





- Identify impacts and ways to reduce the through-put of water and loads to
participating NBWRA WWTPs, to reduce demands for a large Project for
distribution of discharged wastewaters. Although Sanitary Districts do not
directly control water uses, 1) SCWA is a member of NBWRA, and is the primary
supplier of potable water, and thus sets supply costs and distribution policies for
contracting water agencies/districts 2) Samtary Districts members of NBWRA set
rates to users, and can set tiered rates and implement other policies to discourage
and reduce wastewater production and reduction of organic and inorganic loads.
Reduction of wastewater volumes is a critical key ingredient in creating a long-
term sustainable and economically viable Project that will provide maximum
protection and restoration for the environment.

- Address impacts and methods to show how this Project can and will remove
market barriers to saving water and energy in indoor uses (residential,
commercial, industrial and institutional) upstream of the WWTPs, to reduce
throughput.

- The Project as now proposed provides significant disincentives for potable water
demand reductions in the source waters and water agencies that supply water to
customers. Address the comparative impacts of providing incentives for
maximizing reuse of water to offset local potable water demands. It is difficult
for local water districts to incentivize local reuse (purple plumbing, urban
landscape irrigation, etc) when there is a new set of paying customers depending
on consistent or increasing flows and availability of treated wastewater for
agricultural irrigation outside the urban service areas of the local water agencies.

- How will Project and participating agencies reduce GHG emissions, energy
usage, water usage, chemical usage and water throughput over the life of the
Project? Identify options and quantify projections over time.

The NBWRA Project EIS/EIR must provide an “Alternative 4" — the Sustainability
and Efficiency Alternative, an integrated, regional program that will reduce demands
on the source waters, reduce wastewater throughput, reduce discharge volumes,
improve efficiencies in water and wastewater usage and encourage restoration of the
Russian and Eel Rivers. At a time when water is critically overdrafted in the source
waters and throughout the arid West, fisheries are severely impacted, and the trend
for water demands on the sources (both legal, permitted, and illegal, unpermitted) is
increasing, the Project must be redesigned to provide for increasing amounts of water
to be left in the source waters. Alternatives 1,2, and 3 do not meet the needs of the
21¥ Century in N, Calif and the arid West, and are ill-designed for future global and
regional changes in climate and water supplies.



FOER appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NOP. Inasmuch as the NOP
contains only general information for the evaluation of the Project’s potential
environmental impacts, the issues identified in this letter are not intended to be
exhaustive. FOER reserves its right to raise other issues during the environmental
review process. Please send FOER a copy of the Draft EIR/ EIS when it becomes
available.

Sincerely,

David Keller
Bay Area Director
Friends of the Eel River

cc: Nadananda, FOER, Redway, CA
Ellison Folk, Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP



Jim O'Toole

From: NBWRA WEBSITE [noreply@nbwra.org)

aint: Sunday, August 24, 2008 12:23 AM '
(0 martin@rauchcc.com; marc.bautista@scwa.ca.gov; Jim O'Toole
Subject: New Notice of Preparation Comment Posted from NBWRA.ORG

A new Notice of Preparation visitor comment has been recorded from the www.nbwra.org
website on August 24, 2008, 12:22 am.

Thank you for considering the following comments on behalf of GULP,

GULP {(Groundwater Under Local Protection) is a community organization of residents and
property owners in the Miliken-Sarco-Tulucay (MST} Creek Groundwater Basin in Napa County

GULP has been working with Napa County to develop a solution to the groundwater
depletion problem in the MST area. While we generally support the use of recycled water,
and believe that recycled water could be a substantial portion of the solution to the MST
groundwater depletion problem, many guestions remain unanswered. These guestions must bhe
addressed by the EIS/R to allow for an appropriate assessment of the environmental impacts
potentially associated with delivery of up to 2,000 acre-feet/vear (afy) of recycled
water, or more. The first 2 of 9 of our specific comments are provided below:

1. MST Project
The EIS/R should evaluate meaningful alternatives as part of the project-level analysis of
the proposed recycled water distribution pipeline for the MST. This should include the no
project alternative as well as one or more intermediate alternatives delivering smaller
rmaantities of water, as well as an alternative delivering a greater amount of water to an
panded service area (if there is sufficient recycled water available to potentially
ueliver water to the restoration project, use of that water in the MST should alsc be
considered). Absent an adeguate range of alternatives, a true assessment of the
environmentally superior/preferred alternative cannot be made. GULP i1s available to help
develop meaningful alternatives.

