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SECTION 1.  INTRODUCTION 

Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides an opportunity for the public and 
agencies to review the Draft EIR and submit comments regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  In accordance with the 
requirement of Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, responses to these comments and any 
necessary revisions or clarification to the EIR analyses are subsequently prepared and included 
in a Final EIR. 

Similarly, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that substantive public 
comments must be specifically identified in and attached to the FEIS, and a response provided 
by Reclamation (40 CFR 1503.3.4[b]). 

The Draft EIR/EIS was released to the public on March 20, 2007 and the public comment period 
closed on May 18, 2007.  A public hearing was held before the Sonoma County Water Agency’s 
Board of Directors on May 15, 2007.  The draft EIR/EIS received 53 separate communications, 
involving more than 760 individual comments, in the form of letters, emails, faxes, or telephone 
messages.  The Commenter Table below is a list of the commenter and the corresponding 
comment set received.  Section 2 contains the comment letters received in response to the draft 
EIR/EIS.  Each comment in each letter is keyed by comment set and number on the letter.  
Responses to each of the numbered comments contained in a particular letter can be found in 
Section 4 within the response matrix.  The response matrix includes a short summary of the 
comment from the letter and a corresponding response.  A series of Master Responses have 
been developed to address multiple comments on the same or similar issues.  The Master 
Responses are in Section 3. 

Corrections, revisions, and changes have been made to the draft EIR/EIS as a result of 
changes in the project description and based on comments received during the noticed public 
review process.  In addition, staff-initiated text changes have been incorporated into the Final 
EIR/EIS to correct spelling, grammatical, formatting, and other errors from the Draft EIR/EIS.  
Deletions are shown as strikethroughs and additions/revisions are shown as underscores. 

Comment 
Set Commenter Type 

A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Federal 
B U.S. Bureau of Land Management Federal 
C California Governor's Office of Planning and Research State 
D California Department of Conservation State 
E California Department of Water Resources, Division of Dam Safety State 
F California North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board State 
G California State Water Resources Control Board State 
H Town of Windsor Municipal 
I Town of Windsor Municipal 
J Ad Hoc Committee -- Ann Maurice Organization 
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Comment 
Set Commenter Type 

K Benjamin Marchand, email 1 Public 
L Benjamin Marchand, email 2 Public 
M Russian River Watershed Protection Committee -- Brenda Adelman Organization 
N Christopher Evans Public 
O Clancy Burns Public 
P Da Klein Public 
Q Alexander Valley Acres Mutual Water Company -- Daniel Rose Business 
R Dave Rafanelli Public 
S Friends of the Eel River -- David Keller Organization 

T Soda Rock Neighborhood Association -- David Ring and D. Stuart 
Harrison. Organization 

U Dennis Ororke Public 
V Russian Riverkeeper -- Don McEnhill Organization 
W Doreen Atkinson Public 
X Dry Creek Valley Association Organization 
Y Edson Howard Public 
Z Edwin Wilson Public 

AA North Coast Consumers Alliance -- Ellen Faulkner Organization 
AB Fred Corson Public 
AC Gene Koch Public 
AD Karen Maley Public 
AE Alexander Valley Association -- Katie Murphy Organization 
AF Palomino Lakes Mutual Water Company -- Lee Tolbert Business 
AG Perry, Johnson, Anderson, Miller & Moskowitz -- Leslie Perry Business 
AH Nicholas M Johnson - attached to Comment Set AG Business 
AI Paul Micallef Public 
AJ Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility -- Howard Wilshire Organization 
AK Raj Naidu -- email Public 
AL Raj Naidu -- fax Public 
AM R. Bruce Nall Public 
AN Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce - Karen Sommer Organization 
AO The Bishop’s Ranch -- Sean Swift Business 
AP Sierra Club, Redwood Chapter, Sonoma Group - J. Selph Organization 
AQ Sonoma County Water Coalition - Stephen Fuller-Rowell Organization 
AR Surfrider Foundation, Sonoma Coast Chapter - Michael Frey Organization 
AS Sebastopol Water Information Group - Jane Nelson Organization 
AT Westside Association to Save Agriculture - Dennis Hill Organization 
AU William Tevendale Public 
AV Anertukirt Public 
AW Cirruzhanxo Public 
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Comment 
Set Commenter Type 

AX Blopolist Public 
AY Musicdejt Public 
AZ Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department County 
BA Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department County 
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SECTION 3.  MASTER RESPONSES  

A number of comments received in response to the Draft EIR/EIS and presented at the Public 
Hearing pertained to the same or very similar concerns.  For a number of these, we have 
formulated a Master Response, which is intended to allow an integrated response to the 
fundamental concern(s) expressed by the commenter(s)  

Master Response No. 1 - Alternatives  

Section 2.2 of the draft EIR/EIS addresses project alternatives including the basis under CEQA 
and NEPA for inclusion of an evaluation of alternatives.  The statement of purpose and need 
(discussed in Sections 1.1 and 1.2) are important in determining the range of alternatives to be 
evaluated in an EIS.  The basic stated project purpose is to reduce reliance on natural regional 
water supplies by using recycled water on agricultural lands.  Additionally, the use of recycled 
water in lieu of surface and groundwater to irrigate agricultural fields would preserve more water 
for in-stream uses (see complete description of purpose and need in Sections 1.1 and 1.2).   

Considering the purpose and need of the project, the criteria for developing the specific 
alternatives addressed in this environmental document were identified and are discussed on 
page 2-13 of the DEIR/EIS.  Five criteria were used: 1) the potential offset of surface and 
ground water for agricultural lands in the Russian River, Alexander, and Dry Creek valleys 
(Note: A previous EIR has been certified for recycled water use in the Sonoma Valley); 2) 
proximity of potential storage reservoirs to main water supply pipelines and substantial irrigation 
acreage (this was intended to increase the efficiency of water delivery and reduce infrastructure 
and delivery costs); 3) reasonable reservoir capacity for economies of scale and winter storage; 
4) willingness of landowners to participate in development of storage facilities on their 
properties; and 5) willingness of nearby landowners to participate in the program.  These criteria 
further focused the selection of project alternatives to not only meet the basic purpose of the 
project, but to be most practical from efficiency, technical, environmental and economic 
perspectives. 

Three primary alternatives, plus the No Project Alternative, were evaluated in the DEIR/EIS.  Six 
general alternative concepts were considered, but dropped from further evaluation because they 
did not meet the primary purpose of the project or were otherwise not considered feasible. 

The fundamental purpose of the project, and thus the focus of the DEIR/EIS, is on agricultural 
use of recycled water.  Thus, other alternatives that do not meet that fundamental purpose need 
not be evaluated.  However, as stated in Section 1.3, Background of Purpose and Need, the 
mission of SCWA is to effectively manage the water resources in its care for the benefit of 
people and the environment through resource and environmental stewardship, technical 
innovation, and responsible fiscal management.  One of the potential benefits of the project is to 
benefit the environment by preserving more water for in-stream uses.  
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The focus of this EIS/R was on agricultural use of recycled water.  Other projects, specifically 
the City of Santa Rosa’s IRWP, SCWA’s Sonoma Valley Recycled Water Project, and the Town 
of Windsor’s Master Plan for Treatment, Storage and Disposal Project, have considered 
agricultural irrigation and other uses for recycled water, including industrial, urban, groundwater 
storage, Geyser recharge, etc.  This project is intended to benefit the Russian River fishery by 
offsetting a portion of surface and groundwater withdrawals for agricultural uses with recycled 
water.  

Master Response No. 2 - Impact on the Economics on the Community; Public/Consumer 
Confidence; Taste of Wine 

EIR certification by the SCWA Board is not “approval” of the NSCARP project.  Other processes 
are involved before the Board of Directors can approve the project.  Certification of the EIR is 
the acknowledgement by the Board that the environmental impacts of the project have been 
disclosed and adequately addressed.  Environmental impacts do not include issues pertaining 
to cost, public perception/confidence, taste of wine, willingness of suppliers and users of 
recycled water to participate in the project, commitments to date, etc. 

It is important to note that recycled water use is not new and recycled water is already applied 
on vineyards and other crops within many locations within Sonoma County, the region, and the 
state.  Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources in the DEIR/EIS identified 68 jurisdictions in the State 
of California that use recycled water on pasture and crops.  In addition, at least eight 
jurisdictions use recycled water for vineyards.  Based on recent discussions with Napa County 
operators, seven vineyards use recycled water.  In Sonoma County, 8,500 acres use recycled 
water, and in Monterey County, 12,000 acres use recycled water1.  While we have not 
specifically studied the economic/consumer confidence aspect of the use of recycled water on 
vineyards, which is beyond the scope of an environmental analysis, the fact that many vineyard 
operators have and are using recycle water attest to its feasibility. 

The following points are provided in an effort to better frame economic concerns.  First, there is 
the issue of water conservation in light of potential drought conditions.  Vineyards and other 
agricultural operations in Sonoma County require large amounts of irrigation water sourced from 
the Russian River system and groundwater.  Water use restrictions during times of drought may 
force area growers to reduce their operations and, thus, generate less income.  Implementation 
of NSCARP would have a beneficial effect to participating agriculture operations during times of 
drought.  Secondly, there is the issue of the public perception of using recycled water on a 
highly visible commodity such as premium wine grapes.  The water quality will be required to 
meet strict regulatory standards, and will be consistently monitored to meet performance 
standards.  In terms of the use of recycled water on vines having a significant effect or alteration 
on the taste of wine, we have found no significant evidence or data to form a definitive 
conclusion.   

                                                 
1 Bahman, S.  2004.  Monterey County Water Recycling Projects: A Case Study in Irrigation Water Supply for Food 

Crop Irrigation.  Published in Water Reuse for Irrigation: Agriculture, Landscapes, and Turf Grass. Valentina 
Lazarova (Ed.) 
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A recent study by the South Australian Research and Development Institute (SARDI)2 compared 
the effects of “mains water” and reclaimed (treated domestic) wastewater on the soil of a test 
vineyard.  The researchers found that soil irrigated with reclaimed water had fewer pathogens 
and higher microbial activity.  “Mains water”, as it is referred to in Australia, is suitable for 
drinking, while reclaimed water - termed Class B - is domestic wastewater that has been filtered, 
treated, and disinfected.  While it is not effluent water, it still retains a higher level of soluble 
solids than mains water.  According to the researchers, this was a positive finding because 
higher levels of microbes improve the transfer of nutrients to the vines, and using the more 
sustainable source of reclaimed water had the added benefit of requiring less fertilizer. 

Based on the quality of the recycled water for NSCARP, the potential for changes in salinity is 
minor and would not be expected to impair the beneficial uses of groundwater.  The California 
State Water Code states that minor changes in salinity associated with recycled water projects 
are acceptable.  Additionally, other studies conducted by SARDI have found that using 
reclaimed water has no effect on the yield of the vines (See Master Response No. 15). 

Zaccone3 reported that Domaine Chandon began using recycled water in 1994 as a 
supplemental source of irrigation water on the Carneros Ranch.  Use of the recycled water has 
allowed irrigation amounts to double, leading to increased production and improved vine health.  
Doubling the irrigation volume increased the crop load by 40 percent with no significant impact 
on fruit quality.  Soil testing found no accumulation of heavy metals over a three-year study 
period. 

Master Response No. 3 - Cumulative Impacts 

Section 4.0 of the DEIR/EIS provides an analysis of cumulative impacts.  The cumulative impact 
assessment was based upon the buildout assumptions of the Sonoma County 1989 General 
Plan, which was the adopted plan at the time the DEIR/EIS was prepared, as well as Sonoma 
County 2020 General Plan, which was in draft form at the time the draft EIR/EIS was prepared 
but has subsequently adopted on September 23, 2008.  As identified in the Section 5.0 of the 
NSCARP DEIR/EIS, the following is a list of impact issues with identified significant cumulative 
impacts.  A brief summary discussion of the cumulative impact assessment is provided.  The list 
and discussion applies to all alternatives except No Project; however, the level of effect is 
generally greatest for Alternative 1 and least for Alternative 4.  Please see the text of Section 
5.0 for the complete analysis of cumulative impacts. 

• Aesthetics - as described in Section 4.0, impacts related to construction activities for 
the NSCARP and other similar projects, although temporary, could be potentially 
significant depending on the timing of such projects.   

                                                 
2 South Australian Research and Development Institute.  2007.  Reclaimed Water Produces the Right Bouquet.  

http:www.sardi.sa.gov.au/pages/organisation/ media_products/ media_releases/ 2007/ reclaimed.html 
3 Zaccone, D.  2001.  Recycled Water:  Current Resource, Future Opportunity.  In:  Water Use & Its Place in 

Sustainable Agriculture.  A workshop sponsored by the Napa Sustainable Winegrowing Group and Napa County 
Resource Conservation District, Newsletters 2001.  http://nswg.org/wateruse2001.htm. 
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• Loss of Agricultural Land - NSCARP would result in a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impact associated with the permanent loss of status Farmland.   

• Biological Resources - Section 4.0 of the NSCARP DEIR/EIS states that although it 
is high likely that mitigation in the form of additional General Plan Open Space and 
Conservation Element policies from the Draft GP 2020 would address protection and 
management of biological resources, not all occurrences of special-status species 
are known and some land uses are not regulated.  As such, there would be a 
significant and unavoidable impact to biological resources when taking into account 
the NSCARP and foreseeable cumulative projects.  Several mitigation measures 
would be implemented for NSCARP impacts (see Section 3.4. 

(While not specifically identified in the NSCARP DEIR/EIS, due to the timing of its 
preparation, text of the FEIR for the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 concludes 
that growth in the County would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on 
special status species, sensitive natural communities, wildlife habitat and movement 
opportunities.)    

As stated in Section 5.0 of the NSCARP draft EIR/EIS, the following list of impact issues were 
determined to result in less than significant impacts or less than significant with incorporation of 
mitigation.  A brief summary discussion of the cumulative impact assessment is provided.  
Please see the complete text of Section 5.0 for the complete analysis of cumulative impacts. 

• Air Quality - Section 4.0 of the draft EIR/EIS states that air pollution would worsen 
with cumulative development and that simultaneous development projects in the 
NSCARP area could potentially create significant impacts over the long-term unless 
mitigated.  However, as operational emissions resulting from NSCARP are minimal, 
this would not result in a cumulatively significant impact. 

• Cultural Resources - As described in Section 4.0, while impacts to cultural resources 
are generally limited to the proximity of a development site, growth would be 
expected to increase potential impacts on culturally sensitive resources.  Cumulative 
development on the scale of projects such as NSCARP would require review and 
mitigation.  Implementation of mitigation measures on a project-by-project basis 
would serve to mitigate these impacts to the extent feasible.  Thus it was determined 
that cumulative cultural resource impacts are adverse, but less than significant. 

• Environmental Justice - As described in Section 4.0, NEPA projects require review 
and mitigation to ensure less than significant impacts. No disproportionately 
significant effects of the NSCARP implementation, including adverse human health 
or environmental effects are expected to occur to minority or low-income populations.  
Thus cumulative environmental justice impacts are considered less than significant. 

• Geology and Soils - As described in Section 5.0, as population within the 
unincorporated areas, as well as the nine cities of Sonoma County grow, so would 
the opportunity for geologic and soil hazards to occur (e.g., seismic ground shaking 
and ground failure, landsliding, and subsidence).  For example, land uses and 
development would have significant soil erosion impacts to the extent that any 
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projects are not subject to discretionary project review.  The NSCARP could 
potentially contribute to cumulatively significant impacts to geology and soils.  
However, appropriate design measures and engineering standards applied to the 
project would mitigate the impacts pertaining to geologic and soils hazards to a less 
than significant level.     

• Hydrology/Water Quality - As indicated in Section 5.0, construction of NSCARP 
components could result in increased erosion, sedimentation, degradation of surface 
runoff quality, and associated effects resulting in impacts to water quality in adjacent 
surface waters or drainages.  On a cumulative analysis level, large-scale 
development projects consistent with the 1989 General Plan and reasonably 
foreseeable in the Draft GP 2020, the above impacts would create cumulatively 
significant impacts, but such impacts from the project and cumulative development 
would be reduced to less than significant given implementation of measure required 
through federal and state regulations. 

Cumulative groundwater quality and flooding impacts are also addressed in Section 5.0 and 
were determined to be less than significant. 

• Land Use - As stated in Section 5.0, the NSCARP facilities would be located in 
sparsely populated areas and not be located in or near urban areas with the 
exception of the unincorporated town of Geyserville.  However, the project would not 
include elements that divide an established community.  Additionally the project 
would not result in growth.  Therefore, the NSCARP would not contribute to 
cumulatively significant land use impacts. 

• Noise - The NSCARP could potentially contribute to cumulatively significant impacts 
from construction noise.  However, during construction activities, cumulative impacts 
would be lessened to a degree through standard coordination of construction 
contracts in the NSCARP area.  Also, mitigation measures have also been proposed 
for construction noise (see DEIR/EIS Section 3.11). 

Noise associated with the long-term operation of pumps would be reduced by standard noise 
attenuation that would be included for the pump stations (see draft EIR/EIS Section 3.11, 
Noise), and there would be no cumulatively significant impact from operational noise. 

• Population - The NSCARP project would not result in the construction of new 
housing and is not considered growth inducing.  Therefore, it would not result in 
cumulatively significant population or housing impacts.  

• Public Health and Safety - It is not likely that a significant number of major 
construction projects would be occurring simultaneously with NSCARP in the areas 
of pipeline, reservoir, and pump station construction.  Also, standard coordination of 
construction contracts in the NSCARP area would occur.  As such, hazardous 
materials or safety hazards are not anticipated to be cumulatively considerable.  The 
NSCARP could potentially contribute to cumulatively significant impacts to public 
health and safety. 
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Operation of NSCARP facilities would require the use of hazardous materials and may increase 
the risk of exposure to hazardous materials as well as disease vectors.  However, with the 
implementation of project mitigation and compliance with Title 22 regulations, cumulative 
impacts were determined to be less than significant.   

• Recreation - Temporary disruption of recreational facilities including bike routes, trail, 
etc., could result from cumulative development including the NSCARP.  However, 
the NSCARP would include a Traffic Control Plan to reduce such impacts on a 
project-specific and cumulative level to less than significant. 

Continued growth in the area may increase the demand for recreational facilities.  However, the 
NSCARP due to the nature of the proposed development would not contribute to this cumulative 
demand. 

• Traffic - The NSCARP and other cumulative development would result in increased 
traffic during construction.  However, the NSCARP would include a Traffic Control 
Plan and would incorporate mitigation measure CUM-1 to reduce such impacts on a 
project-specific and cumulative level to less than significant.  Long-term trip 
generation from the NSCARP is not considered to be cumulatively considerable. 

• Utilities - The NSCARP would not impact utilities and service systems in the long-
term but may result in disruptions to services during relocation and or replacement of 
utilities in the short-term.  This potential project-specific and cumulative impact would 
be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures CUM-
1. 

• Growth-related Effects - The NSCARP is not growth inducing on a project-specific 
basis and would therefore, not contribute to significant cumulative growth-related 
impacts. 

Some comments express a concern that specific individual projects, such as those relating to 
recycled water use, were not considered in the cumulative analysis of the NSCARP DEIR/EIR.  
As indicated above, the cumulative approached used in this document is based upon general 
forecasts provided in the regional planning document (Sonoma County General Plan) rather 
than on a project list basis.  Other recycled water projects are identified and discussed in 
Section 1.3, Background of Purpose and Need.  However, the environmental effects of 
combined specific projects are addressed within the setting conditions for projects that are 
ongoing.  For example, if a project is in operation, it’s effect if any on surface water would be 
reflected in the existing conditions of such water bodies as described in the Setting discussion 
of Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality of the DEIR/EIS.  Projects that have yet to be 
constructed are anticipated to be required to comply with all local, state, and federal regulations 
pertaining to their operation.  As such, issues such as a proposal to add reverse osmosis and 
inject brine water to the Geysers Pipeline would not result in significant impacts because 
reclaimed water used for agricultural purposes must meet water standards per Title 22.  No 
reclaimed irrigation water would be allowed to have unacceptable salinity or other constituent 
levels under existing regulations. 
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Master Response No. 4 - Identification of Anticipated Volumes of Water Dedicated to 
Fisheries and In-stream Beneficial Uses and Mechanisms that will Ensure In-stream 
Beneficial Use Commitments are Met 

The SCWA operates the Russian River system pursuant to the State Water Resources Control 
Board Decision 1610 (D1610).  D1610 establishes minimum instream flows for the Russian 
River and Dry Creek that the SCWA must maintain through releases from Lake Mendocino and 
Lake Sonoma.  Flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek are affected when water is withdrawn 
by various users directly from the Russian River or Dry Creek, from wells pumping from the 
underflow of the Russian River/Dry Creek, directly from surface waters of tributaries to the 
Russian River/Dry Creek, or from wells pumping from the underflow of tributaries to the Russian 
River/Dry Creek.  The SCWA carefully monitors flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek and 
must increase its releases from Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma in order to maintain the 
minimum instream flows in the Russian River and Dry Creek required under D1610.  Depending 
on the water year and irrigation requirements, there may not be a sufficient amount of cool 
water remaining in the reservoirs, particularly at Lake Mendocino, to maintain D1610 required 
flows and provide suitable cold water flows for the fall run of Chinook salmon.  The intent of the 
NSCARP is to reduce the amount of water withdrawn from the Russian River system for 
irrigation purposes to allow for more water to be conserved behind Lake Mendocino and Lake 
Sonoma.  More water conserved in Lake Mendocino and Lake Sonoma could mean these lakes 
could maintain larger cool water pools each year to ensure that D1610 flows can be maintained 
and that a sufficient amount of cool water remains for the fall run of Chinook salmon. 

In addition to the benefits resulting from more cool water conserved behind Lake Mendocino 
and Lake Sonoma to the fisheries utilizing the mainstem of the Russian River and Dry Creek, 
the NSCARP could also benefit fisheries along tributary streams that currently are affected by 
irrigation pumping.  Because the relationship between what is considered underflow of surface 
waters and what is considered groundwater has not been fully identified within the project area 
and because this relationship is not static, it is not possible to precisely state how much water 
and where that water will remain for fisheries.  However, NSCARP, as proposed, could provide 
up to approximately 8,500 acre-feet of an alternative water source during the summer irrigation 
season.  This means that potentially up to 8,500 acre-feet of water currently used for irrigation 
purpose could remain if NSCARP is fully implemented.  Section 1.3 has been expanded to 
include the section entitled “Maintain or Improve Instream Flow”.  This section discusses the 
increased operational flexibility the SCWA could have in improving salmonid habitat in the 
Russian River by substituting recycled water for surface water and groundwater.  Specific 
benefits may include: 1) reducing summer flow velocities in the Russian River; 2) maintaining 
prolonged flows in summer-rearing tributary streams; 3) maintaining the sandbar dam at the 
mouth of the Russian River in the summer; and 4) preserving the cold water pool in Lake 
Mendocino for better attraction flows.   

It is the goal of SCWA to increase habitat for listed fish species in the Russian River by 
substituting recycled water for surface and ground water.  Most of the potential vineyard lands 
located adjacent to the Russian River are already developed in vineyard and are already using 
water (P. Whealen, Wagner and Bonsignore, pers. comm., 01/09).  Accordingly, SCWA expects 
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that use of recycled water will provide an offset to this water use.  There are, theoretically, 
situations where this offset might not occur, if, for example, a landowner was not exercising 
riparian rights due to supply constraints that were removed by delivery of NSCARP water.  
However, such situations are unlikely.  In addition, any entity that does not currently have an 
appropriative right would have to demonstrate that water was available and secure a permit 
from the State Water Resources Control Board.  Water rights are considered exercised even if 
the holder switches from surface water to recycled water (see Section 2.5 of the FEIS/R), and 
the State Water Board must take all existing permits into consideration, even those unexercised 
due to recycled water use, and would be unlikely to issue new permits for summer diversions in 
the Russian River watershed in Sonoma County (P. Whealen, Wagner & Bonsignore, pers. 
comm., 01/09). 

Master Response No. 5 - Impact of Wastewater to Human and Wildlife Health 

To supplement the studies and reports cited in the DEIR/EIS, and to incorporate more recent 
data, SCWA commissioned the preparation of a “white paper” on Trace Constituents” by Dr. 
Lorien J. Fono, Ph.D. of Carollo Engineers.  The white paper provides additional information on 
trace constituents of concern, fate and transport, potential impacts, and treatment options.  The 
following conclusions were made: 

• Our ability to measure extremely low levels of trace constituents exceed our current 
understanding of the potential long-term effects of such constituents and, therefore, 
the impacts of such constituents are too speculative to evaluate. 

• Available data demonstrate that typical wastewater treatment processes are effective 
in removing the majority of these constituents and that additional treatment 
processes are available to further reduce levels, if necessary. 

• Natural degradation also provides an effective mechanism to remove these 
constituents from both surface and groundwater resources. 

• All recycled water used for agricultural and urban applications must comply with Title 
22 regulations to ensure environmental and public health objectives are met.  In 
addition, wastewater treatment facilities must meet the discharge standards of their 
NPDES permit.  
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• The Title 22 and NPDES permits are subject to periodic review to ensure that 
existing standards are consistent with the current scientific data available on 
constituents of concern, and discharge standards are revised to address new data 
and, if necessary, new treatment requirements are established to meet these 
standards. 

• As more data become available regarding trace constituent levels, discharge and 
treatment standards will be revised as necessary at the treatment facilities prior to 
discharge or reuse.  Such a mechanism will provide ongoing protection to both the 
environment and public health. 

We have included notes of relevant scientific presentations at the study session entitled “Trace 
Pharmaceuticals and Personal/Care Product Residues in Recycled Water: Occurrence, Fate, 
Toxicology, and Risk” hosted by the City of Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities on April 19, 
2007 (Note that a video of the full session is available for review at: http://ci.santa-
rosa.ca.us/departments/ utilities /irwp/pub_participation/ Pages/bpu_study_session_4-19-
07.asp).  

We have also included the statement of Dr. Shane Snyder of the Southern Nevada Water 
Authority presented on April 15, 2008 to the U.S. Senate subcommittee on Transportation 
Safety, Infrastructure Security, and Water Quality on Pharmaceuticals in the Nation’s Waters:  
Assessing Potential Risks and Actions to Address the Issue 

We have compiled the “white paper,” and notes from the study session, and the Senate 
statement under the new Appendix I. 

On the basis of these data, the reports and studies previously cited in the DEIR/EIS, and the 
lack of definitive data to the contrary, we have not found evidence to change our original 
findings expressed under Impact Statements BIO-7, BIO-8, AND PUB-10.  SCWA, as detailed 
under Mitigation Measure BIO 8, will: 

• Monitor on-going research to stay abreast of the state-of-the science concerning 
EDCs and Xenobiotics; 

• Consult and coordinate with RWQCB, USEPA, and other regulatory agencies on 
developing standards and promulgating regulations; 

• Implement appropriate treatment technologies, as required by regulatory agencies; 

• Formulate and implement adaptive management procedures to respond to changes 
in regulations; and, 

• Encourage public awareness of recent federal guidelines concerning the proper 
disposal of prescription drugs, such as take-back programs, disposing down toilet or 
sink only is so labeled, etc. (Office of National Drug Control Policy, 2007).  SCWA 
has implemented the Safe Medicine Disposal Program, which identifies locations 
where pharmaceuticals can be safely returned and not disposed into the waste 
stream (http://www.scwa.ca.gov/projects/safe_meds.php). 
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In addition, the following measure has been added to Mitigation Measures BIO-8: 

• Recycled water will comply with procedures and standards imposed by the RWQCB 
under the appropriate NPDES permit(s). 

Master Response No. 6 - Advanced Engineering 

Engineering and geotechnical studies for the NSCARP project have been conducted to the level 
commensurate for the feasibility stage of the project.  The planning is of sufficient detail to 
conduct assessments of environmental impacts based on the approximate location, size, 
operating parameters, and construction methods expected to be employed. 

