Response: Attachmé A of the Recycled Water Policy (Re .rements for Monitoring
Constituents of Emerging Concern for Recycled Water) states that monitoring of health-
based CECs or performance indicator CECs is not required for recycled water used for
landscape irrigation because there is a low risk for ingestion of recycled water. Further,
the Policy (Attachment A, section 1.1) states that the “Regional Water Boards shall not
issue requirements for monitoring of additional CECs in a recycled water beyond the
requirements in the Policy except when monitoring is recommended by CDPH or
requested by the recycled water project proponent.” The draft Permit is consistent
with the Policy.

Regional Water Board staff is participating in the development of a pilot study that will
investigate the presence of CECs in receiving waters statewide. Staff anticipates that
the study will provide guidance for monitoring of municipal wastewater treatment
effluent and receiving waters for CECs. Recommendations from this study could then
be incorporated into discharge permits in the north coast region.

Comment No. 14: Lack of Enforcement for Over-irrigation Incidents. What
administrative penalties for over irrigation have been handed out? RRWPC has filed
complaints on multiple Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa over-irrigation incidents, with
numerous dated and identified photos, and nothing-seemed to happen in the public view.
What does it take for the Regional Board to issue a Cease and Desist Order? How can the
public maintain confidence in this process when things are somehow dealt with behind the
scenes?

Response: ACL Order No. R1-2010-0075, adopted by the Regional Water Board on
October 28, 2010, assessed a total civil liability of $72,750 for permit- violations,
including violations for discharges of reclaimed water to surface water. A Notice of
Violation and a notice to submit a technical report under section 13267(b) of Cal. Wat.
Code was issued on February 22, 2010, for incidents of over-irrigation at water reuse
sites in Rohnert Park that occurred in August 2009. The City responded by amending
its runoff incident notification procedures and expanding its operator working hours to
have system coverage from 4:30 am to 9:00 pm, when most irrigation takes place. The

. Notice_of Violation and the City’s Technical Report are on file at the Regional Water
Board office.

The North Coast Regional Water Board and its staff endeavor to make the permitting
process, from the preparation of the draft Order through permit adoption, as
transparent as possible. Regional Water Board staff's efforts to assess and ensure
permit compliance, including taking appropriate enforcement for noncompliance, are
conducted in a manner that attempts to balance staff resources and state and regional
priorities while remaining in compliance with the State’s Enforcement Policy. The
Regional Water Board and its staff encourage public participation in its mission to
protect water quality by providing public notice of its decisions in accordance with

state and federal law.

Comment No. 15: Inadequate Consideration of Public Comments. RRWPC has a similar
concern (lack of public process) about the Nutrient Offset program. Santa Rosa identified
an offset project (Beretta Dairy). There was a public comment period. RRWPC submitted a
lengthy letter, and the next thing we heard, the project had been approved. Now, a new
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notice has gone out on a _ferent project. What's the point ¢ commenting, when the
public is not included in the process?

Response: The City’s Nutrient Offset Program is not the topic of the Proposed Order.
However, responses to comments on actions taken by the Regional Water Board or its
Executive Officer are made available to the public at public hearings and/or through
posting on the Regional Water Board website. In the case of the Beretta Dairy nutrient
offset credit project, a response to written comments was posted on the website with
the notification by the Executive Officer approving the project. Public participation in
the consideration of this project was consistent with conditions of the Nutrient Offset
Program. '

Comment No. 16: Consideration of Dilution and Temperature when Establishing
Effluent Limitations. Another factor inadequately considered, is that of discharge to a
waterway when low flows predominate. Could one say that even a small discharge into a
very low flowing and water quality impaired stream, will have a much bigger impact than if
normal flows were taking place. The NPDES discharge permit covers the period when
flows tend to be higher and therefore the impaired constituent would be somewhat diluted.
Is dilution considered when setting standards? If it is, then shouldn’t standards be raised
when discharge is allowed under summer conditions, especially where heat is a factor?

In fact, the impacts of this discharge on the environment during summer conditions have
not been fully explored. We all know, even without scientific studies, that the Laguna
impairments are greatly exacerbated during heated summer conditions. We wonder if that
was factored in when the standards were set. Whether or not it was, shouldn’t it be
considered now?

