LeTTER 122

RECEIVED
0CT 07 19%

ITY OF SANTA ROSA
cﬁv MANAGER'S OFFICE

T0.8ox 113
o Msdrie MeeedMe
Ll SartnRoss Comprhy Deseipoond Dt
CToBa W e e
 SeateRows CAGBMO2-16¥8. . .

........ faste T0T-8243-30%0
Dt Mkl Odevaws .
T Encloed vith thi coves Jefer aon. consests T am suboiing

55,09 iwbiidual zv the 199 Draft EIR/S. Sente. Rose. Scbregional

"chm‘i'pu;dmﬁ-maat 2, Oetoher 0?..,.[”‘?7,..@'«&,_
M&W*‘;M&-Wm addition 1o oy other casmmets ..

?\ms&pmnﬁls, noTif nf any. c\-fﬁm!.‘[}_ .ﬁ_.?mﬁgé o

. ,_._..9..;_:.;,91153_«.x,J&s,g,on&m'a_ e These commentd,

TBd PEREEPRLALT oL 857H £SF STP ADHA >hE  WOHZ  F1:T1T 966T-28-100

DECEMBER 1996 COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-1283



LETTER 122

T-87-1996 11:15 FROM BANK PHCY 415 453 g288 ™ 17075433038 P.@z2

[ Comment %1, from Bob Emithfield, 10-85-96 001

subject: HWHest County alternmtives irrigation
suitability and erosion control studies

PREFACE

This is the sest difficult set of comments for me
to write.

The proposed Project has, as I’ve stated in an
earlier get of commants, a ‘totality’ of experted and
potential environmental jmpacts which, in wme, produce
both senses of sadness and humility. As proposed, there
is no doubt that the many project actions - any of the
alterpatives - will change the world in which we live in
ways that most of us would prefer to avoid.

For those who contribute to preoject planning analysis
in order to aveid degradation and permanent destruction of
our world’s and communities’ life resources and to bring
some enduring benefit to us and to those who come after us
I aw grateful.

In the years that I have spent reading and studying
Project-related documents, I have come Lo reapect work
done by Questa Engineering.

It is with humility and compassion that I =submit the
following comments for review and comment. My personal
limitatione will be evident even if my coawents have sone
wmerit, My commitment, as always, it to be factual and

conpassionate. |

| comeents 002

In reviewing the DEIR/S Vol. VI, E-7 text and
technical reports/supporting documents, it is difficult
for me to clearly and stralght-forwardly see how E-7

establishex some existing conditions baselinesJ

It appears from comparative study of 003
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the DEIR/S Vel. VI, E-7 and "Erosion and Sediment Study, o003
Stempls Creek Watershed”, Stemple Crsek/Bsterp de San feont
_Ant esource Enhancement act ri L

on ount esource Conservation District

bruar 2, that conditions raportéd in the RCD study
specifically for the Stemple Creak/Estero Americano
watershed are some way selectively used but also
extrapolated or =simply assumed Lo have scientific valldity
for the entire West County, including the Americanc

watershed. |

i Bubstantiation in great detail would be needed to 004

support such selective and, how ghall one say, expansive

use of the RCD material.]

] It is ¢lear that if the above assumption has not been 005

made, then there is either a body of information and
evaluation of conditions in the Americano watershed that
are not being referenced in the DEIR/S, oxr there is an
inadequate study of existing conditions (in the Americano

vatershed} to support the Draft lavel of conclusions: |

[ Por example, the annual total sediment yield 006

mazsurements for the uppar, middle, apd lower sub-
watershed area and for cropland, low RDH, soderate RDM,
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and high RDM rangelands in each subwatershed of the ?Ost}
cong.

Stempie/EBterc...watershed as provided by the RCD study
{p. 19, Tahles 2 and 3) vield very different information
about s0il ercosion in each subwatershed than is presgented
_with the grossly more simplified or general sediment vield
description "1,09@ Ltons per sguare mile, annually™ uwsed in

the DEIR/S for the entire West County area {DBIR/S, Vol.

