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ACRONYMS AND OTHER ABBREVIATIONS
APCD
ARM
AWT

Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District
Aggregate Resources Management
Advanced Water Treatment

BMP
BOD
BPTC

best management practice
biochemical oxygen demand, 5-day test
best practical treatment or control

Caltrans
C-BOD
CCR
CEQA
City
CNDDB
CNPS
CTR

California Department of Transportation
carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand
California Code of Regulations
California Environmental Quality Act
City of Healdsburg
California Natural Diversity Database
California Native Plant Society
California Toxics Rule

dBA
DFG
DHS

A-weighted decibel
California Department of Fish and Game
California Department of Health Services

ED
EIR
EPA

effluent disposal
environmental impact report
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

IRWP

Incremental Recycled Water Program

LOS
LSCE
LWA

level of service
Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers
Larry Walker Associates

MBR
MCL
mgd
mg/L
MMRP

membrane bioreactor
maximum contaminant level
million gallons per day
milligrams per liter
mitigation monitoring and reporting plan
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NOA
NOP
NPDES

notice of availability
notice of preparation
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

PM10
PRMD

respirable particulate matter
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department

RWQCB

Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCWA
SIP
SIR
SWRCB
Syar

Sonoma County Water Agency
State Implementation Policy
seasonal irrigation reuse
State Water Resources Control Board
Syar Industries

TDS

total dissolved solids

USFWS

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

WER
WTPU
WWTP

water effects ratio
wastewater treatment plant upgrade
wastewater treatment plant

µg/L

micrograms per liter
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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW

On February 4, 2005, the City of Healdsburg (City) distributed to public agencies and the
general public the draft environmental impact report (draft EIR) for the wastewater treatment
plant upgrade project. The draft EIR describes options for wastewater treatment, effluent
disposal, and seasonal irrigation reuse (SIR) consistent with the City’s strategic planning goals
of providing wastewater treatment to the service area. The document addresses the City’s
existing and proposed wastewater management facilities needed to serve the City.
The environmental analysis in the draft EIR is based on an evaluation of how environmental
conditions would be expected to change as a result of implementing a proposed project. The
draft EIR addresses the impacts resulting from implementation of any selected set of
wastewater treatment upgrade (WTPU), effluent disposal (ED), and seasonal irrigation reuse
(SIR) options and includes a cumulative analysis of the project’s contribution to the impacts
from other projects in the region.
In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA Guidelines)
Section 15205(d), a 45-day review period was provided on the draft EIR that began on
February 4, 2005, and ended on March 21, 2005. During that period, 32 letters were received
on the document from the public and from state and local agencies. In addition, and as
allowed by Section 15202 of the guidelines, a public hearing was held on February 23, 2005, to
receive oral comments on the draft EIR. An organization also submitted a followup comment
letter on May 25, 2005, following the close of the public comment period; the City’s responses
to these followup comments are included in this final EIR.
As specified in Section 15088(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the focus of the responses to
comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues. Detailed responses are not
required on comments regarding the merits of the proposed project. Comments on the merits
of the project will be forwarded to the City of Healdsburg City Council for their consideration
before approving or denying the proposed project.
This document presents responses to the written and oral comments received on the draft EIR
and has been prepared in accordance with Sections 15089 and 15132 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. It is divided into four chapters:
<

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” presents a summary of the proposed project and alternatives.

<

Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR,” reproduces public
comments received on the draft EIR, including the meeting minutes from the February 23,
2005, public hearing, and presents responses to those comments.

<

Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” identifies changes made to the draft EIR in
response to the comments.
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<

Chapter 4, “References,” provides information about the sources cited in this document.

This document and the draft EIR together make up the final EIR. The draft EIR is hereby
incorporated into this document by reference.

1.2

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The draft EIR evaluated the proposed project as summarized below and as described in detail
in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR.
A single proposed project or “preferred project” has not been identified for this analysis.
Instead, separate options for the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) upgrade, effluent
disposal, and seasonal irrigation reuse with recycled water have been identified. From this
collection of options, the City will select the options that would make up the project. The City
anticipates identifying a project that comprises one of the WWTP upgrade options, one of the
effluent disposal options, and one or more of the seasonal irrigation reuse options.
The upgrades are proposed to improve the quality of the treated effluent and to continue
providing service to the ratepayers at a reasonable cost. None of the options would involve
increasing the treatment capacity of the WWTP.
Two different WWTP upgrade options are being considered, both of which would provide
advanced (tertiary) treatment in accordance with federal and state regulatory requirements:
<

Conventional Extended Aeration with Biological Nitrogen Removal and Tertiary Filtration
and

<

Membrane Bioreactor with Biological Nitrogen Removal.

