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Marie: Attached are our comments on the DEIR/S submitted on behalf of Dr.
Schaller. Thank you for your assistance. Elisabeth Gunther
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October 7, 1996
Marie Merodith
City of Santa Rosa
100 Santa Rosa Avemie
Samta Ross, California 95404-1678
Dear Ms. Meredith:
[ These comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 001

Statement ("DEIR/S) for the Samta Ross Subregional Long-Term Wastewster Treatment Project
(the "Project”) are submitted on behalf of Dr. Lee W. Schaller. Dr. Schailer is a resident of
Petubuma and awne agricuttural property that would be destroyed by the Tolsy Extended
alternative currently under consideration as onc option for storage and reuse of wastewater
generated by the Project. If the Tolsy Extended altemative is selected, a "back dam” would be
constructed on Dr. Schaller's property and a portion of the property would be imindated. Dr.
Schaller strongly opposes selection of the Tolay Extended siternative and is not intorested in
selling his property to accommoxiate the Project. We urge you 10 take the following comments on
the DEIR/S in to considerstion before raaking any decision regarding the Project. |

1 Introdtuction

I We agree with many of the conclusions contained in the DEIR/S regarding the
significant unavoidable impacts of the Tolay Extended alternative. Spexifically, the Tolay
Extended alternative would result in substantial environmental impacts, inchuding 1) loss of habitat
mdﬁmhndhﬂnhcjeamznuuwﬁonofruiduwesﬂhnpmmﬁmdm
inchuding sceic corridors, 4) public hazards asocisted with ground rupture in the vicinity of the
mmivepipeﬁnmund”mmﬁww“lﬁngﬁmthemmmﬁmdhm
station and maasive reservoir, including air, traffic and noise impacts. More importantly, the
whwwmh&T&ymmmmmmWﬁmmmmwﬂ
stability to support the massive Tolay Extended dam. And, even after completion of the dam, sod
Myhﬂnmwmm&tinﬂmﬁmthnmbewoﬁodmdwmmmﬁnaw
impact of the Project. Finally, the Tolay Extended alternative is one of the most costly altemnative
uﬂwﬂhmoue&mpmﬁoﬂemﬁmﬂnmm(wlﬂembidiﬁngngﬁnmm)l

002
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‘ Given the unavaidable envirommental impacts of the Tolay Extended alternative 003
mdthedhpropmﬁonmcommodmdwiﬂ:&cdmumﬁw,wedonmbdiewﬂmﬂwhhy
Extended alternative is visble and urge that it be eliminated from furtber considerstion. All of the

other altornatives under consideration are comparable or superior to the Tolay Extended

alternative from an environmental standpoint and most would require a substantially smaller

capital investment. Given this enormous cost difference and the fact that selection of the Tolay
Extended alternative would not result in sny errvironmental benefit or grester opportunities for

reuse of the wastewater, further considerstion of the Tolay Extended aiternative simply cannot be
justified. |

| Despite the fiact that we agres with many of the conclusions reached in the 004
DEIR/S, we belicve that the document does not contain an adequate snalysis of several

reasonsble and cost-effective alternatives that would allow for reuse of the wastewater without
commutting substantial resources to the construction of 8 reservoir that would result in
unacceptable and unsvoidable emvi i . [In addition, the document fails to idemtify 005
MWM&MT@MWMWEMM&
environmental harm sssociated with the Tolsy Extended alternative in comparison to other, less
harmful plternatives. [We urge the lead agencies 10 re-examine these issues and, afler revising the 006
DEIR/S, recirculate a draft for further public review. |

| The DEIR/S lacks an adequate aitermatives analysis and thus does not comply with 007
the most firndamental requirement of both NEPA and CEQA. Both NEPA and CEQA require
that the document include an analysis of tha environmental effects of a range of alternatives in
order to inform the decisioamakes of the environmentsl consequences of selection of a given
alternative. The failure to conduct a thorough analysis of 8 i
frusirates the centrsl purpase of the eavironmental review process. CEQA specifically directs the
mmmmmummwmmmwm
impacts of the Project. Under CEQA, the statad objectives of & project define the range of
alternatives that should be considered, in order to provide the decisionmaker with the information
needed to decide whether approval of & given altemative is appropeiate from an environmental
standpoint. Sinﬁhiy,underNEPA.the'purpotundnwd’foraprojwtdeﬁmthamgsof
altesnatives that should be considered. Accordingly, the objectives of the Project and the purpose
and need for the Project identified in the DEIR/S are critical to determining the types of
alternatives thet should be considered |