Advanced design and geotechnical investigations may determine locations ill-suited for reservoir 
construction, in which case the reservoir will be either relocated or removed from consideration 
if costs associated with safety issues are too great.  If a change is minor and within the impact 
envelope assessed under this FEIR/EIS, no further environmental review may be required.  If, 
however, a change is substantial and involves new significant impacts, supplemental 
environmental documentation may be required under CEQA and NEPA. 

In no instances will a reservoir be considered or approved that is a risk to human safety.  As 
detailed in Comment E-1 from the California Department of Water Resource, Division of Safety 
of Dams, an application, together with plans and specifications, for the construction of each of 
the new or enlarged reservoirs, must be filed with the Division of Safety of Dams.  All dam 
safety-related issues must be resolved prior to the approval of the application, and the work 
must be performed under the supervision of a civil engineer registered in California. 

Master Response No. 7 - Recycled Water User Agreements 

As detailed under Mitigation Measure PUB-7, any grower wishing to participate in the NSCARP 
project would be required to enter into a Recycled Water User Agreement (RWUA).  The 
recycled water user would be required to comply with the provisions of the agreement 
concerning Title 22 restrictions, application rates and practices, and environmental restrictions.   

An example of a SCWA RWUA agreement template has been included under the new Appendix 
I.  Note that the template is for both secondary-treated water and tertiary-treated water, but for 
the NSCARP, only tertiary-treated water would be used. 

As indicated under Item E of the template, the recycled water user is responsible for the proper 
use of recycled water.  Item 7A details that the recycled water quality will be in compliance with 
the applicable NPDES and waste discharge permits administered by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and current California Department of Health Services regulations.  Items 8A 
through 8D and Attachment B specify application restrictions, such as application restrictions 
during uncontrolled runoff, and application in a manner not to exceed vegetative demand or field 
capacity.   
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Note that an individual contract may vary from the template based on specific situations, but 
adherence to discharge requirements is not a negotiable item. 

Master Response No. 8 - Groundwater Contamination 

Impacts HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 identified potential degradation of groundwater from project 
reservoirs as a potential significant impact.  Mitigation Measure HWQ-5 identified use of clay 
liners to reduce effects to groundwater to less than significant levels.  Mitigation Measure HWQ-
4 also required the implementation of a monitoring program to determine the efficacy of liners in 
maintaining groundwater quality.  The measure also requires affirmative action on the part of 
NSCARP management entity to repair any liner if water quality levels exceed MCL’s.  
Consequently, Mitigation Measures HWQ-4 and 5 were, taken together, not for monitoring only, 
but to prevent recycled water from entering groundwater in any appreciable volume, and also to 
remediate damage to liners.  These impacts and associated mitigation measures have been 
further clarified and refined in the Final EIR/EIS. 

In addition, as detailed at Comment F-5, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) will require the NSCARP management entity to submit detailed specifications prior to 
reservoir construction to assure that the liners are the appropriate thickness and installed 
properly to be fully protective of groundwater or, alternatively, to comply with prescriptive 
standards identified in Title 27, Division 4, Article 4.  To avoid confusion, HWQ-4 and 5, have 
been consolidated and updated with information provided by the RWQCB. 

Master Response No. 9 - Water Quality impact on Aquifer and Private Wells 

In addition to the measures described under Master Response No. 8 to prevent recycled water 
from entering groundwater, Impact PUB-7 of the DEIR/EIS details that Title 22 (Article 4, 
Section 60310) restricts the location of a recycled water impoundment within 100 feet of any 
domestic water supply well.  The regulations also restrict irrigation with disinfected tertiary-
treated recycled water within 50 feet of any domestic water supply well unless specific technical 
analyses are conducted.  NSCARP will comply with Title 22 requirement to protect water supply 
wells. 

Title 22 restrictions are in place to ensure that the use of recycled water remains protective of 
human health concerns.  The issues surrounding human health concerns related to the use of 
recycled water are continuously being investigated.  As new information is developed, the Title 
22 regulations are updated to adapt to changing safety concerns.  Any future changes in Title 
22 that require additional measures to protect human health would be implemented for the 
NSCARP and all other recycled water projects. 

Master Response No. 10 - Water Off-sets 

As detailed in Section 2.5 of this EIS/EIR, potential users of the recycled water delivered via 
NSCARP would consist of agricultural interests in the Alexander Valley, Dry Creek Valley, 
Northern Alexander Valley, and Russian River Valley subareas.  Participation in NSCARP would 
be voluntary and would require the NSCARP recycled water user and SCWA (or another entity, 
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such as a joint powers authority, depending on who ultimately builds and maintains the 
NSCARP project) entering into a RWUA. 

Implementation of NSCARP will not impact existing water rights.  Landowners using recycled 
water on agricultural lands for various purposes in lieu of using natural water supplies diverted 
pursuant to existing water right permits and licenses do not forfeit or lose their water rights.  
Section 1010 of the California Water Code provides that no claim of water right (riparian, pre-
1914 appropriative, post-1914 appropriative) will be reduced or lost as a result of the use of 
recycled water.  Further, it provides that the use of recycled water in lieu of surface water is 
equivalent to maintaining that right and shall constitute beneficial use under that right.  The 
pertinent portions of Section 1010 are as follows: 

Section 1010 

(a)(1)  The cessation of, or reduction in, the use of water under any existing right 
regardless of the basis of right, as the result of the use of recycled water, 
desalinated water, or water polluted by waste to a degree which unreasonably 
affects the water for other beneficial uses, is deemed equivalent to, and for 
purposes of maintaining any right shall be construed to constitute, a reasonable 
beneficial use of water to the extent and in the amount that the recycled, 
desalinated, or polluted water is being used not exceeding, however, the amount 
of such reduction.  (California Water Code §1010[a][1]). 

(2)  No lapse, reduction, or loss of any existing right shall occur under a 
cessation of, or reduction in, the use of water pursuant to this subdivision, and, to 
the extent and in the amount that recycled, desalinated, or polluted water is used 
in lieu of water appropriated by a permittee pursuant to Chapter 6 (commencing 
with Section 1375) of Part 2, the board shall not reduce the appropriation 
authorized in the user’s permit.  (California Water Code §1010[a][2]). 

Because the rights to the water are maintained, they cannot be reallocated to another user, but 
can be used for instream uses.  However, there are, theoretically, situations where this offset 
might not occur, if, for example, a landowner was not exercising riparian rights due to supply 
constraints that were removed by delivery of NSCARP water.  Such situations are unlikely 
because most potential vineyard located lands adjacent to the Russian River are already 
developed in vineyard and are already using water.  In addition, any entity that does not 
currently have an appropriative right would have to demonstrate that water was available and 
secure a permit from the State Water Resources Control Board.  Water rights are considered 
exercised even if the holder switches from surface water to recycled water (see Section 2.5 of 
the FEIS/R), and the State Water Board must take all existing permits into consideration, even 
those unexercised due to recycled water use, and would be unlikely to issue new permits  for 
summer diversions in the Russian River watershed in Sonoma County (see Footnote 1 of 
Chapter 1). 
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Master Response No. 11 - How is Alternative 2 “Environmentally Superior” 

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a) and (e)(2)) require that an EIR's analysis of alternatives 
identify the "environmentally superior alternative" among all of those considered.  In addition, if 
the No Project Alternative is identified as environmentally superior, then the EIR also must 
identify the environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  

Under CEQA, the goal of identifying the Environmentally Superior Alternative is to assist 
decision-makers in considering project approval.  CEQA does not, however, require an agency 
to select the environmentally superior alternative (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042-15043).  

An environmental benefit to Alternative 2 is the greater potential offset of surface and 
groundwater use with the implementation of the proposed project, as compared against 
Alternatives 3 and 4.  Although Alternative 2 has a greater overall area of disturbance and a 
longer period of construction impacts, mitigation measures have been proposed to eliminate or 
reduce, as much as feasible, the duration and intensity of those impacts.  Permanent structures 
and pipelines will be engineered and constructed in a manner as to minimize impacts 
associated with the regional or larger-scale effects (e.g. aesthetics) of the proposed project.  
These proposed mitigation measures would also be applied to Alternatives 3 and 4; however, 
the beneficial environmental impacts derived from implementation of these alternatives would 
be less than Alternative 2, making them less desirable in the long-term.  While Alternative 1 - No 
Project Alternative would have less impacts than any of the other alternatives, it would not meet 
any of the objectives of the project. 

Master Response No. 12 - Greenhouse Gases and Global Warming Effects 

A section on global climate change (GCC), greenhouse gas emissions (GGH), and Impact 
Statement Air-13 have been added to Chapter 3.3 - Air Quality.  Impact AQ-14 was also added. 

Master Response No. 13 - Willing Sellers of Recycled Water 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the DEIR/EIS under Potential Sources of Recycled Water, the City of 
Santa Rosa, Town of Windsor, and ALWSZ have participated in the planning and development 
of NSCARP, and have acknowledged that they could be potential recycled water providers for 
the project.  In Section 1.0 of the DEIR/EIS, the City of Santa Rosa’s IRWP identified the use of 
recycled water for agricultural irrigation, in part, within the Russian River area between the 
communities of Windsor and Healdsburg and the Alexander Valley and Dry Creek Valley areas, 
as a project alternative.  The recycled water would be delivered to these areas through the 
Geysers Pipeline. 

As detailed in Comment Letter No. 9 to the DEIR/EIS, the Town of Windsor would like to 
participate in NSCARP, and would like Ponds S1 and T to be included as recycled water 
storage reservoirs.  

If one or more providers of recycled water choose to opt out, NSCARP would be scaled back 
accordingly, and another alternative could be implemented. 
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The DEIR/EIS does not foreclose the option of the participation of other regional wastewater 
treatment plants located in the NSCARP area, such as the City of Healdsburg, the City of 
Cloverdale, and the Geyserville Sanitation Zone should they express a desire, and supply 
recycled water that is of suitable quality.  Inclusion of one or more of these potential recycled 
water providers would require additional environmental analyses and CEQA and NEPA 
supplementation. 

Master Response No. 14 - Growth Inducement. 

Growth inducement is addressed in Section 1.3, Background of Purpose and Need of the EIR.  
The section states that the increased operational flexibility that would be provided by the 
proposed project would not result in additional water being available for other uses because 
existing reservoir storage capacity, water rights, and flow requirements would not change.  It 
further states that as detailed in Section 2.5 (Participation in NSCARP), participants in the 
NSCARP project that currently hold water rights would not lose them as a consequence of 
utilizing recycled water.  As such, the increment of appropriated surface and/or groundwater that 
would be substituted with recycled water could be available in the system for instream 
purposes.  Because the water rights would be retained for that increment of water, it could not 
be appropriated to other users, such as municipal or industrial supplies.  Additionally, the RWUA 
would specify that they will not use their water rights while using the reclaimed water (see 
Master Response No. 7).  Further, the surface and groundwater not used by a right holder 
cannot be reallocated (see Master Response No. 10).  However, there are, theoretically, 
situations where this offset might not occur, if, for example, a landowner was not exercising 
riparian rights due to supply constraints that were removed by delivery of NSCARP water.  Such 
situations are unlikely because most potential vineyard located lands adjacent to the Russian 
River are already developed in vineyard and are already using water.  In addition, any entity that 
does not currently have an appropriative right would have to demonstrate that water was 
available and secure a permit from the State Water Resources Control Board.  Water rights are 
considered exercised even if the holder switches from surface water to recycled water (see 
Section 2.5 of the FEIS/R), and the State Water Board must take all existing permits into 
consideration, even those unexercised due to recycled water use, and would be unlikely to 
issue new permits for summer diversions in the Russian River watershed in Sonoma County 
(see Footnote 1 of Chapter 1). 

Chapter 5.0, Growth-Inducing Effects is dedicated to the evaluation of the potential growth 
inducing impacts of the proposed project.  As identified in Chapter 5.0, short-term construction 
employment jobs would be created by the project, but it is anticipated that workers would 
commute or be temporarily housed in transient lodging facilities, thus not stimulating significant 
residential growth.  Four additional full-time employees would be required for the operational 
phase of the project.  The small incremental demand for housing that would be generated by 
these employees is not considered significant. 

Growth related to the removal of an existing obstacle to growth is also addressed in Chapter 
5.0.  This section provides a more detailed discussion of the long-term growth related effects of 
the project as described in Section 1.3 and summarized above. 
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Master Response No. 15 - Salinity 

See Impact AG-4 for discussion of salt build-up, characterization of water from treatment plants, 
and recent study conducted by the University of California at Davis investigating the effects of 
recycled water irrigation on vineyard soils. 

As detailed in Section 3.2.1 (page 3.2-8), the threshold for soil salinities for grapes is 1.5 
mmhos/cm.  As depicted on Table 3.8-2, the City reported a mean conductivity (salinity) of 707 
umhos/cm (or 0.7 mmhos/cm), which is about one-half the level that effects grapes.  Salts in 
soils can naturally build-up over time in any irrigation scheme, but can occur at an increased 
rate using recycled water with higher concentrations of salt.   

While NSCARP will monitor soil conditions, it will be the responsibility of individual landowners 
to implement standard practices necessary to maintain productivity of the soils.   

The Final EIR for the Santa Rosa Incremental Water Reuse Program Discharge Compliance 
Project (DCP, City of Santa Rosa, September 2008), provided a cumulative impact analysis for 
potential to water quality from the implementation of the NSCARP project along with the IRWP 
Discharge Compliance Project.  The cumulative analysis addressed the potential for NSCARP 
water used for irrigation water to enter the Russian River during low flow periods.  The analysis 
assumed that the concentrations of minerals and chemicals in NSCARP water would double 
through evapotranspiration and plant uptake.  Nutrients such as nitrate, nitrite, phosphate and 
ammonia were not anticipated to concentrate.  The analysis determined that if the nutrients 
concentrated to the degree assumed for other minerals analyzed, their concentration in 
municipal wells would not exceed their respective drinking water standards under Title 22.   

Additionally, the DCP EIR also evaluated several years of data collected in groundwater 
monitoring wells up-gradient and down-gradient from fields currently and historically irrigated 
with recycled water from the City of Santa Rosa’s wastewater treatment plant.  A review of the 
data indicated that there was no effect on groundwater quality from many years of recycled 
water irrigation.   

Based on this cumulative analysis for potential surface and groundwater quality impacts, the 
DCP EIR concluded that there would be no significant and unavoidable impacts from the 
cumulative impacts from implementation of both the NSCARP and the DCP projects within the 
Russian River watershed. 

Master Response No. 16 - Energy Consumption for Construction and Operation of the 
NSCARP 

Impact UTL-7 incorrectly stated the estimated energy needs of the project, and new analyses 
have been prepared by the engineers at Wagner & Bonsignore.  These new calculations have 
been included in Chapter 3.15 along with other revisions and additional data concerning energy 
use and sources in Sonoma County. 
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The draft EIR/EIS indicated an additional 18,088 kilowatts per year would be required for the 
NSCARP project to fill the reservoirs and distribute the recycled water to agricultural users.  In 
fact, the actual energy usage would be approximately 2,723,000 kilowatt-hours per year 
(KWh/y).  For context purposes, the SCWA uses approximately 60,660 megawatt-hours per 
year (MWh/y) to extract water from the Wohler Diversion Facility.  A megawatt-hour is the 
equivalent to 1,000 kilowatt hours.  Consequently, the NSCARP would be approximately 4.1 
percent of the energy requirements of the Wohler Diversion, and less than 0.1 percent of the 
total County energy usage, which is approximately 2,601,179 MWh/y.  By providing recycled 
water to agricultural users, the need for streamside and groundwater pumping by private 
agricultural operators would be reduced.  This would, in turn, decrease the net energy increase 
occasioned by the NSCARP. 

Because the energy usage of the NSCARP is a small percentage of the county-wide and SCWA 
energy needs, and because new energy facilities would not have to be constructed to 
accommodate the NSCARP, the impacts of the project on energy use are less than significant. 

Master Response No. 17 - General Statement of EIR/EIS Deficiency 

The comments state or indicate a concern with the general adequacy of the environmental 
documentation, but do not address any specific environmental issues, nor provide any specific 
information that identify an environmental effect that was not addressed.  Therefore, no 
response can be provided to these comments.  However, they are provided for the 
consideration by the decision-makers.   

Master Response No. 18 - Inadequate Project Need Statement 

Section 1.0 of the NSCARP DEIR/EIS provides a detailed discussion of the project’s purpose 
and need.  As required by 40 C.F.R. 1502.13, this section briefly specifies the underlying 
purpose and need to which the lead agency is responding in proposing the action and 
alternatives.  In Section 1.1 it is stated that: “The basic project purpose of NSCARP is to reduce 
reliance on natural regional water supplies by using recycled water on agricultural lands.”  Other 
purposes are described in Section 1.2.  As stated in Section 1.2, NSCARP is intended to 
contribute to meeting the objectives of SCWA and Reclamation.  The primary needs, purposes, 
and objectives of the project are as follows: 

Federal and state regulatory agencies have expressed concern regarding 
potential impacts to fisheries resources and habitat within the Russian River and 
its tributaries.  Currently, agricultural lands in the NSCARP area are irrigated with 
water originating from the Russian River, its tributaries, and groundwater.  There 
is a need to allow water to remain in the Russian River system and its tributaries 
to improve habitat for listed fish species.  The use of recycled water in lieu of 
surface and groundwater to irrigate agricultural fields would preserve more water 
for instream uses.  In order to provide recycled water to agricultural interests, 
there is a need for adequate infrastructure to store and distribute recycled water 
produced by various entities for reuse throughout the region.   
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Please see Footnote 1 in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1 (page 1-3), which describes theoretical 
situations in which water offsets may not be fully realized due to use by downstream riparian 
rights holders. 

Master Response No. 19 - Inadequate Project Description 

Article 9, Section 15124 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) provides 
guidance for the elements to be included in an EIR project description.  The requirements are as 
follows: 

The description of the project shall contain the following information but should not 
supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the 
environmental impact.  

(a) The precise location and boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown on a 
detailed map, preferably topographic.  The location of the project shall also appear on a 
regional map.  

(b) A statement of objectives sought by the proposed project. A clearly written statement 
of objectives will help the lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to 
evaluate in the EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement 
of overriding considerations, if necessary.  The statement of objectives should include 
the underlying purpose of the project. 

(c) A general description of the project's technical, economic, and environmental 
characteristics, considering the principal engineering proposals if any and supporting 
public service facilities.  

(d) A statement briefly describing the intended uses of the EIR.  

(1) This statement shall include, to the extent that the information is known to the Lead 
Agency,  

(A) A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EIR in their decision-making, and  

(B) A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project.  

(C) A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by 
federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies. To the fullest extent possible, the 
lead agency should integrate CEQA review with these related environmental review and 
consultation requirements.  

(2) If a public agency must make more than one decision on a project, all its decisions 
subject to CEQA should be listed, preferably in the order in which they will occur. On 
request, the Office of Planning and Research will provide assistance in identifying state 
permits for a project.  
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Section 2.0 of the draft EIR/EIS for the NSCARP provides the project description.  This 
response identifies where in this section each of the required elements of a project description 
as identified above are provided within Section 2.0 of the DEIR/EIS. 

Location - Section 2.1, Project Overview; Section 2.2.1, Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) - 
Entire NSCARP; Section 2.2.3, Alternative 3 - Alexander Valley-Jordan Reservoir Subset; 
Section 2.2.4, Alternative 4 - Russian River-Westside Subset; Figure 2-1, NSCARP Vicinity 
Map; Figure 2-2, NSCARP Four Geographical Areas; Figure 2-3, Alexander Valley Location 
Map; Figure 2-4, Dry Creek Valley Location Map; Figure 2-5, Northern Alexander Valley 
Location Map; Figure 2-6, Russian River Valley Location Map; Figure 2-7, Pipeline Construction 
Zones; Figure 2-8, Alternative 3; Figure 2-9, Alternative 4.   

Objectives - Section 1.0, Purpose and Need; and Subsection 2.2, Project Alternatives, 
CEQA/NEPA Requirements. 

Description of Project’s General Characteristics - Section 2.2.1, Alternative 2 (Preferred 
Alternative) - Entire NSCARP; Section 2.2.3, Alternative 3 - Alexander Valley-Jordan Reservoir 
Subset; Section 2.2.4, and Alternative 4 - Russian River-Westside Subset.  Section 2.3 
describes the environmental commitments of the project.  Project funding is specifically 
described in Section 2.4.   

Intended Uses of the EIR - Section 2.7, Required Permit and Approvals; and Table 2-14. 
Summary of Anticipated Regulations, Regulatory Agencies, and Approvals for NSCARP. 



 

 

SECTION 4.  RESPONSE MATRIX 
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SECTION 4.  RESPONSE MATRIX 

Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
A-1 “Insufficient Information”, need for additional 

information re: project components, alts, and WQ 
impacts 

Refer to subsequent comments/responses 

A-2 Identify volume of water dedicated to fisheries and 
mechanisms to ensure beneficial in-stream uses 

See Master Response No. 4 and revisions to Section 1.3 of Chapter 1. 

A-3 Specific description of project phases Refer to subsequent comments and  master responses 
A-4 WQ and AQ impacts of future project phases Locations/footprint designs and pipeline routes included are sufficient for 

site-specific analysis (see Master Response No. 6).  No additional 
environmental documentation necessary unless conditions change and new 
discretionary decisions need to be made.  However, it is fully anticipated that 
because of the timeline for design and construction, and the evolving 
regulatory and environmental policies, that the NEPA/CEQA document will 
be revised and updated.  Any significant impact may need to be evaluated, 
disclosed, and addressed consistent with NEPA and CEQA requirements. 
Project design, scheduling, and construction will be dependent on a number 
of factors, including funding and provider and user commitments that cannot 
be projected with accuracy at this time.  This is further influenced by market 
factors such as water demand for other uses. 

A-5 Detail evaluation of benefits, costs, practicability, 
feasibility and need of using Gallo Asti Reservoir 

The North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project Feasibility Study,  
Volumes I and 2 (Wagner & Bonsignore, 2007) describes the benefits, cost, 
practicability, and the feasibility of project elements. 

A-6 Description of expected water quality in reservoirs 
(include algae blooms and odors) 

The water in a reservoir is at the same treatment level as when it was 
pumped from the WWTF.   
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Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

A-7 Potential amount and location of reduced agricultural 
diversions 

7,234 af/yr of recycled water available at present.  20,135 af/yr potentially 
available in 2020. 
Table 6-4 below from the Feasibility Study (Volume 1, page 3) indicates the 
irrigation demand from the NSCARP subareas that could be partially 
satisfied by the project: 

Seasonal Irrigation Demand (acre-feet) 
Area 

Orchard Vineyard Total 
Alexander Valley 42 3,977 4,019 
Dry Creek Valley 254 3,545 3,799 
Northern Alexander Valley 77 2,532 2,609 
Russian River Valley 33 2,690 2,723 
TOTAL 406 12,744 13,150  

A-8 Potential amount of water dedicated to fisheries, in-
stream, and wetland beneficial uses. 

See Response to Comment A-2. 

A-9 Minimum required stream flows in Russian River and 
tributaries, who requires these flows, and the 
adequacy of these flows for fisheries and other in-
stream uses 

Minimum required stream flows that the SCWA must maintain in the Russian 
River are established by the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
Decision 1610 (D-1600). 

A-10 Amount of recycled water to be stored and used The total amount of recycled water that is currently and potentially available 
in the future is discussed on page 2-10 of the DEIS/R.  Based on 2004 
influent into the three potential source treatment plants, approximately 7,234 
af/year is currently available.  By the year 2020, this could increase to 
approximately 13,000 af/year.  Further, in the future, it is expected that other 
WWTPs in the area will treat water to the tertiary level, and this represents 
potential additional sources of recycled water. 
Depending on the alternative, the NSCARP project could potentially store 
between 1,145 and 8,700 af of water (see Table 2-5 of FEIS/R). 
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Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

A-11 Location and volume of potential increased summer 
tributary flows 

The project, as proposed, provides an alternative source of irrigation water 
for agricultural irrigators.  These irrigators are currently using surface water 
or groundwater for irrigation in the project area.  As stated in the DEIR/EIS, 
surface waters or groundwater conserved as a result of this project could 
remain for beneficial environmental uses.  The NSCARP does not propose 
any changes in the SCWA’s current or future water draw demands.  As 
noted on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS for the NSCARP, the project, if fully 
implemented, could result in the reuse of up to 8,700 acre-feet of water in the 
project area.  This 8,700 acre-feet would be an alternative source of recycled 
water for existing irrigators that currently rely on surface water diversions or 
groundwater pumping.  The SCWA is required to maintain minimum instream 
flows along the Russian River.  SCWA’s experience in maintaining these 
minimum instream flows in the Russian River has been that substantial 
drops in river flow occur in the summer as irrigators begin pumping from 
surface waters or from wells adjacent to the river.  Providing an alternative 
source of irrigation water could allow surface waters to be conserved 
throughout the project area.  However, given the uncertainty of what 
irrigators are pumping, when they are pumping, and how much they are 
pumping, the ability to meaningful provide specific locations and volumes of 
water use and potential flow increase in tributaries is not feasible. 

A-12 Energy consumption of operation See Master Response No. 16. 
A-13 Prospective agricultural users As discussed on page 2-11 of the DEIS/R, the Coalition for Sustainable 

Agriculture (CSA) and the Dry Creek Agricultural Water Users Corporation 
(DCAWU), which represent growers and wineries encompassing 
approximately 11,000 acres within the NSCARP area, have expressed 
interest in participating in the NSCARP project.  In addition, the landowners 
of potential reservoir sites have expressed interest in the project as well as 
neighboring operations. 
It is anticipated that if a project is approved, and more public education about 
the benefits of recycling water is conducted, more agricultural interests are 
likely to express interest in the project.  No formal agreements with potential 
water users have been made as of yet. 
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Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

A-14 Potential design, schedule, and environmental 
documentation of future construction phases.  How 
will future environmental analysis tier off of existing 
evaluation? 

See response to Comment A-4. 

A-15 How would project ensure conserved water is used 
to improve fishery habitat and mechanisms (See A-
2).  Describe type and volume of demand for water 
stored in Lakes Mendocino and Sonoma.  Language 
to be included in Recycled Water Use Agreements. 

See Response to A-11.  Because water rights holders will not lose those 
rights, SCWA will enter into user agreements, which will specify the volume 
of water allocated to a specific user.  The user, in turn, will agree not to 
utilize ground or surface waters.  See Master Response No. 7 concerning 
Recycled Water User Agreements (RWUA). 
SCWA is required to meet State Water Resources Control Board Decision 
1610 minimum instream flows.  These minimum instream flows were 
established, in part, to maintain beneficial instream habitat.  The 
implementation of the NSCARP could provide an alternative source of 
approximately 8,700 ac-ft of irrigation water during the summer months.  
Having this alternative source of water could allow for more water to be 
conserved behind Lake Mendocino throughout the irrigation season.  More 
water being conserved behind Lake Mendocino throughout the summer 
results in more water being available for release in the fall.   

A-16 Rationale for developing alternatives See Master Response No. 1.  The basis for developing the alternatives is 
discussed on page 2-13 of the DEIS/R.  Five criteria were used:  1) the 
potential offset of surface and ground water for agricultural lands in the 
Russian River, Alexander, and Dry Creek valleys (Note: A previous EIR has 
been certified for recycled water use in the Sonoma Valley); 2) proximity of 
potential storage reservoirs to main water supply pipelines and substantial 
irrigation acreage (this was intended to increase the efficiency of water 
delivery and reduce infrastructure and delivery costs); 3) reasonable 
reservoir capacity for economies of scale and winter storage; 4) willingness 
of landowners to participate in development of storage facilities on their 
properties; and 5) willingness of nearby landowners to participate in 
program. 
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Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

  The focus of the EIS/R was on agricultural use of recycled water.  Other 
projects, specifically the City of Santa Rosa’s IRWP and SCWA’s Sonoma 
Valley Recycled Water Project, have considered agricultural and other uses 
for recycled water including industrial, urban, groundwater storage, etc.  This 
project is intended to offset agricultural uses exclusively.  
The Alternatives were based largely on location of the storage reservoirs in 
relation to existing treatment plants in order to reduce the length of pipeline 
segments. 