The City currently discharges secondary treated wastewater to the Basalt Pond, which is
located adjacent to the WWTP site. In addition to the WWTP upgrade options, the City is
considering new options for tertiary treated effluent disposal because of regulatory uncertainty
associated with the Basalt Pond discharge. The effluent disposal options include continuing
discharge to Basalt Pond subject to terms and conditions of the current National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) to the City for the operation of the WWTP. A second effluent disposal
option is the discharge to the Phase V Pond that would consist of constructing a new effluent
discharge outfall into this pond and operating the discharge in a similar fashion as the
proposed Basalt Pond option. The third effluent disposal option is to discharge effluent to up
to approximately 60 acres of shallow percolation ponds that would be constructed adjacent to
the WWTP. Shallow percolation ponds would be designed to promote disposal through
evaporation, or through infiltration of treated effluent into the underlying soil and
groundwater. In response to the comment identified in this final EIR as I1-1, an alternative
site for the shallow percolation ponds has been added.
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The proposed options also include beneficial reuse of recycled water to meet seasonal
irrigation demands in urban and agricultural areas. The seasonal irrigation reuse options
considered in this EIR would involve irrigating land along several identified routes in the
vicinity of the WWTP. A total land area of approximately 1,350 acres has been identified, and
the seasonal irrigation reuse options are identified as follows:
<
<
<

Foreman Lane to Tayman Park recycled water line—agricultural irrigation/urban reuse,
Foreman Lane/Mill Creek Road recycled water line—agricultural irrigation reuse, and
Syar property agricultural irrigation reuse.

The seasonal agricultural and urban irrigation reuse options could use substantial volumes of
recycled water and the area available within the identified routes may be adequate to use the
entire quantity of recycled water that would be produced by the City. It is important to note
that the recycled water would be made available on a voluntary basis to willing users who
would take recycled water for irrigation as the City extended recycled water lines to these
areas.

1.3

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The draft EIR evaluated two alternatives to the project as listed below and as described in their
entirety in Chapter 5 of the draft EIR:
<
<

No Project Alternative and
Winter Discharge to the Russian River Option.

1.4

CHANGES SINCE PUBLICATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

On May 10, 2005, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors approved the application by Syar
Industries for construction of the Phase VI Pond mining operation. As a condition of the
approval, a provision was placed in the permit that would not allow the Phase V Pond to be
used for wastewater effluent disposal. The change in allowable uses of Phase V Pond reflects a
policy decision by the County; however, there is no change to the physical environmental
setting of the Phase V Pond resulting from the County’s decision. Therefore, the potential
physical environmental impacts of the City’s proposed WWTP upgrade options described in
the draft EIR do not change. However, the County’s policy decision for the allowable use of
Phase V Pond is a potential regulatory constraint to the City’s Phase V Pond effluent disposal
option because implementing the option would represent a project that is inconsistent with an
existing land use policy. As described in Section 1.2.3 of the draft EIR (page 1-3), if the City
prefers to implement the Phase V Pond option, the Planning Director may submit the
preferred project to the Sonoma County Planning Department for a general plan consistency
determination, at which point it would most likely be found inconsistent based on Syar’s new
approved mining permit for the Phase VI Pond. In this event, and assuming the City found
that implementation of the Phase V Pond option was the preferred effluent disposal option,
the likely course of action would be for the City to purchase the Phase V Pond property and
possibly annex the property within the City limits. Under a City-ownership scenario, the
Final EIR
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County’s mining permit and reclamation plan provisions for restricting effluent disposal in the
Phase V Pond would no longer apply to the property.
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2

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

2.1

LIST OF COMMENTERS

Thirty-two letters were received on the draft EIR during the public comment period, and oral
comments were received during the February 23, 2005, public hearing on the document. The
list of commenters on the draft EIR, along with the topic of each comment, is presented in
Table 2-1. Each letter and comment has been assigned a letter/number designation for crossreferencing purposes. The comment letters and meeting minutes from the public hearing and
the responses to the substantive environmental issues raised in those letters and in the
comments summarized in the meeting minutes are presented in Section 2.2.
Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Commenter
Hearing
LETTER COMMENTS
State Agencies
S1
California Department of
Transportation,
Timothy C. Sable, District
Branch Chief
S2
California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, North
Coast Region,
John L. Short for Mona S.
Dougherty, Water Resources
Control Engineer

