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N ;| Nationst Dceenic srid Atmospheric Administration
51' ;}‘ NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE
L OFFICE OF QCEAN AND CCOASTAL RESQURCE MANJ&GEMENT
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Fort Mason, Building 201 |

Saqucxsco ICA 943123
Phone: (415) 5616622 |,
Fax: (415) 561-6616 g
|I

! October 7, 1996
Ms, Marie Meredith -
City of Santa Rosa . |
Community Development Depmtmenﬁ* " "'-,‘r--:"'-;-i'F ) . i
P.O. Box 1678 COMRS ‘1‘ rE LR : . |

Santa Rosa, CA 95402-1678 -
Dear Ms. Meredith: | | |

| The Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary has reviewed the Draft EIR/EIS 001
Santa Rosa Subregional 1ong- Terrn Wastewater Project. The Sanctuary has been assisting Santa
Rosamtbumforatleastmnmsmdmmthzkchmcal Advisory Conxhittee and is 2
cooperating agency to the Army Corps of Engineers. on this proposed project. This letter |
will give an overall review of the West County Alternatives (3A-3E). An addendum of specific |
questions, information needs or variances in interpretation dealing with the West County - y
Allernatives is prowded as part of this doctnent. -

| This EIR/EIS is easier to understand and better organized than previous documents on thus issue.  go2
However, the length of this three volume Draft document, the 16 volumes of pertinent :
information, the purchase cost of the three volume Draft, the time period; allofted for reviewing
19 volumes of complex information {67 days} and the myriad of charts, graphs and tables
_ appearsmmovetheop?omqforanmdxvldualcmzentorenewﬂ:eenvn‘onmemahsmmsas '
envisioned within the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy !
' Act (CEQA/NEPA). Unfortunately the time frarpe also limited our agencies™ ability to contract for
outside expert review. These outside experts are 50 beneficial to the Sanctuary and Santa Rosa, -
it's a pity that additional review days could not be aocommodmedhvS%._
| The Guif of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary was establisbed in 1981 under the authority 003
of The Marine Protection Research and Sanctuary Act. The Sanctuary is aunique (one of akind)
and special place selected by the e of California and placed as a candidate for sanctuary status
before The ss of The United States by the Governor of California. The Sanctuary was
designated by Congress and approved by the President of the United States because of its unique
contribution 10 the marine and estuarine environment of California and the United States of t
America. It is one of 13 National Marine Sanctuaries and the only one which manages estuaripe |
environments. Any of the West County Alternatives would have detrimental effects on the :
resources of the Sanctuary, especially, within the most unique areas of the éntire National Marine
Sanctuary Systemn. These areas are the Estero Americano and Estero de San Aotonio. The West |
: ColmﬁyAltemmveswﬂ]ptﬂhab ; also ha adverse 1Impacts on resoutces of th ancthiar !
Bodega Bay and Tomales Bay. Longandshontermetsonthcseresoumcsarenotdlscusscd 004
nor the consequences of increased nutrients, heavy metals, fresh water flows and other constitutes
ofwastewatcronmanculmrem'l‘omalesBayandatthemouthoftheEstcroAmencano The %
pro;gls “fail safc” Twchnmsm, to drain S0% of any dam within 7 days, would completely destroy |
the '

'I'heEstemsaretbconl two estuaries of their type protected in Califomia, the west coast, the 005

United States and w;dnn the United Nations 347 world wide Biosphere Reserves (Man in the

Biosphere Program). The Estero Americano is not a stream (p.2-31) and shonld have a N
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separate catcgmy 10 avoid any confusan Increases'in partlculate matter, pesticide residues, | 006
heavy metals| fresh water flows, nutrients and decreased quality of runoff or percolated water -

would not be ipossible given the congressional mandate and regulatory structure of the Sanctuary.
Itmqumclem-ﬁomthenraﬁm that all WEST COUNTY ALTERNATIVES WILL HAVE

DE AL EFFECTS ON THE RIE_KWW
NATTIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY.| The EIR/EIS delineates 136 “significant” effects (Table 007