A-17 See Comment A-5 above. See Response to Comment A-5. 
A-18 Evaluated applicability of “beneficiary pays”  Users 

that benefit pay reasonable proportion of costs 
The project provides regional benefits.  Irrigation users, disposal sources, 
and environmental benefits to region justify not singling out any one entity or 
group to pay for project. 

A-19 See Comment A-6 above. See Response to Comment A-6. 
A-20 Update Air Quality Regulatory Setting section to 

include Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan discussion.  
Develop mitigation for commitment to use cleanest 
on-road vehicles available, etc.  

Language revised to reflect most up-to-date information on BAAQMD Ozone 
Attainment Plan per USEPA website. 
Additional mitigation measures have been proposed in Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1A, focusing on construction vehicles.  Maintenance vehicle emissions 
are negligible. 

A-21 Describe future research, research entities, and 
funding sources to determine if subsurface storage 
and use is feasible for this project and future 
projects. 

Subsurface storage is not proposed as part of NSCARP.  If in the future, 
subsurface storage did become feasible, then it may be further researched.  
However, this is outside the scope of this EIR/EIS. 

A-22 Relationship between NSCARP and other water 
reuse projects by Santa Rosa, SCWA, Windsor, 
Healdsburg, Cloverdale, Geyserville, and Geysers 
steam field.   

See Master Response No. 13. 

A-23 Recommended edits/revisions to be included in 
errata section 

Revisions to the FEIR/EIS are depicted as strikethroughs (deletions) and 
underscores (for additions and revisions). 
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Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
B-1 Project’s impact to the Geysers Geothermal Steam 

Field (GSF) in terms of production and/or life span 
NSCARP would not impact the Geysers GSF or alter the City’s existing 
contracts with Calpine for providing water to the Geysers GSF. 

B-2 Any BLM parcels affected?  How might the project 
affect split real estate (Federal mineral ownership 
beneath private surface ownership) if present? 

No BLM lands would be impacted by the project. 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
C No comments  
California Department of Conservation 
D-1 Section 3.2 maps not accessible on website, some 

tables not visible 
Figure 3.2-1 is available under “Figures”. 

D-2 How many acres of Williamson Act Contract lands 
would be permanently converted to water storage, 
pump station, etc.? 

See new Figures 3.2-2, 3.2-3, and 3.2-4 that depict the location of lands 
under Williamson Act contracts within the areas of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, 
respectively.  Table 3.2-5 details the parcels and acres under Williamson Act 
contracts. 

D-3 How will acquisition of Williamson Act lands meet the 
required findings of the California Department of 
Conservation?  Note address to send notices. 

See revised text in Impact AG-2 in the FEIS/EIR. 

D-4 Recommends supporting California Farmland 
Conservancy Program or establish agricultural 
easements equal or greater than acreage purchased 
from landowner. 

Comment noted.  See revised text in Impact AG-2 in the FEIS/EIR regarding 
mitigation options. 

D-5 What are economic benefits of agricultural reuse of 
treated wastewater? 

Long-term reliable source of water that is drought-resistant could provide 
economic stability for some agricultural operations. 

D-6 Have farmers expressed interest in buying recycled 
water?  

See response to Comment A-13 above. 
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Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

D-7 Contingency plan in case water doesn’t meet 
standards and isn’t usable by growers? 

As detailed under Section 2.5 of this document, landowners who currently 
have either appropriative or riparian water rights would not lose those rights 
by virtue of participation in the NSCARP.  Consequently, if the water does 
not meet the standards required by a particular grower, that grower can 
revert to surface water and/or groundwater consistent with the terms of the 
water right.  See Master Response Nos. 7 and 10. 

D-8 Monitoring protocol? See Master Response No. 8 regarding monitoring. 
California Department of Water Resources 
E-1 Discussion of application approval process for dam 

design and construction 
See Master Response No. 6.  SCWA will comply with all local, state, and 
federal regulations pertaining to the project. 

North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
F-1 Potential underestimation of state waters that would 

be lost.  Creation/expansion of in-stream reservoirs?  
If so, develop in-kind mitigation. 

The reservoirs that are located “on-stream” (e.g., with a channel entering the 
reservoir and water discharged downstream into a channel) are within 
seasonal swales high in the watershed with little, if any, riparian vegetation, 
and none are located on major waterways.  These reservoirs have been 
designed with bypass channels, which would intercept surface flows from 
runoff above the reservoir and convey it around the reservoir for discharge to 
the natural stream channel below.  This would effectively render them “off-
channel” by isolating them from inflows.  Other reservoirs would be sited in 
uplands, and would also be constructed with bypass structures. 
The reason for the bypass channels is to assure that recycled water in the 
reservoirs is not discharged into natural waterways in conformance with the 
Water Quality Control Plan for the North Coast Region.  Under this plan, 
recycled water cannot be discharged into the Russian River watershed 
during the period of May 15 through September 30.  During the period 
between October 1 and May 14, recycled wastewater can only be 
discharged to the watershed under specific flow conditions.  Further, by 
constructing the reservoirs off-stream, they will not require water rights 
permits from SWRCB. 

F-2 In-stream reservoirs?  Suggests Impact BIO-10 is 
significant but mitigable 

Please see Response to Comment F-1 above.  The bypass channels will be 
constructed around the reservoir. 
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F-3 Suggests HWQ-3 is significant but mitigable.  
Recommends mitigation for water treatment of runoff 
from additional impervious surfaces. 

In addition to the discussion contained under Impact HWQ-3 describing 
runoff control features for pump stations, the impact statement has been 
expanded to detail that development of the booster and distribution pump 
stations would involve paving and construction of building structures 
resulting in increases in impervious surface of approximately 26,250 ft2 (0.6 
ac).  This represents approximately 0.003 percent of the 21,000 acres of 
agricultural lands within the Alternative 2 area, and 0.001 percent of the total 
47,000 acres of all lands in the Alternative 2 area.  Further, the aggregate 
0.6 ac of impervious surfaces would represent small (approximately 2,500 
ft2) areas that are widely dispersed in the project area. 

F-4 Impact HWQ-4 concerns; user agreement details. See Master Response No. 7 regarding RWUAs. 
F-5 Review and approval of reservoir liner plans to 

RWQCB. 
SCWA will fully comply with RWQCB requirements for liner standards under 
Title 27, Division 4, Article 4.  See Master Response No. 8. 

F-6 Discussion of discharge into instream reservoirs and 
discharge of incidental runoff flows due to over-
irrigation or equipment failure. 

Flows related to over-irrigation would covered under user agreements, as in 
Mitigation PUB-7 (see Master Response No. 7).  Incidental flow from 
equipment failure is covered (i.e., pipeline breaks) via shut-off valves. 

F-7 Locate storage reservoirs in upland areas?  DEIR 
proposes to use waters of the state for storage?  
Conversion of facilities to “wastewater facility” and 
mitigation recommendation. 

See Response to Comment F-1 above. 

F-8 Recommends development of specific user 
agreements.  Notes that Santa Rosa is finalizing 
theirs. 

See Mitigation Measure PUB-7 for the elements of the required RWUAs.  
See Master Response No. 7 for details of typical RWUA. 

State Water Resources Control Board 
G-1 SCWA may want to consider State Revolving Fund 

loan 
All funding options will be considered. 

G-2 Provide discussion of how new impervious surfaces 
would not cause significant changes in downstream 
hydrology or flow rates. 

See Response to Comment F-3 above. 

G-3 Per Mitigation Measure HWQ-6, how frequent is “on 
a regular basis”. 

Reservoirs will be inspected per the requirements of DSOD. 
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Town of Windsor 
H-1 In support of reuse of recycled water for agriculture.  

Requests that SCWA address relationship to other 
reuse projects in region. 

See Master Response No. 13. 

Town of Windsor 
I-1 Supportive of project.  Ability to serve additional uses 

limited by additional recycled water storage capacity 
NSCARP could provide options to other WWTP operator in the region.  See 
Master Response No. 13. 

I-2 Supportive of project goals Comment noted. 
I-3 Wants SCWA to consider project on a regional level.  

Suggests referencing the Town of Windsor’s Water 
Reclamation Master Plan for Treatment, Storage and 
Disposal (March 8, 2001) and Final EIR on the 
Town’s Water Reclamation Master Plan (February 7, 
2001). 

As detailed in Section 2.1 of the DEIR (page 2-9), the Town of Windsor has 
participated in the planning and development of NSCARP, and 
acknowledged that they could be a potential provider of recycled water for 
the project.  With the addition of this comment letter, the Town has further 
indicated its desire to be included in the NSCARP project.  In addition to 
being a provider of recycled water, the Town’s planned Ponds T1 and S and 
appurtenant structures are part of the Russian River subareas.  The Town’s 
documents detailed in the letter are incorporated by reference into this 
document. 

I-4 Discuss eventual project of SCWA storing Town’s 
excess recycled water and Town irrigating with 
Airport System recycled water. 

The SCWA is committed to maximizing the use of recycled water.  The 
project between Town and SCWA illustrates the cooperation between both 
agencies to maximize the use of recycled water.  This can be a benefit of 
NSCARP (although it doesn’t need to be limited to sharing/cooperation 
between just these two entities).  Existing connections between the Town of 
Windsor, the Airport-Larkfield-Wikiup Sanitation Zone (owned and operated 
by the SCWA), and the City of Santa Rosa allow for transfers between these 
entities if needed.  Participation in NSCARP would only enhance these 
partnerships. 

I-5 Eastside Road Storage Project is in close proximity 
to NSCARP, should be mentioned in EIR/EIS 

Eastside Road Storage Project (e.g., Ponds T1 and S) is now are included 
as part of the Russian River Subarea.  It was the subject of an earlier EIR by 
the Town of Windsor. 

I-6 Windsor confirms they are a “Possible Participating 
Agency” 

Comment noted 
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I-7 Reiterates Town’s support of recycled water use for 
agriculture and looks forward to possible 
opportunities to collaborate on future water reuse 
plans 

Comment noted 

Ad Hoc Committee (Ann Maurice) 
J-1 Opposes irrigation of food crops with recycled water.  

Concerned with contaminants that will be taken up by 
crops or washed out to creeks, rivers, to sea, and 
eventually to sea creatures that we consume. 

Under the present system, the treated wastewater is discharged in winter 
months into the Russian River system and is ultimately discharged into the 
ocean.  Under the NSCARP project, the volume of treated wastewater 
discharged into the Russian River system and thence the Pacific Ocean will 
be reduced.  The recycled water will be applied to crops in a manner 
compliant with the Recycled Water User Agreements (see Master Response 
No. 7), which will result in water being applied in precise amounts to crops to 
minimize or eliminate potential runoff to streams or percolation to ground 
water.  Rather, the water will be taken up by plants with excess water 
evaporated from the soils or transpired by the plants.  Also see Master 
Response No. 5. 

J-2 Would pharmaceuticals such as Lipitor, Prozac be 
taken up by crops?  Wine grapes?  Left in soil?  
Flushed to sea and picked up by aquatic life?  Parts 
per trillion versus parts per billion. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

J-3 Concern with E. coli contamination.  (Note says to 
see press release 07/24.)  Would Sonoma County 
wine be as highly regarded if irrigated with recycled 
water? 

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 2. 

J-4 Has anyone conducted studies testing for pathogens 
in the feces of cows fed treated wastewater?  Has 
anyone tested what happens to intestinal bacteria 
that survive wastewater treatment process?  How 
long does E. coli survive in the soil?  Cow intestines?  
Taken up by roots of food crops?  Live in plant 
fluids?  Dormant if dehydrated?  Mutated with soil 
bacteria? 

Recycled water stored, transported, and applied to fields under the NSCARP 
project will meet applicable local, state, and federal standards. 
Research requested by commenter is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. 



 
 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
Sonoma County Water Agency  
 

North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project March 2009 
Final EIR/EIS 0402-0741 
Volume 3:  Comments and Responses 

4-11 

Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

J-5 Soil bacteria mutating to become lethal.  Suggests 
wastewater and its “emerging contaminants” provide 
opportunity to encourage lethal mutations.  Suggests 
bacteria utilize recombinant DNA processes to 
mutate.  Dormant nature of bacteria? 

See response to Comment J-4 above. 

J-6 Where did the “new” strain of E. coli come from? See response to Comment J-4 above. 
J-7 Full analysis of potential hazards of food crop 

irrigation with wastewater. 
See Master Response No. 5. 

J-8 What is the fate of pollutants on land and in food 
crops 

See Mitigation Measures HWQ-1, HWQ-2, and HWQ-4.  See also Master 
Response No. 5. 

J-9 Call for conservation. SCWA supports water conservation.  The commenter is encouraged to 
review the SCWA’s water conservation website (http://www.scwa.ca.gov/ 
water_ conservation/), and its Water Conservation Plan (SCWA, 1998) for 
further details.   

J-10 Irrigating crops in summer is in opposition to what 
nature intended for California (wet winter, dry 
summer.)  What bacteria are enhanced by summer 
watering?  What pathogens are not dying because of 
summer watering?  What is holding capacity of soil 
for winter rainfall if land is saturated in summer by 
irrigation?  How much will summer saturation 
increase winter runoff and flooding? 

See response to Comment J-4.  User agreements will specify amount of 
water applied and when it is applied in compliance with RWQCB 
requirements (see Master Response No. 7). 

J-11 Recommends dry-farming and water conservation.  
Sees irrigation with recycled wastewater as a risk. 

Selection of crops is beyond the authority of SCWA.  However, SCWA 
strongly encourages water conservation (see response to Comment J-9 
above), and NSCARP project is consistent with these water conservation 
goals. 

J-12 Recommends irrigating redwoods. Recommendation would not meet NSCARP objectives. 
J-13 “Tailwater”.  Will SCWA calculate exact amount of 

irrigation needed to prevent tailwater? 
See Master Response No. 7.  End users would be subject to RWUA, which 
would establish general application parameters to avoid runoff. 
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J-14 Recommends use of waterless toilets Comment noted.  Recommendation is beyond the scope of the NSCARP 
project.  Also see response to Comment J-9 concerning water conservation 
efforts by SWCA. 

J-15 Suggests using dung beetles and dogs to render 
pathogens less harmful. 

Comment noted 

J-16 Ultra-violet (UV) disinfection.  Where is Santa Rosa’s 
analysis of treatment using UV?  Chlorine residues? 

The proposed project does not stipulate nor require a specific treatment 
process beyond that required under Title 22.  NSCARP would be a 
transporter and storer of recycled water, not a treatment entity.  Providers of 
recycled water to NSCARP would be responsible for meeting all state and 
federal regulations pertaining to the quality of water discharged from the 
WWTPs.  NSCARP would monitor water quality to assure compliance with 
applicable regulations pursuant to its NPDES permit, but would not mandate 
a specific treatment process to achieve compliance. 

J-17 Suggests dehydrating human waste and used as 
fertilizer. 

Comment noted 

Ben Marchand #1 
K-1 Fate of pharmaceuticals See Master Response No. 5. 
K-2 Article states that jurisdictions are collecting unused 

pharmaceuticals, preventing them from entering the 
waste stream. 

The commenter is referred to the fifth bulleted item under Mitigation Measure 
BIO-8, which encourages public awareness of recent federal guidelines 
concerning the proper disposal of medications.  In addition, SCWA has 
implemented a Safe Medicine Disposal Program, which identifies locations 
where pharmaceuticals can be safely returned without entering the waste 
stream (See http://www.scwa.ca.gov/projects/safe_meds.php). 

K-3 Affect of pharmaceuticals on aquatic life See Master Response No. 5. 
K-4 1999 survey showed 80% of samples collected in 

139 streams contained medicines, antibiotics. 
See Master Response No. 5. 

K-5 Article states that pharmaceutical residues pass 
unmeasured through wastewater treatment facilities. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

K-6 Conflicting studies regarding accumulation of 
pharmaceutical as water is recycled. 

See Master Response No. 5. 
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K-7 Suggests long-term study of compounds in the 
recycled water.  EIR/EIS does not address chemicals 
which are potentially present in treated wastewater.  
Wants exact quantities of compounds and effects on 
groundwater and aquatic species.  

See Master Response No. 5. 

K-8 Alternatives analysis to be completed at later date.  
Not enough information to make a determination. 

See Master Response No. 1.  

K-9 Email address not prominently displayed on website, 
restricting public comment.  Reserves right to sue 
City of Santa Rosa and SCWA. 

SCWA fully complied, and exceeded, CEQA notification requirements 
discussed below.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15807, “Notice shall be 
mailed to the last known name and address of all organizations and 
individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing, and shall 
also be given by at least one of the following procedures: (1) Publication at 
least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general circulation in 
the area affected by the proposed project.  If more than one area is affected, 
the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation from 
among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.  (2) Posting of 
notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the project 
is to be located.  (3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property 
contiguous to the parcel or parcels on which the project is located.  Owners 
of such property shall be identified as shown on the latest equalized 
assessment roll.”  The SCWA posted notices in several newspapers of 
general circulation in the project area (Press Democrat, Windsor Times, 
Healdsburg Times), direct mailed notices to over 2,700 addresses in the 
project area, and made the Draft EIR/EIS available electronically at both the 
SCWA’s and the Bureau of Reclamation’s websites.  In addition, the public 
review period was extended to 60 days to allow sufficient time for a thorough 
review of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Ben Marchand #2 
L-1 EIR/EIS does not identify compounds in treated 

wastewater. 
See Tables 3.8-2, 3.12-1, and 3.12-2 for summaries of wastewater 
constituents. 

 Website did not prominently display email address 
for public comment. 

See response to Comment K-9. 
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Russian River Watershed Protection Committee 
M-1 Support most comments made at Public Hearing, 

support comment letters read to date. 
Comment noted 

M-2 Expected more detail in EIR/EIS.  Compares volume 
of data for Santa Rosa IRWP. 

DEIR used and cited relevant data from IRWP, and other studies. 

M-3 Past experience with SCWA EIRs: few details, 
inadequate studies and detailed costs, limited public 
dialogue. 

Level of analysis commensurate with current design phase.  Should 
advanced studies reveal new impacts, appropriate CEQA documents will be 
prepared. 

M-4 Construction of NSCARP is approximately 10 to 15 
years and is at least 5 years out. 

Given the time frame and “shelf-life” of an EIR, additional CEQA 
documentation may be prepared in the future to address changes in the 
project, regulations, and state-of-the-science.  SCWA will comply with all 
local, state, and federal requirements. 

M-5 Concerned project could change substantially prior to 
construction and operation. 

See responses to Comments M-3 and M-4 above. 

M-6 Anticipated changes by RRWPC listed. See response to Comment M-4 above. 
M-7 Feels document will require recirculation because the 

project, project circumstances could change in the 10 
to 15 years leading to operation 

See response to Comment M-4 above. 

M-8 Reliability of potable water savings, need to define 
how much potable water is being saved by the 
implementation of this project.   

See response to comment A-11.  See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5.   

M-9 Who will own wastewater, infrastructure, accountable 
to governing entities for fines and penalties?  Who 
would be named in permits, manage system?  What 
will be culpability of individual users in terms of 
violations? 

It is too early to know the specifics of individual RWUAs.  These 
administrative specifics do not necessarily need to be known in order to 
provide a description of what the potential impacts to the physical 
environment would be as a result of the project.  See Master Response No. 
2. 

M-10 Long-term safety of wastewater and public 
perception of wine grapes irrigated with recycled 
water.   

See Master Response No. 2. 



 
 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
Sonoma County Water Agency  
 

North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project March 2009 
Final EIR/EIS 0402-0741 
Volume 3:  Comments and Responses 

4-15 

Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

M-11 Wonders how EIR can assume reservoirs will be 
built.  What changes would occur to the project if not 
all proposed reservoirs were constructed? 

See Master Response No. 6. 

M-12 North Sonoma County Conservation Corporation 
changed name to Coalition for Sustainable 
Agriculture? 

Comment noted 

M-13 Provides meeting minutes indicating that the City of 
Santa Rosa would not provide wastewater to SCWA.  

See Master Response No. 13. 

M-14 Alternatives analysis includes subsets of project as 
alternatives.  Feels Alternative 2 has greatest 
potential to cause environment harm. 

See Master Response No. 1. 

M-15 Alternative uses for wastewater by irrigating forests 
in North County.   

See Master Response No. 1 concerning development of alternatives.  
Vineyards and other agricultural products are closer to the sources of 
recycled water generators than the forestlands in the North County.  
Consequently, the costs of infrastructure would be less.  Further, vineyards 
are a major source of irrigation water, and applying such water would be 
consistent with requirements of a RWUA.  
In addition, irrigating forests that aren’t currently being irrigated would not 
meet the project goal of providing a source of irrigation water to offset 
existing irrigators that are currently pumping surface water and/or 
groundwater in the project area. 

M-16 DEIR does not acknowledge relationship between 
surface water and groundwater, soils, slopes, 
vegetation, crops, etc. 

Refer to Master Response No. 4 for more information on water dedicated to 
in-stream flows and beneficial uses. 

M-17 Lacking in detail/discussion, does not provide detail 
with regard to the need for the project 

See Master Response No. 4. 

M-18 Opposed by many farmers with the exception of a 
few large grape growers.   

Comment noted. 

M-19 Minimum number of acres to make project cost 
effective and number of acres needed in close 
proximity to make project work? 

See Master Response No. 2. 
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M-20 Request to see parcel maps showing who has 
expressed interest. 

See response to Comment A-13.  Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5, and 2-6 show the 
potential areas that could be irrigated if the NSCARP is fully implemented.  
The legends on these figures can be modified for the Final EIR/EIS to clarify 
the lines/colors used in the figure. 

M-21 Cost effectiveness of building 112 miles of pipeline if 
limited number of acres become available. 

See Master Response No. 2.  Outside scope of the DEIR/S; however, the 
SCWA would not build the project unless a specific alternative is feasible 
from a combination of cost, benefits, environmental impacts, and 
engineering. 

M-22 Confusion using City and Town.  Provide correct 
name, how storing water now, how irrigating, quality 
of wastewater, status of NPDES permit, and whether 
have expressed interest and willingness to 
contribute.   

See Master Response No. 13 for discussion of willingness/interest to 
contribute to project. 

M-23 Lack of City of Santa Rosa interest. See Master Response No. 13. 
M-24 Availability of wastewater and less water in drought 

year. 
NSCARP would be more efficient use of water by utilizing recycled water that 
would otherwise be discharged into streams from treatment plants, and 
would be particularly beneficial during times of drought when surface flows 
are reduced. 

M-25 Less water availability from Santa Rosa.  Viability of 
the project?  

See Master Response No. 13. 

M-26 Feels storage capacity far exceeds supply. The current water supply available from the WWTPs is 7,234 af/yr, which 
could increase to 20,135 f/yr by 2020.  The total available storage with 
enlarged Lytton Reservoir is 8,740 af, and without enlargement would be 
7,387 af.  Consequently, potential supplies exceed potential capacity. 

M-27 How can you have an irrigation plan without knowing 
if you will have wastewater.  What if conservation 
limits amount of wastewater generated? 

See Master Response No. 13.  If there is insufficient supplies of recycled 
water, or a lack of commitment from users and/or suppliers, SCWA would 
either reduce project scope or not proceed with the project. 

M-28 How would SCWA address runoff into rivers and 
creeks in summer when recreation use is greatest 
and waterbodies are most vulnerable to 
toxins/contaminants? 

Runoff is not anticipated.  RWUAs will be structured to prevent surface runoff 
(see Master Response No. 7 and response to Comment M-32 below). 
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M-29 Irrigators should not be allowed to use pesticides.  
What is range of chemicals used on irrigator’s fields?  
How do they combine with contaminants in 
wastewater?  Evidence for no endocrine disruptors in 
Santa Rosa wastewater? 

The use of pesticides by agricultural operations is a highly controlled/ 
regulated process that has its own set of health and safety regulations that 
govern their use.  Pesticide use by agricultural operations is not a 
component of the proposed project and is beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS. 
Chemical constituents in the treated water from the WWTPs are summarized 
in Tables 3.8-2, 3.12-1, and 3.12-2. 
See Master Response No. 5 concerning endocrine disruptors. 

M-30 Impaired water quality in area when runoff occurs.  
How to address when summer flows are low but 
recreational use high? 

See response to Comment M-28. 

M-31 Characterize chemicals and nutrients in wastewater, 
on the fields and in the river.  Address those 
chemicals in wastewater and their combination with 
those already in waterway.   

See response to M-29 above.  Under current conditions, the tertiary treated 
wastewater is discharged into the area waterways pursuant to RWQCB 
requirements.  Under the NSCARP project, recycled water used for the 
project would not be discharged into area waterways.  Consequently, the 
NSCARP project represents a reduction in the volume of treated wastewater 
entering the area’s streams. 

M-32 Large amounts of runoff in winter during frost 
protection season (saturated soils).  Would 
contaminants in wastewater or on land be considered 
point source discharge? 

RWUAs will comport with appropriate federal and state regulations, 
specifically Title 22 requirements and requirements imposed by the NPDES 
permit. 
Irrigation Area Requirements of the RWUA will: 
a) prohibit application of recycled water during periods of uncontrolled 

runoff; 
b) prohibit application of recycled water in excess of vegetative demand or 

field capacity; and 
c) require irrigation water to infiltrate completely within a 24-hour period to 

prevent ponding and conditions conducive to the proliferation of 
mosquitoes and other disease vectors. 

Section Master Response No. 7 for more detailed information concerning 
RWUAs. 
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M-33 Why no discussion of many listed species?  How 
would runoff containing contaminants affect 
downstream drinking water sources?  What if 
humans eat fish living in contaminated water? 

See Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4 regarding special-status species occurring in 
the project area.  Contamination levels would not exceed regulatory 
standards.  Water stored in the reservoirs would meet applicable water 
quality standards and would not be “contaminated.”  Reservoirs proposed for 
the project would not provide suitable habitat for game or food fish because 
of water level fluctuations and absence of vegetative cover.  Because 
reservoirs would be off-line, there would be no way for fish to enter reservoir 
from a live stream. 

M-34 Postpone certification of document because not 
ready to construct for 10-15 years.  Many SCWA 
projects that have potential to impact Russian River. 

See response to Comment M-4. 

M-35 EIR fails to acknowledge level of complexity of 
project on environment and interactions of many 
components. 

Comment noted. 

M-36 Impact of pharmaceuticals.  Disagrees with analysis 
in EIR.   

See Master Response No. 5. 

M-37 Concerned with irrigation runoff that causes 
chemicals to leach off land into waterways and 
potentially into aquatic life.   

See Master Response No. 8. 

M-38 Consulting and monitoring not adequate mitigation 
for endocrine disruptors.  Suggests prohibiting 
chemical use known to be hazardous on irrigated 
lands or drip irrigation to control runoff.  How will 
nutrient runoff protect fish habitat?   

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 7. 

M-39 Discussion of temperature?  Why was Laguna not 
discussed?  Questions regarding flows, water quality, 
evidence for most chemicals are in compliance? 

Project implementation would reduce discharges into Laguna de Santa 
Rosa.  See Master Response Nos. 5 and 7. 

M-40 Laguna, extensive invasive plant growth in river. Project would help in limiting this effect by applying treated wastewater on 
crops, which would take-up a portion of water that is currently discharged 
into Laguna.  See responses to Comments M-29 and M-31. 

M-41 Describe data collection in Table 3.8-2.  Describe 
how the 16 regulations and requirements could affect 
the project. 

The data for Table 3.8-2 was obtained from the City of Santa Rosa 
Incremental Recycled Water Program Draft EIR (City of Santa Rosa, 2003).  
Section 3.8 contains a discussion of relevant state and federal water quality 
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regulations that potential suppliers of water for the NSCARP will be required 
to comply with.  The NCRWQCB will monitor water quality supplied to the 
NSCARP to ensure that the water is in compliance with these regulations.  

M-42 Santa Rosa’s water reclamation requirements: not 
application during periods of uncontrolled runoff (frost 
protection?).  Questions what agricultural users 
would want to use wastewater if they had to abide by 
all of the requirements. 