Response: The draft Order limits the discharges to surface water to the period from
October 1 through May 14 and prohibits the Permittee’s discharge of treated
wastewater at a rate that exceeds five percent of the flow of the Russian River. In
addition, the Permittee modulates its discharge from Delta Pond, currently the City’s
exclusive discharge point, in accordance with a discharge flow model that effectively
limits the discharge volume significantly below the five percent permitted flow. These
requirements prohibit te Permittée’s ability to discharge during-the summer-and
significantly limit discharges during other times when surface water flows in the
watershed are low. In addition, as a practical matter, discharges to surface water
during dry conditions are rare because it is during these conditions that the Permittee
is using treated wastewater for fulfilling commitments to recycled water users and has
no incentive to “waste” water that can be reused.

Comment No. 17: Incidental Runoff and Seasonal Discharge Prohibition. There seems
to be an internal conflict in the permit:

In reference to the summer discharge prohibition, the Fact Sheet states on page F-24,“The
discharge of wastewater effluent from the Subregional System...is prohibited during the
period of May 15% to September 30%...” And it explains, “The original intent of this
prohibition was to prevent the contribution of wastewater to the baseline flow of the Russian
River during the period of the year when the Russian River and its tributaries experience the
heaviest water contact recreation use.” Did the standard change when the discharge went
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from point to non-point / virtue of its use as irrigation? s assumption that only
occasional and minimal discharges will occur is simply not verifiable by the record, since 1t
is so hard to ascertain the estimates of runoff that actually occurred.

Response: The season discharge prohibition applies to all discharges of municipal
waste to the Russian River and its tributaries. This prohibition also applies to treated
municipal wastewater suitable for reclamation. Incidental runoff of irrigated recycled
water may be authorized under terms of a NPDES permit where BMPs are established
to minimize the volume and frequency of incidental runoff.

Incidental runoff that occurs as a result of urban irrigation is regulated under the City’s
MS4 permit and the City’s NPDES permit (Master Reclamation Permit). Larger,
unauthorized discharges of runoff of reclaimed water do occur on occasion as a result of
mechanical failures, human error, and other reasons. Regional Water Board staff is
notified of these violations and have been working with the Permittee to correct
deficiencies in water reclamation system so as to minimize occurrences of incidental
runoff and prevent larger runoff events.

Comment No. 18: Protection of Public Health and Trihalomethanes in Effluent. The
Fact Sheet at pages F-28 & 29 indicates that the RPA for dichlorobromomethane and
chlorodibromomethane indicates their limits may be exceeded through the discharge of
wastewater. How will public health and other beneficial uses be protected if these
substances are distributed on the land and into the atmosphere through the spray process?
In fact, what is the fate of public health if this is sprayed into areas where the public is
present? (Size and strength of spray is an issue also that needs to be considered when
calculating agronomic rates of application. There is one property on Guerneville Rd. by
Campobello that uses a gigantic spray that [ often see going into the nearby creek and
occasionally into the road. It's an agricultural field around 3200 Guerneville Rd. on south
side of road.)

Response: The public health risk from exposure to recycled water is managed through
 compliance with water recycling regulations established by CDPH. The Proposed Order
is consistent with CDPH regulations.

Comment No. 19: No Demonstration of Compliance with Anti-Degradation Policy.
While no net loading of nutrients is applied to surface discharge, when the discharge is
considered reclamation, the no net discharge does not seem to apply in that monitoring for
phosphorus is not required for landscape irrigation (or for endocrine disrupting chemicals
either). Unless there are specific application rates in the reclamation permit, there will be
no clear handle to judge compliance and whether anti-degradation standards are being

met.

Response: The effluent limitation for no net loading of total phosphorus specified in
section IV.A.2.b of the draft Order applies only to the surface water discharge points
identified in Table E-2 of the MRP. There are no monitoring requirements for reclaimed
water for phosphorus because nitrogen typically governs the agronomic rate
calculation. Accumulation of phosphorus in the soil is expected to be minimal because
the treated effluent has low total phosphorus concentration compared to plant demand

(see the City of Santa Rosa website at http://ci.santa-
rosa.ca.us/departments/utilities /recycle /landscapeinfo/Pages/RecycledWaterQualitvandPlant
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Needs.aspx) and there ._ ‘plant uptake after recycled water . plication. Migration of
phosphorus to surface water through landscape irrigation is also expected to be
minimal because incidental runoff is infrequent and low volume and recycled water is
applied in vegetated areas where erosion of phosphorus-bound soil is prevented
through site-specific BMPs.