5.4-1) which hiave “no feasible mitigation” for Alternatives 3A-3E . These effects wlli accur in'
tthhOﬁtﬁImf(ConsmonDhﬂSﬁ) 'hﬁ"}l phase) and emergancs : .
wsmmmmvmﬂmmaﬂ “sienificant” effects with “no feasible 008
mitigation™” have been investigated or delineated | For the above 136 reasons and those inthe 009
addendum all West County Alternatives are unsuitablé for consideration as a viable project for the
Submg;ona} Lonztenanewa:er Project and shadld be removed from the EIR/R
| Use of the Universal Soil Loss Equation is not suitable for non-tilled lands and it feils to address 010
the role ofso:lcrecp gul]mg, debns ﬂows,rdhngandmass wasting. TheSanr:mary will need
thzsmformanm how the proie =ifect the s dimen ;
ThewwlprqmmcMngmomwmgmmspeclﬁcscmﬁcaﬂymbkcantobe 011
specified before fithure considération can be given to this project. This monitoring plan, an |
-enforcerment plan, 2 penalty scheduled and contingency plan must be presented as part of the
EIR/EIS for 60 days public review prior to a decigion on the West County Alternative, | '
ﬂmﬁwmmappmmmtywmmmentthsDraﬂEmfﬁls 1tmmnch1mpmvédandclearly 012
indicates a great dead of work. The page by page reviéw will make it clear why all Alternative 3 '
shm:ldbcremt:ve«i fromconsxdaatlm Pleasccall(4151 561-6622) onme if [canbe of |
assistance to you

Edwad Ueher, - |
Sanctuary
Gulf of the% Nanonal Marine Sanctary

_ _ _ |

, :Wachdkk o , ' |

Debra Mhlek |

i |

I I

|

P |

| :

. ' *4'G  SWNAI/UHON TA:PT 96, 4B 100
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o o Page 1 of 3
_ | ADDENDUM |
The following is a list of items which need to be addressed, changed or deleted.
|p. 1-3: 21 MGD equals 7,665 MGY. Why is the projected water generated 8,220 MGY? 013

[P, 1-20: Why are Stemplc Creek and Amerieano Creek being considered for any augmentation 014

the basin plan calls fi :
|p. 1-21:" Why will irrigated lands be reduced in one ares by aftrition while similar land will 015
become such a positive economic producer fight next store in the West County where growing -
seasons are 15% shorter? : : : '
fp- 1-25:  How will the West County acreage be-maintained if farmers have their water tights 016
mvedﬁrom:wmng,iwmrmdi' ides itrients, salt buildup ar oth [eASONs
|p- 1-33:  How will cyapide be removed prior 1o getting into the Esteros, creeks and streams? = 017
Water from dam seepage which causes “significant water quality impacts” contain all types of
té’n;:etals and other materials detrimental to the: Sanctuary. Monitored and stooped, how will these
[p. 1-34:  Why will all the bad aspects of bicaccumulation; toxicity, biostimulation 2nd silt not 018
occur in the Esteros, Tamales Bay and Bodega Bay? ' -
|p- 1-35:  Reclaimed water, even at drinkable standards, is toxic to marine organisms. How will 019
this water be keep out of the Esteros if their is no independent monitoring and enforcement?
Farmer and Santa Rosa evaluation, monitoring and enforcement is neither independent nor in the
best interests of this project, - '
[p- 1-36: . This and section 4.9 do not have all the Federal Endangered, Theatened, or proposed 020
for listing species. How will you mitigate the babitat Joss and the taking of these species?
|¥. 1-397 This and section 4.14 do not cover the changes a$ seen from the Esteros, Do fenced . 021
hliﬂsds f_ull ﬂwm new plowed earth or fow crops havc the same visual impact as rolling
ol o PTASS

g p and sprinetime flowers?

n. 1-40: How wil] the Point Neves Park Expansion effect the West Count .Jnllu - i 022
p;fl-41:: The?word “if” in the Jast paragraph mearis that this is only possible. What bappens 023
“if” it doesn't R :

p. 1-42:  More forage means more cows which means more manure. Manure is already listsd 024
asa probbn'; Will you legally be able to control the size of herds through your farmer

if w?
-1-43;  1do not believe that 28,200 housing units will be iost, they will just be located in 025
another area of California. Isn't this sa? :
[p-2-21:  What legai law enforcement criteria will be imposed? If the project reaches its 026
MIMITOIT JCTRASE Wikl YOI DA ondermn lagd te maiptain veur minimum reguin Rents)
Tp. 2-22: What hamthchydrol.ogi_sts said about the effects of in water flow due to 027

cxcessive runoff, when ground is saturated, seepage and increased percolation rates

|p.h2-231:]l How will the city enforce the water restrictions and what is the penalty schedule and 028

who will rrcai 2" - - | '