Water application rates and times would be governed by RWUAs (See 
Master Response No. 7). 
Participation in the program would be voluntary.  If individual agricultural 
users determined that requirements were too restrictive, they would not be 
forced to participate. 

M-43 Wastewater does not meet standards at all times.  
Compliance process can take months. 

Mitigation Measure HWQ-4 and HYD-5 (updated) would provide sufficient 
safeguards in conjunction with RWUAs detailed under Master Response No. 
7. 

M-44 Cites partial abstract for impact study of copper on 
salmon. 

Because reservoirs are off stream, do not discharge into streams, and water 
applied to fields in a prescribed manner to eliminate runoff, the possibility of 
contact with salmon is insignificant.  See responses to Comments F-1 and 
M-32.  Further, no salmon could reach or survive in the reservoirs due to lack 
of suitable habitat (see response to Comment M-33 above).  Consequently, 
salmon would not come into contact with recycled water from project under 
normal operating conditions. 

M-45 Human and wildlife health must be protected.   Master Response No. 5. 
M-46 How will NSCARP address issues raised in the 

Riparian and Wetlands System Protection Policy 
(Coast Action Group)?  Vineyards 25’ from bank, no 
wastewater reaching river? 

SCWA encourages riparian protection.  The SWRCB website has additional 
information.  RWUAs will regulate runoff.  See Master Response No. 7. 

M-47 Anticipated changes by RRWPC listed.   See also response to Comment M-4 
Christopher Evans 
N-1 Concerned that EIR does not address human health 

impacts resulting from discharge of treated 
wastewater into Russian River. 

Discharge into Russian River is not proposed as part of this project.  In fact, 
the increased irrigation opportunities have the potential to reduce the amount 
of water discharged into the Russian River by the Town of Windsor and the 
City of Santa Rosa.  See response to Comment M-31 above. 

N-2 Will treated wastewater be discharged into Russian 
River?   

See response to Comment N-1. 



 
 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
Sonoma County Water Agency  
 

North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project March 2009 
Final EIR/EIS 0402-0741 
Volume 3:  Comments and Responses 

4-20 

Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

N-3 Why proceed with project before knowing if 
wastewater is hazardous to human health.   

See Master Response No. 5.  Recycled water use is not new and is already 
occurring on vineyards and other crops within many locations within Sonoma 
County, the region, and the state. 

N-4 Why not purify water like Orange County and 
Phoenix? 

Orange County and the City of Phoenix are using reverse osmosis treatment 
processes to treat water to drinking water standards in order to supplement 
their drinking water supplies.  NSCARP is for surface irrigation of crops, not 
drinking water.  Irrigation would also occur in a manner consistent with state 
health regulations established for the protection of human health and 
groundwater quality. 

N-5 If wastewater enters Russian River will it first have 
been treated using Reverse Osmosis filtration? 

At present, reverse osmosis filtration is not required.  Town of Windsor and 
City of Santa Rosa already discharge to the Russian River between October 
and May.  Reverse osmosis treatment is not required for a surface water 
discharge.  Orange County Sanitation District also discharges secondary-
treated wastewater through their ocean outfall.  Orange County Water 
District is having a portion of their wastewater treated with reverse osmosis 
and ultra-violet (UV) lights so that water can then be used for groundwater 
recharge and/or drinking water supplies. 

N-6 Currently effects of xenobiotics are unknown.  
Possible when more advanced methods are 
discovered that we find that xenobiotics are 
hazardous to human health? 

See Master Response No. 5 and response to Comment M-3.   

N-7 Has SCWA reserved funds for latest purification 
technology in case wastewater in the future is found 
to contain harmful chemicals? 

See Master Response No. 5. 

N-8 Isn’t project an experiment if it’s not currently 
possible to evaluate the health effects of certain 
chemicals as stated in the Draft EIR? 

The commenter is directed to Section 3.2, Agricultural Resources in the 
EIR/EIS that identified 68 jurisdictions in the State of California that use 
recycled water on pastures and crops.  In addition, at least eight jurisdictions 
use recycled water for vineyards.   

  Based on this widespread use, encouragement by the State Water 
Resources Board to use recycled water, and the regulations issued by the 
California Department of Health Services to use recycled water, the project 
cannot be considered an experiment. 
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  With respect to health effects of certain chemicals, see Master Response 
No. 5. 

N-9 Why haven’t scientists been retained to conduct 
studies of the effects of wastewater on humans, fish 
and wildlife? 

In addition to conferring with a number of scientists responsible for the 
preparation of the IRWP, a variety of scientific studies were reviewed and 
summarized by EIR/EIS preparers and analysts.  In the preparation of 
responses to comments, consultations were conducted with scientists.  See 
Master Response No. 5 and Appendix I for additional information provided 
by scientists and engineers concerning recycled water. 

N-10 How will results of studies be made public? Any relevant studies conducted by SCWA are on the website or available for 
review at the SCWA office 

N-11 Will SCWA pay for medical tests and treatment for 
individuals exhibiting health problems related to 
chemical exposure to compounds found in 
wastewater? 

See Master Response 5. 

Clancy Burns 
O-1 Suggests pipeline to and reservoir in Knights Valley. Comment noted.  This pipeline is not being considered for the NSCARP 

project. 
da Klein 
P-1 Doesn’t support subsidizing large projects that 

benefit vineyards owned by large corporations.  
Doesn’t believe in “a wine monoculture.” 

NSCARP project would benefit any agricultural entity in the service areas 
that agrees to participate.  Participation would not be determined on the 
basis of size or business organizational structure.  

  In addition to agricultural interests, the project would provide benefits to the 
fishery as detailed in Master Response No. 4. 
Crop selection is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS. 

Alexander Valley Acres Mutual Water Company 
Q-1 NSCARP proposes to store “disinfected tertiary 

treated recycled water” more than a mile from wells.  
Concerned with public health hazard by degrading 
groundwater quality.   

See Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9.   
The commenter is referred to “The Purple Book -- California Health Laws 
Related to Recycled Water”, which was issued by the California Department 
of Health Services, Division of Drinking Water and Environmental 
Management in 2001 (http://ww2.cdph.ca.gov/certlic/drinkingwater/ 
Documents/Recharge/Purplebookupdate6-01.PDF).  This document details 
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the standards for use of recycled water near potable water wells, with which 
the NSCARP will fully comply. 

Q-2 Maximum nitrate and nitrite concentrations and 
associated health risk. 

See Master Response No. 5.  Further treatment options possibly available in 
the future, but as of now, no additional treatment proposed in conjunction 
with NSCARP. 

Q-3 Chloroform exposure in excess of screening value: 
excess cancer risk. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

Q-4 Jordan Reservoir could not be sealed allowing 
recycled water to enter groundwater. 

See Master Response No. 6.  If a particular reservoir cannot be designed to 
not substantially degrade water quality, SCWA will eliminate it from 
consideration 

Q-5 “Emerging contaminants”, many survive wastewater 
treatment and biodegradation.  Using water near 
drinking water wells. 

See Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

Q-6 Many unknowns regarding effects of pharmaceuticals 
and other wastewater compounds and their 
interactivity with other compounds. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

Q-7 Potentially unidentified constituents post -treatment. Master Response No. 5. 
Q-8 Jordan site should be disqualified due to proximity to 

domestic water wells.  Recommends additional 
treatment. 

See Master Response Nos. 8 and 9.  Also see response to Comments D-8, 
M-41, and T-17. 

Phone Contact Record from Dave Rafanelli 
R-1 Opposed to pumping “that kind of water” into Dry 

Creek Valley. Doesn’t want to lose water rights. 
Comment noted.  See Section 2.5 of this EIR/EIS and Master Response No. 
10 concerning retention of water rights. 

R-2 Upset that their wells have been used since before 
Warm Springs Dam might be jeopardized. 

No unwanted loss of wells would occur because participation in the project is 
voluntary.  If an existing irrigator chooses not to participate, then they can to 
continue relying upon their existing water sources.  See expanded 
discussion of this issue under Section 2.5 of this EIR/EIS.  See Master 
Response No. 10. 

R-3 Concerned about failure to install more check-dams 
along Dry Creek to keep the creek bed from 
downcutting (said they were verbally promised years 
ago that more check-dams were planned). 

Check dams were installed along Dry Creek in cooperation between the 
SCWA and the Corps of Engineers in connection with the construction of 
Warm Springs Dam.  Commenter indicates that additional check dams were 
promised.  This issue goes beyond the scope of the proposed NSCARP.  
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The proposed project does not involve changes to the existing check dams 
or require the installation of any new check dams in Dry Creek or the 
Russian River. 

Friends of the Eel River 
S-1 No discussion of adverse, significant cumulative 

impacts or growth-related impacts with exception of 
construction traffic and utilities disruptions.  Not 
based on fact, feels DEIR/EIS needs to provide 
critical information to inform public and decision-
makers.  Rewrite and recirculate.   

See Master Response Nos. 1, 14, and 17. 

S-2 Interest by wastewater providers.   See Master Response No. 13. 
S-3 Source, quantities, and timing over lifespan of project See Master Response No. 13. 
S-4 Agreements with sources during very wet, wet, 

average, dry, and very dry years. 
SCWA’s standard irrigation agreements do not include use conditions based 
on water supply conditions. 

S-5 Agreements with recipients during very wet, wet, 
average, dry, and very dry years. 

See response to Comment S-4. 

S-6 How much water to be delivered each month of the 
water year to each sub-area, contractor, landowner 
for reservoir storage?  How much water to be 
delivered each month of the water year to each sub-
area, contractor, landowner without going to a 
reservoir for storage? 

Too early to precisely define specific operations of NSCARP.  See Master 
Response No. 6.  Refer to Project Description and maximum use (8,700 af) if 
fully implemented. 

S-7 How will water deliveries affect current or future need 
for Petitions for Temporary Urgency Change Petition 
with SWRCB? 

The Petition of Temporary Urgency Change (PTUC) is temporary and 
immediate in nature.  The NSCARP, if constructed, would be 5-10 years 
down the road.  However, the goals of the PTUC and the NSCARP are both 
to allow for a conservation of flows out of Lake Mendocino into the Russian 
River, which will allow more high quality cold water to remain available in 
Lake Mendocino for release for the fall salmon run.  See Master Response 
No. 4 and response to Comment A-11. 
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  Ideally, the NSCARP project would allow the SCWA to conserve more water 
in Lake Mendocino (as described in the document), which could reduce the 
need for future petitions for temporary urgency change petitions with the 
SWRCB. 

S-8 How will project affect amended or revised D-1610 
as considered by SCWA Board of Directors? 

Not determinable at this time.  There is no proposal to amend or revise 
D1610 associated with the implementation of the NSCARP. 

S-9 How will project affect current and future demands 
for water transferred from Eel River through the 
PG&E Potter Valley Project? 

Implementation of NSCARP would not reduce transfers from Eel River 
system. 

S-10 How will project affect current and future water draw 
demands? 

See Response to A-11.  The project, as proposed, provides an alternative 
source of irrigation water for agricultural irrigators.  These irrigators are 
currently using surface water or groundwater for irrigation in the project area.  
As stated in the EIR/EIS, surface waters or groundwater conserved as a 
result of this project will remain for beneficial environmental uses.  The 
NSCARP does not propose any changes in the SCWA’s current or future 
water draw demands. 

S-11 What will be the contractual consequences if SCWA 
is unable to deliver water to recipients? 

If the SCWA enters into a contract to supply recycled water and cannot meet 
its obligations, the user would have the right to terminate the agreement and 
return to using their existing water supply.  Similarly, if an agreement is 
entered into and the user does not take the specified amount of water from 
the project, SCWA (or whoever is administering the project) would have the 
right to terminate the agreement and reallocate that water to another user.  
See Master Response No. 7 for details of a typical RWUA. 

S-12 What is relationship between NSCARP water budget 
and improved flows in Russian River and tributaries 
under varying delivery scenarios? 

See Master Response No. 4 and response to Comment A-11. 

S-13 What will be effect on groundwater levels within 
NSCARP area? 

By reducing the amount of groundwater needed through substitution with 
recycled water, that volume of groundwater drafted would be reduced. 

S-14 Monitoring and testing of water used, groundwater 
where irrigation occurs, and on crops? 

See updated Impact HWQ-4. 

S-15 How will project affect fish species living in Russian 
River and tributaries and comply with Section 7 
Consultation and Biological Opinions for the species? 

No adverse impact to fisheries are expected due to the following reasons:  1) 
RWUAs would require end users to prevent water runoff through application 
of good farming practices (see Master Response No. 7); 2) water would be 
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properly stored in lined reservoirs and monitored to assure containment; 3) 
water quality parameters would be monitored by each of the entities 
providing recycled water to the NSCARP system; 4) recycled water would 
not be released into area streams; and, 5) preservation of surface and 
groundwater would allow greater flexibility on the part of SWCA to enhance 
the Russian River fishery through measures detailed in Master Response 
No. 4. 
A Biological Opinion (BO) was issued by the National Marine Fisheries 
Services (NMFS) on September 24, 2008 
(http://www.sonomacountywater.org/projects/documents/Signed-
RussianRiverFinalBO9-24-08.pdf).  This BO was issued for water supply, 
flood control operations, and channel maintenance activities in the Russian 
River conducted by the SCWA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and 
Mendocino County Russian River Flood Control and Water Conservation 
Improvement District.  The BO included a Reasonable and Prudent 
Alternative, which included the following elements: reduce flows in the 
mainstem Russian River from May through October 15; minimize high flow 
impacts in Dry Creek; adopt adaptive management of the estuary breaching; 
strengthen the coho salmon captive broodstock program; conduct a 
feasibility study of a Dry Creek bypass pipeline; install back-up water supply 
pipeline to the Warm Springs Dam hatchery; monitor fisheries, water quality, 
and aquatic invertebrates; and a number of other actions.  The BO did not 
address the NSCARP project, which will require its own BO from NMFS and 
USFWS.  However, the NSCARP project could assist in the goal of reducing 
flows in the Russian River in the spring and summer by using recycled water 
rather than water released from Lake Mendocino or Lake Sonoma (see 
Master Response No. 4).  Also see revised Section 1.3 in the Final EIR/S. 

S-16 How will project affect fish species living in Eel River 
and tributaries and comply with Section 7 
Consultation and Biological Opinions for the species?  
How will project affect continued reliance on Eel 
River diversions through PG&E project?  Effect on 
pikeminnow populations? 

The NSCARP project would not change existing conditions in the Eel River 
system.  See Response S-15. 
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S-17 DEIR/EIS doesn’t address impacts of sending treated 
wastewater to agricultural locations outside of SCWA 
service area instead of using wastewater within 
SCWA service areas to displace potable water 
demands on SCWA. 

Water is not being “exported” - all of the project area is within and adjacent to 
the Russian River or its tributaries.  The NSCARP is a proposal for the use of 
an existing source of recycled water for agricultural irrigation.  Displacing 
potable water demands on the SCWA is not a defined goal of the NSCARP.  
See Master Response No. 10. 

S-18 Project creates further dependencies on potable 
water from Russian River, Eel River, and 
groundwater supplies.  See referenced litigation.  
Effect of fish species in Eel and Russian rivers in 
varying water years on demands for potable water 
withdrawals from Russian and Eel rivers, tributaries, 
and groundwater? 

NSCARP would not create further dependency on potable water.  See 
Master Response No. 10.  
The Vineyard case requires an EIR to show substantial evidence water 
supply will be available to serve a project.  The comment assumes that 
NSCARP will place demands on potable water from various sources that 
could affect supply to future growth not associated with NSCARP.  However, 
the project would not free up water for other uses due to legal restrictions on 
water appropriation.  See Section 2.5 concerning retention of water rights. 
See also Response to Comment S-15. 

S-19 Export of treated wastewater, which could be used to 
offset potable water demand, is inconsistent with 
Sonoma County General Plan.   

The Sonoma County Planning Commission has not identified the use of 
recycled water for agricultural irrigation as inconsistent with the General 
Plan.  See response to S-17. 

S-20 Treated wastewater exported out of service areas 
proposed to supply wastewater to NSCARP.  Then 
unavailable for use to offset potable water demands. 

The NSCARP provides benefits on a regional basis rather than to a specific 
entity/community.  The NSCARP provides an alternative source of water for 
agricultural irrigators that currently obtain water from the Russian River or its 
tributaries or groundwater in the project areas.  The City of Santa Rosa and 
the Town of Windsor also are working separately on reuse projects in their 
service areas to replace potable water irrigation with recycled water.  
NSCARP is not a “this” or “that” proposal.  Instead, it is a complementary 
project that fits in with other projects being considered. 

S-21 NSCARP water demands not included in Sonoma 
County General Plan, its DEIR, or the Sonoma 
County Urban Water Management Plan 2005, 
making project inconsistent with those documents.  
Growth discussion. 

NSCARP is for the use of recycled water that already comes from the 
treatment plants.  There are no new water demands associated with the 
project.  The proposed project provides an alternative source of irrigation 
water for existing agricultural operations. 
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S-22 The General Plan states insufficient water to supply 
growth projected in GP.  Use of treated wastewater 
for use other than to offset potable water demand 
would only exacerbate the problem. 

The project does not offset potable water use demands.  The project also 
does not exacerbate potable water demands.  Addressing potable water 
demands of the region is not an objective of the NSCARP. 

S-23 Quotes from Sonoma County General Plan DEIR. See response to Comment S-18. 
S-24 DEIR/EIS doesn’t address cumulative impacts of 

wastewater proposed for NSCARP and use of 
recycled wastewaters exported from SCWA for other 
projects.  Look at listed salmonid species as well as 
recycled wastewater to be used by other projects.   

See Master Response No. 3. 

S-25 Need to evaluate North San Pablo Bay Restoration 
and Reuse Project. 

The proposed North San Pablo Bay Restoration and Reuse Project is in a 
different location and would use recycled water from a different source than 
the NSCARP.  Other than both being proposals to use recycled water for 
agricultural and/or irrigation, there is no connection between the two projects 

S-26 Need to evaluate projects in H.R. 236 North Bay 
Reuse Program Act of 2007. 

The proposed North Bay Reuse Program is in a different location and would 
use recycled water from a different source than the NSCARP.  Other than 
both being proposals to use recycled water for agricultural and/or irrigation, 
there is no connection between the two projects. 

S-27 Need to evaluate Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration 
Project. 

The proposed Napa Salt Marsh Restoration Project is in a different location 
and would use recycled water from a different source than the NSCARP.  
Other than both being proposals to use recycled water for agricultural and/or 
irrigation, there is no connection between the two projects. 

S-28 Need to evaluate any current or future agricultural 
irrigation reuse projects within SCWA area that do 
not use recycled wastewater to offset potable water 
demands, including North Bay Water Reuse 
Authority projects. 

The proposed North San Pablo Bay Restoration and Reuse Project is in a 
different location and would use recycled water from a different source than 
the NSCARP.  Other than both being proposals to use recycled water for 
agricultural and/or irrigation, there is no connection between the two projects.  

S-29 DEIR/EIS doesn’t address out of service area 
transfer for use by other reuse projects. 

See response to Comment S-17 and S-19. 

S-30 Greenhouse gas contribution from pumping to 
reservoirs and then for irrigation broken down by 
each region of NSCARP?   

See Master Response No. 12. 
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S-31 Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
decomposition of organic matter flooded in 
reservoirs?  

See Master Response No. 12. 

S-32 DEIR/EIS does not identify alternatives to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions during construction or 
operation.   

See Master Response No. 12. 

S-33 DEIR/EIS doesn’t identify constituents in treated 
wastewater supplies.   

See Tables 3.8-2, 3.12-1, and 3.12-2 for summaries of wastewater 
constituents. 

S-34 What are effects of toxins and contaminants on soil 
and soil organisms? 

The effect of toxins and contaminants on soil and soil organisms depends on 
myriad factors including concentration of compound(s), volume of 
compounds, duration of exposure, area affected, number and type of 
organisms affected, etc.  Comment is too general to provide a specific 
response. 

S-35 What are effects of toxins and contaminants on food 
crops?   

See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 

S-36 What are effects of toxins and contaminants on food 
produced from irrigated crops?   

See Master Response No. 5. 

S-37 Public perception of wine quality with treated 
wastewater irrigated grapes.   

See Master Response No. 2. 

S-38 Impacts of “tailspin” from negative public perception.  
Evaluate loss of jobs, housing, increased human 
services, changes in land use patterns, failed 
vineyards, etc.  Marketplace perception must be 
evaluated in DEIR/EIS.   

See Master Response No. 2. 

S-39 EIR/EIS does not contain soil or water monitoring for 
cumulative impacts, no bioaccumulation studies and 
no baseline studies.  Recycled Water User 
Agreement is not defined as to what users would be 
accountable for. 

See response to Comment S-14 and S-15, and Impact PUB-7.  SCWA may 
initiate enforcement action against water users who discharges recycled 
water in violation of agreement and RWQCB provisions.  See Master 
Response No. 7 concerning RWUAs. 

S-40 Evaluate impacts to public health associated with 
storage of treated wastewater. 

See Impact PUB-7.  Recycled water is currently stored in reservoirs at the 
WWTP sites, and no public health issues have been reported. 
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S-41 Studies to determine groundwater quality/flows for 
baseline as well as monitoring after construction. 

DWR publishes information regarding California groundwater in Bulletin 118 
(updated in 2003).  The state’s groundwater is divided in to basins and 
subbasins.  The majority of the NSCARP area covers three subbasins.  The 
reported groundwater quality in each subbasin is characterized as follows: 
Santa Rosa Valley, Healdsburg Area Subbasin 
The water in this area can be characterized as moderately hard to hard 
bicarbonate type and generally suitable for all uses (Cardwell, 1965).  TDS 
ranges from 90 to 500 mg/L but generally is less than 200 mg-L.  EC ranges 
from 178 to 672 µmhos/cm based on 16 wells from Alexander Valley and two 
wells from Healdsburg. 

  Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 

Constituent Group 
Number of 

Wells 
Sampled 

Number of Wells with 
a Concentration 
Above an MCL 

Inorganics - Primary 25 0 
Radiological 11 0 
Nitrates 26 0 
Pesticides 13 0 
VOCs and SVOCs 14 0 
Inorganics - Secondary 25 11  
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  Alexander Valley Groundwater Basin, Alexander Subbasin 

Groundwater is generally characterized as moderately hard to hard, 
bicarbonate (California Department of Water Resources, 1983).  Based on 
data from 16 wells sampled between 1957 and 1980, TDS ranged from 130 
to 444 mg/L and EC ranged from 178 to 672 µmhos/cm. 

Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 

Constituent Group Number of 
Wells Sampled

Number of Wells with 
a Concentration 
Above an MCL 

Inorganics - Primary 19 0 
Radiological 9 0 
Nitrates 21 0 
Pesticides 16 0 
VOCs and SVOCs 16 0 
Inorganics - Secondary 19 6  
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  Alexander Valley Groundwater Basin, Cloverdale Area Subbasin 

Groundwater in the basin is generally characterized as moderately hard to 
hard.  Based on data from four wells, TDS values ranged from 130 to 304 
mg/L and EC ranged from 178 to 454 µmhos/cm (California Department of 
Water Resources, 1983). 

Water Quality in Public Supply Wells 

Constituent Group 
Number of 

Wells 
Sampled 

Number of Wells 
with a Concentration 

Above an MCL 
Inorganics - Primary 10 0 
Radiological 7 0 
Nitrates 10 0 
Pesticides 9 0 
VOCs and SVOCs 8 0 
Inorganics - Secondary 10 0 

The groundwater quality information published by DWR is for a general 
baseline.  More detailed monitoring may be required for particular storage 
sites and will be determined during individual site inspections.  
References Cited 
California Department of Water Resources.  1983.  Evaluation of Ground 

Water Resources: Sonoma County.  Bulletin 118-4, Volume 5: Alexander 
Valley and Healdsburg Area. 

Cardwell, G.T. 1965.  Geology and Ground Water in Russian River Valley 
Areas and in Round, Laytonville and Little Lake Valleys, Sonoma and 
Mendocino Counties, California.  USGS Water Supply Paper 1548. 

S-42 Blocking of stream flows?   See response to Comment F-1.  Proposed project would not result in any 
blocked stream flows.  Pipelines would be under streams and suspended 
beneath bridges. 
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S-43 Evaluate increased seepage and summer flows in 
tributaries though project benefit is increased water 
flows in Russian River. 

See Master Response Nos. 8 and 4. 

S-44 Altered stream morphology by dam construction and 
emplacement, sediment capture, changes of peak 
streambed/bank altering flows.   

Reservoirs would be located off-channel and would not alter flows or 
hydromorphology of the Russian River or its tributaries.  See discussion in 
Impact HWQ-1, HWQ-3, HWQ-6, and HWQ-9.  Also see response to 
Comment F-1. 

Soda Rock Neighborhood Association 
T-1 Feels EIR/EIS is deficient (project need, project 

description, alternatives analysis, impact 
conclusions) and should be withdrawn.   

See Master Response Nos. 1, 18, and 19. 

T-2 Feels project puts drinking water supplies at risk as 
well as reputation of local wines.   

See Master Response No. 2. 

T-3 No residents in the Soda Rock Neighborhood have 
expressed interest in using recycled water. 

See Master Response No. 10.  Proposed project is voluntary.  It will only be 
constructed if there is interest among the potential users to support the 
project.  Anyone that does not wish to use the recycled water can continue to 
rely on their existing water supply source. 

T-4 No discussion of how much water is to remain in the 
Russian River and how additional quantity of water 
would benefit fisheries.   

See Master Response No. 4 concerning fishery benefits.  Up to 7,234 af/year 
presently with design of up to 13,000 af/year. 

T-5 Groundwater versus surface water comparison / 
discussion. 

An unknown but potentially large portion of the vineyard areas within the 
NSCARP area are currently irrigated with groundwater.  According to the 
City of Santa Rosa’s Incremental Recycled Water Program Discharge 
Compliance Project Draft EIR, it is estimated that of the 13,500 acre-ft/yr of 
irrigation in Cloverdale and Alexander valleys alone, about 78 percent was 
met solely by groundwater; about 6 percent was met by surface water; and 
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  about one percent was met by a combination of ground and surface water.  
About 15 percent of the estimated irrigation water had an unknown source of 
water. 
The City of Santa Rosa’s Draft EIR also contains detailed analyses of the 
interaction between groundwater and surface water.  They concluded that 
reduced groundwater pumping can result in discharge of groundwater to 
surface water sources.  The groundwater/surface water interaction is the net 
difference between the total pumping demands and the total recharge for the 
localized hydrologic budget near the well. 

T-6 Benefit to fisheries, potential diversion of recycled 
water to currently uncultivated land. 

See Master Response Nos. 4, 7, and 10.  Proposed project is intended to 
convert existing irrigators to a new source of irrigation water.  The proposed 
project is not intended to allow existing users to continue using their present 
water supplies and also take recycled water to irrigate additional, currently 
unirrigated lands.  See also Master Response No. 10 and responses to 
Comments S-15 and S-18. 

T-7 Project alternatives are too narrow and represent 
scaled-down version of same approach.   

See Master Response No. 1.  NSCARP is complementary to other projects 
under evaluation by the Town of Windsor and the City of Santa Rosa, not an 
alternative to them. 

T-8 Recommend advanced treatment options as 
alternative.   

Comment noted.  See Master Response No. 5. 

T-9 Should evaluate discharge, storage, and reuse 
options and should include Santa Rosa’s IRWP 
Master Plan as an alternative to the NSCARP. 

Agricultural use of recycled water, as proposed by the NSCARP project, is 
already an alternative that is identified in the City of Santa Rosa’s IRWP. 

T-10 Needs No. 1 and No. 2 are unrelated and by 
grouping them together, several feasible alternatives 
were effectively eliminated.   

See Master Response No. 1. 

T-11 No proof of long-term water supply. Project design is based on professional analysis for future recycled water 
supplies as detailed in Chapter 2 of the DEIR/EIS (page 2-10). 