2. Nutrients and Salts in Recycled Water and Effects on Agriculture The EIS/R should
provide a detailed description of the levels of nutrients and salts that can be expected
to be present in the recycled water (by specific source/County if there are differences),
and their effects on premium wine grapes. The impact analvysis should consider both
irrigation and frost protection use, and should reflect the results of the long-term study
of Napa County's Cooperative Extension Office (study performed by Ed Weber, data available
from Mike Anderson, Viticulture Expert, Napa County Ccoperative Extension 707-253-4221),
as well as Sonoma County'’'s experience with recycled water use on wine grapes.




Jim O'Toole

From: NBWRA WEBSITE [noreply@nhwra.org]

int: Sunday, August 24, 2008 12:30 AM
07 martin@rauchcc.com; marc. bautista@scwa.ca.gov; Jim O'Teole
Subject: New Notice of Preparation Comment Posted from NBWRA.ORG

A new Notice of Preparation visitor comment has been recorded from the www.nbwra.org
website on August 24, 2008, 12:30 am.

Comments:

Thank you for considering the following comments on behalf of GULP.

GULP (Groundwater Under Local Protection) is a community ocrganization of residents and
property owners in the Miliken-Sarco-Tulucay (MST) Creek Groundwater Basin in Napa County

GULP has been working with Napa County to developr a solution to the groundwater
depletion problem in the MST area. While we generally support the use of recycled water,
and believe that recycled water couid be a substantial portion of the solution to the MST
groundwater depletion problem, many guestions remain unanswered. These guestions must be
addressed by the EIS/R to allow for an appropriate assessment of the environmental impacts
potentially associated with delivery of up to 2,000 acre-feet/vear (afy) of recycled
water, or more. Comments 3 and 4 of 2 of our specific comments are provided below.

3. Microconstituents in Recycled Water
The EIS/R should present available data on the effects of microconstituents, such as
pharmaceuticals and flame retardant chemicals, on agricultural proeduction, and other
notential water users. The EIS/R should describe in detail the likelihood of groundwater
1d surface water contamination from these constituents. The analysis should include an
assessment of the likely rate of wertical transport reflecting fate and transport
congideration such as adsorption, bicdegradation (if any), etc. Similarly, the assessment
should include an assessment of the likely volume of direct {recycled water) and indirect
(stormwater containing scil exposed to recycled water) run-off associated with recycled
water. Modeling of potential impacts/releases is preferred.

4. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Please provide an assessment of the GHG emissions with and without the project (at both
the programmatic and project-specific level). Wwhat is the net carbon impact of delivering

and tertiary treating the proposed volume of recycled water, and how does that compare to
the GHG emissions associated with current practices?



Jim O‘Tool'e

From: NBWRA WEBSITE [noreply@nbwra.org]

nt: Sunday, August 24, 2008 12:37 AM
10: martin@rauchcc.com; marc.bautista@scwa.ca.gov; Jim O'Toole
Subject: New Notice of Preparation Comment Posted from NBWRA.ORG

A new Notice of Preparation visitor comment has been recorded from the www.nbwra.org
websgite on August 24, 2008, 12:36 am.

Comments:

Thank yvou for considering the following comments on behalf of GULP.

GULP {(Groundwater Under Local Protectieon) is a community organization of residents and
property owners in the Miliken-Sarco-~Tulucay (MST) Creek Groundwater Basin in Napa County

GULP has been working with Napa County to develop a solution to the groundwater
depletion problem in the MST area. While we generally support the use of recycled water,
and believe that recycled water could be a substantial portion of the solution to the MST
groundwater depletion problem, many guestions remain unanswered. These guestions must be
addressed by the EIS/R to allow for an appropriate assessment of the environmental impacts
potentially associated with delivery of up to 2,000 acre-feet/vyear (afy) of recycled
water, or more. Comments 5 and 6 of 9 of our specific comments are provided below.

5. Growth-Inducing Impacts

How much added growth is projected as a result of the proposed program, and as the result
of the specific individual projects inciluded in the program? Please distinguish between
agricultural, commercial/industrial, and residential growth, and provide appropriate
‘feasible, implementable) mitigation measure to address excess growth.

t. Regulatory Environment

Please provide a detailed analysis of the following regulatory issues potentially
affecting the project:

a. Inter-basin and inter-watershed water transfers
. Water rights relative to each County’s ability to regulate groundwater
and surface withdrawals. (Absent the ability to regulate such withdrawals, this program

would clearly have growth-inducing impacts, as users would simply be enabled to increase
the irrigated acreage.)
c, Beneficial reuse requirements for POTWs ({(for both the baseline and

future analysis years, sc that the no proiject/no action alternative accurately reflects
the likely conditions in the out years)



Jim O'Toole

From: NBWRA WEBSITE [noreply@nbwra.org]

nt: Sunday, August 24, 2008 12:37 AM
10: martin@rauchcc.com; marc.bautista@scwa.ca.gov; Jim O'Toole
Subject: New Notice of Preparation Comment Posted from NBWRA.ORG

A new Notice of Preparation visitor comment has been recorded from the www.nbwra.org
website on August 24, 2008, 12:36 am.