Comment No. 20: Phosphorus Levels Need more Study and Control. The Fact Sheet
(Page F-31) includes a table that compares typical water gquality levels of other water
bodies with Santa Rosa’s Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen (TKN) and Total Phosphate. Other
nutrient impaired water bodies averaged 1.06 for Nitrogen and 0.60 for Phosphate. Santa
Rosa’s average readings for TKN and Total Phosphate between September 2006 and
August 2010 was 1.3 and 2.2, respectively. That means Santa Rosa’s phosphate readings
are almost four times the level of other impaired water bodies and much more than what I
believe is normally recommended (0.01 mg/L). Does this not justify the thorough study of
phosphorus for irrigation use and the implementation of VERY stringent measures to
prevent all runoff? Do the limitations noted on top of Page F-32 apply to reclamation
wastewater? If so, there should be very few circumstances, and those should be much ‘
more specifically defined, where ‘incidental runoff’ should be allowed.

The Reclamation Permit fails to specify phosphorus limits to be met and monitored for the
Salt & Nutrient Management Plan.

The section on Aquatic Toxicity goes on to state that effluent monitoring for nitrate and
ammonia. Why was phosphorus not included?

Why is there no RPA for Phosphorus but there was for ammonia and nitrates? (p. F-39)

Response: Although phosphorus is the biostimulatory substance of importance for the
Laguna de Santa Rosa and is thought to be the primary cause of the impairment of the
water body, there is no evidence that phosphorus loading from incidental runoff is a
significant source compared to other nonpoint source discharges, regulated point
sources, and sediment-sequestered phosphorus. See Response to Comment 18, above.
More work is being done by Regional Water Board staff and others to identify pathways
for delivery of phosphorus to the Laguna as part of the Nutrient TMDL for the greater
Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed.

Because phosphorus is identified as a biostimulatory substance, the draft Order
includes monitoring requirements for total phosphorus for surface water discharge
points identified in Table E-2 of the MRP. Data collected in the course of complying
with this Permit may be used to inform the SNMP. Provisions and requirements of the
SNMP, where applicable to the regulated diseharges,—will-be incorporated into the.
Permittee’s discharge permit after completion of the SNMP. The draft Order contains a
reopener provision to incorporate these provisions. This approach is consistent with
the Water Recycling Policy.

Phosphorus is not referred to in the Aquatic Toxicity section of the Fact Sheet because
phosphorus is not considered by Regional Water Board staff as a contributing source of
aquatic toxicity.

The need for WQBELs for phosphorus was considered in section [V.C.3.ai
(Biostimulatory Substances) of the Fact Sheet. The determination is the effluent
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limitations for phosp. ,us were needed. Because establis. 2 a numeric WQBEL for
phosphorus is deemed infeasible, a narrative (BMP-based) WQBEL, expressed as no net
loading, is specified. If the Nutrient TMDL currently in development for the Laguna de
Santa Rosa assigns a waste load allocation to the WWTP, the permit may be reopened to
include effluent limitations for phosphorus that implement the TMDL.

Comment No. 21: No Recognition and Control of Summer Discharges Via Incidental
and Irrigation Runoff. The permit assumes that summer discharges will be negligible
based on some anticipated agronomic studies that will occur in the future. While it is true
that the permit can be reopened, as mentioned before, we don’t trust the process if
nighttime irrigation is promoted and allowed. RRWPC photographs of runoff that included
pictures of irrigation water running down the drain clearly indicated that it was occurring
and when it was occurring (date). Yet we were told we didn’t have enough information
with our photos. (All were clearly identified as to location, time, and temperature).