Ed;ig—%: Thefv;ord “may” is used frequently under how requirements will be enforced. Whyis 029
not “‘must"? : o .

bp- 2-26:The filir strips at the Esteros must be 100% cffective, what is the effectiveness of 037
; _

.2:27: _ If irrigs occur will the farmer o the City be the porson fegaily 031

aHOn cngts?

least to, persistent and soluble does not mean it is safe or appropriate for 932
. : : o

cventuaily get into a marine sanctuary
p. 2-35: When will the Sanctuary be able to evaluate the manure meanageinent component to see 093
if it is safe for the Sanctuary ? This composent is very critical and must be part of the EIR/EIS.
p. 2-37: ‘Why aren’t all plantinigs being done with native plants? ‘Revegetation by plants “as 034
Eelzr-;:; t.thsntam crossi:_tnlyg" may not be pative, i : 035
. : Moazitoring is only the first step. What are the othier procedures, methods and

b 2-43: Will water from Esteros, Stemple or Americano Creeks be used for constructionotc 3

material which may

9,7 ' o “41°5  SWNLO/UHON Z2d:P1 96, 28 LO

DECEMBER 1996 COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-27



LETTER 5

PagelufB

prt By saying that conuactmsubject"tocancenanondoestmsmnd:atxfﬁwacrmgew 037
a critical need of the

project they may not be canceled? - :
[p.2-7% BecausedamagmgSmcma:ymsmm:spmhlbmdbylawhowcmyouplanm . 038
and act

;[a)mz-:i Whummcpmentmdummsbyeachconsmgnm_lsumwumwam 032|040
maffenngumamomwtquenuvetoreduoew usegmlmﬂ::_cgsmf_pmxﬂiqs.that_

p.3.3-8: 5000feet1stamllcshouldntthlsdlstancebemdwcdtopmtcctforwashmns |043

p.3.3-19: How much will the clay reduce leakage and how much wastewater will stll: get into | 1044
the soil?

| p.3.3-22: What are the currest monthly fresh water flows into the Esteros in an average year ,'045
100 year flood, and in the third year ot‘adrmxght" How will these monthly fiows change under!
Options 3A-3E?

| 2. 3.3-43: Why is the contingency discharge to the ian Riv

i Howmanygallonsandhowmanymoverthe

0486

discharge which will go into the Sancty 047
next 100 years is this- o oceyy?
[p. 34-1: What arc the enforcement costs and the monitoring costs of the many options? 048

- \Kﬁthoutthcscpmyams and cost Alternative costs are inaccurate and may mask

p- 3.54 : Why isn't the Point Reves National Seashore’ sExpansicn Bill noted and how will : 049
mmmmm_mmmm :
. [p-4.1-23: Why isn't the change i -080
[p.4.1-49: TherewdlbeslgmﬁcaﬁcumulmwmcmonﬂlcEstemsandmosthkelylmpacm ' 051
. _on Bodega Ba
memmmmw . 052
p. 4.2-26: Is this also true for cyanide and arscnic? Dothcsemetalsthaxdouotgetmxoﬂ:e 053
lants become off?

p. 4.3-36: Since 1908 reevaiuations of the 1906 earthquake have occurred, why are you usinga 054
1908 citation? [What is the USGS's evaluation of this area” 055a

[p. 4.5-14: Tf there are niegative significant impacts to groundwater then there will be pegative . 055b
unpmmmgemngmtothndmnageandevenﬂmﬂydnSmary Whansthescopeand '

QCATTENCS Q 503 RN tempors TV?
p- 4.5-16: Cohform pacteria and metals (4.5-17) from this project are not allowed into the 056

Sancary, how villy ou totally prevent this?
e S3-21: Gtoundwamrlmpactsmﬂwpmmcmdenmomenthavcmbedchmmdexp}iqﬂy 057

arc the mnnthly volume changes, the water quality changes and the projects OCCUITEDCeS for .