T-12 Project purposes/objectives do not fully address 
need No.1 except for reducing surface water use for 
agriculture.  “Misstatement” of purposes/objectives. 

See Master Response No. 17. 

T-13 Further discussion of reduction of groundwater use.  See Master Response No. 10. 
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Who would benefit from potable water offset?  
Intentions for potable water offset from reduced use 
of groundwater for agricultural use.   

T-14 Need to quantify surface water diversion reduction in 
order to assess environmental benefit to fish habitat.  

See Master Response No. 4 and response to Comment T-4 

T-15 Cites USGS study for Alexander Valley.  Doubts that 
reductions in surface water diversions will benefit fish 
species since groundwater is the main water supply 
for Alexander Valley. 

See Master Response No. 4 
Groundwater extractions in Alexander Valley area are recharged significantly 
by surface water flows.  The main sources of groundwater recharge in the 
study area are direct infiltration of local precipitation that falls on the 
mountains and valley floor and infiltration of surface water from the Russian 
River and its tributaries, which is variable from year to year. 
The USGS report cited by the commenter was prepared by Metzgar, et al. in 
20061.  The report concluded that the estimate of groundwater recharge in 
the Alexander Valley is sensitive to even a small percentage change in 
estimates of precipitation, runoff, and evopotranspiration.  Any change in 
these parameters could result in an order of magnitude difference in 
recharge estimates.  Further, the report concluded that groundwater quality 
changes over time may result from natural processes, changes in irrigation 
practices, or from declining water levels. 
By reducing groundwater extractions through use of recycled water, the 
NSCARP could result in an increase in groundwater supplies in the 
Alexander Valley  
1Metzgar, L.L. Farrar, C.D., Koczot, K.M., and Reichard, E.G.  2006.  
Geohydrology and Water Chemistry of the Alexander Valley, Sonoma 
County, California.  U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 
2006-5115. 
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T-16 No water balance, chemical balance, and fate and 
transport analyses are shown.  Retained 
hydrogeologist to conduct studies, which concluded 
NSCARP would cause local groundwater supplies to 
go from high quality to low quality.  Resulting in 
violation of Anti-Degradation Policy. 

Analysis provided by the retained hydrogeologist shows that the quality of 
the recycled water is quite similar (and better in some cases) than the 
existing groundwater in the Alexander Valley area.  The analysis provided to 
show that nitrates and TDS are a problem is oversimplified and relies on an 
assumption that the levels of nitrates and TDS in recycled water will increase 
to double their existing concentrations.  However, this doubling of 
concentration is not similarly applied to the existing irrigation source water 
use, thereby erroneously reporting an even greater difference in TDS and 
nitrate levels between the recycled water use and existing source water use.  
However, even in the unlikely event that recycled water use results in TDS 
and nitrate level increases, the numbers provided by the retained 
hydrogeologist indicate that nitrate and TDS levels are still within existing 
drinking water standards. 
Also see Master Response No. 8. 

T-17 Monitoring not acceptable mitigation.  Doesn’t feel 
like this significant impact was fully disclosed, no 
supporting analysis. 

Impacts HWQ-4 and HWQ-5 identified potential degradation of groundwater 
from project reservoirs as a potential significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-5 identified use of clay liners to reduce effects to groundwater to less 
than significant levels.  Mitigation Measure HWQ-4 also required the 
implementation of a monitoring program to determine the efficacy of the 
liners in maintaining groundwater quality.  The measure also requires 
affirmative action on the part of SCWA to repair any liner if water quality 
levels exceed MCL’s.  Consequently, Mitigation Measure HWQ-4 and 5, 
when taken together, are not for monitoring only, but also to remediate 
damage to liners.  Both of these impacts and associated mitigation measures 
have been further clarified in the Final EIR/EIS. 
In addition, as detailed at Comment F-5, the North Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board will require SCWA to submit detailed specifications 
prior to reservoir construction to assure that the liners are the appropriate 
thickness and installed properly to be fully protective of groundwater or, 
alternatively, to comply with prescriptive liner standards identified in Title 27, 
Division 4, Article 4. 
To avoid confusion, HWQ-4 and 5, have been consolidated and updated with 
information provided by the North Coast Regional Board. 
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T-18 Need to evaluate constituents in treated wastewater.  Effluent water quality testing is required by the WWTP operators in 
compliance with permits issued by NCRWQCB.  Recycled water used for the 
NSCARP project will meet state and federal standards.  See response to 
Comment S-33. 

T-19 Need to evaluate all of the chemicals Identified by 
the USGS as Emerging Contaminant of Concern.  At 
least identify their presence in proposed recycled 
water supply and at what concentrations.   

See Master Response No. 5. 

T-20 Lacks site-specific groundwater evaluation showing 
estimated rate of lateral movement. 

Because the NSCARP would not recharge aquifers, but would reduce 
pumping, it would not be expected to affect groundwater movement.  
Mitigation Measure HWQ-4 has been modified to include engineering 
standards and monitoring ensure the protection of groundwater quality. 

T-21 Only 5 of the 19 reservoir sites were evaluated. See Master Response No. 6. 
T-22 How can a determination be made if geotechnical 

feasibility hasn’t been established?  How can the 
impact be less than significant if the reservoir sites 
have yet to be studied? 

See Master Response No. 6. 

T-23 Cites Santa Rosa’s draft engineering report for 
Jordan reservoirs, noting fault potential and landslide 
potential, need for extensive “underseepage control 
measures”.  Commenter feels The Geoservices 
Group's report on the Jordan reservoir sites is 
superficial and flawed. 

See Master Response No. 6. 

T-24 Feels determination for Impact TRA-4 (LTS with 
mitigation) isn’t credible.  Also states that emergency 
access isn’t only impact of significant traffic delays. 

NSCARP managers would coordinate with emergency response agencies to 
ensure they are aware of routing considerations and that traffic lanes are 
available for emergency vehicles.  The issue of significant traffic delays is 
analyzed in Impact TRA-1.  A Traffic Control Plan (see Environmental 
Commitments), would limits traffic delays as much as feasible.  See also 
response to Comment X-38. 
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  See Master Response No. 2.  Construction phasing would make impact 
relatively minor.  As stated on p. 2-40, pipeline construction would occur at a 
rate of 100 to 400 feet per day dependent on location; therefore, there would 
be no long-term disruption at any one location for longer than a few days. 

T-25 Lacks reasonable analysis of traffic delays likely to 
result from construction and effects of delays on 
residents, businesses, tourism and emergency 
access. 

See response to Comments T-24, and X-38.  Also note that the Traffic 
Control Plan is not limited to those measures listed.  If the SCWA, in 
coordination with affected agencies, determines that different procedures 
must be adopted, then they will be incorporated into the project when 
warranted. 

T-26 Unclear how traffic (including access for residents, 
farm equipment, school buses, delivery trucks, 
emergency vehicles) can be maintained when many 
lanes are narrower than two lanes combined. 

See responses to Comments T-24, and T-25.  Special circumstances would 
be addressed by the Traffic Control Plan, as necessary. 

T-27 Inconsistency with General Plan Objective RC-3.1 if 
Jordan reservoirs can’t be lined.  Resulting in 
percolation, which could contaminate groundwater. 

See Master Response No. 6.  If a particular reservoir cannot be built in 
accordance with NCRWQCB or DSOD standards, it would be omitted from 
consideration. 

T-28 Conflicts with General Plan Objective RC-3.3.  Risks 
to groundwater and surface water quality. 

See response to Comment T-27 above and Master Response 5.  NSCARP 
would comply with Title 22 and other appropriate water quality regulations.  
Also see Master Response No. 8. 
See Master Response No. 2.  Construction phasing would make impact 
relatively minor.  As stated on p. 2-40, pipeline construction would occur at a 
rate of 100 to 400 feet per day dependent on location; therefore, there would 
be no long-term disruption at any one location for longer than a few days. 

T-29 Without quantifiable results, can’t determine if 
Alternative 2 is adequately sized to protect fisheries.  
Also should consider other factors besides fish 
habitat in selected the preferred and environmentally 
superior alternative 

See Master Response No. 4. 

T-30 Project description, need/purpose, environmental 
setting, alternatives analysis are inadequate.  Feels 
necessary studies must be completed and then 
document should be revised and recirculated 

Comment noted. 
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Dennis O’Rorke 
U-1 Has not been proven that treatment plants filter out 

chemical compounds that might be taken up by 
plants and groundwater.  Concerned with negative 
publicity to wine industry resulting from use of treated 
wastewater 

See Master Responses No. 2 and No. 5. 

U-2 Feels the project is a tactic by the Board of 
Supervisors and SCWA to convince State regulators 
to approve additional water use from Lake 
Mendocino and Lake Sonoma for future 
development. 

The SCWA has been working on obtaining additional water rights for the use 
of water in Lake Sonoma.  The efforts to obtain these additional water rights 
began prior to and independent of the NSCARP.  The SCWA will continue to 
work towards obtaining additional water rights for the use of water in Lake 
Sonoma regardless of the NSCARP.  As noted in the NSCARP DEIR/EIS, 
the NSCARP will provide regional environmental benefits.  The NSCARP will 
not provide for new unallocated water supplies to be available in the Russian 
River or its tributaries. 

Russian Riverkeeper 
V-1 Recommends additional considerations for 

cumulative impact analysis. 
See Master Response No. 3.  
As stated in Section 1.3, Background of Purpose and Need, because of the 
complex interaction of groundwater with surface water flows, groundwater 
flow lags, seasonality of flows, future levels of participation in the NSCARP 
project, and other factors (see Footnote 1 in Chapter 1), it is not possible to 
precisely estimate the volume of appropriated water that would be available 
for instream uses.  Thus, the EIR/EIS acknowledges that there are factors 
such as: 1) temporary reduction petitions and decision by Sonoma County 
Board of Supervisors to modify Decision 1610 to reduce flows; and 2) 
uncertain amounts of available wastewater. 

V-2 Vague project description with no contracted 
suppliers and no contracted customers.   

See Master Response No. 13 and discussion in Chapter 1 concerning 
potential users of recycled water. 

V-3 Project need not clearly defined.  Document should 
have evaluated other alternatives like conservation.   

See Master Responses No. 1 and No.18.  See response to Comment J-9 
concerning SCWA’s commitment to water conservation. 
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V-4 Geotechnical reports conclude more studies are 
necessary.  How can mitigations be developed when 
we don’t know what is required for construction of the 
project? 

Additional studies will be conducted as project proceeds (see Master 
Response No. 6).  See response to Comment A-14. 

V-5 Questions regarding construction of dams to prevent 
seepage, overflows, when dams would be built in 
potentially unstable canyons.  How to protect water 
quality. 

See Master Response No. 8 and response to Comment T-27 above. 

V-6 How can compliance with Title 22 make this LTS 
when the water doesn’t meet California Toxics Rule 
and Basin Plan water quality standards?  

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality 
requirements. 
The California Toxics Rule relates to discharges into surface water.  The 
NSCARP will represent a reduction on discharges into surface waters at the 
WWTP sites, and is not designed or intended to release recycled water into 
surface waters. 

V-7 How can meeting Title 22 water quality standards 
prevent significant impact to groundwater?  Suggests 
Title 22 is not protective enough to prevent significant 
impacts.  Note Orange County example. 

See Master Response No. 8.  Note that Orange County has injected directly 
into groundwater for many years.  Different type and magnitude of project. 

V-8 Orange County uses membrane filtration and reverse 
osmosis and advanced oxidation before introducing 
treated water into the groundwater.  How is Title 22 
enough? 

See response to Comment V-7 above. 

V-9 Air quality and public health impacts from treated 
wastewater during frost protection? 

See Master Response No. 5 and response to Comment J-1 

V-10 Need evaluation of over-irrigation, frost protection, 
certain releases to streams and groundwater.  These 
issues also need to be mitigated. 

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 7 and response to Comment J-1 

Doreen Atkinson 
W-1 Against piping wastewater from Guerneville Sewer 

Treatment Plant for same reason as Dennis O’Rorke.  
See Responses to Comment Set U. 

W-2 Use of wastewater on crops could result in negative 
publicity and affect Sonoma County agriculture. 

See Master Response No. 2. 
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W-3 Supports comment U-2 by Dennis O’Rorke  See Response to Comment U-2. 
Dry Creek Valley Association 
X-1 Must include IRWP and Santa Rosa NPDES Permit 

projects in alternative analysis and determination of 
cumulative impacts. 

See Master Response No. 1 

X-2 Commenter states that all previous comments 
submitted by DCVA are incorporated by reference.   

Scoping was used by SCWA in identifying the range of actions, alternatives, 
mitigation measures, and significant effects to be analyzed in depth in the 
DEIS/R, and in eliminating for detailed study those issues found not to be 
important. 

  SCWA could find no basis to support addressing comments not specifically 
submitted in response to the DEIS/EIR.  To address past comments not 
specifically submitted in response to the DEIR/EIS would be problematic 
because SCWA does not know what documents or which comments 
submitted in the past are specifically relevant to the alternatives considered.  
Therefore, in order to preserve the administrative record to substantiate that 
SCWA responded to comments received in response to the DEIR/EIS, it is 
necessary that SCWA have a specific comment with which to respond.  By 
requesting SCWA to assume all previous comments received by a party are 
“incorporated by reference” does not allow the public to review the actual 
comment, and does not provide assurance that SCWA may not have missed 
a comment related to NSCARP, but submitted to another project, or was 
prepared before the current array of alternatives was prepared.  
Consequently, SCWA will address those comments received in response to 
the NSCARP DEIR/EIS. 
All comments received during the scoping and DEIR/EIS public review 
period are part of administrative record and available to decision makers. 

X-3 Requests that EIR/EIR be revised and recirculated.   Comment noted. 
X-4 Few comments provided during scoping period have 

been incorporated into EIR. 
See response to Comment X-2 above. 

X-5 Project description and need are not substantiated 
and no commitment for supply.   

See Master Response Nos. 4 and 13. 
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X-6 Claims North County receives no volume of 
wastewater resulting in significant increase. 

NSCARP does not increase the treatment capacity of the WWTPs.  The 
volume leaving treatment plants would not change as a result of 
implementing NSCARP. 

X-7 Cumulative impact analysis needs to consider Santa 
Rosa, Windsor, and Healdsburg, and the impacts of 
disposing billions of gallons of wastewater over the 
course of decades. 

See Master Response No. 3. 

X-8 Impact of wastewater on soil, water, threatened fish 
species, oak woodlands, and groundwater 
resources?  

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 8. 

X-9 Availability of reference documents for public review. Reference documents are available at the Sonoma County Water Agency 
office. 

X-10 Impact determinations based on lack of available 
data.  Incorporate “valid” studies? 

Refer to Master Response No. 5 for a response to concerns about trace 
contaminants in wastewater.   

X-11 Lack of supporting evidence, lack of mitigation, lack 
of strong mitigation measures (not monitoring alone).  
Remedy recipient of problem and fix problem, don’t 
just fix problem. 

Refer to updated Mitigation Measure HWQ-4 

X-12 SCWA must show impacts on all natural systems, 
indicator species, and human health.  

See Master Response No. 5. 

X-13 Need to reduce surface water diversions is not 
quantified or supported.  Biological opinion?   

See Master Response No. 4 and response to Comment S-15. 

X-14 How much surface water and groundwater will be 
saved?  How much saved in Russian River above 
Dry Creek/below Dry Creek?  How much will be 
dedicated to fish habitat vs. other uses?  How will 
this dedication be enforced?  How will the savings 
benefit fish habitat?  

See Master Response Nos. 4 and 10. 

X-15 Correlation between agricultural water use and 
surface water diversions.  Only fraction of offset of 
agricultural water used results from surface water 
diversions. 

See Master Response Nos. 4 and 10 and responses to Comments S-20 and 
S-22. 
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X-16 Urban reuse alternative not addressed, provides 
essentially 100% offset.   

Urban reuse is not a part of the NSCARP project.   

X-17 Santa Rosa Urban Reuse Project will preserve more 
water in storage than NSCARP. 

Comment noted.  The City of Santa Rosa is currently evaluating a project to 
expand the urban reuse of recycled water.  Urban reuse would not meet 
objectives of NSCARP, but the two projects are not incompatible.  See 
Master Response No. 13. 

X-18 Lack of commitment from potential water suppliers See Master Response No. 13. 
X-19 Need for infrastructure?  Need will likely be met be 

Santa Rosa Seasonal Storage and Urban Reuse 
Projects.  NSCARP need not substantiated 

Comment noted.  See Master Response No. 4. 

X-20 What is the quantity of wastewater needed to supply 
the project? 

Quantity needed would depend on the alternative selected for 
implementation.   

X-21 Potential suppliers See Master Response No. 13. 
X-22 Need to identify defined water source in order to 

“credibly analyze potential impacts of this project”.   
See Master Response No. 13. 

X-23 Believes project will result in significant impacts to 
threatened fish species, which is in conflict with the 
project need. 

Because no construction is proposed within channels supporting threatened 
fish species, habitat would not be affected.  Project would provide benefits to 
threatened fish.  See Master Response No. 4. 

X-24 Limited scope of alternatives, merely subset of same 
project.  Needs to consider alternative use for 
wastewater.   

See Master Response No. 1 

X-25 Because Santa Rosa will be a primary supplier, need 
to consider alternatives such as the Santa Rosa 
Urban Reuse Project. 

Urban reuse would not meet project objectives.  

X-26 Alternative 2 as environmentally superior alternative 
is flawed.  Primary need not supported.  Need 
broader range of alternatives.  Probable groundwater 
contamination is inadequately analyzed.   

See Master Response No. 1 for discussion of alternatives considered; No. 8 
for discussion of groundwater protection; No. 11 for discussion of how 
Alternative 2 was selected as the “Environmentally Superior” alternative; 
and, No. 4 and Chapter 1 of the DEIR/EIS for discussion of the project’s 
primary needs. 
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X-27 Cumulative impacts: document must analyze 
environmental impacts of all treated wastewater 
projects (SCWA, IRWP, Windsor, and Healdsburg).   

See Master Response No. 3. 

X-28 Full implementation of IRWP would require 1.2 billion 
gallons of storage.  Correlation of NSCARP.  

See Master Response No. 13. 

X-29 How are Windsor and Healdsburg projects related to 
NSCARP?  

See Master Response No. 13. 

X-30 How do SCWA EIRs for Russian River County 
Irrigation District irrigation projects interrelate to 
NSCARP?  

The proposed Russian River County Sanitation District recycled water 
project is in a different location and would use recycled water from a different 
source than the NSCARP.  Other than both being proposals to use recycled 
water for agricultural irrigation, there is no connection between the two 
projects. 

X-31 How does Guerneville Treatment Plant to Graton 
interrelate to NSCARP 

See response to Comment X-30 above.  There is no association between 
the projects. 

X-32 Water quality and public health and safety cumulative 
impact analysis is inadequate.  Need to consider 
NSCARP in conjunction with Santa Rosa Discharge 
Compliance project, Santa Rosa Seasonal Storage 
project, Santa Rosa Urban Reuse Project, Windsor 
projects, and Healdsburg projects. 

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 3. 

X-33 Water quality and public health and safety analysis in 
conjunction with reduced flow in Dry Creek and 
Russian River, biological opinion, Resolution 1610, 
climate change, etc. 

See Master Response Nos. 5, 4, and 12.  Also see added text discussing 
global climate change in Chapter 3.3 (Air Quality).   
See Response to A-15.  Minimum instream flows required by Decision 1610 
would continue to be met.   
See Response to S-15 concerning a Biological Opinion.  

X-34 Export of waters from SCWA area part of NSCARP.  
Cumulative discussion needs to consider this in 
conjunction with other water exports (including Napa 
Sonoma Baylands Marsh Restoration Project). 

See Responses to Comments S-17, S-19, and S-20. 
The proposed Napa Sonoma Baylands Marsh Restoration Project is in a 
different location and would use recycled water from a different source than 
the NSCARP.  Other than both being proposals to use recycled water for 
agricultural and/or irrigation, there is no connection between the two projects 
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X-35 How will implementation of NSCARP reduce or 
eliminate opportunities to offset potable water 
demands? 

See responses to Comments S-18, S-19, S-20, S-22, and T-13, and Master 
Response No. 10. 

X-36 Growth-inducing.  How much diversion will be 
reduced?  What impact will decreased groundwater 
pumping have on stream flows?  How much 
additional water will remain in storage and where?  
More water left in storage will be available for use by 
someone else.   

See Master Response Nos. 4, 10, and 14. 

X-37 Developing reservoirs in pasture/oak woodland.  
Need to address impact of water availability in these 
areas and subsequent development of vineyards 

See Master Response No. 10.  Development of new vineyards, or use of 
water in excess of appropriated rights or RWUA, would require permits from 
RWQCB. 

X-38 Economic downside of 10-year construction period 
on tourism market. 

See Master Response No. 2.  Construction phasing would make impact 
relatively minor.  As stated on p. 2-40, pipeline construction would occur at a 
rate of 100 to 400 feet per day dependent on location; therefore, there would 
be no long-term disruption at any one location for longer than a few days. 

X-39 Odors from reservoirs, negative impacts of signage 
advertising use of recycled water for irrigation, purple 
pipelines aboveground. 

Comment noted. 

X-40 Need more recent study than 1987 Monterey study.  
Need to evaluate Santa Rosa wastewater, 
disinfection with UV radiation.  EIR/EIS requires: 
analysis for pathogens of treatment plant effluent, 
analysis of pathogen interactions while wastewater is 
in storage, and pathogen levels prior to reuse 
application 

No evidence provided that the data or conclusions from the 1987 Monterey 
study are in error.  NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal 
water quality regulations.  See also Master Response No. 2. 

X-41 Need study demonstrating effect of recycled water on 
grapes (different varieties), NSCARP soil types, 
conducting analysis using specific wastewater to be 
used in NSCARP. 

See Master Response No. 2.  Draft EIR/EIS cited relevant study of recycled 
water used on vineyards in Napa County, and also provided water quality 
data from the City, ALWSZ, and Town WWTPs, which were compared 
against FAO irrigation water guidelines (see Impact Statement AG-4 in 
Section 3.2).  Response to Comment N-3 and Section 3.2 of Draft EIR/EIS 
detailed number of municipalities utilizing recycled water for agricultural 
purposes including vineyard irrigation. 
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Implementation of the NSCARP project would not preclude individual or 
collective agricultural interests in conducting water and soil testing on 
individual plots prior to entering into a RWUA.  Terms and conditions of the 
RWUA will specify user and provider responsibilities (see Master Response 
No. 7). 

X-42 How will salts in recycled water build-up in soils?  
Need study to evaluate different soil types within 
project area. 

See Master Response No. 15.  

X-43 Where are studies or the commitment for studies of 
recycled wastewater application to prime agricultural 
soils? 

See Master Response Nos. 2 and 15.   

X-44 Construction impacts will destroy more threatened 
fish habitat than the operational flow releases will 
enhance. 

See Master Response No. 4 and response to Comment X-23 above. 

X-45 Calculation of excess cancer deaths per year and 
over course of construction period. 

It should be noted that health risk modeling is highly conservative, and 
designed to be compared to equally conservative thresholds to determine 
the significance of an activity.  The results were developed to be used in a 
regional and statistical manner and should not be used to estimate the 
number of “dead people” within a specific area.  Also note that the values 
quoted in the EIR/EIS and comment letter (less than 250 excess cancer 
deaths per million) is based on the combined exposure of the population to 
all sources of air toxics in the region, and is relatively low.  A recently 
completed study by the Air Resources Board determined that the health risk 
from diesel particulate matter in west Oakland is 1,180 excess cancer deaths 
per million.  The proposed project would involve the emissions of air toxics 
from diesel exhaust, and would incrementally contribute to cumulative health 
risk impacts.  This cumulative impact is considered less than significant due 
to the small magnitude (relative to regional emissions) and dispersed nature 
(numerous project sites, mostly miles apart) of project-related air toxics 
emissions.  The Air Resources Board is addressing this cumulative impact 
on a regional level, with a plan to reduce diesel particulate matter by 75 
percent by 2010, through the use cleaner fuels, cleaner engines and other 
State-wide measures. 
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The Table provided in this comment letter is misleading as it compares 
NSCAPCD thresholds developed for stationary sources (e.g., industrial 
operations) to project-related construction emissions, which are mobile 
sources.  In any case, the EIR/EIS recognizes the magnitude of the air 
emissions and determined the project would have a significant impact on air 
quality.  It should also be noted that the construction emissions presented in 
the EIR/EIS represent a peak year during a very optimistic construction 
schedule, and actual emissions are anticipated to be substantially lower. 

X-46 NOx and PM10 emissions, contribution to acid rain. NOx may result in the formation of PM2.5 in the atmosphere through the 
reaction with ammonia and formation of particulate ammonium nitrate.  Most 
of this particulate is smaller than 2.5 microns (aerodynamic diameter), and is 
better characterized as PM2.5 and not PM10.  The use of the phrase “deadly 
PM10” in the comment is confusing and misleading, as most of the project 
sites are located in agricultural areas, which are currently exposed to 
substantial amounts of cultivation-related dust (including PM10).  Certain 
atmospheric conditions may result in the conversion of NOx to nitric acid, 
which may fall as acidic rain.  However, nitric acid is not considered an air 
toxic (see the ARB’s Toxic Air Contaminant List, December 1999).  
The EIR/EIS includes all measures recommended by the BAAQMD, and any 
other measures which are technically feasible.  It is not feasible for the 
SCWA to develop new technology to control construction equipment and 
truck emissions.  The ARB is responsible for this activity and measures to 
reduce air toxics are under development and have been implemented, such 
as ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel.  Construction equipment and vehicles to be 
used for project construction over the 10 to 20 year construction period 
would utilize new fuels and engines in general use at that time. 

X-47 AQ analysis must be provided to back up 
assumptions and conclusions.  Also include 
specifications on # of construction vehicles, hours of 
operation, and type of fuels used. 

Appendix E of the EIR/EIS provides the assumptions used in estimating air 
emissions, including the equipment type, horsepower, operating hours and 
fuel type.  Based on Section 4.12 of the background document for ARB’s 
EMFAC model, 92 percent of diesel combustion particulate matter is less 
than 2.5 microns (aerodynamic diameter).  Therefore, diesel exhaust PM2.5 
emissions for a peak construction day would be approximately 43.3 pounds 
(47.1 * 0.92). 
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X-48 Project must comply with newer EPA standards for 
PM2.5 emissions. 

We interpret the phrase “newer EPA standards for PM2.5 emissions” to refer 
to the updated Federal ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 of 35 ug/m3.  
Table 3.3-1 of the EIR/EIS has been updated to reflect this new standard.  
As stated in Section 3.3.3 of the EIR/EIS, emissions that would violate an 
ambient air quality standard are considered a significant impact, and 
potential impacts are addressed under Impact AQ-3. 

X-49 Impact of fugitive dust or PM10 emissions on fish 
species or crops.  How much silt will go into 
tributaries? 

Dust generated by earth disturbance (“coarser dust” as per the comment) 
would be approximately 561 pounds PM10 on a peak construction day.  In 
addition, a similar amount of dust greater than 10 microns would also be 
generated as a result of ground disturbance and could be settle onto surface 
waters.  However, these particles typically settle out within a few hundred 
feet of the source and the proportion of the affected area comprised of 
surface water is very small.  In addition, the project would implement 
numerous dust control measures (see the Dust Suppression Plan in the 
project description), which would reduce dust levels to near ambient 
conditions.  Siltation of streams due to fugitive dust deposition is not 
anticipated.  Potential siltation caused by soil erosion is addressed under 
Mitigation Measure HWQ-1. 

X-50 Impact of particulate matter on vegetation. We understand dust deposition on crops adjacent to project construction 
sites may adversely affect these crops through reduced photosynthesis, 
increased leaf mortality and greater susceptibility to disease and insect 
infestation.  The project would implement numerous dust control measures 
(see the Dust Suppression Plan in the project description), which would 
reduce dust levels to near ambient conditions.  Substantial project-related 
crop losses due to fugitive dust are not anticipated. 

X-51 Must enforce stringent measurable mitigation 
measures to control fugitive dust emissions during 
10-year construction period.   