The public has the same problem. We don’t trust that this runoff is benign, is as low an
amount as claimed in reports, is monitored and reported in a timely fashion, and is so
negligible as to not causing any water quality problems and meets anti-degradation
requirements. If water quality is to be protected, and anti-degradation requirements met,
it is critical that specific guidelines be included in the Reclamation Permit that calls for
setbacks, preference for drip rather than spray irrigation, (more stringent controls needed
for spray), limitations on strength of spray, specific criteria for determining agronomic
rates that should be adjusted daily, if not hourly, more regular inspections by irrigating
staff, periodic inspections by Regional Board staff, etc. (In fact, our concerns seem justified
by the table on page F-31 of the Fact Sheet).

Since no net loading is allowed for regular winter discharges, at what point does that
standard apply for summer irrigation runoff, when the nutrient problem is often greatly
exacerbated in the Laguna and Russian River? Further, when we are in a drought period
with high temperatures, the nutrient problem can become so great that even a little runoff
can become a serious problem, especially in relation to algae, Ludwigia, and other invasive
species. The exact point at which runoff becomes a permit violation is undefined. If this is
incorrect, please spell out the specific measurable circumstances where a violation will be
known to occur. This is particularly important where nutrients are concerned..

Response: The Recycled Water User’s Guide includes City policy that requires use of
point application methods (drip irrigation) where overhead irrigation would result in
overspray, runoff, or nonuniform application for irrigation projects initiated after 2007.
The City policy also requires design of irrigation systems to prevent runoff and
overspray onto adjacent pavement, sidewalks, structures and other nonlandscaped
areas. The City policy does not apply to urban and agricultural irrigation projects that
commenced before 2007. The Water Reclamation Permit (Attachment G, Provision
B.12) specifies a 100-foot setback to all surface water and “appropriate” setbacks to
street gutters and storm drain inlets for new recycled use sites. Regional Water Board
staff is working with the Permittee to ensure that operation and management at urban
and agricultural irrigation projects that commenced before 2007 are effective in
preventing runoff and minimizing incidental runoff.

Runoff at individual irrigation sites that does not meet the conditions of incidental
runoff constitutes permit noncompliance and noncompliance is subject to enforcement
action by the Regional Water Board. There is no threshold of runoff volume that
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distinguishes incidentz. runoff from runoff that is in w .ation of the permit.
Unauthorized discharges of 50,000 gallons or more of tertiary treated recycled water
require timely notification to the Regional Water Board pursuant to state regulations
(Cal. Water Code section 13529.2). However, formal enforcement by the Regional
Water Board for water quality violations, including incidents of runoff or spills of
tertiary-treated recycled water, is taken in accordance with the State Water Board’s
Enforcement Policy to ensure the most efficient and effective use of available resources.

Comment No. 22: Radiological Waste. On the top of page F-25 (No. 11), it states that
discharge of radiological waste is prohibited. Since all such waste has a very long half-life,
and since radiological waste is now regularly flushed down toilets, how does treatment
plant deal with this? The waste has to go somewhere, and wherever it goes, it's radioactive.
I have never heard this addressed anywhere. How can the public be assured that the
treated waste that is sprayed on play areas where the general public recreates is not
radioactive?

Response: Monitoring data for radioactivity in the Permittee’s recycled water is
available in the City’s Discharge Compliance Project EIR. Staff has reviewed this data
and determined that there is no reasonable potential for the discharge to exceed MCLs
for the radionuclides measured (uranium, radium (226+228), gross alpha, gross beta,
tritium and strontium 90). Nevertheless, periodic monitoring to determine the level of
these radionuclides in the treated effluent is reasonable. Accordingly, once per permit
term monitoring of the treated effluent for uranium, radium (226+228), gross alpha,
gross beta, tritium and strontium 90 has been.added to the Proposed Order.

Comment No. 23: Permit does not Comply with Anti-Degradation Policy. On page F-
47 of the Fact Sheet, it states: “The authorized rate of discharge is increased above that of
the previous permit, but the rate of discharge authorized to discharge to surface waters has
not increased.” 1t goes on to state that the increased volumes of water will go to the Geysers
and to the Urban Reuse Project. Once again, we challenge that the rate of discharge will

increase with summer runoff, unless most stringent requirements are placed in permit to
assure that won’t happen. Some think that past behavior is predictive of future actions.