Comments:

Thank you for considering the following comments on behalf of GULP.

GULP (Groundwater Under Local Protection) is a community organization of residents and
property owners in the Miliken-Sarco-Tulucay (MST} Creek Groundwater Basin in Napa County

GULP has been working with Napa County to develop a solution to the groundwater
depietion problem in the MST area. While we generally support the use of recycled water,
and helieve that recycled water could be a substantial portion of the solution to the MST
groundwater depletion problem, many guestions remain unanswered. These guestions must be
addressed by the EIS/R to allow for an appropriate assessment of the environmental impacts
potentially associated with delivery of up to 2,000 acre-feet/vear (afy) of recycled
water, or more. Comments 5 and 6 of 9 of our specific comments are provided below.

5. Growth-Inducing Impacts

How much added growth is projected as a result of the proposed program, and as the result
of the specific individual projects included in the program? Please distinguish between
agricultural, commercial/industrial, and residential growth, and provide appropriate
feasible, implementable) mitigation measure to address excess growth.

b. Regulateory Environment

Please provide a detailed analysis of the following regulatory issues potentially
affecting the project:

a. Inter-basin and inter-watershed water transfers
b. Water rights relative to each County’s ability to regulate groundwater
and surface withdrawals. {Absent the ability to regulate such withdrawals, this program

would clearly have growth-inducing impacts, as users would simply be enabled to increase
the irrigated acreage.}
c. Beneficial reuse requirements for POTWs (for both the baseline and

future analysis years, sco that the no project/no action alternative accurately reflects
the likely conditions in the out years)




Jim O'Toole

From: NBWRA WEBSITE [noreply@nbwra.org]

ant: Sunday, August 24, 2008 12:48 AM
{O: martin@rauchce.com; marc.bautista@scwa.ca.gov; Jim O'Toole
Subject: New Notice of Preparation Comment Posted from NBWRA.ORG

A new Notice of Preparation visitor comment has been recorded from the www.nbwra.org
website on August 24, 2008, 12:47 am.

Comments:

Thank vou for considering the following comments on behalf of GULP.

GULP (Groundwater Under Local Protection) is a community organization of residents and
property owners in the Miliken-~Sarco-Tulucay (MST} Creek Groundwater Basin in Napa County
GULP has been working with Napa County to develop a solution to the groundwater
depletion preblem in the MST area. While we generally support the use of recycled water,
and believe that recycled water could be a substantial portien of the sclution te the MST
groundwater depletion probklem, many questions remain unanswered. These guestions must be
addressed by the EIS/R to allow for an appropriate assessment cof the environmental impacts
potentially associated with delivery of up to 2,000 acre-feet/vear (afy} of recycled
water, or more. Comments 7,8 and 9 of 9 of our specific comments are provided below:

7. Water Use by Segment

Please provide a description of the approximate water use by user segment (residential,
agricultural, commercial/industrial) for the program area and for each project analyzed.
This information i1s reqguired to assess the effectiveness of variocus alternatives.

Temperature Profile of Recycled Water Wine grapes are sensitive to the temperature of
irrigation water. Please provide data on the typical annual temperature profile of the
recycled water, by County/source.

9. Potential Future Increases in Recycled Water Availability Please describe the
limitations inherent in reusing all available recycled water. The most complete
alternative still envision discharge of nearly 10,000 afy of water. Are there limitations
to treatment capacity, and if so, what are the limitations? Are there limitations to
effective reuse, and if so, what are the limitations?




FW: Scoping comuments, North Bay Water Use Program

Jim O'Toole

From: Marc Bautista [Marc.Baulista@scwa.ca.govi

Sent: Sunday, August 24, 2008 4:23 PM

To: Jim O'Toole

Subject: FW: Scoping comments, North Bay Water Use Program

From: Bill and Lucy Kortum [mailto:blkortum@sbcglobal.nef]
Sent: Sun 8/24/2008 10:49 AM

To: Marc Bautista

Subject: Scoping comments, North Bay Water Use Program

To: Marc Bautista, Environmental Specialist

Please consider the present and future application of wastewater as
to demand for tertiary treatment or secondary treatment.