VI, B-7, p. 23}l #hile the DEIR/$’s *1,00@ tous” figure 007

is a mathematically accurate average for the Stemple
Creek/Estero de San Antonio watershad based on the RCD
study figures {[about 51 square wmile area and total
sediment vield of 51,000 tons poar year frow the watershed
to the estuary; RCD study, p. 5 and g. 9}, it.is not

about the Americano watershed conditions (RCD study, p. 1)
and so, WITHOUT ABDITIORAL SUBSTANTIATING EVIDENCE, it is
questionable figure for assumptions, estimates and
recommendations in the DEIR/S for the Americanc watershed

lands of the West Courty. |

| Let’s look at another exasple, in discussing West oco8
County, not just the Steaple/Bsterco de San Antonio water-
shed, the DEIR/S Vel. VI, E-7, p. 23 provides us with,
*...Brosion from agricultural lands are estimated to
generate only about onre-tbhird of the total sediment yileld.
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of West County watercheds (Prunuske Chatham 1994}, while 008
gully erosion and stream bank failure are more significunt(cmﬂJ
sources of sediment in the West County area....", and, |
"...0ur rough esgtimate accounts for 4@ to 56 percent or
more of the total sadiment yield in the South County area
from sheet and rill erosion, compared to 323 percent-esti—:
aated fox the West County.”

Here is what we find in the RCD study, p. 9:

"Channsal ergsion is the major sediment contributor to the.
Estexe de San Arntonio, producing about 68 percent of the
total sediment yield in the watershed, or ahout 30,3020
tons per yaar (Tables 2 and 3). Channel erosion includes
streambank crosion along Steaple Creek and its’
tributaries, and erosion in gullies.

"0f the 30,300 tons per year, 2 percent or 570 teons
per vear comes from the upper subwatershed, 16 percent or
4,74@ tons per year from the wmiddle subwatershed, and 82
percent or 25,01¢ tons psr vear comes froa the lower
subwatershed. The most critical area is the lower
gubvwatershed for channel eruvsien. The Jower subwatershed
iz closest to the EBetere, has Steeper slopes, and its
floodplain areas are sualier than those.in the upper and
niddle parts of ths watershed.”

"The streambank erosion along Steuple Creek itgelf is
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minimal ... (o)nly about 9 percent of the total sediment 008
{cont.)

Yieid appears to he from srosion of Stemple Creek banks.

"About 45 percent of the sediment produced by channel
erosion in the lower subwatershed is from gullies, 30
percent is from tributary styeam banks and 9 parcent is
along Stemple Creek, "

On pages 1€ and 11, the RCD study further informs us:
“"Sheet and Rill erosion produces almost 32 percent of the
total saedinent yvield in the watershed or about 14,680
toeng....Most of thie... (4@ percent] originates in the
middle sybwatershed. The other two subwatersheds each
contribute about 3¢ percent of the total...."

"Sheet and rill erosion is divided into cropland and
rangeland sources, Althoughk cropland comprieses only about:
six percent of the total acdreage, it coptributes about 22
percent {(3,29@¢ tons) of the total sheet and rill sediment
yiald in the watershed.”

The description of the subwatersheds of and total
watersheds of Stemple Creek/Estero de San Antonioc provided

by the RCD study ie not just wore detalled than the E-7

description in the DBIR/S, it is different.||It ie func- 009

tioanally differept and useful; the expansive and selective
character of the E-7 description is not a descriptively
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nor fapctionally acocurats representation of the 009
{cont.}

corresponding information in the RCD study. |

! It appears that BE-7 in Vel. VI of the DEIR/S does not 010
provide a description of existing s0il eroeion potential
and conditions in the West County watexrshed that is

fatthful to technical material to which it cap easily and

clearly be tracedtJ[Can ope rely on soil erosion and o1l
irrigation suitability assertions related to propozed

Project actions described later in E-7°? |

| Let‘s look again at the DEIR/S. Once again im Vol. ;i012

E~7 contains Table 5, Summary cf Exiering Agricultural

Land Use - West County. Table 5 contains a list of land

uses and acreage for each land use in each watershed,

Stemple apd Americano. ‘The total acreage for Stemple

is reported as 11,425 acres; within Stemples, it gives

native rangeland 8,428 actres, hay and grain 216 acres,

native pasture 464 acres, dairy 128 acres, grasslands

424 acres, idle 62 acres, 3udan grass 51 acres, =miec.

field crops 21 acres, and potatoes 4 acres.