Response: The Water Recycling Policy found that water recycling projects complying
with the Policy, collectively, satisfy the requirements of Resolution No. 68-16. The
Water Recycling Policy goes on to state that recycled water projects within a
groundwater basin where a salt and nutrient management plan is being prepared may
be approved by the Regional Water Board if the project meets the criteria for a
streamlined irrigation permit and the project uses less than 10 percent of the available
assimilative capacity of the basin or less than 20 percent of the available assimilative
capacity for multiple projects in a basin. The draft SNMP prepared by the City of Santa
Rosa predicts that the concentrations for both TDS and nitrate will increase over a 25-

~ year time horizon based on the analysis and use a portion of the assimilative capacity,
but that the incremental contribution of regional stakeholders recycled water goals is
minimal, with new recycled water from all stakeholder’s recycled water will contribute
less than one percent of the of the total mass loading of TDS and no additional mass
loading of nitrate.

Regional Water Board staff does not agree that increased water reclamation will
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necessarily increaset.  volume of incidental runoff that ent,  surface water and cause
degradation of water quality. If it is determined that a project will not result in a
lowering of water quality, no anti-degradation analysis is required and the Anti-
degradation Policy is satisfied.

Comment No. 24: Lack of Response to Spill Reports. When RRWPC filed a complaint on
Rohnert Park’s over irrigation practices, we discovered that Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa
had an agreement that was about 17 years old at the time and had never been enforced.
Supposedly, Santa Rosa had not monitored Rohnert Park’s irrigation. We documented a
great deal of runoff that was repeated over a period of time. We never got formal feedback
on this by Regional Board staff although we understand there were some changes made.
North Coast Board should review reclamation contract between Rohnert Park and Santa
Rosa every two years to ascertain that it is adequate and being fully implemented.

Response: See response to Comment No. 14. Also, Regional Water Board staff will
review the contract between the City of Rohnert Park and the Permittee to ensure that
the agreement is consistent with the requirements of the State’s Water Recycling Policy
and this Order. : '

Comment No. 25: Salt and Nutrient Management Plan and Anti-degradation.
Discharge of recycled water, according to Fact Sheet (Page F-48) may result in degradation
in ground water from salts and nutrients. This is expected to be addressed in the Salt and
Nutrient Management Plan. We wonder if buildup of salts in soils, the reason why many
vineyard managers are hesitant to use recycled wastewater, will be studied in the Salt and
Nutrient Management Plan. Nonetheless, when a problematic issue comes up around this
plan, and the possibility of some degradation is acknowledged, the phrase “maximum
benefit to the State” appears to make some degradation equal in importance to increased
water supplies. Six very non-specific goals are then stated to assure that water quality will
not be degraded as a result of this project.

Response: The State’s Water Recycling Policy and the included requirements of the Salt
and Nutrient Management Plan are not the subject of the Proposed Order.

Comment No. 26: Recycled Water Requirements and Anti-degradation. The Fact Sheet
describes (Page F-50) requirements in the Reclamation Permit that gives terms of this
Order. This includes programmatic and site-specific technical reports containing hydraulic
and nutrient agronomic rates for every new irrigation project that comes on line, RRWPC
believes that ALL reclamation sites should be held responsible for such reports and that the
reports should detail the conditions under-which irrigation should take place(John Short
addresses this also.) There should be no irrigation in winter months and/or when the
temperature reaches a certain level, say 45 degrees. (So little water can be soaked up by
the ground when cold temperatures prevail that it's not worth the energy needed to
irrigate.) Slopes should be considered and setbacks from streams should be required of all
irrigators, not just new ones. Wind, weather forecasts, soil type, saturation, etc. should all
be considered no less than on a weekly basis. And types and strengths of sprays should also
be addressed.

Response: The requirements for site-specific technical reports for new irrigation
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projects have been reni. ved from the Proposed Order. There .nale for the removal of
these requirements is that the Permittee’s Recycled Water User’'s Guide provides
adequate guidelines for new recycled water projects to prevent runoff and minimize
incidental runoff. Given the variability of irrigation use sites and the wide range of
weather conditions, prescriptive requirements in the Order, such as conditions under
which irrigation is allowable, and specifications for allowable irrigation system
components are unnecessary as long as the Recycled Water User’s Guide is followed
and problems are corrected in a timely manner. Where the Permittee authorizes
irrigation at existing reuse sites, or where the Recycled Water User’s Guide does not
apply, Regional Water Board staff will work with the Permittee to ensure that the
Permittee enforces conditions upon recycled water users that prevent runoff and

minimize incidental runoff.