Date Received

Comment
Number

March 14,
2005

S1-1

Encroachment permit

March 21,
2005

S2-1
S2-2
S2-3
S2-4
S2-5
S2-6

Alternatives
BMPs for stockpiled soil
Section 401 certification
Section 401 certification
Definition of Basalt Pond
Beneficial use of the Basalt
Pond
NPDES permit adoption date
Reliance on groundwater data
in the Outfall Relocation DEIR
Basalt Pond water quality
effects to Russian River
Discharge to Phase V Pond –
antidegradation
Construction of shallow
percolation ponds
Shallow percolation ponds –
water quality
Bridge crossings of recycled
water reuse pipelines
Reuse of recycled water

S2-7
S2-8
S2-9
S2-10
S2-11
S2-12
S2-13
S2-14
Local Agencies
L1
County of Sonoma Permit and
Resource Management
Department,
Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

Comment Topic(s)

March 18,
2005

2-1

L1-1

Sonoma County Aggregate
Resources Management (ARM)
Plan policy
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

Commenter

Date Received

Angus Latta, Project Planner

Comment
Number
L1-2

L1-3

L2

County of Sonoma Department
of Transportation and Public
Works,
David Knight, Director

March 24,
2005

L2-1
L2-2
L2-3
L2-4
L2-5
L2-6
L2-7
L2-8

L3

Sonoma County Water Agency,
Anne Crealock, Environmental
Specialist
Town of Windsor,
J. Matthew Mullan, Assistant
Town Manager

March 28,
2005

L3-1
L3-2
L3-3
L4-1
L4-2

L4

March 21,
2005

L4-3
L4-4
L4-5
L4-6
L4-7
L4-8
L4-9

L4-10
L4-11

L4-12

L4-13
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Comment Topic(s)
ARM Plan consistency environmentally superior
alternative
Meeting Regional Water
Quality Control Board
standards with pond disposal
Avoiding impacts on roads
Truck traffic
Central Landfill
Construction timing
Roads
Roads
Right-of-way
Traffic plan; construction
management
Use of recycled water
Norton Creek facilities
Future involvement
Project approach; piecemealing
Water quality impacts on
Windsor wells
Antidegradation policy
Groundwater quality
Russian River water quality
Groundwater water quality
under the SIR options
Combined impacts on
groundwater
Levee breaches – water quality
effects to Russian River
Cumulative water quality
impacts – Basalt Pond
discharge and Syar levee weir
Basalt Pond – Basin Plan
compliance
Basin Plan discharge
prohibitions – effluent
discharge options
Basin Plan seasonal discharge
prohibition – Basalt Pond or
Phase V Pond
Alternatives – water
conservation
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

Commenter

Date Received

Comment
Number
L4-14
L4-15
L4-16
L4-17
L4-18

L4-19
L4-20

L4-21

L4-22
L4-23

L4-24
L4-25
Organizations
O1
Community Clean Water
Institute,
Mike Sandler, Program
Coordinator

O2

Concerned Citizens of the
Healdsburg Area,
Numerous signatories
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March 21,
2005

O1-1
O1-2
O1-3
O1-4
O1-5

March 21,
2005

O2-1
O2-2
O2-3
O2-4
O2-5
O2-6
O2-7
O2-8
O2-9
O2-10
O2-11

2-3

Comment Topic(s)
Range of alternatives
No-Project Alternative –
regulatory noncompliance
Environmentally superior
alternative
Introduction of Durbin report
Model summary – discharge
effects on groundwater quality
– chloride
Chloride as a surrogate for
other constituents
Predicted existing discharge
effects on river and measured
data
Statistical significance of
measured Basalt Pond and
river samples
No environmental comment
Alternatives – groundwater
quality effects summary;
chloride mass load
Existing Basalt Pond discharge
impacts
Quantitative analysis of
alternatives
Mixing zones
Redwood irrigation
Reuse of reclaimed wastewater
Redwood irrigation
Benefits of using anaerobic
treatment processes
Program EIR
Geysers Pipeline
Effluent disposal
Phase V Pond
Shallow percolation ponds
Alternative percolation sites
Geysers Pipeline
Construction inspection
WWTP upgrade – aesthetics
WWTP upgrade – aesthetics
Socioeconomic impacts
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

O3

Commenter

Forensic Management
Associates, Franklin J. Agardy,
Ph.D.