p 4,5.25: Almoughammmahasanmnedlmmnccﬁectonaquamhfemmmdmmm 10'58

ﬁgcma concemoftheSsncma:yalongwnhthesheervolmofwm Which organisms
W
T g"4"5 -32: "I‘hemgmficmt:watuquahtylososwﬁl prohibit_this w 069

. how will it be intercepted and removed? Anmmsedwmrmpp]ywzﬂleadtomorc 060 -
housing. WzﬁSantaRosamstaﬂatomlhousmgbanon
P. % gure shows Srcmp{e Creek within the 20% concenu-anon zope, how will that - o 061

062

g:hs-ﬂmeAltematwe water for homas does not work forthe environment, how will the wildlife
a5

[p.4.5-52: Copper and accxdsntal mm?arc bltedfromcn the san If you
p-a>-3% ¢ ceid prohi tering ctuary. If y
p- 43553 Th:sismcpmblcm,asstatedbyyouthat waterthatmﬁltmtespastthemotme
moves laterally along horizontal zones of preferential flow and discharges to ephemeral-
streams.”, which than disc : '
p-4.6-2: Why isn't fresh water included in toxicity clements? Fresh water, even drinkable 0658
ﬁ'eshwatctxstoncromnnehfemdthmxsnotsaxdanywheremthcsepagzs '

063

64

.u . "4°S  SWNA9/DHON EB:v1 96, 28 10
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|

ﬂage‘.% of 3

Ig4&3 PIeasedeﬁneInlandfortheEslerosarcmlandbuttheyampartoftheGulfofth: 066
arallones National Marine Sanctuary and under the Juristiction of the Department of 1

[p 4.645: Pleasccorrectyour ‘ehb tide” for currents ebb, flood and slack and tides rise, fall 087
and stand. this page and the ncxt give a partial view of the Esteros which may mislead people.
As an area of unique National Significance they require special protection.| You state that you 068
have information that both bars are “occasionally opened by local land owners”. This(is not
allowed and has not happened as far as I know since 1990. Ifyouhaveanameofanybneyou
accuse of doing this activity please send it to the
Sancmarymththcdateandthcnmofthcmtncss |Averagcsahmty;scomplctclym:$leadmg 069
_ and s about the complexity and diversity of the:Esteros.
- ow will you stop amrnonia from getting outside the reservoirs? ' 070
p 46-89 Th:sprojectmynotproc:cd:f;thasasx@zﬁcantmpactonthcﬁsterosasubtamd, 071
- will you drop this as an option from your lists of Alternatives? _
p. 4.6-150. 'What are the numerical valués of the biostimulating substances? - 072
p 4.7-3. The Sanctuary recently received notice that the City was increasing its water Supply. it 073
that water supply and waste water are comelated, why aren’t these projects under the
same EIR and fvhat is the cost savings of designing a consérvation system which mwa:r.lsuscrs 074

for not using water?

p. 4.7-50: Given thc wegther variability why isn't October also a “‘potential mosquito™ time” 075
4.9-10: Why have you not listed the steelhead trout and birds of status? 076

B 4514 Hmcmasedrunoffoccuned whenrthsterobarsarcclosed cmremovcwadmg 077

uﬂg (—-l| pabitat and effect the quantity and g ity of thi railgble food

p.4.9-28; Whydoesthlssecuonfalltomentlonthewonderﬁﬂworkofthelocalfann ’ 078

community and the Shrimp Club in rehabilitafing this environment?

['p. 49—-30 These numbers were developed ih a drought year, whaxarethenumbersforbmny 079
and a 100 year rain?

p-4. 0-11 These rare habitats, wmchmmamponantpanoftthancmary requuespecaal 080

activities.
[ 51;:-2-23’? Hypersaline environments are also important, should they be mentioned here and 081
ere -
[ p. 4.10-37: The placement of the reservoirs (3A-3E), the irrigation and the emergency options 082
will destroy areas of special significance. This is also true for page 4.10-50, |
[p-4.14-14: Canoes and kayaks use the Esteros and when possible the two feeder creeks and 083
theseuserswﬂlhavetlmrexmencedchang&daﬂwarlong butﬁpecmﬂyd\mngthcddy '

Season.