See responses to Comments X-48 and X-45.  

X-52 No Section 3.3.5 on downloaded document.  What 
are the PM10 emission control measures? 

See Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 



 
 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
Sonoma County Water Agency  
 

North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project March 2009 
Final EIR/EIS 0402-0741 
Volume 3:  Comments and Responses 

4-48 

Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

X-53 Title 22 and wastewater’s potential impact on human 
health, endocrine disruptors.  Compliance with 
California Toxics Rule, Basin Plan, and Anti-
Degradation Policy.  Must meet requirements 
recently issued by NCRWQCB. 

See Master Response No. 5.  Project will meet all applicable regulations. 

X-54 Order R1-2006-0045 and requirements for storage 
and reuse. 

This Order is available on the RWQCB’s website. 

X-55 EIR/EIS must substantiate when samples were taken 
for Santa Rosa wastewater study and 
quantity/concentration of wastewater in samples are 
indicative of wastewater to be used by NSCARP. 

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality 
requirements.  See Master Response No. 5. 

X-56 Endocrine disruptors: no change in volume of treated 
water.  Stored in reservoirs rather than Laguna. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

X-57 Potential degradation of salmon habitat. Master Response Nos. 4 and 7 concerning fishery benefits and user 
agreements.  Also note response to Comment F-1 regarding off-stream 
reservoirs. 

X-58 Runoff into tributaries: contamination of groundwater, 
plant uptake, damaging plants, grapes, taste of wine.  

See response to Comment F-1 regarding runoff.  See Master Response No. 
8 for discussion of groundwater contamination); Master Response No. 5 
regarding potential uptake of emerging contaminants; and, Master Response 
No. 2 regarding taste of wines produced.   

X-59 Need data to support no significant impact on fish 
species, potential contaminants unknown.   

See Master Response Nos. 4 and 5. 

X-60 Need data to determine impact of treated wastewater 
on fish, quality of treated wastewater.  Need data 
demonstrating organic chemicals in treated 
wastewater, impacts to animals and plants.   

See Master Response No. 5. 

X-61 Pursuant to Order R-1-2006-0045 and the Anti-
Degradation Policy, need to Identify organic 
contaminants, and their potential to enter and 
degrade soil and groundwater 

Order R-1-2006-0045 and NPDES No. CA0022764 were issued to the City 
of Santa Rosa for the Santa Rosa Subregional Treatment System by 
NCRWQCB.  It will be the responsibility of the City to comply with that 
specific Regional Board order.  Other providers of recycled water to 
NSCARP will require a similar NPDES permit compliance. 
See Master Response Nos. 5, 8, and 9. 
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X-62 Availability of reference library for public review.   References are available for review at the SCWA office.  Individuals seeking 
to review documents will be requested to notify SCWA in advance, and to 
identify specific references that will be review. 

X-63 Studies on reservoir sites not cited. Citations corrected or revised in Chapter 8 (References) and in Chapter 3.7. 
X-64 Request during scoping process to include analysis 

of impact of different types of soils within the 
NSCARP area. 

See Master Response No. 15. 

X-65 Need to evaluate potential accumulation of salts in 
NSCARP soils. 

See Master Response No. 15. 

X-66 Need data on long-term changes in salinity. See Master Response No. 15. 
X-67 Need to address chemical uptake by crops See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 
X-68 Proof of nitrates not migrating beyond the root zone 

of plants?  Impact of frost protection with regard to 
spread of treated wastewater with nitrates potentially 
present. 

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality standards.  
As shown on Table 3.12-2, nitrates from the Windsor and ALWSZ WWTPs 
are within the limits for California Drinking Water.  A review of the nitrate 
levels from water discharged from the Laguna WWTP between 2006 and 
2007 did not exceed 11 mg-N/l (http://ci.santa-rosa.ca.us/departments/ 
utilities/treatment/self monitor/ Pages/DischargePointsSampled.aspx). 
See Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

X-69 Runoff from frost protection efforts See Master Response No. 7 and response to Comment M-32. 
X-70 Potential leaching of contaminants into groundwater.  

Need to consider soils with NSCARP area.   
See Master Response No. 8. 

X-71 Full analysis of impact to groundwater from irrigation 
of crops with treated wastewater.   

See Master Response No. 8. 

X-72 EIR/EIS needs to consider the IRWP data regarding 
metals not readily adsorbed onto the soil. 

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality standards.

X-73 Need to evaluate quality of treated wastewater to be 
used.   

See Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

X-74 Lack of commitment from Santa Rosa and Windsor See Master Response No. 13. 
X-75 Deficiency of data regarding quality of treated 

wastewater to be used. 
See responses to Comment S-33 above. 
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X-76 Santa Rosa effluent will not meet regulations post 
2010.  Not addressed in EIR/EIS.  Contaminants in 
Santa Rosa wastewater.   

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality standards.  
See Master Response No. 5.   

X-77 Unidentified organic chemical contaminants. NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality standards.  
See Master Response No. 5. 

X-78 Studies identifying organic chemical contaminants. NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal water quality standards.  
See Master Response No. 5.   

X-79 Conclusion that contaminant concentrations in 
wastewater are speculative is inadequate.  Need 
data. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

X-80 Potential for uptake by plants of emerging 
contaminants for which detecting methods is still 
new.  Compliance with Anti-Degradation Policy. 

See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 

X-81 Potential groundwater contamination from 
contaminants not absorbed by plants or which does 
not runoff.   

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 8. 

X-82 Groundwater contamination.  Mitigation provides 
monitoring of reservoirs but does not address 
potential groundwater contamination in reuse areas.  
Define soluble organics contained in wastewater, 
potential to percolate through porous soils, ability to 
cause human health concerns.  

See Master Responses Nos. 7 and 8. 

X-83 Need to evaluate runoff from frost protection, 
groundwater degradation. 

See Master Response No. 8 and response to Comment M-32. 

X-84 See Comment X-83. See response to Comment X-83. 
X-85 Undefined water source.   See Master Response No. 13. 
X-86 Need to evaluate soluble organic chemicals.   See Master Response No. 5. 
X-87 Probable groundwater contamination, runoff into 

surface waters during frost protection. 
See Master Response No. 8 and response to Comment M-32. 

X-88 Good farming practices (as defined in Recycled 
Water Users Agreement) are difficult to enforce.   

See Master Response No. 7. 
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X-89 Groundwater monitoring at reservoir sites as 
mitigation.  No discussion of frequency of monitoring, 
or what chemicals will be tested.  Need more 
stringent/enforceable mitigation measures. 

See Master Response No. 8 updated Impact and Mitigation HWQ-4, and 
response to Comment T-17. 

X-90 Need to address potential impact of unregulated 
compounds on public health. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

Edson Howard 
Y-1 Increase in river flows only if users voluntarily agree 

to use treated wastewater for irrigation.  Purpose of 
project not satisfied if farmers do not want to use 

See Master Response No. 2. 

Y-2 Quality of premium wine grapes is dependent on the 
soils, potential accumulation of salts, minerals, etc.  
Testing/monitoring will detect problems, but 
corrections may not be possible once contaminants 
have entered soil. 

See Master Response No. 2 and response to Comment T-17.  If needed, 
RWQCB would issue a Corrective Action Plan, with specific actions to be 
determined. 

Y-3 Phoenix example of salination and reverse osmosis. See response to Comment N-4. 
Y-4 Colorado study of effects of salt accumulation from 

long-term irrigation with treated wastewater. 
See Master Response Nos. 2, 15, and results of Napa study summarized in 
Impact AG-4.  Also, see response to Comment X-42. 

Y-5 Need to evaluate potential need for additional 
treatment of wastewater (e.g., reverse osmosis).  
Need to look at cost of such treatment. 

Not within scope of DEIR/EIS. 

Y-6 Commenter assuming that new users (i.e., new 
vineyards where irrigation water is not currently 
available) is only way NSCARP would offset waters 
in Russian River. 

See Master Response No. 10. 

Y-7 EIR/EIS needs to include binding agreement to be 
used with participating landowners. 

See Master Response No. 7. 

Y-8 Current water rights of participating landowners must 
be protected. 

See Master Response No. 10. 

Y-9 Contract agreements need to be completed, EIR/EIS 
needs to include number of participating landowners 
and wastewater users to determine if the project will 

See response to Comment No. A-13 and Master Response No. 2.   
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result in increased flows in the Russian River and its 
tributaries. 

Y-10 Need to adopt Alternative 3 or 4 if Dry Creek Valley 
landowners do not agree to substitute wastewater for 
well water/surface water. 

See Master Response No. 10. 

Edwin W. Wilson 
Z-1 Geysers Pipeline owned by City of Santa Rosa?  

SCWA and Bureau of Reclamation does not own 
pipeline. 

The Calpine Corporation operates and owns 19 of the 21 facilities at the 
Geysers.  The other two facilities are operated by the Northern California 
Power Agency.  Use of the pipeline is a cooperative effort by the City with 
Calpine and the State Lands Commission. 

Z-2 Unknown wastewater suppliers, therefore, unknown 
quality of wastewater to be used for irrigation 

See Master Response No. 13. 

Z-3 Effect of wastewater on soils. See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 
Z-4 No reference of who would use wastewater as 

irrigation source.   
See response to Comment A-13. 

Z-5 Commenter states the NSCARP has not established 
water supply availability, control of the Geysers 
Pipeline, or potential recipients of wastewater.  No 
project if none of the three mentioned components 
are missing.   

See responses to Comments A-13, Z-1, and Z-2.  Also see Master 
Response No. 2. 

Z-6 No established need for additional water in Dry 
Creek Valley.   

Purpose of project is not to increase water supplies, but to substitute existing 
surface water and groundwater with recycled water. 

Z-7 Document does not establish reduction of discharge 
of wastewater into local streams.  Commenter 
suggests limiting future growth in the City of Santa 
Rosa and other municipalities thereby reducing 
amount of wastewater produced. 

Project has potential to divert up to 13,000 af of recycled water from 
discharge into Russian River to irrigate agricultural lands.  Actively limiting 
growth is not in scope of the DEIR. 

Z-8 Commenter suggests requiring new development to 
establish that wastewater from said development 
would be disposed of in an environmentally safe 
manner. 

New development that would generate additional wastewater is not proposed 
as part of the NSCARP.  Refer to Chapter 5.0 Growth Inducement. 
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Z-9 Comment suggests the use of wastewater within the 
boundaries of the City or other municipalities. 

Comment noted. 

Z-10 How much groundwater and surface water is used 
for irrigation in Dry Creek?  Not established that 
NSCARP would reduce use of fresh water for 
irrigation. 

User agreements would establish amount of wastewater available for use to 
individual vineyard owners.  Water that would be otherwise used would 
remain in surface/groundwater; however, this water would not be available 
for appropriation by other entities. 

Z-11 Use of wastewater would result in impacts to the 
soils, surface water, groundwater, and would pose 
public health risks. 

See response to Comment X-65 and Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9. 

Z-12 Virtually no flow in Dry Creek in the summer.  Where 
is the need to use treated wastewater for irrigation to 
increase flows in Dry Creek? 

See Master Response No. 4. 

Z-13 Alternatives are merely subsets of same project, 
Alternative 2 as “Environmentally Superior 
Alternative”.  Commenter states that the No Project 
Alternative is truly the “Environmentally Superior Alt”.  

See Master Response No. 1 for discussion of the alternatives considered 
and No. 11 for discussion on the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”. 

Z-14 Need to consider using wastewater on dairy lands, 
which may filter the treated wastewater better than 
the soils of Dry Creek.   

Comment noted. 

Z-15 Need to consider disposing of wastewater on non-
agriculture lands 

Would not meet needs of project. 

Z-16 Need to consider disposing of wastewater within the 
each municipality.  

See response to Comment Z-9 and Master Response No. 1. 

Z-17 Alternative of disposing of wastewater within 
municipality. 

See response to Comment Z-8. 

Z-18 Alternative of eliminating or minimizing by limiting 
development. 

Authorization and regulation of development is beyond the scope of the 
SCWA. 

Z-19 Potential impacts on wine industry.  Public 
perception.   

See Master Response No. 2. 

Z-20 Growth discussion.   See Master Response No. 14. 
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Z-21 NSCARP should be abandoned.  At minimum revise 
EIR 

Comment noted. 

North Coast Consumers Alliance  
AA-1 Feels irrigating with treated wastewater is a 

“dangerous way to go” 
See response to Comment N-3. 

AA-2 Concerned that irrigating would make rivers and 
tributaries dirtier than if the treated water had been 
discharged directly.  Tailwater discussion.   

See Master Response No. 7.  End users would be subject to RWUA, which 
would establish general application parameters to avoid runoff. 

AA-3 Suggests less dependency on water.  Waterless 
toilets 

Comment Noted.  See response to Comment J-9. 

AA-4 Shift to grape stock that does not require irrigation. See Master Response No. 2.  Beyond scope of DEIR.  SCWA cannot require 
this as pre-condition. 

AA-5 300-foot buffer zones between farms and 
waterbodies recommended by NMFS? 

Not within scope of EIR/EIS. 

AA-6 Suggests reducing volume of wastewater 
(conservation).  Reduction of pesticides. 

SCWA encourages water conservation.  See responses to Comment Nos. 
J-9 and M-29. 

AA-7 UV treatment?  Effect of residual chlorine on crops?  
Can pharmaceuticals enter crops 

See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5 for discussion of potential plant uptake 
of constituents in treated wastewater. 

Fred Corson 
AB-1 Similar to Comment X-13. See Response to Comment X-13. 
AB-2 Similar to Comment X-14. See Response to Comment X-14. 
AB-3 Similar to Comment X-16. See Response to Comment X-16. 
AB-4 Similar to Comment X-17. See Response to Comment X-17. 
AB-5 Similar to Comment X-18. See Response to Comment X-18. 
AB-6 Similar to Comment X-19. See Response to Comment X-19. 
AB-7 Windsor and Healdsburg officials would not provide 

water for project. 
See Master Response No. 13. 

AB-8 Similar to Comment X-23. See Response to Comment X-23. 
AB-9 Similar to Comment X-20. See Response to Comment X-20. 
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AB-10 Similar to Comment X-21. See Response to Comment X-21. 
AB-11 Similar to Comment X-22. See Response to Comment X-22. 
AB-12 Similar to Comment X-24. See Response to Comment X-24. 
AB-13 Similar to Comment X-25. See Response to Comment X-25. 
AB-14 Similar to Comment X-26. See Response to Comment X-26. 
AB-15 Similar to Comment X-40. See Response to Comment X-40. 
AB-16 Similar to Comment X-41. See Response to Comment X-41. 
AB-17 Similar to Comment X-42. See Response to Comment X-42. 
AB-18 Similar to Comment X-43. See Response to Comment X-43. 
AB-19 Similar to Comment X-73. See Response to Comment X-73. 
AB-20 Similar to Comment X-74. See Response to Comment X-74. 
AB-21 Similar to Comment X-75. See Response to Comment X-75. 
AB-22 Similar to Comment X-76. See Response to Comment X-76. 
AB-23 Similar to Comment X-77. See Response to Comment X-77. 
AB-24 Similar to Comment X-78. See Response to Comment X-78. 
AB-25 Similar to Comment X-79. See Response to Comment X-79. 
AB-26 Similar to Comment X-80. See Response to Comment X-80. 
AB-27 Similar to Comment X-53. See Response to Comment X-53. 
AB-28 Similar to Comment X-55. See Response to Comment X-55. 
AB-29 Similar to Comment X-56. See Response to Comment X-56. 
AB-30 Similar to Comment X-57. See Response to Comment X-57. 
AB-31 Similar to Comment X-58. See Response to Comment X-58. 
AB-32 Similar to Comment X-59. See Response to Comment X-59. 
AB-33 Similar to Comment X-81. See Response to Comment X-81. 
AB-34 Similar to Comment X-82. See Response to Comment X-82. 
AB-35 Similar to Comment X-83. See Response to Comment X-83. 
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AB-36 Similar to Comment X-85. See Response to Comment X-85. 
AB-37 Similar to Comment X-86. See Response to Comment X-86. 
AB-38 Similar to Comment X-87. See Response to Comment X-87. 
AB-39 Similar to Comment X-88. See Response to Comment X-88. 
AB-40 Similar to Comment X-89. See Response to Comment X-89. 
AB-41 Similar to Comment X-90. See Response to Comment X-90. 
AB-42 Similar to Comment X-36. See Response to Comment X-36. 
AB-43 Similar to Comment X-32. See Response to Comment X-32. 
AB-44 Similar to Comment X-33. See Response to Comment X-33. 
AB-45 Similar to Comment X-34. See Response to Comment X-34. 
AB-46 Similar to Comment X-35. See Response to Comment X-35. 
AB-47 Primary purpose and need expressed for project 

unsupported by facts. 
See Master Response No. 18. 

AB-48 Quantity of existing and proposed water use.  
Storage retention. 

See Table 2-5 of Project Description. 

AB-49 Biological Opinion in support of need? See Response to Comment S-16.  Also see Section 1.3 (Project Need) of 
the FEIR/EIS that discusses BOs issued by NMFS (NOAA Fisheries) for 
Potter Valley Project and the Russian River projects. 
A BO has not been prepared for the NSCARP project at this phase of 
planning and permitting. 

AB-50 DEIR contains no information on how required 
storage retention affected by D1610. 

See response to Comments S-8 and X-33. 

AB-51 Impact of storage retention to Lake Sonoma. Refer to response to Comments A-11.  Due to the size of Lake Sonoma 
(380,000 af) compared to Lake Mendocino (80,000 af), the potential storage 
benefits realized through implementation of NSCARP (up to 8,700 af per 
year) would be far less for Lake Sonoma than for Lake Mendocino. 

AB-52 Purpose and need unsubstantiated.  See Master Response No. 18. 
AB-53 Urban reuse would be environmentally preferred 

project. 
Urban reuse is not an objective of NSCARP.  See Master Response No. 1. 
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AB-54 Need to analyze other non-wastewater alternatives  Would not meet NSCARP objectives.  See Master Response No. 1. 
AB-55 Quality of wastewater cannot be defined. See response to Comment S-33 and Master Response No. 5. 
AB-56 Premature demand See Master Response No. 4. 
AB-57 Cumulative impacts inadequate See Master Response No. 3. 
Gene Koch 
AC-1 How will pipeline be paid for and what’s the 

assurance that the project will be maintained? 
See page 2-66, Section 2.4 

AC-2 Suggests composting toilets and water conservation 
be used first.   

Comment noted.  See response to Comment J-9. 

Karen Maley 
AD-1 For improving fish habitat and disposing of treated 

wastewater, and believes urban and agricultural 
reuse is better than direct discharge into Russian 
River. 

Comment noted.  NSCARP project would reduce volume of treated water 
discharged into the Russian River. 

AD-2 No sufficient testing to ensure that there will be no 
adverse impacts to grape quality.   

See Master Responses No. 2 for discussion of the potential of irrigation with 
treated wastewater to change the taste of the wines and No. 5 for discussion 
of potential plant uptake of constituents in treated wastewater. 

AD-3 Impact to Sonoma County wine market, real or 
perceived.   

See Master Response No. 2. 

AD-4 Tests measuring impacts of emerging contaminants 
or reverse osmosis as treatment option.  Commenter 
feels project is too risky.   

See Master Response No. 5. 

Katie Murphy 
AE-1 Need confirmation that the use of treated wastewater 

is not mandatory, and that water rights would not be 
lost if using recycled water. 

See Section 2.5, p 2-67 and Master Response No. 10 for a description of 
voluntary participation and agreements in NSCARP. 

AE-2 Whose water is being provided for agricultural reuse.  
No commitment from Santa Rosa.  Does agriculture 
need this water? 

See Master Response No. 13. 
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AE-3 Doesn’t use of recycled water equate to loss of 
groundwater rights. 

See Master Response No. 10 and revised Section 2.5. 

AE-4 Potential groundwater impact?   See Master Response No. 8 
AE-5 Aesthetic impact associated with pump stations. See Mitigation Measure AES-1 
AE-6 Energy costs associated with pumping water 

throughout the county.  Commenter feels EIR/EIS 
needs to address this further. 

See Master Response No. 16. 

AE-7 Impact to Sonoma County wine market, real or 
perceived.   

See Master Response No. 2 

Palomino Lakes Mutual Water Company 
AF-1 CDHS requires reporting of 88 chemical compounds 

pursuant to the primary and secondary drinking water 
standards.  Only 22 are included in the EIR/EIS.  
How can determination be made without all 
constituents analyzed? 

See Mitigation Measure HWQ-4.  NSCARP is not supplying drinking water, 
therefore, primary and secondary drinking water standards are not 
applicable.  NSCARP is supplying irrigation water that will meet all applicable 
Title 22 and NPDES standards.  See Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9 
pertaining to water quality and groundwater protection. 

AF-2 Potential contamination of private or community 
water wells.  Consistency with Objective RC-3.3.  
HWQ mitigation measures do not address 
contamination of domestic or potable water wells. 

See Master Response Nos. 8 and 9.  Also see response to Comments D-8, 
M-41, and T-17. 

AF-3 Potential contamination of private or community 
water wells resulting in wells no longer in compliance 
with DHS water quality standards? 

See Master Response Nos. 6 and 7. 

AF-4 How can groundwater sources used as potable water 
supply not be exposed to contaminants thereby 
exposing people to risks or damage/injury from 
hazardous materials? 

See Master Response Nos. 6 and 7. 

AF-5 Address CA DWR Water Industry guidance cited in 
comment letter. 

See Master Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

AF-6 Reuse within municipal borders. See Master Response No. 1 and response to Comment X-17.  
AF-7 Encourage sustainable planning and management 

practices. 
Comment noted. 
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Perry, Johnson, Anderson, Miller & Moskowitz, LLP 
AG-1 Needs clear objectives and need.  Objectives do not 

relate directly to need.  71 Cal.App.3d 185, 197?  
Need accurate project description. 

See Master Response Nos. 1 and 18. 

AG-2 Environmental setting needs to establish rural 
residential character and dependency on wells for 
water supply. 

In Chapter 2, the Water Sources for Current Land Uses section has been 
revised to include rural residential as among the users of water within the 
NSCARP area.  The project would not reduce the volume of groundwater 
available to rural residential users.  The project would result in less water 
being extracted from groundwater by using recycled water. 

AG-3 Need to quantify amount of groundwater in 
Alexander Valley sub-basin. 

As detailed in Section 1.2, a purpose of the project is to reduce the use of 
groundwater and surface water for agricultural purposes in north Sonoma 
County.  The NSCARP project would have a positive effect on the volume of 
groundwater if implemented.  Exhaustive studies necessary to quantify the 
amount of groundwater in Alexander Valley sub-basin is beyond the scope 
necessary to determine the impacts of the NSCARP. 

AG-4 Need description of current water supply system. Because existing water rights would be retained by landowners, there would 
be no change in the availability of water for domestic or industrial uses (see 
Master Response No. 10). 
The Hydrology section of Chapter 2 provides a description of the water 
storage capacity and conveyance system for the Russian River and Dry 
Creek.  The Alternatives section of Chapter 2 provides detailed descriptions 
of storage and transmission system for recycled water.  Attachment F of 
Appendix F provides detailed mapping of proposed routes. 
As discussed in Master Response No. 4, the project would afford SCWA 
additional flexibility in water releases for fisheries purposes, but release 
schedules and volumes cannot be determined until commitments from 
providers and irrigators known, and release parameters are agreed upon 
with NOAA-Fisheries, CDFG, the Corps, and USFWS. 

AG-5 Inadequacy of project description.  Need for 
discussion of existing systems contributing to storage 
and distribution of recycled water. 

See Master Response Nos. 1, 18, and 19. 
A discussion of existing systems of contributing entities is unnecessary at 
this time and premature as the actual participants in the potential NSCARP 
are not yet committed.  If the project is approved and elements of the project 
are considered for construction, additional environmental review would be 
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necessary to address issues that at present are inadequately defined for 
analysis and would be occurring at an unknown future date. 

AG-6 Alternatives do not address goal of allowing water to 
remain in Russian River.  No reasonable range of 
alternatives.  Other potential alternatives: advanced 
treatment, urban reuse. 

See Master Response No. 2.  Advance treatment is not an alternative to 
address the project need.  It is an alternative treatment strategy, and the 
NSCARP is not a treatment project, rather, it is a delivery project.  Urban 
reuse is an alternative under IRWP, and analysis under this EIR/EIS is 
redundant.  Also see Master Response No. 4. 

AG-7 Relies on future studies to mitigate impacts identified 
by future studies.  Impacts fail to identify what 
impacts may be encountered. 

See response to Comment A-14.  Studies may also be conducted 
independently of this EIR/EIS. 

AG-8 Needs sufficient analysis to make decisions.  
References Nicolas Johnson memo (comment set 
AH). 

Comment noted. 

AG-9 Two ways to analyze cumulative impacts.  Other 
projects to consider listed in comment. 

See Master Response No. 3. 

AG-10 Loss of agricultural lands not adequately analyzed.  
Need to consider compensation as mitigation. 

See responses to Comment D-2 through D-4 above, and updated Impact 
and Mitigation Measure AG-2. 

AG-11 Removal of three reservoir sites?  How does this 
impact analysis? 

See updated Project Description 

AG-12 Recirculation required.   Comment noted. 
Nicolas M. Johnson 
AH-1 Need must be justified.   See Master Response No. 18. 
AH-2 Need must be justified, quantified.   See Master Response No. 18. 
AH-3 Suggests other alternatives that could address 

objectives/needs.   
See Master Response No. 3. 

AH-4 Benefit to fishery habitat not quantified.   See Master Response No. 4. 
AH-5 Increase water use could result from project and 

some parcels proposed for recycled water use are 
not presently irrigated. 

Such an action would violate RWUA conditions.  See Master Response No. 
7.  User agreements would set up irrigation agreements for providing 
recycled water in lieu of pumping groundwater and/or surface water, and 
whereby additional water would not be re-allocated to non-water rights 
holders.  See Footnote 1 of Section 1-2 (page 1-3) for a discussion of 
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circumstances in which offset water may not be fully available for instream 
use due to the exercise of downstream riparian rights. 

AH-6 Residential parcels not identified, only agricultural.  
Commenter states that EIR/EIS excluded evaluation 
of rural residential parcels. 

No residential water impacts. 

AH-7 Water supply not quantified.  Rural residential water 
use not acknowledged. 

Water sources are discussed on page 2-9 and 2-10 of the Project 
Description.  Due to water allocation legal restrictions, there would be no 
additional residential water supplies made available and existing residential 
water users would not lose their water rights.  See Master Response Nos. 7 
and 10. 

AH-8 Based on Dr. Johnson’s numbers, proposed acreage 
appears to be adequate for expected supply of 
recycled water. 

Comment noted 

AH-9 Recycled water recipient users?  Incentive for use?  
Justified by need for additional water supply? 

See Master Response Nos. 2, 5, 7, 10, and response to Comment N-3. 

AH-10 EIR/EIS does not quantify benefits of project.   See Master Response No. 4. 
AH-11 Alternatives do not consider alternate means of 

achieving project objectives. 
See Master Response Nos. 1 and 4. 

AH-12 Insufficient analysis to support that project would 
provide opportunity to better manage regional water 
resources. 

See Master Response No. 4. 

AH-13 Based on discussion in EIR/EIS, other recycled water 
options should be considered in project alternatives.   

See Master Reponse No. 1. 

AH-14 Commenter states that upland recharge may be 
limited by low bedrock permeability. 

Comment noted.  NSCARP is not intended as upland recharge project.  In 
fact, it is to the benefit of project operations to eliminate or reduce irrigation 
water infiltrating to groundwater (see Master Response No. 8). 

AH-15 Groundwater quality, depth of wells, and proximity to 
Russian River.   

Comment noted.  See Master Response No. 8 for discussion of groundwater 
quality. 

AH-16 Potential increase in groundwater levels not 
demonstrated on a site-specific basis. 