Lesson learned from Geyser project was demand for constant delivery
despite season of year. Demand required agriculture to cut back
acreage because Geyser project used water during high summer
irrigation requirements,

Analyze crops to be irrigated. Half~acre foot annually for grapes,
three acre feet for forage crops/pasture. Irrigated pasture and
forage crop usage closer to source of wastewater will save pumping
cosis.

Agricultural irrigation requires maximum summertime flows, usually
beyond the summertime discharge capacity of sewer plants. Urban
reuse also has heaviest use in summer.

Summer irrigation requires off-season storage. Study should consider
cost of off-season storage.

Study should determine availabilily of remaining sites for off-season
storage, cost of piping to storage facilities, netghborhood
resistance to off-season storage.

Sonoma County agricuiture was prepared to take all wastewater from

8/25/2008
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FW: Scoping comments, North Bay Water Use Program

Santa Rosa regional plant and Petalumma plant over and above
wintertime discharge to Russian and Petaluma rivers. Cost of storage
limited the proposed use. Can proposed project meet the cost of
necessary storage?

Justify sending wastewater originating in Sonoma County cities to
another county when agriculture could use the water in Sonoma County,
possibly keeping the dairy industry environmentally feasible in the
county,

Study the resistance of North County grape growers to utilizing Santa
Rosa wastewater.

Consider the economic differences between dairy, grape, and Geyser
operations and the future competition, both political and economic,
as to who will have a priority to use the water. M

8/25/2008

Page 2 of 2




Jim O'Toole

From: NBWRA WEBSITE [noreply@nbwra.org]

ant: Monday, August 25, 2008 2:23 PM
10: martin@rauchcc.com; marc.bautista@scwa.ca.gov; Jim O'Toole
Subject: New Notice of Preparation Comment Posted from NBWRA.ORG

A new Notice of Preparation visitor comment has been recorded from the www.nbwra.org
website on August 25, 2008, 2:23 pm.

Comments:

On page 2 of NOP, there is the following statement:

"The proposed Project would increase the beneficial use of recycled water in the Nerth Bay
Region by reusing water that would otherwise be discharged intc San Pablo Bay and its
tributaries to provide increased recycled water supply to agricultural, urban, and
environmental uses."

The proposed use of tertiary recycled water at the Napa Salt Marsh involves discharge into
San Pablo Bay, so it may not be accurate to characterize this as other than a shallow-
water discharge.

On page 4 of NCOP, there is the following statement:

"LGVSD tfertiary treatment capacity would be increased by 0.3 mgd through onsite
improvements at the LGVSD treatment plant.”

1is statement could ke misconstrued that the LGVSD facility currently has tertiary
treatment; it does not. The facility is owned and operated by the Marin Municipal Water
District. A more accurate statement would be: "A 0.3 mgd tertiary treatment facility would
be constructed through onsite improvements at the LGVSD treatment plant."

The suggestion that there is existing tertiary treatment at the facility is reiterated
again on Page 13/14 of the NOP,




Tom Yarish Page 1 8/26/2008

Tom Yarish
23 Nelson Ave, Mill Valley, CA 94941
415.381.6970 voice / 415.381.5521 fax

8/24/2008

Marc Bautista
Sonoma County Water Agency
PO Box 11628
Santa Rosa, CA 95406-16238
Re: NBWRA DEIR comments
Dear Mr. Bautista,

1 am submitting these comments on the NBWRA DEIR on my own behalf and on behalf of
Friends of the Esteros and the Salmon Protection and Watershed Network (SPAWN).

These comments largely reiterate comments made by myself and many others at recent
public and private meetings held by cither NBWRA or SCWA, and as such should already
be a matter of record.

The overriding issue of concern is that none of the alternatives described in program/project
documents address the critical need for advanced conservation and water source protections
within the source watersheds, most notably the Eel River and Russian River watersheds. In
many ways the Russian River is already overburdened by a vast number of unpermitted
appropriations of potable water and unpermitted point and non-point source discharges of
contaminated water. This is the status quo, and there is little in the DEIR to redress these
issues.

In fact, the DEIR may be seen as an attempt to justify the current level of degradation of the
Russian River by establishing long-term needs for the wastewater generated by Russian River
source water users, notably the constituent member agencies of the NBWRA. These
alternatives, I believe, violate long-standing but never-observed provisiens in the California
Water Code or similar statutes that prohibit the export of water from any California
watershed. In this DEIR, users outside the Russian River and Eel River watersheds are given

explicit priority over more critical uses in Sonoma County and within the Russian River
watershed.

