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Maria Meredith, Senior planmer
Santa Rosa City, etc.
Octcher 7, 1996

RE: SANTA ROSA WASTEWATER DISPOSAL EIR; COMMENES ON PALEORTOLOGY SECTION

1. e relevent appendices were available only at ¢ locations, one of which 001
{551} required conosrted effort to locate it. I quastion the decision to

restrict access to particular portions of this EIR whish is a publically

funded proiject.|

[2. The palecntology portdon is oot in the final EIR at SSU (Appendix 1S). 002
Therefore, I asmume it is missing from the other 3 published copies. Where
is it? I am inclined to further assume it wasn't done,

[5. 4.15 - 10 (last 1ine): "...ro goals, cbjectives and policies related to 003
paleo... in project area..." Unless the Sonama County General Plan was
amended to specifically exclude paleontologic resources since the 1980's,
I believe it is specifically addressed, If not it should be if only to be
consistent with every othar camty in California. The Marin County Gemeral
Plan as of at least ca. 1992 also specifically addressed pales resources.
tbvicusly, State and Federal recuirements also exist if State or Federal
moriies are involved. The laws are quite specific for paleo rasazrmsJ

j4a. 4.15 - 13 (line 26): "...no known sites in project area..." This area 004
includes at least the Wilson Growe Formation, Petaluma Formaticn, and/or
the Glen Ellen Formation, all of which ara palascnmtologically sensitive and

all of which s.}j]ld be addressed on a stratigraphic, and not topographic or
ic basis,

f4b. Also, irvertebrate and plant fossils fram the Wilson Grove Formation 005
do "add to an existing body of Joewledge in specific areas, stratigraphically,
tamoncemically, or regionally.®. These are significant because they are

"individual specimens or assemblages which are unique, umsual, rarve,

uncaomen, and diagnostically and stratigraphical rtant”.

|4c. Aleo, a qualified monitor should recognize plants and invertelrates

in terms of their poten 006
|4d. Also, mitigation for paleo resources, ALL SECTIONS: Microvertebrate testing .-
shonld occur during assessmentAndtigation.|

|4e. Also, standard requirements for e aspesanent, mitigation, and analysis
L clearly outlined (Reynolds 1951)

[sa. 4.15 - 10 (line 8): The Franciscan is fossilifercus, ard alsc asmapped 009
includes other fosailiferous formations (such as Great sequerce) .
For instance, see G.-Naidu 1978a, 1982b, 1991b 4.

00B

'Sb. {Lina 16). There are vertsbrate fossils from many localities, which would oio0
have been recognized in the institutional collections review of a cagwehensive
palec study, which apparently was not done for the EIR. Moreover, "...little
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pablished information..." iz irrelevent becanse a comprehensive paleso study 010 (cont.)
would recognize mpabliahed localities. Paleontology is a research-oriented

scienca; research is an angoing phenamenon; consequently urpublished localities,

taxoncmic lists, or stratigraphic eocurrences of paleo resources are the

norm and not the excepticn. Clearly, that is a contributing reasocn for

having a paleo sensitivity statament in the first place, sirce worki

professional palecrtoloxyists have access to required information.

[Sc. (Line 19): Birds in the Petalums Formation? Probably an incorrect allusion 011
to the Wilson Grove Formation, which cantains 20+ species of fossil birds.
(G.-Maidu in preparation, A).]

|5d. (Line 22): Scnoma Voleanics tuffs and ashes are fossiliferous, which is 012
well dooumented in existing published 1iterature, Instituticnal cc:llectims,

ard even local tourist attractions (the Petrified Forest). Even ware they not

known to be fossiliferous, ohe would assmare could be, or probably were,

thus requiring assapsment and/or mitigaticn.

[6. The paleo part of this EIR is at least partly incorrect. It is entirely 013
insufficient in terms of astablishing relative importance of local fosgilifarous
strata and consecuently is probably insufficisnt in terms of analyzing
paleontologic sensitivity.

A, Part of the problem apparently can be traced to the conponent
of the 1390 EIP study, which is cited repaatedly in the presemt 1996 EIR. Since
palec was apparently amitied frem the present EIR, the following comrents
addreas the palso component of the earlier EXP 1990 doocument, which I have
recently reviewed:

[7a. The earlier EIP paleo study was based largely on consultation with me, 0143
utilizing my unpublishad baseline maps, unpublished comprehensive famnal lists,

ard my conclusiona, based on my wark therein since 1964, regarding paleo
sansitivity of the Wilson Grove and Petaluma formations, as well ags Sonaoa

Volcanice and "Franciscan complex”. The mublishad EIP 1990 palec section

is insufficient, partly incorrect, amd incensistent with my original
personal {verbal) commmications with the pelec section author.
[7o. EIP 1990, 12-19 and other secticns: Proximstion of discrete paleo sites 015

and occurrences to proposed project sites is. largely irrelevent in terms of
establishing sensitivity, since paleo :esourm*.te agsessed stratigraphically
{in terms of spacific rock um'.t.cl; |

[fc. EIP 1990, 12-16; 12-18: ‘The sumary of paleontologic rescurces is 016
entirvely ingufficient ard in part incorrmct, as 1s the geologic apd stratigraphic
review. The diversity of the fama/flora of the Wilson Grove Formation, as

well as co-occurrence tharein of invertebrate-vertebrate comamities, is not
adequately addressed and ita potential importance in termes of West Coast

geology/palsontology appears to have been campletely ignored.|

[7d. EIP 1990, 12-17: Known paleontologic rescurces: This was ingufficient and 017
partly incorrect at the time of writing (1990}; it is mach more so insufficient
and still partly incorrect currently (1996)

B. In view of inadequecies in the EIP 1990 palec sacticn, the current lack 018
of updated, comprehensive, or interpretational palso s in the 1996
wastewater EIR constitutes a glaring oversight or amission.
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Sincerely yours

R, B. G.-Naida, Paleontnlogist - -
P0) Box 96

Tanales CA 94971 '
(707 %65—5386 or 887-0688
‘ L
] \ﬂc.
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