Comment noted.  NSCARP is not a groundwater recharge project, but 
decreasing the amount of groundwater pumping through the use of recycled 
water would be expected to conserve groundwater to a limited extent. 
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AH-17 EIR/EIS does not reference 2006 study of Alexander 
Valley. 

See response to Comment T-15. 

AH-18 Noted value missing in one EIR/EIS table but present 
in other.  Cited MCL for nitrate in drinking water. 

Table 3.8-2 has been corrected and all constituents that were tested are now 
included. 

AH-19 Dependence of rural residents on groundwater for 
domestic water supply. 

See Master Response Nos. 6 and 7. 

AH-20 Potential degradation of groundwater quality, greater 
concentration of dissolved minerals results in worse 
water quality in groundwater than in recycled water. 

See Master Response Nos. 6 and 7. 

AH-21 Groundwater supply in Alexander Valley is public 
water supply and needs to be identified as such. 

Comment noted. 

AH-22 Justified need for additional water or quantified 
benefit of recycled water. 

See Master Response No. 4  

AH-23 No support for changes in salinity to be minor.  No 
appendix with hydrologic analysis. 

See Master Response No. 15. 

AH-24 Water quality data for AV Acres Mutual Water 
Company, Santa Rosa municipal water, and three 
potential sources.  Detailed assessment of minerals 
remaining in soil from recycled water should be 
included in EIR/EIS. 

Refer to Master Response No. 15 for a discussion of the potential for salts 
and other chemicals to build-up in soil and groundwater. 

AH-25 Plan for regulating fertilizer use?  Potential for 
irrigation with high nitrate recycled water to degrade 
domestic groundwater supplies.  EIR/EIS lacks soil 
water and nitrogen mass balance analyses to 
evaluate potentially significant impact. 

See Master Response Nos. 6 and 7.  RWUAs address fertilizer use as part 
of “good farming practices’.  The SCWA would work with vineyard owners to 
establish contractual agreements in return for use of recycled water. 

AH-26 EIR/EIS does not reference USGS 2006 study of 
Alexander Valley. 

See response to Comment T-15. 

AH-27 Need to address measures to regulate use and 
application to prevent excess mineral and 
contaminant loading to groundwater. 

See Master Response Nos. 7 and 8. 
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AH-28 Need site-specific evaluations for reservoir siting.  
Commenter states because project objective is to 
dispose of recycled water, may be incentive to 
overlook excessive reservoir leakage. 

See Master Response Nos. 4, 6, and 8, and response to Comments S-43, 
M-28, and T-23 and Mitigation Measure HWQ-4.  Site-specific geotechnical 
evaluations were done for select reservoir sites.  Further site-specific 
engineering studies will be completed at later phases in the process (see 
Master Response No. 6). 

AH-29 Need groundwater monitoring activities prior to 
implementing project to develop baseline conditions.  
Present monitoring systems in EIR/EIS. 

See Master Response Nos. 6 and 8. 

AH-30 Should require program to manage and regulate 
agricultural practices.   

See Response to Comment AH-25. 

AH-31 Lacks analysis needed to quantify benefits to river 
flows.   

See Master Response No. 4. 

AH-32 Need to evaluate areas with high potential for 
groundwater mounding.  Site-specific assessments. 

As explained in the IRWP, groundwater mounding is unlikely as irrigation 
takes place during spring and summer when evaporation is at a maximum.  
See Master Response No. 6 about advanced engineering studies for 
NSCARP. 

AH-33 What is considered suitable application and who 
makes the determination?  Dissolved mineral load 
not taken up by plants, but would percolate to 
groundwater?  Flushing of soil zone needed to 
prevent excess soil salinity? 

See Master Response Nos. 7, 8, and 15. 

AH-34 Reservoir spills vs. seepage.   Text revised. 
AH-35 Inventory of multi-user and single-residence water 

systems not provided. 
Master Response No. 9 concerning all groundwater wells in the NSCARP 
area. 

AH-36 Nitrate vs. nitrogen  Correction made to Table 3.12-2. 
AH-37 UV treatment at Santa Rosa, but not at other water 

treatment plants identified as sources. 
Treatment methods employed to achieve NPDES requirements are beyond 
the scope of this EIR/EIS. 

AH-38 Correlation between DHS’s “highest allowable uses” 
and tertiary treated wastewater.  Commenter 
recommends higher degree of treatment (reverse 
osmosis). 

Comment noted.  Outside of scope of EIR.  Monitoring program to ensure 
water quality continues to meet Title 22 and RWQCB standards.  Also see 
response to Comment N-5.   
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AH-39 Soil processes such as adsorption and filtration is 
generally ineffective at filtering potential constituents. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

AH-40 No soil-water and chemical mass balances or fate-
and-transport analyses.  Need to evaluate transport 
of contaminants, discharge of groundwater impacted 
by project, and plumes of recycled water originating 
from reservoir seepage. 

See Master Response Nos. 5 and 8 pertaining to water quality and 
groundwater. 

AH-41 Level of analysis does not lend confidence that 
impacts would be mitigated to LTS levels. 

Comment noted. 

AH-42 EIR/EIS does not reference USGS 2006 study of 
Alexander Valley. 

See response to Comment T-15. 

AH-43 Increased groundwater levels from irrigation with 
wastewater rather than irrigating with groundwater or 
river water.  

Refer to Master Response No. 15 for a discussion of the potential for salts 
and other chemicals to build-up in soil and groundwater. 

AH-44 Greater concentration of minerals/contaminants 
accumulating in groundwater. 

See Master Response Nos. 8 and 15, and response to Comment T-16. 

AH-45 Greater concentration of minerals/contaminants 
accumulating in groundwater. See Master Response Nos. 8 and 15, and response to Comment T-16. 

AH-46 TDS concentration with drinking water calculation. See Master Response No. 15 and response to Comment T-16. 
AH-47 Permeable gravels would not remove metals/ 

contaminants for degree assumed in EIR/EIS. 
See Master Response Nos. 5 and 8. 

AH-48 Groundwater recharge. Refer to Master Response No. 15 for a discussion of the potential for salts 
and other chemicals to build-up in soil and groundwater. 

AH-49 Recycled water mineral load during dry season.  See Master Response Nos. 8, 9, and 15. 
AH-50 Quality of groundwater recharge derived from river. See Master Response No. 8. 
AH-51 Recycled mineral loading from reservoir seepage. See Master Response No. 8. 
AH-52 EIR/EIS doesn’t demonstrate soil-water processes.  

No evaluations to support conclusions. 
Comment noted.  See Master Response Nos. 8, 9, and 15.  

AH-53 Groundwater recharge, quality of local groundwater. NSCARP would follow regulatory standards and requirements.  See Master 
Response Nos. 8 and 9. 
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AH-54 Emerging contaminants could be problematic. See Master Response No. 5. 
AH-55 Use of potable groundwater for residential water 

supplies could become limited in some areas.  (Not 
mentioned in EIR/EIS.)  Potential violations to State 
and Federal non-degradation policies. 

See Master Response Nos. 8, 9, and 15.  Also see response to Comments 
S-22.  Impact PUB-7 of DEIR/EIS discusses Title 22 Use Area Requirement, 
which restricts irrigation of disinfected tertiary-treated water within 50 feet of 
a domestic water supply well unless specific technical analyses are 
conducted. 

AH-56 Limited monitoring.  Need more enforceable 
mitigation. 

Mitigation monitoring program updated in Mitigation Measure HWQ-4.  See 
Master Response No. 7. 

AH-57 EIR/EIS does not adequately consider cumulative 
impacts to water quality and other recycled water 
projects.   

See Master Response No. 3. 

Paul Micallef 
AI-1 Believes project will impact cultivated plant life in the 

valleys. 
See response to Comment N-3 and Master Response No. 5 

AI-2 Quoted Richard Kagel: 60-150 heavy metals will 
have effects not ascertained at this time. 

See Master Response No. 5.  NSCARP will meet all local, state, and federal 
water quality requirements. 

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 
AJ-1 Justified need?  EIR/EIS provides conflicting project 

costs, based on preliminary information.   
See Master Response No. 18 for discussion of project need. 
It is unclear where the referenced conflicting cost estimate is.  However, the 
comment is correct that costs are based upon preliminary information.  When 
and if the project is approved and detailed plans are prepared, further 
estimations of project costs will be developed.  This process and information 
generated (e.g., plans and cost projections), would be made available to the 
SCWA decision-making body and subject to the standard public 
disclosure/participation. 

AJ-2 “Improperly” cites Geoservices Group report.   Citations corrected or revised in Chapter 8 (References) and in Chapter 3.7. 
AJ-3 Cost estimates?  Provided in Engineering Feasibility 

Study, which is not linked to EIR/EIS.  How to access 
public document. 

Cost estimates are presented in Tables 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-12, and 2-13 of the 
FEIR/FEIS.  Volume I of the Feasibility Study is on the SCWA website 
(http://www.scwa.ca.gov/projects).  Volume II is available for review at 
SCWA headquarters.  Contact Dave Cuneo at 707-547-1935. 
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AJ-4 How much wastewater available for irrigation?  
Tables and text do not match.  No agreements 
guaranteeing availability of supply.   

See Master Response No. 13 for discussion of water supply commitments.  
Tables and texts have been revised. 

AJ-5 Energy required to operate project?  Energy costs?   See Master Response No. 16. 
AJ-6 Consequences of level of energy use and 

greenhouse has contributions? 
See Master Response Nos. 12 and 16. 

AJ-7 Requests re-release for 90-day review and provide 
library of references for public review.   

Comment noted.  See response to Comment X-62. 

AJ-8 Justified need?  How will NSCARP improve fish 
habitat?   

See Master Response No. 4. 

AJ-9 Justified need?   As stated in Section 1.3, Background of Purpose and Need, because of the 
complex interaction of groundwater with surface water flows, groundwater 
flow lags, seasonality of flows, future levels of participation in the NSCARP 
project, and other confounding factors, it is not possible to precisely estimate 
the volume of appropriated water that would be available for instream uses.  
However, it is not likely to exceed the maximum limits of NSCARP storage 
(e.g., 8,700 af). 

AJ-10 How will water saved by project relate to water 
storage, water rights, and flow requirements? 

See Master Response Nos. 4 and 7.  NSCARP has no effect on D-1600 
requirements. 

AJ-11 Justified need for infrastructure to distribute 
wastewater.  Potential degradation of Russian River? 

See response to Comments M-28, M-31, and M-32. 

AJ-12 No legitimate need.   See Master Response No. 4. 
AJ-13 Discrepancies in project costs. See Response to Comment AJ-3. 
AJ-14 Cost estimates based on preliminary information.   See Master Response No. 6 and response to Comment AJ-3 
AJ-15 Potential funding sources? Refer to Section 2.4 
AJ-16 How are reservoir sites suitable? See Master Response No. 6.  The commenter is referred to the North 

Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project Feasibility Study, Volumes I and 
II (Wagner & Bonsignore, 2007) for additional information on site suitability 
analyses, which is available at the SWCA website: http://www.scwa.ca.gov 
/projects. 
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AJ-17 Studies conducted are preliminary and only 5 of 19 
reservoirs have been studied preliminarily. 

See Master Response No. 6. 

AJ-18 Costs of conducting thorough reservoir studies? See Master Response No. 6.  Costs of conducting reservoirs studies is not 
an environmental issue. 

AJ-19 Constraints for evaluated reservoir sites. See response to Comment AJ-16. 
AJ-20 Geoservices Group report cannot be cited as 

mitigation.   
See Master Response No. 6. 

AJ-21 Confusing references, some documents available on 
SCWA website. 

See responses to Comments AJ-2. 

AJ-22 Documents not available for public review until late in 
the review period.   

Comment noted. 

AJ-23 Two names for Wagner-Bonsignore Feasibility 
Report? 

See response to Comment AJ-2. 

AJ-24 Detailed geologic descriptions in Volume II of 
feasibility report, not referenced. 

See response to Comment AJ-2. 

AJ-25 Studies need to be referenced and cited 
appropriately and made available to the public for 
review. 

Comment noted, references added where appropriate.  See response to 
Comment AJ-2. 

AJ-26 Conflicting volumes of future recycled water 
estimates between DEIR and DEIS. 

The correct estimate of future projected supplies of recycled water is 20,135 
ac-ft. 

AJ-27 Assessment of current or future drought conditions? Potential NSCARP distribution was designed for peak flows.  Drought 
conditions were not studied in detail at this level. 

AJ-28 Alternative 2 as “Environmentally Superior 
Alternative”. 

See Master Response No. 11. 

AJ-29 Potential impacts from drought? Comment noted.  Further water treatment options not in scope of this 
EIR/EIS.  See Master Response No. 15. 

AJ-30 Groundwater contamination.  Surface storage and 
frost protection.   

See Master Response Nos. 7, 8, and 9. 

AJ-31 Need to address potential contamination of aquifers 
from reservoir leakage. 

See Master Response Nos. 7, 8, and 9.  Also, see response to Comments 
AH-34 and AH-20, and revised Mitigation Measure HWQ-4. 
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AJ-32 Assess cost and potential environmental impact of 
monitoring pumping of water table. 

See Master Response No. 8.   

AJ-33 Need a more rigorous study of wastewater to be 
used for NSCARP.   

See Master Response No. 5. 

AJ-34 Potential impact on different grape varieties.   See Master Response No. 2 and response to Comment X-41. 
AJ-35 How will salts build up in NSCARP area soils?  Napa 

study not representative of all soil types in NSCARP 
area. 

See Master Response No. 15. 

AJ-36 Discussion of frost protection is nearly completely 
uninformative. 

The first two paragraphs on Page 3.2-9 of the DEIR/EIS provide general 
setting discussion of “Water Application for Frost Protection”, as referenced 
in the title above the discussion.  The subsequent three paragraphs on Page 
3.2-9 of the DEIR/EIS provide setting discussion of the Glassy-winged 
Sharpshooter, as referenced in the title above the discussion.  Both sections 
are sub-sections of the Physical Setting section (Section 3.2.1).  The two 
setting sections are unrelated with the exception that both topics are 
discussed in Section 3.2.12 Alternatives Analysis. 

AJ-37 Pierce’s Disease discussion is confusing. See response to Comment AJ-36. 
AJ-38 Napa study not representative of NSCARP 

conditions   
See Master Response No. 15. 

AJ-39 Analysis for only 5 of the 19 reservoir sites.   See Response to comment AJ-17 
AJ-40 Potential significant impacts: unmapped landslides, 

debris flows, insufficient mitigation. 
Mitigations listed are developed directly from Geoservice’s expert 
recommendations.  Unmapped landslides and debris flows yet to form would 
be analyzed during site-specific engineering and geotechnical investigations.  
See Master Response No. 6. 

AJ-41 Need to assess catastrophic failure of reservoir 
dams. 

See Master Response No. 6.  All dam designs would be approved by DSOD 
prior to construction. 

AJ-42 Requesting water quality sampling methods, 
locations, times, etc. 

Table 3.8-2 has been corrected.  These data were obtained from the City of 
Santa Rosa’s DEIR for the IRWP (May 2002), and represent recycled water 
quality data obtained between December 1997 and April 2002 
(http://ci.santa-rosa.ca.us/doclib/Documents/ut_irwp_ PEIR_Chapter_4_6 _ 
Surface_Water_Quality.pdf).  These data are provided to depict the general 
quality of recycled water from the Laguna facility. 
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NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal regulations governing 
water quality. 

AJ-43 Growth-inducing analysis.   See Master Response No. 7. 
Raj Naidu 
AK-1 Need for paleontologist’s services. See Mitigation Measures CUL-3, CUL-6, and CUL-9. 
Raj Naidu 
AL-1 Need for paleontologist’s services.   See Mitigation Measures CUL-3, CUL-6, and CUL-9. 
Richard B. Nall 
AM-1 Baseline environmental conditions inaccurate for 

Lytton Reservoir discussion.  No mention of 
wetlands. 

Habitat and wetland loss estimates have been revised as have Tables 3.4-2 
and 3.4-3. 
Habitat losses discussed in the DEIR/EIS were estimates based on 
reconnaissance level surveys and analysis of aerial photographs and 
topographic maps.  Full wetland delineations will be conducted at the 
permitting phase of the project, at which time the precise acreage of wetland 
losses will be determined and verified by the Corps and CDFG.  All losses of 
wetlands resulting from project implementation will be compensated at a 
minimum of 1:1 ratio to assure no-net-loss (see Mitigation Measure BIO-5).   

AM-2 Abundance of nesting and non-nesting birds See Impact and Mitigation BIO-4. 
AM-3 No mention of adjacent wetlands.  Lists more species 

present. 
See response to Comment AM-1. 

AM-4 Lists more species present in and adjacent to 
reservoir. 

See Impact BIO-6 and BIO-9. 

AM-5 Against expansion of reservoir because would 
destroy wetlands, wildlife, and require removal of 
woodlands to construct dam. 

Mitigation Measures would serve to restore wetlands and protect wildlife and 
plant species to extent feasible.  See Section 3.4 Biological Resources. 

AM-6 Need for third dam? The need for a third dam for an enlarged Lytton Reservoir is based on a very 
preliminary evaluation of the site.  Topography from as-constructed plans 
and USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles were used in the evaluation.  With an 
enlarged reservoir, the preliminary evaluation estimates a dam crest height 
with an elevation of 245.0 feet, msl.  At this elevation, according to the 
available topography, a third dam would be necessary. 
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AM-7 County to protect critical habitat, looking forward to 
revisions re: Lytton “Lake”. 

Comment noted. 

Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce 
AN-1 Recommend water conservation and habitat 

improvement.   
Comment noted. 

AN-2 Coordinate with SR and Windsor on viability of 
project.   

See Master Response No. 13 for discussion of availability and commitment 
of water supply. 

Sean Swift 
AO-1 Commenter feels EIR/EIS is inadequate and should 

not be certified. 
Comment noted. 

AO-2 Cumulative analysis inadequate.  Need to evaluate 
with all projects listed.   

See Master Response No. 3. 
Hydrology and water quality issues associated with the NSCARP are 
evaluated in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality of the DEIR/EIS. 

AO-3 Benefit to fishery habitat?  No supporting information.  See Master Response No. 4 
AO-4 How much freshwater is available for use now?  

Conversion of uncultivated land to agriculture use? 
See Master Response No. 10. 

AO-5 Need studies illustrating impact of wastewater 
treatment on NSCARP area soils.   

Refer to Master Response No. 15 for a discussion of the potential for salts 
and other chemicals to build-up in soils and groundwater. 

AO-6 Quality of wastewater proposed for use?   See Master Response No. 5. 
AO-7 Impacts to fish species exposed to potential 

contaminants from seepage from reservoirs or 
irrigation runoff. 

See Impact and Mitigation Measure BIO-6, Master Response Nos. 7 and 8, 
and response to Comment F-1. 

AO-8 Impacts to groundwater from use of recycled water. See Master Response No. 8. 
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AO-9 Who owns wastewater, who would be responsible for 
clean-up of surface or groundwater, who would 
report/correct public health impacts, and who would 
provide new drinking water sources in the event of 
contamination? 

Each entity (City of Santa Rosa, SCWA, Town of Windsor) are ultimately 
responsible for the recycled water from their plants, although individual 
RWUAs do obligate the users to comply with the applicable regulations 
governing the use of the recycled water.  However, for the NSCARP, where 
these entities would be pooling their recycled water resources, the ultimate 
entity responsible for recycled water delivered thought the NSCARP has not 
been determined yet.  The responsible party could be any one of these 
entities, or another entity established though a joint powers agreement (JPA) 
among all entities supplying recycled water into the NSCARP system. 

AO-10 How will filters be cleaned and what will be done with 
effluent from cleaning the wastewater? 

All filters will be cleaned in accordance with existing practices at respective 
WWTP.  Effluent will be disposed in manner prescribed by RWQCB. 

AO-11 Monitoring, positive result = damage already has 
been done. 

See Master Response No. 8.   

AO-12 Wastewater suppliers.   See Master Response No. 13. 
AO-13 Primary purpose (benefit fishery habitat) is not 

quantified/justified.   
See Master Response No. 4. 

AO-14 Must evaluate all ways to dispose of wastewater.   Comment noted.  See response to A-16. 
AO-15 Need analyses of impacts to agriculture, who would 

get wastewater, who would not and why, cost to use 
wastewater, public funding. 

Figures 2-3 through 2-6 depict the proposed areas that would be served by 
the NSCARP.  Master Response No. 10 discusses off-sets, and response to 
Comment A-13 details entities that have expressed interest in using recycled 
water to date.  Master Response No. 2 discusses economic issues. 

Sierra Club 
AP-1 Potential increased use of river water to justify 

growth. 
See Master Response No. 10. 

AP-2 Definitive statement of needs cannot be determined 
w/o plan that quantifies inflows, outflows, reuse of 
water for municipal, commercial, residential, 
agricultural, environmental, natural resources, 
endangered species and all other uses. 

NSCARP is not intended to be a comprehensive plan for water use, 
discharge, and reuse for the entire County.  The lack of a comprehensive 
County plan does not negate benefits offered by NSCARP. 
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AP-3 Actions by SCWA justifying need? Master Response No. 7 concerning growth-inducement. The Urban Water 
Management serves as a long-range planning document for the SCWA’s 
water supply. 

AP-4 Show assured water supply and that project will 
provide additional water flows in river and tributaries. 

See Master Response No. 4. 

AP-5 Benefit to fishery habitat?   See Master Response No. 4. 
AP-6 Potential impacts to agriculture, commercial and 

tourism.  Monitoring responsibility on water 
purchaser.   

See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 

AP-7 Uptake of contaminants by plants and into 
groundwater.   

See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 

AP-8 More stringent wastewater treatment regulations may 
mean less recycled water availability for project 

Comment noted.  See Master Response No. 13. 

AP-9 Conservation alternative not considered.   See response to Comment J-9 concerning SCWA’s commitment to water 
conservation. 

AP-10 Energy requirements and greenhouse gas 
emissions.   

See Master Response No. 12 concerning greenhouse gases and Master 
Response No. 16 about energy usage. 

AP-11 Global warming/changing climatic conditions, 
changes in rainfall.   

See Master Response No. 12. 

Sonoma County Water Coalition 
AQ-1 Advanced treatment of wastewater in future.  Less 

availability for project? 
See Master Response No. 10. 

AQ-2 Better use of public funds to pursue advanced 
treatment from offset. 

Not within scope of DEIR/S 

AQ-3 Availability of water from suppliers.  Premature to 
proceed unless proposed Water, Supply, 
Transmission and Reliability Project is implemented. 

See Master Response No. 13. 

AQ-4 Where will the water come from?   See Master Response No. 13. 
AQ-5 Agreements for varying degrees of wet/dry years? See Master Response Nos. 7 and 10. 
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AQ-6 How much water to be delivered each month of the 
water year? 

Approximated water delivered each month of the water year to vineyard 
growers based on default crop ET distribution for the region in DWR’s CUP-
E program are as follows: 

Area Total APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT 
ETc (in) 24.95 2.4 

9.6% 
3.88 

15.6% 
4.2 

18.1% 
4.71 

18.9% 
4.45 

17.8% 
3.30 

13.2% 
1.68 
6.7% 

AV (af) 3,977 382.6 618.5 720.0 750.8 709.3 526.0 267.8 

DCV (af) 3,545 341.0 551.3 642.2 669.2 632.3 468.9 238.7 

NAV (af) 2,532 243.6 393.8 458.7 478.0 451.6 334.9 170.5 

RRV (af) 2,690 258.8 418.3 487.3 507.8 479.8 355.8 181.1  

AQ-7 How will water deliveries affect Petition of Temporary 
Urgency Change in water right permits? 

See response to Comment S-7. 

AQ-8 Proximity of Jordan Reservoir to water company’s 
wells should disqualify it. 

See response to Comment AH-55. 

AQ-9 Direct and indirect linkages between water budget 
and proposed increased flows in Russian River and 
tributaries? 

See response to A-11 and Master Response No. 4. 

AQ-10 Effect on groundwater levels in basins? See response to Comments S-13 and AH-16. 
AQ-11 Monitoring and testing of water to be used, 

groundwater, crops to determine if unsafe 
contaminants are present?   

See Master Response No. 8 for discussion of potential groundwater 
contamination; response to Comment X-41 about quality of recycled water, 
and Master Response No. 5 concerning of potential uptake of emerging 
contaminants by crops).  Also see updated Mitigation Measure HWQ-4. 

AQ-12 Impacts to Russian and Eel rivers and Sonoma Co. 
groundwater basins.  (Standards established in listed 
court cases.) 

See Response to Comment S-18.  The NSCARP would not result in and 
changes in flows or impacts to the Eel River system.  

AQ-13 Cumulative impacts of proposed export of waters 
outside of SCWA service area.  Water not available 
for the project. 

No water is proposed for export.  See Response to S-17. 
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AQ-14 How does recycled water use for this project impact 
water supply and demand balance proposed in 
Sonoma Co. Urban Water Management Plan 2005?  
And UWMPs for municipalities providing wastewater 
to NSCARP? 

See Master Response No. 10 and response to Comment S-22.  The 
NSCARP would not result in impacts to water supply and demand balances 
in urban areas.  Urban recycled water projects tend to take priority within 
individual municipalities because such projects provide direct potable water 
use offsets for them.  However, where there is additional water available, 
such as winter water that is currently being discharged to a surface water, 
that water could be used for NSCARP.  Using the winter water would have 
the added benefit of reducing direct discharge for tertiary treated wastewater 
into the Russian River system, which is presently the situation with both the 
City of Santa Rosa and the Town of Windsor that have urban recycled water 
projects. 

AQ-15 Diversion of treated wastewater to project and Napa 
Sonoma Baylands Marsh Restoration Project reduce 
or eliminate opportunities to offset potable water 
demands. 

See Master Response No. 10 concerning water offsets.  NSCARP is not 
diverting water to the restoration project. 

AQ-16 Inconsistencies between project and Sonoma Co. 
General Plan Update and General Plan Update 
DEIR: not sufficient water for next 20 years of 
growth. 

See Comment Letters AZ and BA for consistency discussion from the 
Planning Department.  
While the Sonoma County General Plan 2020 EIR states that there would be 
inadequate supplies to serve future populations without additional 
entitlements, it also acknowledges that the SCWA has adequate supplies to 
meet projected growth within its service area assuming the “Water Project” is 
approved. 

AQ-17 Ongoing soil testing program to identify potential 
pollutants accumulating in soils from irrigation. 

See Master Response No. 5.  SCWA has not identified soil testing as part of 
the overall project monitoring. 

AQ-18 Ongoing groundwater testing program to identify 
potential pollutants accumulating in groundwater 
from irrigation. 

See Response to Comment AQ-17, and Master Response Nos. 8 and 9. 

AQ-19 Third-party monitoring program to assess and 
prevent incidental runoff. 

See Master Response No. 7 concerning water application requirements. 

AQ-20 Greenhouse gas emission contribution and reduction 
or elimination of GHG emissions.   

See Master Response No. 12. 

Surfrider Foundation 
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AR-1 Potential alternatives eliminated.  Project purpose is 
restrictive.   

Comment noted.  See Response to A-16. 

AR-2 Urban reuse, industrial uses, wetlands creation, 
storage in Lake Sonoma.   

Comment noted.  See Response to A-16. 

AR-3 Objective stated so as to eliminate alternatives not 
agricultural reuse, precludes other alternatives. 

Comment noted.  See Response to A-16. 

AR-4 Support recommended alternative.  Suggests looking 
at other reuse options. 

Comment noted. 

Sebastopol Water Information Group (SWIG) 
AS-1 Not enough data evaluating financial, environmental 

impacts.  Need more analysis of geologic and 
feasibility of project. 

See Master Response No. 6. 

AS-2 Feasibility of proposed reservoirs. See Master Response No. 6. 
AS-3 Greenhouse gases during construction and 

operation.   
See Master Response No. 12 

AS-4 Need to share agreement to obtain wastewater or its 
potential cost to taxpayers and farmers. 

See Master Response No. 13 concerning willing sellers and Master 
Response No. 2 regarding economic concerns. 