The RCD ntudy, on pages 4 and 5, tells us, "

two main land uses in the watershed are graximg and

¢cropland....” Grazing Jow RDM is 2,343 acres, ¢grazing
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moderate RDM ie 26,451 acres, grazing high RDM is 012
' {cont.}
2,189 acres, and cropland is another 2,22 acres, for
a total agricultural acreage of 33,200 acres.|
013

Even if one allows for different sourceg of land

upe data, the discrepancies between the figures in

BE—-7 and RCD are gignificant. It is a startling set
of differences. 11,425 acres vs. 33,000 acres,

The RCD study iz vexy helpful in respect of these
vast differences. On page 5, Table 1 - COVER
CLASSIPICATION provides a detailed subwatershead by xub-
watershed description of the low RMD, moderate RMD,
high RMD, and cropland land uses in the watershed.

In the lower subwatershed, the total for Iow, wmoderate
and high RDM acres 1s 6,268 and cropland is 132 acres,
for a subwatershed total of 6,489 acres: for the middle
subwatershed, the total for low, moderate and high RDM
acreage is 11,328 and cropland is 412, for a subwater-
shed total of 11,75@ acres; and, for the upper subwater-
shed, the total for low, moderate and high RIM is

13,372 acres and cropland is 1,478 acres, for a sub-
watershed total of 14,8%9 acres,

Looking at thege RCD study subwatershed subtotals

and totals, it is impossible to know, as opposed Lo guess

how the DEIR/S E-7 figure(s) wers derived._|| The question
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‘ . 014

pecomes, what acreage was included ip the E-7 table?] {cont.)
015

| Was it included on an existing conditions percentage

basis, and if so, then using what selsction criteria? |

016
I gne more set of comparisons jis useful. The DEIR/S,

Vol. VI, E-7 p. & Bays, *...The reclamation project would
stabilize many of the gullieg and =tream banks where they
occuzr within and adjacent to irrigation acreage."” E-7
Pp. 23-24 says, "...detailed erosion and sediment study
conducted by the NRCS Ffor the Stempla/Americance Watershed
has not been completed for the Sonpoma Mountain watershed
portion of the Russgian River drainage....In additien to
to required op-farm management gractices to control irri-
gation runoff and arogion, the proposed project includes
measures to sStakyilize and heal gullies énd stream banks
on landes to be irrigated. Altheough lands to be irrigated
constitute only a small portion of the overall watershed
{depending on the alternative, froe legs than 15 to about
25 percant, per Pat Collins), incorporation of such
measures throughout the South and West county project
areas can make a significant difference in sediwmentation
rates of surface water bodies.” Ne are also cautioned

in B-7, p. 23 about irrigatioms "...If careful water
management is not practiced, water logging of the soils
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016

during the growing season, sxcessive runoff and deep teont.)
cont.

parcolation, and accelerated s0il erosion may occur.
Thase result in water quality and biological impacts...
Even careful irrigation of some marginal lands may result
in the development of drainage problems in bottom lands,
and increaged erosion and mass movemrent on steeper
slopes.”

The RCD study provides detailed figures for the
very different profile of average annual sediment yield
{Table 2) and percent of sediment vield (Table 3). Eonme
detafl from these explained in the study on page 9 has
been quoted here above already.