Date Received

March 21,
2005

Comment
Number
O2-12
O2-13
O2-14
O3-1
O3-2
O3-3

O4

Russian Riverkeeper,
Don McEnhill

March 21,
2005

O3-4
O4-1
O4-2
O4-3
O4-4

O5

Concerned Citizens of the
Healdsburg Area,
Numerous signatories

Individuals
I1
Phyllis A. Baldenhofer

I2

Marc Bommersbach

May 25,
2005

March 18,
2005

March 18,
2005

O5-1
O5-2
O5-3
O5-4
O5-5
O5-6
O5-7
O5-8
O5-9
O5-10
O5-11
O5-12
O5-13
O5-14
O5-15
I1-1
I1-2
I1-3
I1-4
I2-1
I2-2
I2-3
I2-4

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2-4

Comment Topic(s)
Traffic
WWTP operations – noise
Soil and water quality
testing/reporting
Russian River discharge
Groundwater – drinking water
standards
Shallow percolation ponds –
groundwater quality
Monitoring wells
Effluent disposal – regulatory
objectives
Methyl-mercury
Nutrient removal
Redwood or riparian forest
irrigation
Information inaccuracies.
Same as comment O2-2
Adequate studies for RWQCB
Expert opinions
Same as comment O2-4
Shallow percolation ponds
Same as comment O2-6
Same as comment O2-11
Same as comment O2-8
Same as comment O2-9
Same as comment O2-10
Same as comment O2-11
Same as comment O2-12
Same as comment O2-13
Same as comment O2-14
Shallow percolation ponds
Screening with redwoods
Phase V Pond
Impact on quality of life
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – soil
Shallow percolation ponds
Ponds – flooding
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds –
groundwater quality
Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

Commenter

Date Received

Comment
Number
I2-5

I2-6

I2-7
I2-8
I2-9
I2-10

I2-11
I2-12
I2-13
I2-14
I2-15
I2-16

I2-17

I2-18
I2-19
I2-20
I2-21
I2-22
I2-23
I2-24
I2-25
I2-26
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Comment Topic(s)
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – Basin Plan
compliance
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds –
groundwater quality
Discharge overflows – visual
impacts
Basalt Pond and Phase V Pond
– groundwater quality
Basalt Pond and Phase V Pond
– water quality differences
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds –
antidegradation
Compensation for water quality
impact
Shallow percolation ponds –
siting
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – lining
Shallow percolation ponds –
depth to groundwater
Shallow percolation ponds –
soils
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – residence
time
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – depth to
groundwater
Alternatives
Soil
Soil
Depth to groundwater
Groundwater antidegradation
Water quality objectives;
antidegradation
NPDES permit compliance
Phase V Pond – Syar
agreement
Phase V Pond – Syar
agreement
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

Commenter

Date Received

Comment
Number
I2-27

I2-28

I2-29
I2-30
I2-31
I2-32
I2-33
I2-34
I2-35
I2-36

I2-37
I2-38
I2-39
I2-40
I2-41

I3

Brendan Collins

March 21,
2005

I2-42
I2-43
I3-1
I3-2
I3-3
I3-4
I3-5
I3-6
I3-7
I3-8
I3-9
I3-10
I3-11
I3-12
I3-13

EDAW
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Comment Topic(s)
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – Title 22
compliance
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds – water
quality
Noise
Visual impact
Visual impact
Visual impact
Visual impact
Visual impact
Visual impact
Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation ponds –
groundwater
Cost
Geysers Pipeline
Redwood irrigation
Redwood irrigation
Civil engineers involved with
analysis
Alternatives
Visual impact
Impact on nearby residents
Scope of draft EIR
Air quality
Division of established
community
Farmland
Farmland
Construction – contaminated
soil, air quality
Shallow percolation ponds –
groundwater
Construction – hazardous
substances
Construction – health and
safety
Construction plans and
management
Flooding
Release of viruses
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing
I4