Comment No. 27: Determination of Agronomic Application Rate. The length of time it
will take to complete and implement the Salt & Nutrient Management Plan and Engineering
Study to determine agronomic rates and impacts of salt and nutrients is unreasonable (up
to five years).

Response: The compliance schedule for the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan is not
the subject of the Proposed Order. Nevertheless, Regional Water Board staff has
determined that the City’s Recycled Water User's Guide is adequate to minimize the
impact of recycled water use in the Santa Rosa groundwater basin.
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Russian River Watersht ?rotection Committee - Comment  tter #2

Comments from RRWPC submitted on July 22, 2013, are grouped into topics and summarized
here by Regional Water Board staff. Please refer to the comment letter for the full text of
comments. The following are staff responses to significant comments from the RRWPC:

TOPIC 1: Effluent Limitations for Total Nitrogen

Comment No. 1a: The new mass emission rate limitation alters the intent of the previous
permit and appears to constitute permit backsliding. No additional nutrients discharges to
creeks should be allowed until the TMDL is complete.

Response: The less stringent effluent limitation for total nitrogen in the Proposed
Order is allowable under federal regulations preventing backsliding in permits, based
on new information available to Regional Water Board staff that was not available
when the previous permit was adopted. Compliance with the anti-backsliding policy is
discussed in detail in sections 111.B.7 and IV.D.1 of the Fact Sheet. See also Regional
Water Board staff's response to Comment 1 from the City of Santa Rosa’s July 2013
comment letter for additional information about the RPA for total nitrogen and total
phosphorus.

Effluent limitations for nitrogen and phosphorus may be modified based on results of
an approved Nutrient TMDL for the greater Laguna de Santa Rosa.

Comment No. 1b: Does the limitation include loadings from storm water runoff, irrigation
runoff, or seepage of irrigation water into creeks through groundwater transport?

Response: No. The effluent limitation for phosphorus applies only to end-of-pipe
discharges to surface water. Discharges of irrigation runoff to surface waters are not
authorized by this permit, and consequently, nutrient loading that results from this
unauthorized discharge is not included in the surface water effluent limitations for
phosphorus or nitrogen.

Nutrient loading from storm water from the City of Santa Rosa is also not included in
the effluent limitations for phosphorus and nitrogen because storm water is not
regulated by the Proposed Order.

Regional Water Board staff has very limited information to quantify nutrient loading to
creeks that can be attributed to nitrogen in the City’s recycled water. If recycled water
is applied at agronomic rates and incidental runoff is minimized, nitrogen loading from
this source is assumed to be low; however, this question might be considered in the
development of the nutrient TMDL for the greater Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed.

Comment No. 1¢: Can nitrogen convert to nitrate in groundwater.

Response: Yes. Conversion of nitrogen to ammonium, nitrate and nitrite occurs in soil
through the natural process of biodegradation.
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Comment No. 1d: Irrigat: . spills result in a significant amount nitrogen discharged to
the Laguna during the summer. Special nutrient studies should be conducted upstream and
downstream of Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa creeks to discover the extent of the impact of
irrigation runoff.

Response: Irrigation runoff and spills of recycled water not meeting the definition of
incidental runoff are not authorized by this permit and are subject to enforcement
actions by the Regional Water Board. Requirements to investigate the impact of
unauthorized discharges would be most appropriately established as part of an
enforcement action. However, given the geographic and temporal variability of
irrigation runoff events and the presence of other sources of pollutants entering creeks,
it would be challenging to develop a study that could clearly identify effects of irrigation
runoff.

TOPIC 2: Reclamation Operation: Discharge Management Plan

Comment No. 2a: This document should be determined by the Regional Water Board
Executive Officer to be inadequate because it does not describe the operation of the
irrigated water component of the Subregional System.

