project Name

Status/Source

Agricultural Reuse via the Geysers Recharge
Pipeline

Draft Agreement between Santa Rosa
and Windsor and Windsor’s Water
Reclamation Master Plan for Treatment
Storage and Disposal. Project may
begin in 2004 or 2005.

Central Landfill, East Canyon Expansion
Phase IV

Bids, 6/18/03

Project Description
the Russian River and many of its
tributaries until the federal EPA
enacts pesticide regulations to protect
the fish.

Solid Waste
Sonoma County
Department of
Transportation and Public
Works
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Proj # WO6887, construct next phase
of the Central Landfill East Canyon
Expansion Phase IV, including
approximately earth work, hard rock
drilling and blasting, expansion of
geosynthetic liner system, leachate
collection system piping, drainage
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of sacrifical liner, and erosion
control.
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Sonoma County
Department of
Transportation and Public
Works

Central Disposal Site, East Canyon Expansion
Phases I/II, Part 2

Under construction

Project #WO6888. Construct next
phase of the Central Landfill East
Canyon Expansion (Part 2 of Phases
I/II) including 395,000 cu. yds. of
earth work. This includes 35,000 cu.
yds of hard rock drilling and blasting,
expansion of a geosyntetic liner
system, leachate and collection
system piping, drainage
improvements, roadways,
abandonment of groundwater wells,
and placement of erosion control.

Sonoma County
Department of
Transportation and Public
Works

Central Disposal Site, Power Plant Expansion
Phase III

Under construction

Project #WO6990. Site development
related to the future and separate
contact for installing two kW power
generating modules. Site
development includes grading and
paving a roadway around the existing
6.0 MW power plant, installing
underground conduit banks and
utilities to two separate foundations,
excavating and placing the concrete
foundations for two separate 40foot-long sea containers.
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Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

Sonoma County
Department of
Transportation and Public
Works

Central Disposal Site Operational
Improvements

Under construction

Project #WO6994. Construction of a
permanent household hazardous
waste collection facility; a semienclosed building for tipping of
waste from the public; and a
Recycletown Center consisting of
storage buildings and canopies for
the storage of reusable material , a
recyling drop-off and reuse area, and
four vehicle scales. Also installation
of drainage facilities, including
ditches and underground pipe,
concrete retaining walls, a grey water
collection system, access and parking
area pavement, and site electrical
lighting, as well as removal of
existing water supply lines and
installation of a water distribution
system for domestic and fire
protection, and relocation of an
existing scalehouse.

Sonoma County
Department of
Transportation and Public
Works

Central Disposal Site Administration Building
Relocation, Leachate and Landfill Gas
Pipeline Project

2nd Revised NOP of Draft SEIR,
6/27/03

Administration office
relocation/landfill expansion
component, leachate pipeline
component; landfill gas pipeline
component.
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Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description

Wetlands Fill and Waterway Restoration Projects
Sonoma County Water
Agency

Russian River Creek Stewardship

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Program by Sotoyome Resource
conservation District to collaborate
with local landowners and residents
to monitor and restore selected
tributaries within the Russian River
watershed.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Laguna de Santa Rosa

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Provide protection and restoration of
the natural flood retention capability
and historic wetland attributes of the
Laguna de Santa Rosa, a tributary to
the Russian River.

Sonoma County Water
Agency

Santa Rosa Creek Watershed

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan
program to balance community flood
control needs with habitat restoration
by providing spawning habitat for
salmonid through preservation of
more than 7 miles of Santa Rosa
Creek..

Sonoma County

Dooley Creek Watershed Implementation

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Develop and fund restoration of
Dooley Creek and its tributaries
thereby improving water quality in
the Russian River watershed by
reducing soil erosion and sediment
loading.

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 305

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Table D-1A
Cumulative Projects List Additions
Agency

OCTOBER 20, 2003

Project Name

Status/Source

Project Description
nd

Lower Forsythe Creek Implementation

Russian River Action Plan, 2 Edition,
March 2003

Restore habitat for coho and Chinook
salmon and steelhead by reducing
sedimentation and enhancing the
riparian corridor in Forsythe Creek.