Commenter
Chris De Benedetti

Date Received
March 21,
2005

Comment
Number
I3-14
I4-1
I4-2
I4-3
I4-4
I4-5
I4-6
I4-7
I4-8
I4-9
I4-10
I4-11
I4-12
I4-13
I4-14
I4-15
I4-16
I4-17
I4-18
I4-19
I4-20
I4-21
I4-22
I4-23
I4-24
I4-25
I4-26
I4-27
I4-28
I4-29
I4-30
I4-31
I4-32
I4-33
I4-34
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Comment Topic(s)
Geysers Pipeline
WWTP upgrade options
Visual impact of WWTP
Lighting
Odors
Noise
Phase V Pond – groundwater
Construction – air quality
Relocation of WWTP
Lawsuit decision
Agricultural impact
Effluent disposal –
environmentally superior
Agricultural irrigation reuse
Types of treatment
Basalt Pond
Expected completion
CEQA EIR process
Alternative locations
Cost
Shallow percolation ponds
Shallow percolation ponds –
groundwater
Shallow percolation ponds –
water supply
Shallow percolation ponds –
agricultural conversion
Shallow percolation ponds –
Measure I consistency
Division of established
community
Impact on nearby residents
Economic impacts
Cost
Cost
Commercial wastewater rates
Shallow percolation ponds –
Syar Industries
Geysers Pipeline
Wildlife
Syar Industries levee weir
status
Syar Industries consultation
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

I5

Commenter

Marisa De Benedetti

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

Date Received

March 21,
2005

2-8

Comment
Number
I4-35
I4-36
I4-37
I4-38
I4-39
I4-40
I4-41
I4-42
I4-43
I4-44
I4-45
I5-1
I5-2
I5-3
I5-4
I5-5
I5-6
I5-7
I5-8
I5-9
I5-10
I5-11
I5-12
I5-13
I5-14
I5-15
I5-16
I5-17
I5-18
I5-19
I5-20
I5-21
I5-22
I5-23
I5-24
I5-25
I5-26
I5-27
I5-28
I5-29
I5-30
I5-31

Comment Topic(s)
Program EIR
Geysers Pipeline
Effluent disposal
Phase V Pond
Shallow percolation ponds
WWTP upgrade – aesthetics
WWTP upgrade – aesthetics
Socioeconomic impacts
WWTP operations – traffic
WWTP operations – noise
Soil and water quality
testing/reporting
Same as comment I4-1
Same as comment I4-2
Same as comment I4-3
Same as comment I4-4
Same as comment O2-1
Same as comment I4-6
Same as comment I4-7
Same as comment I4-8
Same as comment I4-9
Same as comment I4-10
Same as comment I4-31
Same as comment I4-12
Same as comment I4-13
Same as comment I4-14
Same as comment I4-15
Same as comment I4-16
Same as comment I4-17
Same as comment I4-18
Same as comment I4-19
Same as comment I4-20
Same as comment I4-21
Same as comment I4-22
Same as comment I4-23
Same as comment I4-24
Same as comment I4-25
Same as comment I4-26
Same as comment I4-27
Same as comment I4-28
Same as comment I4-29
Same as comment I4-30
Same as comment I4-31
Final EIR
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing
I6

Commenter
Michaela De Benedetti

Date Received
March 21,
2005

I7

Michele De Benedetti

March 21,
2005

I8

Rosanne De Benedetti

March 21,
2005

I9

Stephan De Benedetti

March 21,
2005
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Comment
Number
I6-1
I6-2
I6-3
I6-4
I6-5
I6-6
I6-7
I6-8
I7-1
I7-2
I7-3
I7-4
I7-5
I7-6
I7-7
I7-8
I7-9
I7-10
I7-11
I8-1
I8-2
I8-3
I8-4
I8-5
I8-6
I8-7
I8-8
I8-9
I8-10
I8-11
I8-12
I8-13
I8-14
I8-15
I8-16
I8-17
I8-18
I8-19
I9-1
I9-2
I9-3
I9-4

Comment Topic(s)
Impacts on nearby residents
Eminent domain
Same as comment I4-28
Eminent domain
Impacts on nearby businesses
and residents
Location of WWTP
Visual and odor impacts
Alternative sites
Geysers Pipeline
Syar Industries
Options
Same as comment I4-30
Same as comment I4-10
Impact on nearby residents
WWTP
Eminent domain
Notification
Project process
Eminent domain
Same as comment I4-6
Same as comment I4-7
Same as comment I4-10
Same as comment I4-11
Same as comment I4-13
Same as comment I4-14
Same as comment I4-17
Same as comment I4-19
Same as comment I4-20
Same as comment I4-24
Same as comment I4-27
Same as comment I4-29
Same as comment I4-31
Same as comment I4-32
Same as comment O2-2
Same as comment O2-3
Shallow percolation ponds
Same as comment O2-11
Family history
Groundwater
Groundwater
Geysers Pipeline
Types of treatment
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing
I10

