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In addition, the Water Supply Assessment that was originally approved by the Root Creek
Water District for the Riverstone development project (formerly the "Gateway Village"
project) assumed the beneficial reuse of the waste treatment plant's effluent for irrigation of
croplands. That included the effluent generated by the Initial Plan. The effluent was to be
stored in lined ponds until the effluent could be used for the agricultural irrigation purposes.

Instead, the Initial Plant is now relying on percolation/evaporation ponds and undisinfected
effluent unsuitable for application on the agricultural crops. The result is that less of the
effluent will be available as credit towards the required water balance of the project,
inconsistent with the assumptions of the approved Water Supply Assessment. The engineer
for Root Creek Water District is on record in asserting that only one-half of any waste water
treatment applied to percolation ponds in this region will result in beneficial ground water
recharge (even after reduction for the evaporation component). That analysis is reflected in
the attached report from Provost and Pritchard which is included as Exhibit 2.

Based on the foregoing, we respectfully request that the Board not approve the Waste
Discharge Requirements Order until after there has been a subsequent EIR, a supplement to
the previously certified EIR, or other CEQA evaluations have been completed. Those
additional evaluations must address the potentially significant environmental impact of the
significant changes in the proposed initial waste water treatment system authorized by the
proposed Waste Discharge Requirements Order.

Sincerely,

McCORMICK, BARSTOW, SHEPPARD,
WAYTE & CARRUTH LLP

P D

Jeffrey M. Reid
Enc.  Exhibit 1 — Report of AECOM
Exhibit 2 — Memorandum of Provost & Pritchard
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1360 E. Spruce Avenue
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5§59.448.8222 tel
559.448.8233 fax

Fresno, CA 93720
WWW.aecom.com

Memorandum

To: Michael Gunner

From: Tyler Hunt, PE

Subject: Riverstone (formerly Gateway Village) WWTF WDRs
Date: December 3, 2014

Michael,

Per your request, AECOM reviewed the Tentative Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for the Root
Creek Water District's Riverstone Wastewater Treatment Facility \WANTF) and compared them to the
proposed design as set forth in the Infrastructure Master Plan (IMP) included in the Gateway Village
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) which was approved on 11 September 2007. The major deviations
are noted in the table below followed by additional explanation of why the deviation should be considered

significant:
Deviations Gateway Village EIR Riverstone WWTF WDRs
1. First phase Secondary, disinfected (Appendix

treatment level

G, section VI, subsections B and
C)

Secondary, undisinfected (page 2 of
WDRs, paragraph 6)

2. First phase treated
effluent disposal

Disposal to dedicated cropland
(Appendix G, section VI,
paragraph 1 and subsection B)

Disposal to percolation/evaporation
ponds (page 2 of WDRs, paragraph 6
and Attachment B)

3. First phase treated
effluent storage

Storage in lined ponds (Appendix
G, section VI, subsection D)

Storage in percolation/evaporation
ponds (page 2 of WDRs, paragraph 9)

4. First phase
treatment process

Site plan includes chlorine contact
tanks for disinfection (Appendix G,
section VI, figure G-1)

Plant flow schematic does not include
chlorine or any other disinfection
process (Attachment B)

5. First phase biosolids

Class A, utilizing digestion or

Class B, disposal by drying and hauling

processing composting (Executive Summa or hauling of wet sludge in bins (page 3
secti?:n \l/IIg s(ubsection F) ¥ |ofwD Rs, paragraph 12 and
' Attachment B)
Deviation 1 The EIR states that the WWTF would produce a secondary disinfected effluent which is

considered a higher level of treatment than secondary undisinfected. The disinfection
step reduces pathogens which is safer for the public and allows for an increased variety
of reclamation options. The WDRs propose that the WWTF will produce a secondary
undisinfected which reduces the reclamation options and can present a public health

issue.
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Mr. Chris Campbell July 17, 2014
Gunnar Ranch West Water Balance Analysis Page 2

B. Table 2-3 Projected Water Demands (Build-Out Only)
Table 2-3 restates the demand projections which appear in Table 2-1, summarizing those
demand factors in terms of acre-feet (AF) of water use per year. Table 2-3 contains important
assumptions about which land uses will receive potable water and which will receive recycled
water, which are based on the actual commitments made by the GRW project to date. If the
project does not provide recycled water to the noted uses, overdraft will be greater than these
calculations conclude.

The last line of Table 2-3 is the total consumptive water use according to each of the documents
cited and our own calculations. These total demands are carried to Section D. of the worksheet,
at the top of the second page.

C. Difference in Applied Water Demands (Build-Out Only)
This section of the worksheet provides subtotals of estimated water applied net of recharge, and
is not an “apples-to-apples” comparison because of differences in the methodologies used in
the three documents. The data presented in Sections D. and E. of the worksheet provide a
more complete comparison and should be carefully reviewed.

D. Divisions of Water Balance .

In this Section the differences between the approach and methodology used in each document
become apparent. In parts 1 and 2 of this table, the P&P 2014 and GR IMP columns are blank
in numerous rows which the GRW WSA uses to account for losses and “recharges” that P&P
does not consider valid and so did not include. These include the assumption that 25% to 30%
of all outdoor residential, parkway and landscape irrigation percolates and benefits the overall
water balance. The percentages shown in black on these rows are from the 2009 WSA, while
the percentages in red are from the revised 2012 WSA.

Part 3 of this Section calculates total inflow to the WWTP, less recycled water demand, less
evaporation from the Effluent Storage Ponds, to arrive at the estimated quantity of treated
effluent available to percolate to the groundwater. Note there is a full order of magnitude
difference between the evaporation losses shown in the two GRW WSAs versus the P&P 2014
evaporation value.

The P&P 2014 evaporation total is based upon the given WWTP effluent pond acreage and
standard evaporation values for the Madera area, assuming the pond is wet year-round, the
most generous assumptions we can justify. We have no explanation as to how the WSAs
arrived at values so much larger than these accepted standards.

Part 4 of this Table is the calculation of overall overdraft attributable to the project. The formula
used for this is total consumptive use, less effective recharge, less aquifer safe yield (or “natural
recharge.”)

Both WSAs assume 100 percent of all possible recharge actually takes place effectively. We
have been more conservative, given the complex geology underlying the project area and the
dearth of detail provided for the project’s proposed facilities. We have extensive borings in and
near the project area, carried out for Root Creek Water District, which show the presence of
intermittent clay lenses in the subsurface.

These lenses (or layers) of clay are irregularly interspersed throughout southeast Madera
County, found at various depths from approximately five feet below ground surface to hundreds
of feet deep, and varying in thickness from ten feet to nearly 100 feet depending upon the