Response:  The Permittee’s “Discharge Management Plan” was submitted in
compliance with a requiremerit contained in Waste Discharge Requirements Order No.
R1-2006-0045 that requires the Permittee to operate its recycled water and disposal
flows in accordance with the 2003 Geyser's Discharge Management Plan. This Plan was
approved by the Executive Officer. The “Discharge Management Plan” provides an
update to that document. The Proposed Order requires the Permittee to submit in its’
Quarterly and Annual Recycled Water Reports much more detailed information about
the Permittee’s recycled water program than has been required in the past.

Comment No. 2b: Does the term “discharge” refer to winter discharge to surface waters
and not summer irrigation? -

Response: Regional Water Board staff has adopted the convention of referring to
discharges of waste to land and surface water as “discharges” and differentiated that
- term from recycled water use and application.

TOPIC 3: Reclamation Capacity

Comment No. 3a: RRWPC requests that detailed analysis of urban irrigation wastewater
applications be fully analyzed to assure-that all reclamation-requirements are followed,
monitored, and enforced.

Response: Before a water recycling project is approved, the Permittee must prepare
and submit to CDPH a title 22 engineering report that demonstrates how the recycled
water user will comply with title 22 water recycling regulations. To be issued a permit
from the City of Santa Rosa the recycled water customer must agree to comply with
local rules, regulations, and standards of the Recycled Water User’s Guide. Failure to
comply with the recycled water user permit may result in termination of recycled water
service.
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Regional Water Board staff endeavor to ensure that all permittees fully comply with
waste discharge requirements and to take appropriate enforcement actions when there
is noncompliance. To date, the Regional Water Board staff has conducted thorough
reviews of compliance with permit requirements at some use sites within the Rohnert
Park area, primarily in response to complaints. However, more detailed analyses of
other irrigation sites could be conducted by Regional Water Board staff where site
conditions or compliance history indicate that more attention is needed.

Comment No. 3b: RRWPC requests that the definition of ‘acres’ on urban irrigation sites
not include buildings and impervious surfaces as part of the irrigation area.

Response: Regional Water Board staff reviewed the Title 22 Engineering Report for
the Permittee’s urban water reuse program submitted to the Regional Water Board on
March 15, 2011, for irrigation sites along Stony Point Road between West College
Avenue and Occidental Road, along Stony Circle, and for portions of Glenbrook Drive
and Occidental Road in Santa Rosa and confirmed that the recycled water use areas are
clearly identified in the design drawings and the stated square footage is consistent
with the demarcated landscape areas. :

Comment No. 3c: RRWPC requests that agronomic rates defined for each. parcel and
parcel maps showing specific areas to be irrigated to avoid impervious surfaces and
consequent runoff.

Response: Comment noted. Itis the expectation of Regional Water Board staff that the
agronomic rate calculation not include the area of impervious surfaces.

Comment No. 3d: RRWPC believes that in constrained urban areas, only drip irrigation
and very low pressure spray should be used to apply wastewater. '

Response: Regional Water Board staff agrees that drip irrigation and low pressure
sprays are ideally suited for constrained areas and areas where there is an elevated risk
for runoff as a result of site conditions.

Comment No. 3e: RRWPC believés that it essential that conditions for cutting off water
delivery of repeat runoff offenders should be spelled out clearly.

Response: Section B.5 (Attachment G) of the Proposed Order requires that the
Permittee discontinue recycled water service if there is reason to believe that recycled

__water requirements are not being met and cannot be immediately corrected. Regional
Water Board staff has been working with the Permittee to strengthen its procedures for
ensuring compliance with water reclamation requirements, including termination of
water service for sites where there is repeated noncompliance.

TOPIC 4: Monitoring Program
Comment No. 4a: It constitutes backsliding that visual observations are proposed to be

conducted monthly instead of weekly.
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Response: Water rec. .nation requirements in the Propose Jrder implement state
law and, as such, are not subject to federal anti-backsliding requirements. Even if water
reclamation requirements were subject to anti-backsliding, the Proposed Order would
not violate the requirement because the previous permit did not require visual
monitoring of any frequency. The Proposed Order establishes the new permit
requirement.

Comment No. 4b: RRWPC recommends that the permit require that the frequency of
visual observations be adjusted according to the volume applied and user’'s compliance
history.