Ukiah Riverside Park

Russian River Action Plan, 2nd Edition,
March 2003

Develop 40acres of parkland along
the Russian River in Mendocino
County, including wetlands
restoration, riparian habitat
restoration, river access, hiking trails,
picnic areas, baseball fields, and
soccer field.

PARSONS

VOLUME 1, PAGE 306

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
REVISIONS BY THE LEAD AGENCY

Appendix N.1, Draft Feasibility Report. The Report is now Final, therefore, “Draft” is
being removed from the title page.

Draft

Feasibility Report
Santa Rosa Incremental
Recycled Water Program
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Draft Feasibility Report Update—May 16, 2003
Since publication of the Draft Feasibility Report and associated Technical Memoranda
(TM) during March 2003, additional developments have prompted this program update.
Items that have changed include the following:

Feasibility Report
Page 13, Figure 5: Replace with Figure U-1, Concept-Level Map of Alternatives. The map
has been changed to reflect updates to the Santa Rosa plain storage area and the
proposed Geysers steamfield injection area.
Page 18, first full paragraph, sixth line: Delete “1,100” and replace with “more than
1,000.”
Page 19, Figure 7: Replace with Figure U-2, Santa Rosa Plain Storage. The surface storage
area has been expanded.
Page 102, under heading, “Other Considerations,” third paragraph, delete the third
paragraph and substitute the following:
The City of Healdsburg currently discharges secondary-treated wastewater to an
infiltration pond owned by Syar Corporation. The pond is the site of a former
gravel mining operation. The City and Syar Corporation discharge to this pond
under separate WDR, and the RWQCB has issued conflicting statements over the
last 2 years on whether or not such a discharge will require an NPDES permit in
the future. The City of Healdsburg’s discharge to the infiltration pond is
currently the subject of federal CWA litigation brought by Northern California
River Watch, a clean-water advocacy group. The outcome of this lawsuit, which
is not expected until at least the end of 2003, could provide more certainty on this
issue.
The City of Healdsburg discharge provides an analogy of a possible future
Subregional System discharge that could be studied to provide information to
the RWQCB about whether a discharge, if subject to an NPDES permit, would
improve effluent quality sufficiently to comply with the CTR through passage of
recycled water through the soil. The City of Healdsburg discharge arrangement
with Syar Corporation also suggests that indirect discharge may not require
outright acquisition of land; instead, a contractual agreement with the landowner
may secure the land necessary to implement this alternative.
Pages 110-112: Replace Tables 31 and 32 with Tables 31-U and 32-U. The tables have
been revised to reflect the inclusion of conservation in all combinations of alternatives.
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INTRODUCTION

The City of Santa Rosa conducted a 45-day public comment period from May 16, to June 30,
2003, during which time 13 government agencies and 56 individuals or organizations submitted
letters on the document. In addition, 575 copies of a form letter were received via e-mail. On
June 19, 2003, a public hearing was held at which 27 speakers commented on the Draft EIR.
Comment letters and a verbatim transcript of the public hearing comments, as produced by a
court reporter, are included in this volume.
Letters received from federal, state, regional and local agencies were assigned a number in the
100, 200, 300, and 400 series respectively. Letters from individuals were assigned a number in
the 500 series. Letters sent to the Mayor were assigned number 556, and those sent to Dan
Carlson, City of Santa Rosa Utilities Department, were assigned number 557. Oral comments
received at the public hearing were assigned a number in the 600 series.

LIST OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
A list of the comments received is shown below in Table 1-1. The list of individuals who sent a
form letter to the Mayor is shown in Table 1-2 and to Dan Carlson in Table 1-3.

Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

Federal Agencies
100

Ueber, Ed
Manager

Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary

6/26/03

State Agencies
200

Sable, Timothy C.
District Branch Chief

Department of Transportation

6/13/03

201

Roberts, Terry
Director

California State Clearinghouse

7/1/03

202

Short, John L.
Senior Water Resource Engineer

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board

7/18/03

Regional Agencies
300

DeGabriele, Chris
General Manager

North Marin Water District

6/30/03

301

McGuire, Eric
Environmental Services
Coordinator

Marin Municipal Water District

6/30/03
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

Local Agencies
400

Litwin, Craig
Mayor

City of Sebastopol

6/19/03

401

Monk, Don W.
Public Works Director/
Town Engineer

Town of Windsor

6/26/03

402

Parkinson, Pete, AICP
Director PRMD

Sonoma County PRMD

07/01/03

403

Leivo, Carl
City Manager

City of Rohnert Park

6/26/03

404

Cipriani, Maria J.
Assistant General Manager

Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation &
Open Space District

6/27/03

405

Bierman, Michael A.
City Manager

City of Petaluma

6/30/03

406

Woltering, David, AICP

City of Cotati

7/17/13

Planning Director
Individuals
500

Dilworth, Toben
Program Manager

Town Hall Coalition

6/10/03

501

Sandler, Mike
Program Coordinator

Community Clean Water Institute

6/11/03

502

Ashcroft, Peter
Chair

Sierra Club, Sonoma Group

6/18/03

503

Koch, Gene

6/18/03

504

Koch, Gene

6/18/03

505

Koch, Gene

6/19/03

506

Curry, Linda

6/19/03

507

Gospe, Jeffrey D.

6/19/03

508

McGhee, Cecilia

6/19/03

509

Corson, Fred

6/19/03

510

Ogasawara, Paul

6/19/03

511

Smit, Steve

6/19/03

512

Webster, Dale

6/19/03

513

Unattributed

6/19/03

514

Boultbee, T.

6/19/03

515

Unattributed

6/19/03

516

Coorpender, Martin E.

6/23/03
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

517

Charter, Richard
Marine Conservation Advocate

Environmental Defense

6/24/03

518

Caulfield, Catherine
Executive Director

Environmental Action Committee of West
Marin

6/26/03

519

Pohlson, Kevin
V.P. Land Planning

Brookfield Homes Bay Area, Inc.

6/26/03

520

Hess, Hamilton
Vice-Chair

Friends of Cobb Mountain

6/26/03

521

Mortenson, Joseph, Ph.D.

6/26/03

522

Nelson, Martin

6/26/03

523

Noyes, Ingrid

6/27/03

524

Olney, Judith

6/27/03

525

Graf, Michael W.

526

Ogasawara, Paul

6/27/03

527

Tresch, Joe

6/28/03

528

Gospe, Jeffrey D.

Andersen Springs Community Alliance

6/29/03

529

Kendall, Curtis
Manager

Audubon California
Mayacamas Mountains Audubon Sanctuary

6/30/03

530

Rawson, Bob

International Wastewater Solutions Corp

6/30/03

531

Hines, R. Brian
Secretary

Trout Unlimited of California

6/30/03

532

Volker, Stephan C.
Attorney for Friends of the Eel
River

Friends of the Eel River

6/30/03

533

Adelman, Brenda S.

Russian River Water Protection Committee

6/30/03

534

Swift, Sean
Executive Director

The Bishop’s Ranch

6/30/03

535

McEnhill, Don
Russian RiverKeeper

Russian RiverKeeper

6/30/03

536

Lipton, Douglas S.
Principal Scientist

Lipton Environmental Group

6/30/03

537

Wickham, Daniel E., Ph.D, REA

Friends of the Russian River

6/30/03

538

Maurice, Ann

Ad Hoc Committee for Sustainability

6/30/03

539

Burden, Steve
Box, Tom
Stark, Mitch

Calpine Corporation

6/30/03

540

Smithfield, Robert
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

Letter Date

541

Corson, Fred

6/30/03

542

Hichwa, Diane
Conservation Chair

543

Vellutini, Carol

6/30/03

544

Swijtink, Zeno

6/30/03

545

Euphrat, Fred, Ph.D.

6/30/03

546

Hancock, Ann
Coordinator

547

Jacobi, Veronica & Gougler,
David

6/30/03

548

Kibby, Cathryn & Bruce

6/30/03

549

Hanson, Larry

6/30/03

550

Sunswheat, Eric

6/30/03

551

Connors, Peter G.

