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Public Hearing (12/15/10
CEC - Recycled Water )
Deadline: 1/10/11 by 12 noon

From: Michae! Garabedian <mikeg@gvn.net>

To: <commentielters@waterboards.ca.gow

Date: 171012011 11:47 AM

Subject: Comment Letter — CEC Monitaring for Recycled Water

Jeanine Townsend

Clerk to the Board

State Water Resources Controt Board
1001 ¢ Street. 24th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Friends thanks the Board for extending the comment deadline on the CEC
Advisary Panel's report and on Board action on it.

The comments received and that are being recsived by the Board are
evidence in support of the fact that the California Environmentat
Quality Act requires the Board to prepare an Environmental impact

Report on this project. E (;;; 5:F§ ﬂ \\,_7 E
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Further, the Board should not be pursuing this project without CEQA
analysis of the impacts of project water monitoring and recycling on
these factors that the monitoring and policy wolild negatively impact
due to increased use of “recycled” water enabled by the project, N AN T o il
reduced fiows, reduced water availability, added contaminants, )
degradation, and other chemical, physical, biological and CEQA factors:
existing water rights _
instream uses SW RCB EXEC UTIVE
waters subject to public trust doctrine rights . : .
volume of flows into the delia

water quality of rivers and lakes

water quality of aquifers recharged with reuse water including but not

fimited to chemical reactions petween reused water and physical and

viological properties found in aquifers

public health impacts including but not limited to those of antibiotic

resistant organisms

public health impact due to application of reused water 1o crops

public health im pacts including drinking water impacts on rivers,

lakes, beaches and other waters

damage to landscape plants such as saits killing redwood trees

not monitoring at at end of pipe at point of use that's critical for

public heaith protection

basin plans

axisting and pending TMDL plans

the panel's major omissions such as it failure to look into the

reasons for the recommendations in the letter from the Department of

Public Health.

the panel's passive role in accepting limitations as long-term givens

without recommending plans or actions to overcome this or pricrities

for developing needs

panel limits on its recommendations to substances that have

established testing protocols

the ad hoc natare of the panel process including the convening of a

\ater panel and the conflicting statements from Board members and

others about future panels

the panel report limiting itself to chemicals of emerging concem and

not constituents of emerging concerm

confusing and conflicting use by the Board of different meanings for

the first C in CEC

the absence of an identifiable Board planning process of proposal to

develop a board or state plan for dealing with CEC's

the Board's reliance on panel mambers instead of informed Board staff

the panel's primary expertise being in the retatively narrow and

relatively new field of environmental toxicotogy, and not public

health, biclogical discipfines, poliution, and so on

the Board's reliance on an ocean and southern California group to

manage the panel project

the neglect of the project and panel membership {0 include focus and

exp_ertise on inland waters and coastal areas that have the state's

major rivers
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the failure to necessarily address CEC's in public and private water
supplies taken from rivers ang lakes that receive discharges from
publicly owed treatment works

failure to identify CEC testing that is being dene by water districts
and to gather that data for Purposes of the report

the failure of the report to define and describe the existing
regulatory structure at all levels of government, (a) for water
peliution related to the report, and (b) that affect or relate to
contaminants of emerging concemn

the failure of the report to describe efforts to address contaminants
of emerging concem in California localities, in other states, and at
the federal and internationai levels

absence of addressing what the needs and options are for taking

failure to use authority in California water law for CEC's
the inadequate project description,

There is a fair argument that this project may have a significant
impact on the environment, There is substantial evidence in light of
the whole project's CEQA record that is before the Board that the
project may have g significant impact on the environment.

Michael Garabedian, President
Friends of the North Fork
7143 Gardenvine Ave.

Citrus Heights CA 95621
916-719-7296