AS-5 Project and global warming.   See Master Response No. 12. 
AS-6 Environmental impacts of adding recycled water to 

areas with declining groundwater levels.  Potential 
groundwater contamination.   

See Master Response No. 8.  Project would result in reduced drafting of 
groundwater supplies by using recycled water. 

AS-7 Commenter feels more information is needed and 
document should be revised and recirculated.   

Comment noted. 

AS-8 Lack of detail in Geoservices Group studies.   See Master Response No. 6. 
AS-9 Geoservices Group docs incorrectly referenced in 

EIR/EIS.  [Referenced incorrectly in references 
section or “misquotes” in text?] 

See Response to AJ-2. 

AS-10 Geoservices Group documents availability for public 
review.   

See Response to AJ-2. 

AS-11 Geoservices Group docs are very preliminary.   See Master Response No. 6. 



 
 
U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, and 
Sonoma County Water Agency  
 

North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse Project March 2009 
Final EIR/EIS 0402-0741 
Volume 3:  Comments and Responses 

4-76 

Comment 
Number Topic/summary Response 

AS-12 Geoservices Group documents cannot estimate 
range of construction impacts for reservoirs.  Cost 
estimates incomplete.   

See Master Response No. 6 

AS-13 Detailed costs of feasibility studies need to be 
included.  EIR/EIS should be re-noticed and 
recirculated.   

See Master Response No. 6.  Costs of feasibility analyses are not 
environmental issue. 

AS-14 Energy costs for construction and operation.   See Master Response No. 16. 
AS-15 Cost of wastewater supply, cost of connection to 

Geysers pipeline?  Cost of extra construction and 
cost for water purchase need to be included. 

Cost issues are outside the scope of environmental issues analyzed in the 
EIR/EIS. 

AS-16 Will lower pipeline need expansion and who will pay 
for any necessary expansions? 

Future need for expansion would be assessed as the demand arises. 

AS-17 Will farmers have to pay SCWA for recycled water?  
Has SCWA confirmed the interest of farmers, at what 
price? 

See Master Response No. 7 regarding RWUA.  See response to Comment 
A-13 concerning potential users. 

AS-18 EIR/EIS should be re-noticed and recirculated.   Comment noted. 
AS-19 Clarifications in geology section. Comment noted. 
AS-20 Incorrect assessment: significant but mitigable.  Not 

enough info in feasibility studies to make this 
determination. 

See Master Response No. 6. 

AS-21 Geologic subunit must be defined and level of 
landslide mapping specified.  Recommends criterion.  

Geotechnical engineering investigations that will be completed for each 
proposed dam site will address the potential for unmapped landslides, as 
well as other geologic hazards.  These studies are required under County 
and DOSD regulations. 

AS-22 “Acceptable levels” for reduction of geology hazards 
need to be defined.  

In 2001, the DSOD issued an updated Fault Activity Guidelines for use in 
planning for dams and assessing potential fault activity.  The DSOD is also 
responsible for monitoring dam performance and has several programs that 
ensure dam safety to mitigate the risks associated with dam failure. 

AS-23 “as much as feasible” renders “Mitigation C” useless.  This impact has been identified as a significant but mitigable impact.  
Complete avoidance of faults is not feasible; however, the release of 
recycled water in the unlikely event of a severe earthquake would be greatly 
minimized by proposed mitigation and standard pipeline engineering 
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requirements. 
Also see Master Response No. 6. 

AS-24 Seismic activity with project area, especially 
Maacama fault activity. 

See Master Response No. 6.  DSOD geotechnical requirements would be 
satisfactory from a regulatory standpoint.  Note the report referenced by 
commenter was not attached as stated.  

AS-25 Need standards for resistance to damage from 
rupture. 

See Master Response No. 6 and response to Comment AS-24. 

AS-26 Consideration of Maacama fault.  Avoid areas of high 
liquefaction potential for Maacama fault. 

Complete avoidance of high liquefaction areas is not feasible.  See response 
to Comment AS-24. 

AS-27 Combined hazard of potential rupture of pipes with 
high groundwater tables in project areas.  Potential 
groundwater contamination.   

See Master Response No. 8. 

AS-28 What evidence is there that damage to facilities from 
earthquake-induced ground shaking is LTS? 

Shut-off valves would be employed for pipelines to mitigate the risk of broken 
pipelines releasing recycled water.  DSOD also would implement stringent 
requirements to mitigate ground-shaking effects for reservoirs. 

AS-29 Define expansive soils removal.  Include in cost 
estimates. 

Cost estimates not within scope of EIR/EIS. 

AS-30 Clarifications to hydrologic/WQ section. Comment noted. 
AS-31 Groundwater discussion clarification. Comment noted.  The NSCARP project is not intended as a groundwater 

recharge project, but to supply water to agricultural users that will benefit 
local water supplies through less groundwater pumping and/or water 
diversions. 

AS-32 If Santa Rosa IRWP studies have found that project 
area soils cannot effectively sequester contaminants, 
then NSCARP must assess if soils can sequester 
contaminates for irrigation wastewater. 

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal regulations pertaining 
to water quality.  See Master Response Nos. 5, 8, and 9. 

AS-33 USGS study re: Alexander Valley groundwater.  Will 
NSCARP contribute to degradation of WQ? 

See Master Response No. 8 and response to Comment T-15. 

AS-34 Ongoing groundwater testing program to identify 
potential pollutants accumulating in groundwater 
from irrigation.   

See Master Response Nos. 8 and 9, response to Comment AQ-17. 
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AS-35 Energy requirements, cost to taxpayers rates for 
farmers greenhouse gas emissions  

See Master Response Nos. 12 and 16. 

AS-36 Leaks, seepage especially during times of drought 
and impacts to groundwater.   

See Master Response No. 8. 

AS-37 Recommends higher levels of treatment as 
mitigation. 

Higher levels of treatment not proposed as part of NSCARP. 

AS-38 EIR/EIS lacks data to determine costs and 
environmental impacts.  Recommends revisions and 
recirculation.   

See Master Response No. 2 concerning costs.  Comments noted. 

Westside Association to Save Agriculture 
AT-1 All previous comments are incorporated herein by 

reference 
See Response to Comment X-2 regarding incorporation by reference. 

AT-2 EIR/EIS is “premature”. Comment noted. 
AT-3 Little to no committed supply and few if any 

commitments from farmers.   
See Master Response No. 13 concerning willing sellers, and response to 
Comment A-13 about potential agricultural users. 

AT-4 EIR/EIS deficient in data, analysis, mitigation.  
Findings of no significant impact made because no 
regulation is required. 

Comment noted. 

AT-5 No committed wastewater sources, therefore, no 
known make-up of wastewater supply for project. 

See Master Response No. 13 for discussion of water supply commitments 
and No. 5 for discussion of potential compounds in treated wastewater. 

AT-6 No supply commitment.  See Master Response No. 13. 
AT-7 Revise and recirculate EIR/EIS once all sources of 

wastewater are known, committed, and analyzed for 
heavy metals, organic chemicals and other potential 
pollutants, once impacts of wastewater stream are 
analyzed, and once health impacts (especially PM10 
and PM2.5) of a 10-year construction period are 
analyzed.   

Comment noted. 

AT-8 Recommends revisions and recirculation, including 
addressing and responding to requests for studies 
beginning in 2001.   

Comment Noted. 
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AT-9 Urban reuse alternative   See response to Comment X-17. 
AT-10 What are characteristics of wells that would be 

candidates for potable water offset? 
Wells that would be candidates for offsets would be within the NSCARP 
service area, have permitted water right, are currently used to supply 
agricultural irrigation, and the operator would be willing to enter into a 
RWUA.  Also see Master Response No. 7. 

AT-11 How much potable water is to be offset and how 
much behind the dam? 

See Master Response No. 4. 

AT-12 How will project benefit fishery habitat?   See Master Response No. 4. 
AT-13 What is commitment to hold water to benefit fish vs. 

water to benefit other uses?  . 
See Master Response No. 10. 

AT-14 Data for potable water offsets?  What will offsets be 
used for? 

See Master Response No. 10.  Also see responses to Comments S-20 and 
S-22. 

AT-15 Effects of wastewater runoff and frost protection on 
fish habitat? 

RWUA would specify good farming practices to eliminate significant chances 
for runoff (see Appendix I for example of RWUA template).  Also see Master 
Response No. 7 and Impact/Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

AT-16 Mitigation measures to prevent, enforce, and mitigate 
surface and groundwater contamination? 

See Master Response No. 8. 

AT-17 No substantiated need for infrastructure.   Infrastructure needs based on engineering analysis of requirements to store 
and deliver recycled water under the NSCARP alternatives. 

AT-18 Commitment of supply. See Master Response No. 13. 
AT-19 Quantitatively defined infrastructure need for project?  See AT-17 above. 
AT-20 Plans to increase flow of wastewater to Geysers 

steam field.  How do these plans reduce need for 
agricultural reuse infrastructure? 

See Master Response No. 13. 

AT-21 Request studies looking at accumulation of heavy 
metals and organic chemicals in the soils. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

AT-22 Projected flow, growth, and how does this relate to 
new housing stock? 

See Impact GRO-2 and GRO-3. 
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AT-23 How will current discharge to Geysers steam field 
affect delivery of wastewater to agricultural land for 
reclamation disposal? 

See Master Response No. 13. 

AT-24 Project needs justification. See Master Response No. 13. 
AT-25 Current obligations of Santa Rosa to deliver water to 

agricultural users?  What is proposed in project to 
prevent Santa Rosa from abandoning current 
agricultural reuse lands and converting those lands 
to additional development? 

This issue of “current obligations” of City of Santa Rosa is beyond authority 
of SCWA and outside the scope of NSCARP.  Conversion of lands would be 
subject to City/County planning regulations and is not tied to recycled 
wastewater irrigation. 

AT-26 How will impairments for nitrogen, phosphorus, 
dissolved oxygen, temperature, and sediment be 
mitigated? 

See Master Response No. 8. 

AT-27 Who will pay for project?  Taxes? See Section 2.4, PROJECT FUNDING, for a discussion of funding. 
AT-28 What requirements by project for cities to fix leaky 

pipes that cause spike in wastewater in winter? 
This issue of “leaky pipes in cities” is beyond authority of SCWA and outside 
the scope of NSCARP.  Such questions should be addressed to each 
respective municipality.  The issue of leaky pipes causing a spike in 
wastewater flows in the winter is referred to as infiltration.  Infiltration is a 
collection system (sewer lines) issue unrelated to recycled water 
(pressurized pipes) distribution systems.  Generally, municipalities do have 
ongoing maintenance programs to replace or repair leaking collection system 
pipes.  

AT-29 How much capacity of proposed reservoirs is for 
stormwater and leaky pipe inflow?  Cost of reservoirs 
vs. cost of fixing leaky pipes? 

As detailed under Impact HWQ-3 (page 3.8-33) of the DEIR/EIS, the 
reservoirs would be designed for the storage of recycled water combined 
with adequate freeboard to allow the storage of precipitation falling directly 
on the ponds.  Natural stormwater runoff from upstream areas would be 
routed around the reservoirs and conveyed to downstream channels.  Refer 
to response to Comment AT-28 regarding leaky pipes. 

AT-30 Cumulative impact of compounds in 
soils/groundwater and the compounds’ interactions 
with each other. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

AT-31 Studies of inhalation and ingestion of household soil 
contaminated by wastewater application. 

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal regulations pertaining 
to air quality emissions and water quality. 
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AT-32 Studies of inhalation of air pollutants from frost 
protection and during construction. 

NSCARP will comply with all local, state, and federal regulations pertaining 
to air quality emissions and water quality. 

AT-33 Studies of ingestion of contaminated well water. See Master Response No. 5. 
AT-34 Studies of ingestion of contaminated grapes/wine. See Master Response Nos. 2 and 5. 
AT-35 Lack of analysis of public health impacts and 

threatened fish species. 
See Master Response No. 5 and Mitigation Measure PUB-10. 

AT-36 Plan to do additional studies including impacts to 
wildlife. 

See Master Response No. 5 and Mitigation Measure BIO-8. 

AT-37 Impact of recycled water in discharge stream during 
different flow regimes? 

See Master Response No. 7 and responses to Comments M-28, M-31, and 
M-32. 

AT-38 Impact of application of water upstream from drinking 
wells and measurement of potential contaminants? 

See Master Response No. 8. 

AT-39 Chemicals in treated wastewater interacting with 
fertilizers/pesticides?  What are risks? 

Master Response No. 5. 

AT-40 Impact of discharge at point of discharge? See responses to Comments M-28, M-31, and M-32. 
AT-41 Justification for the Russian River Valley-Westside 

Subset?  Least water deprived. 
See Section 2.2, PROJECT ALTERNATIVES, for discussion of screening 
criteria. 

AT-42 If development of reservoirs leads to hillside vineyard 
conversions, who will pay for impacts to salmon 
spawning creeks? 

See Master Response No. 10.  Project will not increase water supplies to 
expand vineyard development. 

AT-43 Alternative 2 as “Environmentally Superior”.   Comment noted. 
AT-44 Aesthetic/economic impact and growth-inducing 

impacts.   
Aesthetic impacts are discussed in Chapter 3.1 and Growth-Inducing 
Impacts are discussed in Chapter 5.0.  See Master Response No. 2 
concerning economics. 

AT-45 Santa Rosa decided to grow, but SCWA is planning 
to use the result of the growth to “destroy economic 
base of agriculture and tourism” in North and West 
County. 

Comment noted. 

AT-46 How does recycled water use for this project impact 
water supply and demand balance proposed in 

See Master Response No. 10. 
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Sonoma County’s Urban Water Management Plan 
2005?  And UWMPs for municipalities providing 
wastewater to NSCARP?   

AT-47 Real supply/quantity/source of water that will fuel 
projections of future growth? 

See Impact GRO-3. 

AT-48 Future water availability in drought years? NSCARP project is intended to offset agricultural uses exclusively.  Water 
availability under established user agreements would have no bearing on 
growth projections. 
In addition, recycled water used as a source for irrigation would provide 
security for agricultural irrigators during times of drought.   

AT-49 Conservation?  Offset from conservation used to 
service growth? 

“Capturing savings” not within scope of DEIR/S.  See Master Response No. 
10. 

AT-50 How will project reduce or eliminate opportunities to 
offset potable water demands in service areas? 

See Master Response No. 10.  Also see responses to Comments S-20 and 
S-22. 

AT-51 Analysis of impact on WQ, public health and safety, 
surface and groundwater contamination is 
inadequate. 

See Master Response No. 5. 

AT-52 Cumulative impact of all projects proposed for 
wastewater discharge?   

See Master Response No. 3. 

AT-53 Lists projects for consideration.   See Master Response No. 3. 
AT-54 Studies to determine concentration effects from all 

the projects in combination with reduced flow in Dry 
Creek and Russian River? 

See Master Response No. 3. 

AT-55 Cumulative impacts of all projects listed above?   See Master Response No. 3. 
AT-56 Exports of waters from SCWA service area? No exports of water outside of SCWA service area. 
AT-57 Has requested studies for past 5 years.  Those 

studies are not included. 
Comment noted. 

AT-58 Analysis of pathogens: in treatment plant effluent, 
interaction with wastewater in storage, and levels 
prior to reuse application. 

All WWTPs must submit monthly monitoring reports to RWQCB.  These 
monthly reports are public documents.  Commenter can request copies from 
RWQCB.   
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AT-59 Definition of “incidental runoff”?  How will it be 
managed? 

See Master Response No. 7 and responses to Comments M-28, M-31, and 
M-32. 

AT-60 Studies to determine impacts on grapes, different 
varieties grown in project area? 

See Master Response No. 2. 

AT-61 Studies: salt build-up in soil? Impact on vine viability? 
Potential to leach into groundwater? 

See Impact AG-4 for discussion of salt build-up, characterization of water 
from treatment plants, and recent study conducted by the University of 
California at Davis investigating the effects of recycled water irrigation on 
vineyard soils.  Also see Master Response Nos. 2, 8, 9, and 15. 

AT-62 How will construction sediment be monitored?  What 
if sediment impairs fish? 

See Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (SWPPP), and response to Comment F-1 
regarding bypass channels. 

AT-63 How many excess cancer deaths are expected in 
North County from 10-year construction phase? 

ARB has issued regulations for cleaner diesel fuels and catalytic oxidizer 
technology.  As new research and requirements become available, 
regulatory standards will require that diesel equipment incorporate the 
cleanest fuel and engines available. 
As to the issue of cancer deaths, the risk of 25 excess cancer deaths per 
100,000 cannot be accurately attributed to the cumulative addition of 
NSCARP construction activity. 

AT-64 Why aren’t quantitative thresholds applied to mobile 
construction sources? 

BAAQMD and NSCAPCD do not require quantitative thresholds for 
construction emissions; however, CEQA significance is based the 
requirement that all feasible and appropriate mitigations be fully 
implemented.  See discussion in Impact AQ-1 for more detail. 

AT-65 Mitigation for exceedance of peak annual 
construction emissions significance threshold? 

See Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

AT-66 Energy consumption for construction and operation.   See Master Response No. 16. 
AT-67 Definition of “excess cancer death” and how is it 

acceptable? 
TAC sources not a significant concern in rural areas in general.  Health risk 
assessments typically only required for high-priority stationary facilities.  See 
also Response to Comment AT-63. 

AT-68 How much of PM10 emissions are more problematic 
than PM2.5 emissions? 

Based on Section 4.12 of the background document for ARB’s EMFAC 
model, 92 percent of diesel combustion particulate matter is less than 2.5 
microns (aerodynamic diameter).  Therefore, diesel exhaust PM2.5 emissions 
for a peak construction day would be approximately 43.3 pounds (47.1 * 
0.92). 
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AT-69 Assumptions for AQ analysis? Refer to Appendix E - AQ.  Equipment listed in project description. 
AT-70 How does project comply with newer EPA PM2.5 

emission standards? (Note:  There are two AT-69 
listed on the comment set, so each Comment is one 
number ahead of the listed number) 

See response to Comment X-48. 

AT-71 Mitigations to avoid formation of PM2.5 emissions? Mitigation measures in the EIR/EIS address particulate matter in general and 
not specifically PM2.5.  The most damaging PM2.5 emissions are associated 
with diesel fuel combustion.  Reductions in PM2.5 generated by diesel fuel 
combustion would be accomplished through state-wide programs 
implemented by the ARB that would ultimately affect equipment and vehicles 
used to construct and operate project facilities, including: 
• Cleaner diesel fuel (lower sulfur and aromatic hydrocarbons); 
• Stricter standards for new on-road and off-road diesel engines; and 
• Cleaner in-use engines through engine replacement, retrofit, 

retirement or modified operation. 
AT-72 Public notification of sensitive receptors within 

construction zone of potential exposure to PM2.5 
emissions? 

Formal public notification of construction emissions is not required nor 
anticipated.  Public noticing of the DEIR/EIS provides notification to 
potentially affected individuals.  It is important to note that most construction 
sites are located adjacent to roadways and/or agricultural operations, which 
are currently exposed to PM2.5 emissions.  The project-related increase in 
PM2.5 emissions would be temporary and would not occur in close proximity 
to sensitive receptors. 

AT-73 Impact of PM10 emission on fish species or crops?  
How much coarser dust/silt? 

Peak emissions represent an estimated worst-case scenario only, prior to 
mitigation.  See Responses to Comments X-49 and X-50.  

AT-74 What mitigation will be implemented to prevent 
damage to grapes from fugitive dust? 

See Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and Dust Suppression Plan outlined in 
Chapter 2 (2-62) of EIR/EIS. 

AT-75 Data/analyses for potential impact to threatened fish 
species?  Mitigations to be taken if there is an 
accident? 

The commenter is referred to Impact BIO-7 for a discussion of the risk of 
harm to fish and aquatic organisms in contact with recycled water.  Note that 
fish are presently exposed to this recycled water as it is discharged into the 
Russian River system.  Also see responses to Comments F-1, M-32, and 
M-44. 
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AT-76 Did analysis factor in baseline level of fugitive dust 
and chemical exposure of people living among 
vineyards? 

See response to Comment AT-74 above concerning fugitive dust.  See 
Impact PUB-7 regarding the results of risk assessments regarding exposure 
to recycled water. 

AT-77 Greenhouse gas mitigation.   See Master Response No. 12. 
AT-78 No Section 3.3.5 on downloaded document 

[Omission or text revision?]  What are the PM10 
emission control measures?   

See Mitigation Measure AQ-1. 

AT-79 Need to evaluate cumulative impacts on soils, crop 
vitality, grape quality.  Impact of air pollutants on 
grape production? 

Master Response No. 2. 

AT-80 How to mitigate for particulates landing in salmon 
spawning streams? 

See Mitigation Measure AQ-1 for the dust suppression plan.  Also see 
response to Comment AT-75 above. 

AT-81 Need to evaluate chemicals that have potential to 
harm sensitive receptors.  Not adequate to assert no 
significant risk because no regulations require 
evaluation of chemicals. 

Master Response No. 5.   

AT-82 Title 22’s applicability.   See response to Comment X-53. 
AT-83 Must meet requirements of California Toxics Rule, 

Basin Plan, and Anti-degradation Policy.   
Comment noted.  NSCARP would comply with application local, state, and 
federal requirements. 

AT-84 Supports work of DCVA  Comment noted. 
AT-85 Deficiencies, recommends revisions and recircula-

tion.   
Comment noted. 

William Tevendale 
AU-1 Have always had enough water for farms and 

population of Dry Creek Valley without Lake 
Sonoma. 

Comment noted 

AU-2 Concern: if farmer upland of him irrigates with treated 
wastewater, what is impact to his water well on valley 
floor? 

See Master Response Nos. 7, 8, and 9. 

AU-3 Impact of metals, hormones, and other compounds in 
treated wastewater.  Impact to drinking water? 

See Master Response No. 5. 
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AU-4 Worried about water wells. See Master Response Nos. 5, 7, 8, and 9. 
Anertukirt 
AV-1 No comment on NSCARP project found in email 

transmission 
No comment. 

Cirruhanxo 
AW-1 No comment on NSCARP project found in email 

transmission  
No comment. 

Blopolist 
AX-1 No comment on NSCARP project found in email 

transmission 
No comment. 

Musicadejt 
AY-1 No comment on NSCARP project found in email 

transmission 
No comment. 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
AZ-1 How does the quantity and quality of the water 

benefit agricultural production. 
See Master Responses No. 2 and 4. 

AZ-2 Loss of agricultural land, site-specific evaluation of 
type and quantity of land lost, Williamson Act 
Contract impacts. 

See responses to Comments D-2 and D-3.  Table 3.2-4 of the EIR/EIS 
provides the Farmland type of the lands on which the proposed reservoirs 
and pump stations would be developed.  While Table 3.2-5 of the EIR/EIS 
provides the acreages of the Williamson Act Contract parcels within the 
project area.  Figures 3.2-2 through Figure 3.2-4 illustrate the location of 
project components, which are proposed for development on Williamson Act 
Contract lands.   

AZ-3 Economic effect of project with relation to General 
Plan Objective AR-8.2.  Also buildup of salts and 
other constituents in water. 

See Master Response Nos. 2, 5, and 15.  General Plan Objective AR-8.2 
states, “Participate with wastewater generators to establish programs for 
agricultural reuse of treated wastewater in a manner which would be 
economically beneficial to agriculture.”  As noted in Master Response No. 2, 
CEQA review of a project does not require a fiscal analysis in order for an 
EIR to be certified.  The environmental effects of the project have been 
evaluated in this EIR/EIS.  See Master Response No. 2 for additional 
discussion of economic agricultural benefits. 
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AZ-4 Impact of project with regards to groundwater and 
water quality in relation to General Plan Objectives 
RC-3.1 and RC-3.3. 

See Master Response Nos. 5, 8, and 9.  Also see Table 3.9-3 of the 
DEIR/EIS for the project consistency determination with regards to 
Objectives RC-3.1 and RC-3.3. 

AZ-5 Size of component relative to parcel size, whether 
component is a minor facility under Policy PF-2s. 

Please see response to Comment AZ-2. 
Sonoma County Municipal Code, Chapter 26, Article 16, AR, Agriculture and 
Residential District, Section 26-16-020 defines uses permitted with a Use 
Permit within the AR Zone.  Subsection (n) indicates that minor public 
service uses and facilities are allowed with a use permit and is stated as 
follows: Minor public service uses or facilities (transmission and distribution 
lines and telecommunication facilities excepted), including but not limited to 
reservoirs, storage tanks, pumping stations, telephone exchanges, small 
power stations, transformer stations, fire and police stations and training 
centers, service yards and related parking lots which, at a minimum, meet 
the criteria of general plan Policy PF-2s and which are not otherwise exempt 
by state law.  Similar allowance is made for such uses in the AR CC 
(coastal), Agricultural Services AS District, and AS CC (coastal).   
Based upon the description of minor public service uses and facilities 
described above, the proposed NSCARP infrastructure can be described as 
such.  DEIR/EIS Section 3.1, Aesthetics; 3.4, Biological Resources; and 
Section 3.9, Land Use/Policy Consistency provide an evaluation of the 
projects consistency with neighborhood character, and preservation of 
natural and scenic resources (the issues of concern under policy PF-2s.  
With incorporation of mitigation measures, the project would not have 
significant impacts or policy inconsistencies in these specific issue areas.  
Thus, the project may be considered generally consistent with the referenced 
policies.  A discussion of Policy AR-4a has been added to FEIR/EIS Section 
3.9 and the discussion of Policy PF-2s has been supplemented. 
Additional review of project elements will be necessary as design-level 
information becomes available, and as may be necessary in support of 
necessary permits for the project. 

AZ-6 Policy consistency with General Plan Policies OS-5f 
and OS-5h(3). 

See Table 3.9-3 of the FEIR/EIS.  The proposed project would result in 
minimal vegetation removal, and areas graded as part of the proposed 
project would be revegetated.  Therefore, development of the proposed 
project would be consistent with Policy OS-5f.  The proposed project does 
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not require significant streambank modifications, would minimize vegetation 
removal at stream crossings, and construction associated with the proposed 
project would not result in diminished or diverted stream flow nor would it 
result in bank instability or erosion. 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department 
BA-1 General Plan Update and Water Resources Element. The Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Policy AR-8f encourages the use of 

recycled water through participation in reuse programs.  Policy WR-4a 
encourages disposal methods that minimize reliance on discharges into 
natural waterways.  Policy WR-4j is to ensure that public wastewater 
disposal systems are designed to reclaim and reuse recycled water for 
agricultural and other uses provided that the water meets the applicable 
water quality standards and is supplied in quantities for the intended uses. 

BA-2 PRMD review as project develops. SCWA will continue to coordinate with the PRMD to ensure project 
consistency with the County General Plan and to develop an acceptable and 
feasible project design. 

BA-3 Project description appears to be based on 
projections of available recycled water and land 
owner commitment. 

The commenter’s interpretation is essentially correct.  The project description 
was developed during the preparation of the engineering feasibility study for 
the NSCARP where the project was developed based on potential water 
availability and storage potential in the project area.  The storage potential is 
based on assumptions that a reservoir could be constructed on a property 
where the owner has only granted permission for the Agency to evaluate the 
property for use as a reservoir site.  There have been no contractual 
commitments from any property owners for any of the reservoir sites 
evaluated.  . 

BA-4 Clarification of Williamson Act Contract cancellations. See response to Comment D-3. 
BA-5 Use permits and potential general plan amendment 

for large facilities. 
See response to Comment AZ-5.  SCWA will obtain and comply with all 
necessary permit requirements for construction and operation of the 
proposed project.  In the event that project components require general plan 
amendments, SCWA will submit the necessary applications to ensure project 
consistency with General Plan land use designations. 

BA-6 Impact of recycled water on the quality of agricultural 
crops. 

See Master Response No. 2. 
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BA-7 Recommends expansion of Mitigation Measure AES-
1 to require pump stations located in designated 
Scenic Corridors and Community Separators to be 
constructed underground.  Undergrounding pump 
stations may negate the need for utility lights (Impact 
AES-2). 

See response to Comment AZ-5.  Construction of underground pump may 
be infeasible. 
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