| The Objectives and Statemest of Purpase and Need contained in the DEIR/S state 008
that it is intended primarily to provide for wastewster disposal However, the range of
alternatives coosidered in the document suggests that the real purpose of the Project is to develop
lmofmmthemmwavoiddnmiydhpmhguﬁhthcnnﬁmmm, While
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reclamation and reuse is & lsudable goal, if reuse of the water in order to avoid excessive disposal 008 (cont.)
and wastage is the real purpose of the Project, a different set of alternatives shoukd have been
considered in the documem, First, greater consideration should have been given to development
and conservation scenarios that would reduce the smount of wastewater generated in the first
place. The document also should discuss aiermatives for the reuse of the water that do not
require an overwhelming commitment to infrastructure investiment. For cxample, greater
cortsideeation should have been given to phaaing in small supply projects where individual or small
groups of users develop storage capacity and pipelines for specific projects. Greater
consideration aiso should have been given to other fonns of reuse such as commercial and
industrial reclamation projects where non-potshie water is needed. The Geysers alternative is one
such option; however, other, less capital-intensive options may be available. |

| The failare of the document to consider s reasonable range of alternmtives seems to 009
have resulted from the Sawed assumption that the reuse portion of the Project must imenediately
accommodate all of the wastewates genersted, instead of providing for phesed reuse in the firture,

The document conchudes that disposal of the wastewater in the Russian River is the
envirormentally superior and most cost-effactive alternative. And, in fhct, river disposal is the
altermative that most directly addresses the stated purpose of the Project — wastewater disposal.
The document should have given greater consideration to combining the river discharge
alternstive with various reuse options that can be developed over a period of time, without
substantial investment of public money and without the destruction of vast tracts of agricultural
land and sensitive habitats. |

010

As described more fully below, the DEIR/S fuils to identify any number of
significant unsvoidable impacts that would result from the Tolsy Extended alternative. In several
instances, the impacts anslysis fiils 1o take into comsiderstion information relevant to the
significance of an impact, In several other instances, the document improperly concludes that
certsin impacts sre not significant based on the application of mitigation that will not, in fact,
reduce the impacts of the alternative to & less than significant level. |

| A Land UscInpacts o1t

The DEIR/S concludes that the Tolay Extended alternative will not result
in any lnnd use impects because use of the site for 2 reservoir is cnnsistent with the existing land
use plans and will not adversely affect open space. However, the document overiooks the
significans wctual land use conflict with current existing uses on the site designated for the
construction of the Tolay Extended reservoir. The propesty currently supports residential and
agricultural uses that will be totally eliminated if the Tolay Extended alteenative goes forward.
This should be identified as an actuat land use condlict. In addition, the Tolay Extended
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alternative will reqult in significant impacts on adjacent uses, such as serious visual impacts and 011 (cont.)
noise from the pump stations and extended construction that contribute to a significant

| B.  Goology and Soils Impacts 012

The DEIR/S concludes that the Tolay Extended alternative will result in &
significant, unavoidable ¥mpact due to slope instability and sitation, however the document fails
to adequately address the issue of seisnnc safety. In the past, the County has determined that the
Tolay area is ingppeopriste for the construction of smell storage dams, due to the proximity of the
ares to active carthquake faults. Why would the construction of & massive storage reservoir not
be subject 1o the same hazards? Would the stope instability in the vicinity of the Tolay Extendad
alternative exacerbate any impacts sssociated with an earthquake?