6/30/03

552)

Corson, Fred
President

553

Leite, Mrs. Elizabeth

554

Smith, Bill

Northern California Power Agency

7/6/03

555

Adelman, Brenda

Russian River Watershed Protection
Committee

7/8/03

556

Form Letter to Mayor

557

Form Letter to Dan Carlson

Madrone Audubon Society

Climate Protection Campaign

Dry Creek Valley Association

6/30/03

6/30/03

6/30/03
7/11/03

Oral Commentors (June 19, 2003 Public Hearing)
600

Schram, Mary Jane

Gulf of the Farallones National Marine
Sanctuary

6/19/03

601

Charter, Richard

Marine Conservation Advocate for
Environmental Defense and Co-Chair of
Friends of the Esteros

6/19/03

602

Seeley, Anne

Concerned Citizens for Santa Rosa

6/19/03

603

Smit, Steve

Coalition for Sustainable Agriculture

6/19/03

604

Beck, Leon Robert

605

Maurice, Ann

Ad Hoc Committee for Sustainable
Agriculture

6/19/03

606

Yarish, Tom

Co-Chair of Friends of the Esteros

6/19/03

607

Kaulum, Keith

Sonoma Group of the Sierra Club

6/19/03

608

Corson, Fred

Dry Creek Valley Association, President

6/19/03
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Table 1-1
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR
Letter

Name (Last, First)
Title (if Applicable)

Agency/Organization

609

Cribari, Steve

610

Albrecht, Fred

6/19/03

611

Jacobi, Veronica

6/19/03

612

Hess, Hamilton

613

Wright, Dale

6/19/03

614

Griffin, Martin

6/19/03

615

Gospe, Jeff

6/19/03

616

Webster, Dale

6/19/03

617

Keane, Bill

618

Euphrat, Fred

619

Kendall, Curtis

620

Sandler, Mike

6/19/03

621

Ogasawara, Paul

6/19/03

622

Adelman, Brenda

Russian River Watershed Protection
Committee

6/19/03

623

Kelly, Linda

Member of the City Council, Sebastopol

6/19/03

624

Swijtink, Zeno

6/19/03

625

Rawson, Bob

6/19/03

626

Hines, Brian
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Friends of Cobb Mountain

Sonoma County Water Agency

6/19/03

6/19/03

6/19/03
6/19/03

Audubon California

Trout Unlimited
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Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Adonai, Alia

Bennett-Hanes, Christy

Calhoun, Ramon

Alexander, Beverly

Berchielli, John

Cain, Tim

Alexander, Chris

Bergeron, Denise

Cameron, Marsha

Almada-Stillwell, Evelyn

Bessonette, Michael

Cannon, Cathleen

Altman, Mitch

Birchard, Ethan

Castellon, Leigh

Alvergue, Silvia

Blair, Julian

Catskill, Clover

Amers, Ambre

Blash, Lisel

Ceaser, Phyllis

Anderson, Clifford

Bluestone, Steve

Cecchettini, Shelby

Anding, Nancy

Blum, Walter

Chambers, Cara

Andres, Susan, Farallones Sanctuary
Association

Bode, Ernest

Champion, Clark

Arikat, Amin

Bolman, Diane

Chan, Corey

Asbury, Ian

Bonn, Steve

Chan, Toni

Aurassia, Shoshana

Bonnice, Ayshe

Chang, J. Andrew

Aycock, Christopher

Bott, Edward

Chapman, Jacqueline

Babkirk, Kate

Boykin, Bill

Cherner, Lois

Babula, Jared

Braitman, Stephen M.H

Cherot, Colin

Bader, John

Brammer, Katie

Chilvers, Jessica

Bailey, Owen

Brandeis, Jay

Churchman, Jenna

Bakke, Allison

Brast, Dave

Clark, Catherine

Baldassare, Heidi

Braunstein, Steven

Clark, Scott

Baloun, Karel

Bray, Peter

Clout, Melissa

Bancroft, Frances

Bremer, Catherine

Cluster, Mike

Barker, Baana

Broderick, Larry

Cohen, Anne

Barkley, Meg

Brown, Barbara

Cohn, Darcy

Baron, Alan

Brown, Heather

Cole, Rob

Barrs, Sarah

Brumbaugh, Joe

Connell, Catherine

Bauer, Wendy C.

Bucher, Kathryn

Cook, Tracy

Bauman, Edward Mann

Buckley, Lara

Cope, Julie

Beaudry, David

Buff, Lisa

Crowley, Marylee

Bell, Sunny

Bundy, D.