p. 4.14-27: Bicyclists will also be effected. | 084
| p. 4.14-98: Agriculture change impacts not noted ’ 085
p. 4.18-2: Mariculture on Tamales Bay not considered and will need to be. 1 086
p. 4:18-13: Your document indicates that it is expected that bierds could increase. Aconservanve 087

estimate of herd size with irrigation is 450 animals per farm if farms decrease to 110- than
animals in the area will increase from 35,000 in 1993 to 45,000 in 2010. Howm].‘ltthuystop

%Mwmm
p- 4.18-18: 'l‘l:useoononm:analysmsbasedonanelasmwofdemandwmchdoeschndgeduc 088

to supply , how is this ible? -

p. 4.13-19: ngmdhndcmsupponfmnmmcnumberofmxmalumtesasdryhhd.how 089
will the City control the buge increass in manure, rclatedwaternseds hooftreah:mntchenucals
pesticide residues and cther related conditions?

[p-4.18-27: Gmssexpcndmn'asarcnotanaccumemethodofcconom:cvlablhtynorma 090
Proﬁt:sabeﬂmmd:camr what pood is producing $42 hay if it cost $42.01 to produce,
p- y use the 2017 tme fmmwhen thcpm;ectls till 20107 Please give 2010; 091
numbers

|
|

9/,9°d J'S  SUNAD/UEON PB:ibT 96 28 130
Y

DECEMBER 19%& COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-29



DECEMBER 1996 COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-30



LETTER 5

092
‘#..1' °"c~q~ |
£ SANTA ROSA § kY ! UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
C‘TY O Box 1678 i National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
P.O-. CA 95402 Y & | NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE
santa R0s3 ® trares ot CFRCE CF OCEAN AND COASTAL RESCURCE MANAGEMENT
0cT 19 %599 Gulf of the Farallones NMS
v Fort Mason, Building 201
—zNT OF San Francisco, CA 94123
DEPARTMEY [ELOPMENT Phone: (415) 561-6622
COMMUNITY DEV Fax:  (415) 561-6616

October 7, 1996
Ms. Marie Meredith
City of Santa Rosa
Community Development Department
P.O. Box 1678
Santa Rosa, CA 95402-1678

Dear Ms. Meredith:

The Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary has reviewed the Draft EIR/EIS

Santa Rosa Subregional Long- Term Wastewater Project. The Sanctuary has been assisting Santa
Rosa on this project for at least ten years and serves on the Technical Advisory Committee and is a
cooperating federal agency to the Army Corps of Engineers, on this proposed project. This letter
will give an overall review of the West County Alternatives (3A-3E). An addendum of specific
questions, information needs or variances in interpretation dealing with the West County
Alternatives is provided as part of this document.

This EIR/EIS is easier to understand and better organized than previous documents on this issue.
However, the length of this three volume Draft document, the 16 volumes of pertinent support
information, the purchase cost of the three volume Draft, the time period allotted for reviewing
19 volumes of compiex information (67 days) and the myriad of charts, graphs and tables
appears to remove the opportunity for an individual citizen to review the environmental issues as
envisioned within the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy
Act (CEQA/NEPA). Unfortunately the time frame also limited our agencies’ ability to contract for
outside expert review. These outside experts are so beneficial to the Sanctuary and Santa Rosa,
it’s a pity that additional review days could not be accommodated by Santa Rosa.

The Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary was established in 1981 under the authority
of The Marine Protection Research and Sanctuary Act. The Sanctuary is a unique {one of a kind)
and special place selected by the people of Califomia and placed as a candidate for sanctuary status
before The Congress of The United States by the Governor of California. The Sanctuary was
designaicd by Congress and approved by ilic President of the United Siates because of its unique
contribution to the marine and estuarine environment of California and the United States of
America. Itis one of 13 National Marine Sanctuaries and the only one which manages estuarine
environments. Any of the West County Alternatives would have detrimental effects on the
resources of the Sanctuary; especially, within the most unique areas of the entire National Marine
Sanctuary System. These areas are the Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio. The West
Country Alternatives will probably also have adverse impacts on resources of the Sanctuary in
Bodega Bay and Tomales Bay. Long and short-term effects on these resources are not discussed,
nor the consequences of increased nutrients, heavy metals, fresh water flows and other constitutes
of wastewater on mariculture in Tomales Bay and at the mouth of the Estero Americano. The
projects “fail safe” mechanism, to drain 50% of any dam within 7 days, would completely destroy
the Estero habitat.