It is a primary responsibility of the SCWA to protect the natural resources used to derive its
potable supplies. In many cases this responsibility conflicts with the ambitions of the SCWA
and its contractor agencies to increase appropriations not only from the Russian River but
also the contiguous aquifers, tributaries and basins that are part of the Russian River basin
aquifers and recharge areas. Hence, the public interest mandates that higher levels of local
and agency conservation be implemented prior to any exports of potable and reclaimed
wastewater outside of the boundaries of the SCWA and its contracting agencies.

NBWRA-EIR-8-24-08



Tom Yarish Page 2 8/26/2008

Another realm of issues weighs heavily upon this DEIR and its proponents. At current
treatment levels wastewater products from any of the NBWRA member agencies contain a
large number of contaminants and texic compounds that remain a serious issue for soil and
wildlife. As demonstrated in the Santa Rosa sub-regional treatment plant discharge project
EIRs, even high-levels of tertiary treatment do not produce water that is categorically safe for
discharge into waterways. Worse, advances in toxicology and water quality standards point to
increasingly difficult and expensive treatment modalities and techniques that will be required
to treat discharged wastewater, reverse osmosis (RO) and microfiltration (MF), notably.

While various member agencies may produce varying degrees of treatment, the blending of
these waters mandates a very high standard for all sources. At a minimuam the DEIR must
consider the long-term costs of energy for pumping and treatment and it must analyze these
costs against the lost opportunity cests of advanced conservation and local reuse by each
agency. If each agency will be required to treat to RO and MF standards then there is no
reason the reclaimed water should not be used locally by each agency to offset potable
demand within each jurisdiction and service area.

Given the projected increasing costs of energy, advanced treatment and capital projects I
seriously doubt that a regional wastewater distribution system such as proposed could
provide any net benefit to the public, taxpayers, water consumers or the agencies themselves,
not to mention so-called environmental improvement or mitigation projects. In any event,
the EIR cannot be considered adequate until these factors are thoroughly examined.

So far as I can see, the only potential beneficiaries from the exportation of wastewater are a
relative few private landowners in agriculture and the agencies themselves which may hope to
augment their funding and authority through sales and wheeling of wastewater to distant
points.

Given the uncertainties presented by energy costs, long-term climate change, extended
drought and related dislocations in Sonoma County and Napa County grape agriculture,
future needs justifications for regional wastewater distribution are tenuous at best. In fact,

these resources are critical for the preservation of natural resources in their watersheds of
origin.

Sincerely,

Tom Yarish

NBWRA-EIR-8-24-08



NORTH BAY WATER REUSE AUTHORITY
Comments about Scope of the Authority’s Forthcoming EIR/EIS
Edwin Orrett e 24 August 2008

The proposed projects are advanced to promote sustainability and environmental
enhancement at a regional level:

A cooperative mulli-agency program that promotes sustainabiliny and enpvirormental
enbancement in the Novth Saw Pabio Bay region by expanding use of recycled avarer.

The alternative projects proposed are intended to increase the volume of highly treated
municipal wastewater produced and used in the North Bay, thereby to reduce
detrimental water-related environmental impacts on natural sources and sinks.

The enhancement of sustainability, however, entails performance across a broad array
of metrics that encompass environmental, economic, and social issues. While the
proposed project purports to address water issues within the environmental domain by
reducing total throughput (and reducing wastewater discharge to the shallow waters of
San Pablo Bay), potential effects upon greenhouse gas emissions and overall cost appear
to deserve greater attention. In fact, a new programmatic approach may be warranted
such that the overall project can be configured to enhance sustainability
comprehensively.

SUSTAINABILITY

Sustainability arises as a concept at the level of the entire planet. One metric has been
created that describes the overall performance of the global human economy with
respect to its impact on the health of life on earth: the Ecological Footprint. The most
recent value calculated for this indicates the global human economy is in “overshoot.”
As explained by the Ecological Footprint Network, “It now takes the Earth one year and
three months to regenerate what we use in a year.”*

The degree of overshoot is generally greater than the world average for industrial
economies; and is particularly so for the United States, where average global
biocapacity is exceeded by nearly fivefold on a per capita basis (2003 data).? The largest
segment of the US ecological footprint is that related to carbon emissions (59% of the
total). This data indicates two important considerations from the environmental
perspective for NBWRA to fulfill its sustainability objective:

! http://www.footprintnetwork.org/gfn_sub.php?content=whatwedo (click on “Ecological Footprint;’
quote from first page of document that opens.
? Data available at: http://www.footprintnetwork.org/gfn_sub.php?content=national_footprints