Cuccia, Julie

Benedetti, Julia

Caballero, Kathleen

Cullen, Christina

OCTOBER 20, 2003

PARSONS

VOLUME 2, PAGE 1-6

INCREMENTAL RECYCLED WATER PROGRAM FINAL EIR
PUBLIC COMMENTS

Table 1-2
Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Cunningham, Abby

Faber, Ken

Graff, Elizabeth

Daily, Deborah

Farmer, Johnie

Grant, Jim

Daley, Anita

Feldman, Mark

Gray, Karl F.

Dart-Padover, Maggie

Ferrera, David

Greiten, John

Davis, Gayle

Fields, Frank

Grenland, Dianne

Davis, Shellee

Fierro, Gin

Grimm, Cynthia

Day, Nancy

Fisher, Carolyn

Grimm, Jen

de Forest, John

Fitton, Heidi

Gundy, Tiona

Dehinde, Dakota

Flemng, Shanna

Gyorke, Drew

Delage, Madeleine

Flowing, Flo

Haben, Christopher

Delgado, Daniel

Forman, Alex

Hajek, Christopher

Dellar, Jobyna

Foss, Janice

Halasz, Audree

Denney, Mark

Fowler, Elizabeth

Hall, D. Kaye

de Normanville, Amanda

Friday, Pat

Hammond, David

DiBenedetto, Michael

Fromme, Jacki

Harding, Deni

Dicus, Lyda

Frye, Terrie

Harper Hyde, Jane, Kate

Dinelli, Luca

Galgani, Marie

Hart, Joan E.

Dohn, Nikki

Galitsky, Christina

Hartwell-Herrero, Pam

Donovan, Todd

Gallagher, Jessica

Haslam, Simone

Dooley, Heather

Gantt, Gene

Hawkins, Judy

Dreskin, Wendy

Garces, Laurence

Hawkins, Renee

Dresser, Janet

Gehlken, Kathy

Hecht, Steve

Drysdale, Robin

Gessert, Ann

Heinzig, Dennis

Duffield, Carrie

Geven, Michael

Helfand, Judy

Efross, Monnie

Giglio, Sharon

Hergenrather, Sam

Eisler, Laurie

Gilardi, Angela

Higginbotham, Tulasi

Eleanor, Gayle

Gillam, Calder

Higgins, Debra

Elliott, Janine

Gilmore, Martha

Hodges, Berta

Espey, Susan

Gitti, Ernie

Hoerr, James

Estabrook, Tara

Gleason, Elisabeth

Honda, Laura

Exton, Anne

Gooch, Nancy

Hopp, Cindy

Eyheralde, Margaret

Gougler, David

Hosmer, B.J.
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Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Hubbell, Jodi

Ladrech, Jacqueline

Martin, Bonnie

Ice, Laura

Lane, Carol

Martin, Glenn

Jackson, Weldon H.

Leahy, Katherine

Martinez, Camila

Jacobi, Veronica

LeBrek, Stacey

Matteson, Peter

James, Kathy

Lee, Cheryl

Mauro, Susan

John, Ken

Lee, Inez

May, Judith

Johnson, Barbara

Lee, Rebecca

Mayes, Robert E.

Jones, Gail

Laureyns, Ryan

Mazor, Raphael

Jones, Jeri

Lawton, Corby

McCarthy, Sharon

Joyce, Kathleen

Leising, Kirsten

McDonald, Mary Ann

Kapke, Barry

Leonardson, Rebecca

McKendry, Jeannie

Kappus, Mike

Leslie, Robert

McKaughan, Laura

Katz, Sprinza

Lichtman, Benjamin

McNeil, Susan

Kawamura, Bert

Lichty, Robert

Michaels, Adine

Keiser, Sarah

Limbach, Jamie

Misseldine, Mary

Kiehne, Dorothy

Linton, Andrea

Misuraca, J.

Kimball, Kristi

LoBianco, Ro

Mitchell, Greg

Kirk, Lexy

Lockert, Michael

Morawski, Michael

Klimo, Scott

Lods, Chris

Moretti, Ryan

Knox, Cherie

Loiselle, Ryan

Morgan, Patricia

Koch, Cheryl

Long, Kim

Morrish, Janice

Koch, Jerry

Loveton, Terry

Mosher, Kathy

Kohler, C.