The Esteros are the only two estuaries of their type protected in California, the west coast, the
United States and within the United Nations 347 world wide Biosphere Reserves (Man in the
Biosphere Program). The Estero Americano is not a stream (p.2-31) and should have a
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separate category, to aveid any confusion. Increases in particulate matter, pesticide residues,
heavy metals, fresh water flows, nutrients and decreased quality of runoff or percolated water
would not be possible given the congressional mandate and regulatory structure of the Sanctuary.
It is quite clear from the Draft EIR/ELS that all WEST COUNTY ALTERNATIVES WILL HAVE
DETRIMENTAL EFFECTS ON THE RESOURCES OF THE GULF ON THE FARALLONES
NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY. The EIR/EIS delineates 136 “significant” effects (Table
5.4-1) which have “no feasible mitigation” for Alternatives 3A-3E . These effects will occur in
the short-term (construction phase), the long-term (operation phase) and emergency (inundation
phase). The Sanctuary further believes that not all “significant” effects with “no feasible
mitigation™ have been investigated or delineated. For the above 136 reasons and those in the
addendum all West County Alternatives are unsuitable for consideration as a viable project for the
Subregional Long-term Wastewater Project and should be removed from the EIR/EIS.

Use of the Universal Sotl Loss Equation is not suitable for non-tilled lands and it fails to address
the role of soil creep, gulling, debris flows, rilling and mass wasting. The Sanctuary will need
this information and how the project will effact the soil sediment component.

The total project, including monitoring with specific scientifically measurable criteria needs to be
specified before funire consideration can be given to this project. This monitoring plan, an
enforcement plan, a penalty scheduled and contingency plan must be presented as part of the
EIR/EIS for 60 days public review prior to & decision on the West County Alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIR/EIS, it is much improved and clearly
indicates a great deal of work. The page by page review will make it clear why all Alternative 3
should be removed from consideration. Please call (415/ 561-6622) on me if I can be of
assistance to you.

Sincerely yours,

Elard) Ukr

Edward Ueber
Sanctuary Manager
Gulf of the Farallones National Marine Sanctuary

cc: Jim Bybee
Wade Eakle
Debra Malek
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Page 1 of 3
ADDENDUM

The following s a list of items which need to be addressed, changed or deleted.

p. 1-3: 21 MGD equals 7,665 MGY. Why is the projected water generated 8,220 MGY?

P. 1-20: Why are Stemple Creek and Americano Creck being considered for any augmentation
the basin pian calls for no augmentation.

p. 1-21: 'Why will irrigated lands be reduced in one area by attrition while similar land will
become such a positive economic producer right next store in the West County where growing
seasons are 15% shorter?

p. 1-25:  How will the West County acreage be maintained if farmers have their water rights
removed for over watering, improper use of pesticides, nutrients, salt buildup or other reasons?
p. 1-33:  How wiil cyanide be removed prior to getting into the Esteros, creeks and streams?
Water from dam seepage which causes “significant water quality impacts” contain ail types of
metals and other materials detrimental to the Sanctuary. Monitored and stooped, how will these
be removed.

p. 1-3¢:  Why will all the bad aspects of bioaccumulation, toxicity, biostimulation and silt not
oceur in the Esteros, Tamales Bay and Bodega Bay?

p. 1-35: Reclaimed water, even at drinkable standards, is toxic to marine organisins. How will
this water be keep out of the Esteros if their is no independent monitoring and enforcement?
Farmer and Santa Rosa evaluation, monitoring and enforcement is neither independent nor in the
best interests of this project.

p. 1-36: This and section 4.9 do not have all the Federal Endangered, Threatened, or proposed
for listing species. How will you mitigate the habitat loss and the taking of these species?

p. 1-39: ~ This and section 4.14 do not cover the changes as seen from the Esteros. Do fenced
fields full of livestock, new plowed earth or row crops have the same visual impact as rolling
hills of golden grass and springtime flowers?

p- 1-40:  How will the Point Reyes Park Expansion effect the West County Options?

p. 1-41:  The word “if” in the last paragraph means that this is only possible. What happens
“if” it doesn’t ?

p. 1-42: . More forage means more cows which means more manure. Manure is already listed
as a problem. Will you legally be able to control the size of herds through your farmer
agreements? If yes how? If no why not?