If there were a Large earthquake that affected the dam or reservoir, the
impacts would be substantial. Although design features may reduce the probability of a
catastrophic dam or reservoir failure, it is not possible to olinxinate the hazards amsociated with
such failure by merdly relying on an Earthquake Preparedness and Emergoncy Responss Plan, ss
any daumage would be inunediate and overwheiming. Az a result, the potential for disastrous
flooding following an esrthquake should be identified a1 a significant, unavoidable impact.
Although the probability of s disastrous dam faiture may be low, the resulting loss of life and
property would be unacceptable. |

| The DEIR/S acknowledges that an easthquake in the vicinity of the Project 013
could result in ground rupture that would affiect the pipelines used to carry the wastewster. How

can this impact be flilly mitigated with an Earthquake Preparedness and Emergency Response

Plan? The loca) authorities might be ready to respood and clean up in the event of wilespread

pipelirie breaks but the damage would have aiready occurred] In addition, if disposal of the 014
wastewster generated by the Project is entirely reliant ou the operation of a system of pipelines,
wouldn't an earthquake result in 4 serious disruption in service? This should be identified as 8
significant, unavoidsble socioeconomic impact. This is an important consideration io comparing

all of the reservoir alternatives to river dischargs combined with smaller, Sexible reuse projects,

that would provide for orderly discharge in the event of & msjor earthquake |

I Finally, construction of the Tolsy Extended Reservoir will require 015
extensive removal of surface soils and compaction to accommodate the dam structure. The
impacts associated with this construction activity should be explored more fully and highlighted in
comparison to other reservoir allernatives. |
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l C.  Socipeconomic Iimpacts 016

particularly the costly Tolay Extendsd alternatrve. The document conchudes that there is no
feasible mitigation for this impact. Although the impact cannot be eliminated or possibly even
reduced substantially, the document should bave explored the possibility of charging agricultural
users for the wastewater to mitigate this impact. This gonstitutes feasible mitigation for this
inmmdifnrewvoh'ahmaﬁvehudemd,mst,hylaw.be-dopwd. The DEIR/S also
Mmeﬂ:ﬂydiwuutbeﬁgxﬁﬁmmﬂbﬁdyoﬁsﬁWMwwwbyﬂwmym,l

I D Agcuitucsl Impacs 017

T'haDEmISida:tiﬂuuigliﬂcmmmidﬂeﬁnpaclmagdumml
mmﬂﬁm&mmﬂdﬁemﬂMMmﬂthWﬂﬁm
Act contracts. No feasible mitigation is identified for this impect. The document indicates that
ﬂwwwmequthmhjwwnﬁmmmmmm
mnmdhﬁonﬁnmuhﬁomdmm&the&mhndmdodforthem. Measa
chxﬂ?whﬁluthc?duyﬁmmmwiﬂuﬁeutheWWMmﬁth

Schaller's property. |

. E. Groundwater Ipacis 018

The DEIR/S states that the Tolay Extended alternative may result in 8
ﬁgﬁﬂmﬂhnpndwwmdwuumbyl]demﬂin;ﬂwmqwhyinmm
mmlﬁnainapubﬁchnhhhlnrimdnbwshaﬂnminndsﬁmwﬂsmw
resources that may be used in the future. The document refies on monitoring and the replacement
ofmy:mcmdmnmpﬁawmthmmumnhumwm. The
mﬁﬂﬁpﬁmwmwmmmxoalmtmmmm. Although the
dﬁmﬁonwl\ddmmﬁcmmwm&luuﬂewnumhaﬁgﬁﬁm
mmmgmmommmmnmﬂdymhm In
m&mhnmmmmmwsmwmmwmmcmofmwumm
installation of new *boot-leg” well in the future. |

! F. Biologicel lmpacts 019
mummmwmmwmmwmm
mﬁvew&mtowWthﬂmdqmﬁcw-ﬁ
individuals or occupicd habitat of endangered, threatened or rare aquatic species. The document
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relies on exteasive mitigation monitoring and conservation programs to reduce these impacts toa 019 (cont.)