Lumine, Julie

Mulkani, Liberty

Kohler, Lisa

Luna, Michele

Naegler, Hanne

Koren, Margaret

Lynn, Gertrude

Needleman, Larry

Koym, Kimberlee

Maass, Monica

Nelson, Emily

Kratz, Matthew

Mainland, Edward

Nelson, Rosemary

Krebs, Ellen

Mainland, Nathalie

Newsom, Elizabeth

Krey, Chantal

Mankos, Marian

Ngo, TK

Kubota, Ria Tanz

Mann, Pita

Nicholson, Julie and Tom

Kurtz, Lorna

Markson, Bill

Nicholson, Julie
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Authors of E-mails Sent to the Mayor Sharon Wright
Letter Number 556
Nidorf, David

Polly, Jonathon

Schriebman, Judy

Niederholzer, Anna

Porter, Mary W.

Schultz, Trevitt

Niles, John

Powers, Marie C.

Schulze, Gregg

Nunes, Lisa

Rabin, Orlee

Scott, Shelley

O’Mara-Larson, Helen

Rain, Kiah

Seidl, Lawrence

Oglevie, Megan

Rains, Gail

Shane, Helen

Olson, Eric

Ralston, R.

Shapas, Barbara

Orosz, James

Ramirez, Irma T.

Sipes, Sharon

Ortiz, Mosita

Raphael, Debbie

Shoemaker, Adrienne G.

Osterweil, Cassady

Reed, Tyler

Shelton, Selma

Otten, Robert

Reid, Ben

Shull, Judy

Paperno, Richard

Reynolds, JB

Shupp, David

Paquette, Nancy

Richardson, Nancy

Silver, Lars

Pardella, Steven

Rieber, Emily

Slevin, Vince

Pathan, Ahmed D.

Riemer, Kristina

Smith, Ben

Paulson, Ali

Risman, Shoshana

Smith, Kristi

Paulson, Karen

Robinson, Paul

Smithfield, Robert

Peacock, Nancy

Rodgers, Elizabeth

Sommer, Catherine

Pearce, John

Rodney, Ray

Sondeen, Jane

Pedersen, K.

Root, Illona

Soost, Robert

Peetz, Debbie

Rosatti, Dennis

Sorrells, Autumn

Pena-Govea, Rene

Rosenthal, M.D., David

Speckart, Carrie

Pereira, Jula

Rosenthal, Michael

Spector, Ann Mari

Perkins, Julie

Rowell, Michael

Staaf, Linda

Perry, Lake

Ruark, Samuel

Stanard, Sue

Perryman, JoAnn

Rupert, Ben

Starbuck, Marg

Pessis, Andre

Russell, Claire

Steiger, Gary

Petersen, Peggy A.

Russell, Patricia

Stein, Adam

Peterson, Austin

Saame, Janice

Steinberger, Joseph

Pinckard, David

Saltzman, Peggy

Steinberger, Terry Jo

Pizalato, Sam

Saure, Lizelle

Steinmetz, Lee Ann

Poehlmann, Chris

Schiffmann, Alyssa

Stevens, Kimberly
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Steward, Rosalie

Ting, Michelle

Weckenman, Kate

Stivers, Robert

Tippett, James

Weekley, Terry

Sullivan, Barbara

Toney, Kevin

Wells, Susan

Suzanne, Rebecca

Tornheim, Jeff

Wertman, Bonnie

Swinney, Erica

Tubbs, Ann

Wheaton, Carey

Tache, Bill & Jan

Tuggle, Melissa

Wiebe, Roland

Tager, Jilda

Turrigiano, Patricia

Williams, Terra

Takach, Dorrit

Vanek, Carol

Wilson, Dina

Tamminen, Ann

Vega, Felice M.

