LETTER 83

FROM : FAX FAD PHONE NO. @ 787 823 3555 Oct. 87 1996 @2:43PM F1

Stegeman and Associates

Land Use Planning - Naighbarhsod Mediation - Environmenial Compliance

October 7, 1996

Re. Senta Rosa Wastewater Draft EIR

The following comments are offared in addition to oral testimony previously submitted.

| Page 4.5.56-57 Groundwater impacts of project discharge components 001

The DEIR is Inadequate in that it identifias no impact for all alternatives, based on the stated
conciusion that “reclaimed waler discharged into the Laguna.. will not enter groundwaler because
the water table siopes toward the straam®. Extensive studies conducted by the Clty of Sebastopol
have shown that the groundwater/surface water relationship in the Laguna area fluctuates both with
tha season and the annual runoft pattern {wet v&. dry years). This study has demonstrated that 15%
or mora of the groundwater supplying the Sebastopol city wells is from the Laguna. Considering
that the Laguna can sometimas consist of up to 80% treated wastewatar, thera (s a clear potantial
for Sebastopol’s water baing comprised of over 10% Ireated wastewater. |

| The DEIR needs 1o address the following: 002
-conduct additional studies to recongile the results between thosa prasently cited in the DEIR and
those of the ] :
-refiect the potential for groundwater Impacts for project 5B as significant, untess a mitigation leve! 003
comparable to those already provided relative to Evaluation Criteria 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 and projects 2

and 3. Specifically, an altarnative potabla water source should be offered to the Clly of Sebastopot
censistent with that offered in mitigation 2.3.12. |

[ Page 4.6.142 Resuits of Cumulative tmpacts Assessment for Discharge 004

The DEIR is inadequate in that it stales acknowledges that no cumulatlve impact analysis was done
for the Alternative 5B in other than the "normal* hydrologic year. This is obviously an inapproprigie
response, since the 20% discharge scenario in most likely to be exercised in the “dry” hydroiogic
yoar, for which there is no analysis.|[Moreover, the DEIR itsslf makes a sweaping ganerality by 005
declaring "Because wel and dry years were not evaluated for the cumulative scanario, it is not
possibie to say that Alternative 5B will always be without significant impacts. Howevar, this analysis
ilustrates the fact that there are few significant impacts of Alternative 5B, and they are reduced by
Implementation of the Regional Board's nutrient load reduction strategy.” This Is not an acceptable
lave! of analysis, nor a basis for concluding that tha resuits from a "normal” year cumulative analysis
can be exiended into conclusions regarding a "dry" year. This is particularly true given the
tremendous diffarence in water flow intaractions and dilution between thess twc weather year
scenarios. |

| The DEIR neads to specifically address the following: 0
-cumulative impact analysis for surface water quality under a "dry* and "wet® year scanarfo.l

|7-address possible project specilic and cumulative impacts associated with varying implementation” gq7
of the nutrient loading strategy under differant weather scenarios.|

06

2727 Mentacha Avaniia - Ganta Bnse . Maifamla  ntand Lo a Sy raa amma = e

DECEMBER 1996 COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-499%9



DECEMBER 1898 COMMENTS ON EIR/EIS PAGE V-500