The RCD study interprets its findings with conclusions
such as, on p. 11, "Rccelerated erosion is the arxosion
caused by man that is over and ahecve the background rate
of erosion. About 79 percent of the sediment yield to
Stemple Creek iz due to accelerated erosion. Abkout 6@
percent of the sediment from sheet and xill ercsion and
about 75 percent of the sediment from channel erosion is
due to accelerated erosion..,.Accelerated erosion in the
Stemple (Creek Watershed probably began over 10¢ years ago
when much of the land was cleared of native vegetation to
make way for cultivated crops...Historical practices and
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repccurring large storm events like thore in 1282 and 1986 o016
create the visible effects in the watershed....Today most (cont.)
of the land...has bsan converted back to rangeland and
only about 2,209 acres out of 32,000 acres are now culti-
vated, but gqullies and streambanks are still actively
exoding. "

it summarizes on page 17, "The sources of sediment
reaching Stemple Creek and the Esterc de San Antonio come
from three major sources: {1) sheet and rill erosion on
rangeland with low Residual Dry Matter and cropland, (2}

gully erosion, and {3) streambank erosicn. Solutions

offersd for these sources should be included in a

.Conservation Plan, developed with the landowner."}

I Prom the figures provided in the RCD study, it is 017
clear the esach subwatershed in the Stemple Creek watarshed
contributes in somewhat functionally diastinct ways
to total sediment yield in the watershed. It also
provides an integrated view of existing conditions
in each subwatershed with respeact to contributicns
from different agricultural land use practices (discussed
in terms of sheat and rill eresion =ources} and to
contributions from forms of channel erosion. It provides
the basis for guantifying the human practices contribution
te total sediment yield and in relation to “the
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background or geplogic rate of erosion.”™ (RCD study,p. 11) 017
{cont.)
Let’'s return to the DEIR/S, Tables 2a and 5 seenr to
fail or stumble badly in attempting to provide a view of

axigting Wesgt County agriculture, agricultural practicee

and soil erosion factors.|| The case studies of Table 2a 018
appear to have been randomly gselected; cumulatively they
hesar little resemblance to what Table 5 reports to be

the way agricultural acreage can be quantified according

to practice ||Nine of the seventeen case studies appear

to involve what Table § shows as Jland use of 14,9002 oyt
of the 18,615 acres reported; the other eight case
studies of Table 2a appear to invelve what Table 5

shows as land use of 726 acres of the total reported.|

| Strikinglv, these breakoute of the case studies also 920

yield a curious sediment vield picture compared to

the average 1,90¢ tons/sqg.mi,/year sediment yield we read
abkout earlier in the DEIR/S, It appears the range of
gpecific case studles provided a source faor the figures
reported ip Table 2h for possihle Puture Irrigated Condi-
tions in the West County proposed Project area; however,
when the annnal soil leogs rates from 2a and 2b are

coepared in Table 5, we have to begin to weonder again

what selective criteria were used.|| The six lower range 021
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rate cases frow 2a are used in only twelve ¢f the 49 total 021
{cont.)

comparisonsﬂ|the one ¢ase MOSL near the 1,002 tons average 022

iz uz=d in only 2 of the 49 comparisons {these eight in-
velve existing condition land use practices om a very
substantially large percentage of the watershed
agricultural acreage po matter whether this aareage

is raferenced in the RCD study or the DEIR/S E-71!);

the comparatively high and extremely high yield

case studies from 2a form the basis for the rewaining 35

comparigons out of the total of 49.]

{ ona only need to rmread the RCD study break-outs 023
on subwatershed and total watershed ag. land use and
sheet/rill compared to channelizaticn erosion dats
from existing conrditions to realize how poorly these

DEIR/S case study tables functionJ

| As my understanding stands now, it appears to me that

024

these figureg and findings of the DRIR/S fail to
adequatealy portray existing conditions of agricultural

land use practices and of sources of soil erosion in the

West County area of the proposed Project. ||Likewise, there 025

seems tc be some lack of faitbfulness to data in the tech-

nical reports which needs to be corrected. |

| With regard to CEBQA, these tc¢ failures are contrary 026

to at least section 1i512%(a), (b} and (¢) and sectiocn
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15864(b).|[Purthermore, these failures causes both 027

decision~making and public participaticn to he impaired,

contrary to CEQA, 15126 {a) and td)(S}J

rage 13 cof 13

cosments from Bob Smithfield, P.D. Box 1113, Tairfax, CA
94978-~1113, Oct, @6, 1996, 1896 Draft EIR/EXIS, Santa Rosa
Subregional System Long-term Wastewater Treatment Project.

DECEMBER 1996 COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-129¢