Response: Regional Water Board staff agrees that the frequency of visual monitoring
should be adjusted to account for site conditions. Footnote 6, Table E-7, of the
Proposed Order was revised to state that “ ..visual observations shall be conducted at
least monthly, with more frequent monitoring at reuse sites where site conditions
result in an elevated threat of runoff and at reuse sites where incidental runoff events
are routinely reported. Visual observations shall be used to verify..” (emphasis added)
Regional Water Board staff will also work with the Permittee to incorporate this
_ concept into its Recycled Water User’s Guide and/or its Non-Storm Water BMP Plan.

Comment No. 4c: Based on the City's reclamatior_i records, the City of Rohnert Park is
regularly overirrigating, resulting in multiple and high volume spills.

Response: Regional Water Board staff shares the commenter’s concerns about
recycled water runoff from reuse sites in Rohnert Park and is working with the
Permittee to revise its program to better prevent the occurrence of these runoff events
and to improve enforcement of program violations when they occur.

Comment No. 4d: Has Regional Water Board staff checked to see if reclaimed water use
notification signs are present at schools in Rohnert Park?

Response: Regional Water Board staff last inspected recycled water use sites in the
Subregional System in 2011. Notification signs were observed at City parks. Schools
that use recycled water were not included in that inspection.

Comment No. 4e: Reclamation reports should include a detailed irrigation plan to prevent
discharge to impervious surfaces where runoff can occur.

Response: The Permittee requires that each site prepare a detailed irrigation plan
prior to granting approval-fer receipt ofrecycled water.

TOPIC 5: 2010 Rohnert Park Complaint

Comment No. 5: Given the irrigation runoff at Rohnert Park schools, parks, playgrounds,
and the community center, it is unacceptable that the draft permit reduces visual
monitoring requirements from weekly to monthly. The Commenter goes on to describe
results of her review of recycled water use inspection reports that appear to unrealistic,
misleading, or inadequate to document runoff.
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Response: Although : minimum inspection frequency r¢ ired by the permit was
changed from weekly in the October 2012 draft Order to minimum of monthly
inspections in the Proposed Order, the City’'s Recycled Water User’s Guide (page 20)
recommends weekly or twice-monthly inspections. Regional Water Board staff has
been assured by the Permittee that inspections have historically taken place at a
frequency at or greater than the recommended frequency. As an example, the
Commenter’s attachment provides an example where inspections occurred daily
between August 27, 2009 and September 9, 2009.

The 2010 complaint regarding irrigation runoff in Rohnert Park is not the topic of the
Proposed Order. However, the Commenter’s review does highlight to Regional Water
Board staff that there is a need to more closely track recycled water use to better
document that it is being applied at agronomic rates and in a manner that does not
result in runoff and waste.

TOPIC 6: Water Reclamation System Reporting

Comment No. 6a: There is not enough monitoring to detect runoff events and quantify
runoff volumes. :

Response: As explained in the response to Comment No. 5, the Proposed Order
requires that recycled water users conduct visual monitoring at least monthly.

Comment No. 6b: Use of an objective third-party to conduct inspections is the only way to
obtain an accurate assessment of runoff.

Response: The concept of self-monitoring is integral to the water quality protection
program in the state of California. Permittees in a broad range of regional water board
programs are assigned the responsibility for conducting their own compliance
sampling. Falsification of monitoring reports is considered to be a rare but serious
infraction and companies and/or persons involved are dealt with severely to the
maximum extent allowed by law. It is the position of the State Water Board’s
Enforcement Policy that such enforcement actions are deterrent enough to protect the
overall integrity of the self-monitoring system. '

Comment No. 6c: Commenter recommends requirements including: 1) Parcel-specific
analysis to determine appropriate recycled water use and maximum allowable volumes,
and 2) Prohibitions and restrictions for use of spray irrigation under certain site
conditions.

Response: The Proposed Order requires that recycled water users have determined
the appropriate application rate, duration, and site specific conditions at each use site
so that the application of recycled water for irrigation does not result in runoff. Where
there is evidence of runoff that does not meet the definition of incidental, the Regional
Water Board will work with the permittee to bring recycled water applications at the
site back into compliance, including taking formal enforcement action when
appropriate.
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Comment No. 6d: Comr.. .cer recommends no recycled water . igation from November
to April.

Response: R