p. 1-43: I do not believe that 28,200 housing units will be lost, they will just be located In
another area of California. Isn’t this so?

p.2-21: What legal law enforcement criteria will be imposed? If the project reaches its
minimum acreage will you have to condemn land to maintain your minimum requirements?
p.2-22:  What have the hydrolegists said about the effects of increased water flow due to
excessive runoff, when ground is saturated, seepage and increased percolation rates?

p.2-23: How will the city enforce the water restrictions and what is the penalty schedule and
who will receive the fine?

p. 2-24: The word “may” is used frequently under how requirements will be enforced. Why is
this not “must”?

p. 2-26: The filter strips at the Esteros must be 100% effective, what is the effectiveness of
these strips in similar areas?

p.2-27: If irrigation’s problems occur will the farmer or the City be the person legally
responsible for fines and mitigation costs?

p.2-34: The use of least toxic, persistent and soluble does not mean it is safe or appropriate for
material which may eventually get into a marine sanctuary?

p. 2-35: When will the Sanctuary be able to evaluate the manure management component to see
if it is safe for the Sanctuary ? This component is very critical and must be part of the EIR/EIS.
p.2-37: Why aren’t all plantings being done with native plants? Revegetation by plants “as
near to the stream crossing” may not be native.

p. 2-41: Monitoring is only the first step. What are the other procedures, methods and
compliance mechanisms?

p. 243: Will water from Esteros, Stemple or Americano Creeks be used for construction or
cleaning?
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p. 2-64: By saying that “contract are subject” to cancellation does this mean that if the acreage is
a critical need of the project they may not be canceled?

P- 2-74: Because damaging Sanctuary resources is prohibited by law how can you plan to
mitigate and act on activities which are not allowed?

p- 3.2-3: What are the percent reductions by each conservation method? Is the Wastewater
District offering users a monitory incentive to reduce water use equal to the cost of providing that
water and the wastewater removed? What percentage of users have adopted the units described?
How does water use compare in this water district to other Bay area users (home and industry)?
p. 3.3-8: 5000 feet is almost a mile shouldn’t this distance be reduced to protect for washouts
and safety?

p. 3.3-19: How much will the clay reduce leakage and how much wastewater will still get into
the soil?

p.3.3-22: What are the current monthly fresh water flows into the Esteros in an average year
,100 year flood, and in the third year of a drought? How will these monthly flows change under
Options 3A-3E?

P. 3.3-43: Why is the contingency discharge to the Russian River worse than an illegal
discharge which will go into the Sanctuary? How many gallons and how many times over the
next 100 years is this expected to occur?

p.- 34-1. What are the enforcement costs and the menitoring costs of the many options?
Without these programs and cost Alternative costs are inaccurate and may mask significant
operational costs.

p.3.54: Why isn’t the Point Reyes National Seashore’s Expansion Bill noted and how will
the passage of the bill effect the West County Alternatives?

p. 4.1-23: Why isn’t the change in marine waters an evaluation criteria?

p- 4.1-49: There will be significant camulative impacts on the Esteros and most likely impacts
on Bodega Bay and Tamales Bay. Why are they not covered?

p. 4.2-23: What is the slope criteria in % for specialty crops?

p- 4.2-26: Is this also true for cyanide and arsenic? Do these metals that do not get into the
plants become part of the runoff?

p. 4.3-36: Since 1908 reevaluations of the 1906 earthquake have occurred, why are you using a
1908 citation? What is the USGS’s evaluation of this area?

p. 4.5-14: If there are negative significant impacts to groundwater then there will be negative
impacts on water getting mnto the drainage and eventuaily the Sanctuary. What is the scope and
occurrence of these spatially and temporally?

p. 4.5-16: Coliform bacteria and metals (4.5-17) from this project are not allowed into the
Sanctuary, how will you totally prevent this?

p. 4.5-21: Groundwater impacts to the protected environment have to be delineated explicitly.
What are the monthly volume changes, the water quality changes and the projects occurrences for
emergencies?

p. 4.5-25: Although ammonia has an immediate toxic effect on aquatic life nitrate and nitrite are
also a major concern of the Sanctuary along with the sheer volume of water. Which organisms
will be effected, how many, where and when?

p- 4.5-32: The significant water quality loses will prohibit this water from getting into the
Sanctuary, how will it be intercepted and removed? An increased water supply will lead to more
housing. Will Santa Rosa instali a total housing ban on area which they irrigate or supply water?
p. 4.5-6: The figure shows Stemple Creek within the 20% concentration zone, how will that
water be removed from the Creek?