Wolf, Andrea

Tanko, Clare Bressani

Velasquez Cruz, Virginia

Wons, Richard

Tanko, Jason

Venegas-Hoey, Adriana

Wood, Madeleine

Taylor, Amy

Ventrello, Faith

Yezbick, Michael

Tellman, Edwin

Vibert, Catherine

Yezzi, Michael

Thomas, Dennis

Viken, Barbara

Zamora, Pauline, PhD

Thome, Jade

Vogler, Richard

Zarchin, Natalie

Thompson, Bruce

Vogt, Evelyn

Zeigler, Evelyn

Thompson, Karen

Wagner, Michael

Zoglin, Robert

Thompson, Leeya

Waldner, Mary

Zondlo, Joe

Thoulion, Barbara

Warren, Julie

Thunen, Erif

Watson, Kathleen
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Table 1-3
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Letter Number 557
+Abuna, MorThoma, Xth, Patriarch
& Catholicose

Crowley, Marylee

James, Kathy

Adonai, Alia

Daily, Deborah

John, Ken

Alexander, Beverly

Daley, Anita

Johnson, Barbara

Altman, Mitch

Dart-Padover, Maggie

Kappus, Mike

Alvergue, Silvia

Denney, Mark

Keiser, Sarah

Asbury, Ian

DiBenedetto, Michael

Kimball, Kristi

Babkirk, Kate

Dohn, Nikki

Kirk, Lexy

Babski, Mark

Dreskin, Wendy

Kirschling, Karen

Bakke, Allison

Eleanor, Gayle

Krupnick, Wendy

Baron, Alan

Feldman, Mark

Kubota, Ria Tanz

Bauer, Wendy

Fields, Frank

Ladrech, Jacqueline

Bauman, Edward Mann

Fisher, Carolyn

Laureyns, Ryan

Benedetti, Julia

Flemng, Shanna

LeBrek, Stacey

Bennett-Hanes, Christy

Friday, Pat

Lee, Cheryl

Bessonette, Michael

Galgani, Marie

Lee, Rebecca

Blumenthal, Inez

Galitsky, Christina

Leslie, Robert

Bode, Ernest

Geven, Michael

Lichtman, Benjamin

Braitman, Stephen M.H.

Gillam, Calder

Lichty, Robert

Brown, Heather

Glass, Jonathan

Linbach, Jamie

Brumbaugh, Joe

Gyorke, Drew

Linton, Andrea

Buchanan, Athena

Hajek, Christopher

Loiselle, Ryan

Bush, Francois

Hall, D. Kaye

Mainland, Edward

Cannon, Cathleen

Harper, Kate

Mansbach, Manny

Chan, Toni

Hartwell-Herrero, Pam

Markson, Bill

Cherner, Lois

Hawkins, Judy

Martin, Bonnie

Chilvers, Jessica

Hergenrather, Sam

Mazor, Raphael

Cohen, Anne

Higginbotham, Tulasi

McKaughan, Laura

Cohn, Darcy

Honda, Laura

Misseldine, Mary

Cook, Tracy

Hubbell, Jodi

Mitchell, Greg
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Authors of E-mails Sent to Dan Carlson, City of Santa Rosa Utilities Department
Letter Number 557
Moretti, Ryan

Rosatti, Dennis

Taylor, Amy

Morgan, Patricia

Rowell, Michael

Thompson, Leeya

Mulkani, Liberty

Russell, Claire

Tuell, Lara

Ngo, TK

Saame, Janice

Tuggle, Melissa

Nicholson, Julie

Schultz, Trevitt

Velasquez Cruz, Virginia

Nidorf, David

Shapas, Barbara

Vega, Felice M.

Nunes, Lisa

Shoemaker, Adrienne G.

Vibert, Catherine

Orosz, James

Simon, Philip

Viken, Barbara

Pearce, John

Sipes, Sharon

Vogler, Richard

Pena-Govea, Rene

Smith, Ben

Weckenman, Kate

Pereira, Jula

Soost, Robert

Weekley, Terry

Poehlmann, Chris

Speckart, Carrie

Wertman, Bonnie

Porter, Mary W.

Stein, Adam

Wheaton, Carey

Reed, Tyler

Steinberger, Terry Jo

Yezzi, Michael

Reifel, Barbara

Swinney, Erica

Zondlo, Joe

Rivera, Christina

Tanko, Jason

Rodney, Ray

Tarquinio, Andrew
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