lovel that is less than significant. First, we agree that the Tolay Extended alternative will
contribute to significant, unavoidable cunsulative loss of sensitive terresirial habitat. The large
reservoirs, such as the Tolxy Extended reservoir, require the destruction of substantial acreage of
sensitive habitat inchuding wetlands. This is exacarbated in the case of the Tolay Extended
reservoir by the shallow configuration of the valley that will be inundated. Although all of the
ather reservoir locations also would contribute to a significant cumulative loss of sensitive habitat
and wetlands in the Project area, the impact is purticolarly severe in the case of the Tolay
Extended alternative. For this reason alone, the Tolay Extended altemative is substantiafly
infesior as a reservoir site. |

| As noted above, the Tolay Extended alternative results in an unnacessary 020
loss of & large ares of wetlands. It is our understanding thet to wetlands wese found on Dr.
Schaller's property; however, the Tolay site contains substantially more wetlands than the other
rescrvoir sites. The document concludes that the wetlands impact can be fully mitigated by
creating, restoring or preserving wetlands in other areas. Application of the “no net loss” policy
may be sufficient to obtain the necessary pemits for the construction of the reservoir. However,
the loss of the wetlands still represents an overall loas of wetlands in the Project area to the extent
that the mitigation refies on the restoration or preservation of other existing wetlands. Further,
there is substantial evidence that wetlands creation and restoration often is not successful over the
long-term and does not resuit in wetlands resources that are comparable to those that will be

Given the magnitude of wetlands destruction associated with the Tolay Extended
altecnative, the loss of wetlands should have been idestified as a significant, umavoidable impact,
in spite of the proposed mitigation |

| The DEIR/S slso refies on habitat replacement and restoretion to ofset the 021
Joss of terrestrial and aquatic habitat. Again, there is substantial evidence that this type of habitat
program often i not successfil in establishing healthry, thriving habitat. More importantly,
programs that rely on the translocation of sensitive plant and animal species, such as the red-
legged frog and Northwestern pond turtle, are not considered to fully mitigate the impacts to
these seusitive species. This is particularty true in the case of the red-legged frog, where
relocation programs have not boen successful in other instances. Morcover, the proposed
mitigation refies on monitoring to detecmine whether the relocation of the red-legged frogs and
pand turties has beon successful,. Monitaring will simply revesl whether or not the impact
ulﬁmdymmﬁgiﬁmt—thedmdomwﬂnmdwedmdmiﬁwmwmbe
irreversible. No program of this nature can avoid the loss of individuals of the endangered and
sensitive species and as & result, at a minimum, the inpacts 1o the red-legged frog and the pond
turtle resulting from the Tolay Extended altsrnative must be considered significant. |

! All of the mitigation programs proposed for biological resources contain 922

long-term success criteria that will allow for some failure and will not ensure that the crestion,
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restoration and preservation of habitats will more than compensate for the habitat lost a3 a result 022 (cont.)
of the reservoir akternatives. In addition, monitoring will not occur over the long-term {i.e. more

than five years) to ensure the long-term viability of the restored or replacerment habitst.

Accordingly, the docutnent should identify a potential, long-teem impact to aquatic and teerestrial
habitat and wetlands. |

! Finally, the mitigation proposed for the loss of active raptor nests retieson 023
monitoring and buffer zones to minimize the impact. This approach may help to reduce the
Ekeblnodofmmpﬂtomptmsbtﬁunmmnquaﬂomadmthemmmﬂ.mﬁmbe
elmmed Any potential for disturbance to active raptor nests should be consideced a significam

[ 4  Conckmion 024

Tha DEIR/S should be revised to reflect the issues raised in these comments and in
the oral testimony provided on behalf of Dr. Schaller at the Septamber 26 public hearing. Based
wnmmﬁmdmmanﬁﬂmew
siternative, and the other, less costly alternatives that will accomplish the cbjectives of the Project
in & move environmentally sound and cost-effective manner, the lead agencies must conclude that
the Tolny Extended altermative iz not a visble alternative and should be eliminated from further
consideration. If the Tolay Extended alternative in selected, in spite of its unacceptable impacts
and cost, Dr. Schaller will continue to oppose the use of his land for the Project.  Accordingly, we
mmymbgwﬁmgomﬁuﬁmmﬂuuoommdowmmdmmﬂm
another, more environmentally and economically sound slternative be selected. |

cc: L. Schaller

TOTAL P.2B
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