P. 4.5-47: Alternative water for homes does not work for the environment, how will the wildlife
such as the endangered fresh water shrimp be protected?

p- 4.5-32: Copper and “accidental runoff” are prohibited from entering the sanctuary. If you
know “accidental nmoff” will occur you can devise ways to stop it, how will you do this?

p- 4.5-33: This is the problem, as stated by you, that “water that infiltrates past the root zone
moves laterally along horizontal zones of preferential flow and discharges to ephemeral
streams.”, which than discharge into the creeks and then the Esteros.

p. 4.6-2: Why isn’t fresh water included in toxicity elements? Fresh water, even drinkable
fresh water is toxic to marine life and this is not said anywhere in these pages.
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p- 4.6-3: Please define Inland for the Esteros are inland but they are part of the Gulf of the
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary and under the Jurisdiction of the Department of
Commerce.

p- 4.6-45: Please correct your “ebb tide” for currents ebb, flood and slack and tides rise, fall
and stand. this page and the next give a partial view of the Esteros which may mislead peopie.
As an area of unique National Significance they require special protection. You state that you
have information that both bars are “occasionally opened by local land owners”. This is not
allowed and has not happened as far as I know since 1990. If you have a name of anyone you
accuse of doing this activity please send it to the

Sanctuary with the date and the name of the witness. Average salinity is completely misleading
and says nothing about the compiexity and diversity of the Esteros.

p. 4.6-82: How will you stop ammonia from getting outside the reservoirs?

p. 4.6-89: This project may not proceed if it has a significant impact on the Esteros as stated,
will you drop this as an option from your lists of Alternatives?

p- 4.6-150: What are the numerical values of the biostimulating substances?

p- 4.7-3: The Sanctuary recently received notice that the City was increasing its water supply, it
appears that water supply and waste water are correlated, why aren’t these projects under the
same EIR and what is the cost savings of designing a conservation system which rewards users
for not using water?

p- 4.7-50: Given the weather variability why isn’t October alsc a “potential mosquito™ time”

p- 4. 9-10: Why have you not listed the steelhead trout and birds of status?

P. 49-14: If increased runoff occurred, when the Estero bars are closed, can remove wading
bird feeding habitat and also effect the quantity and guality of the available food.

p. 4.9-28: Why does this section fail to mention the wonderful work of the local farm
community and the Shrimp Club in rehabilitating this environment?

p- 4.9=30: These numbers were developed in a drought year, what are the numbers for a rainy
year and a 100 year rain?

p. 4.10-11: These rare habitats, which are an important part of the Sanctuary, require special
protection from hurman activities.

p. 4.10-23: Hypersaline environments are alse important, should they be mentioned here and
elsewhere?

p- 4.10-37: The placement of the reservoirs (3A-3E), the irrigation and the emergency options
will destroy areas of special significance. This is also true for page 4.10-50.

p. 4.14-14: Canoes and kayaks use the Esteros and when possible the two feeder creeks and
these users will have their experienced changed all year long, but especially during the dry
season.

p- 4.14-27: Bicyclists will also be effected.

p-4.14-98: Agricuilture change impacts not noted.

p. 4.18-2: Mariculture on Tamales Bay not considered and will need to be.

p. 4.18-13: Youwr document indicates that it is expected that herds could increase. A conservative
estimate of herd size with irrigation is 450 animals per farm if farms decrease to 1 [0- than
animals in the area will increase from 35,000 in 1993 to 45,000 in 2010. How will the City stop
this 30% increase and the resulting manure?

p- 4.18-18: This economic analysis is based on an elasticity of demand which does change due
to supply , how is this possible?

p- 4.18-19: If irrigated land can support four times the number of animal unites as dry land, how
will the City control the huge increase in manure, related water needs, hoof treatment chemicals,
pesticide residues and other related conditions?

p- 4.18-27: Gross expenditures are not an accurate method of econcmic viability nor area
impact. Profit is a better indicator, what good is producing $42 hay if it cost $42.01 to produce.
p-4.18-32: Why use the 2017 time frame when the project is till 20107 Please give 2010
numbers.
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