I11

Commenter

Date Received

JoAnn Borri, on behalf of the
Borri family

March 21,
2005

Richard Burg

March 21,
2005

Comment
Number
I10-1
I10-2
I10-3
I10-4
I10-5
I10-6
I10-7
I10-8
I10-9
I10-10
I10-11
I10-12
I11-1
I11-2
I11-3

I12

Donna Gregor

March 2,
2005

I13

Donna Gregor

March 21,
2005

I14

Dennis Hill

March 21,
2005

I12-1
I12-2
I12-3
I13-1
I13-2
I13-3
I14-1
I14-2
I14-3

I15

Peggy F. Love

March 14,
2005

I14-4
I14-5
I14-6
I15-1
I15-2
I15-3
I15-4

I16

James T. Love
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March 11,
2005
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I16-1

Comment Topic(s)
Notification
Review period
Rejected options
WWTP options
Water quality standards
Effluent disposal feasibility
Need for ponds
Redwood irrigation
Groundwater quality
Economic impact
Socioeconomic impacts
Project process
Division of established
community
Alternatives considered
Shallow percolation ponds –
alternative locations
Shallow percolation ponds –
economic impacts
Costs
Alternative locations
Alternative locations
Phase V Pond
Upgrade option preference
Basalt Pond preference
Shallow percolation ponds –
alternative location
Syar Industries levee weir
status; agricultural and
economic impact
WWTP – alternative location
WWTP upgrades aesthetics
Public input
Options considered
Shallow percolation ponds and
Phase V Pond – opposition
Shallow percolation ponds and
Phase V Pond – opposition
Basalt Pond and redwood
irrigation
Groundwater; socioeconomic
impacts
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

Commenter

Date Received

Comment
Number
I16-2
I16-3
I16-4

I17

Peter Maier, Ph.D., P.E.

I18

Judith Olney

March 18,
2005
March 18,
2005

I17-1
I18-1
I18-2
I18-3
I18-4
I18-5
I18-6
I18-7
I18-8
I18-9
I18-10
I18-11
I18-12
I18-13
I18-14
I18-15
I18-16
I18-17
I18-18
I18-19
I18-20
I18-21
I18-22
I18-23
I18-24

I18-25
I18-26
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Comment Topic(s)
Basalt Pond and Geysers
Pipeline
Socioeconomic impacts
Shallow percolation ponds –
alternative location
General – treatment design
Reference to enclosures
Groundwater
EIR approach – program vs.
project level
Phase V Pond
Phase V and VI pits – baseline
Groundwater
WWTP upgrade preferences
and questions
Water conservation
Geysers Pipeline
Basalt Pond preference
Basalt Pond superior to Phase
V Pond
Phase V Pond regulation
Groundwater modeling
Water quality standards
Phase V Pond – ARM Plan
Antidegradation
Legal fees
Drinking water standards –
synthetic organic constituents
Aluminum – groundwater
Effect of metals on grape
production
Effect of groundwater levels on
grape production
Shallow percolation ponds –
groundwater
Shallow percolation ponds –
floodplains
Shallow percolation ponds and
Phase V Pond – depth to
groundwater
Groundwater wells
Metals in groundwater
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

I19

Commenter

Eugene and Darlene Ricci

Date Received

March 21,
2005

Comment
Number
I18-27
I18-28

I19-4

Rapid infiltration
Groundwater impacts
mitigation
Biological resources
Air quality – diesel
Basalt Pond effluent violations
Shallow percolation ponds –
socioeconomic impacts on
nearby residents
Basalt Pond preference
Shallow percolation ponds –
costs, impacts, opposition
Basalt Pond preference

I19-5
I20-1
I20-2
I20-3
I21-1

WWTP upgrades – aesthetics
Impacts on nearby residents
Impacts on nearby residents
Options
Impacts on nearby residents

I22-1

Introduction – alternative
treatment
Irrigation – treatment and
recycled water use
Irrigation – Mill Creek Road
Alternatives – advantages

I18-29
I18-30
I18-31
I19-1

I19-2
I19-3

I20

Patrick Shea

March 21,
2005

I21

Mariah S. Silveira

I22

Dan Wickham

March 21,
2005
March 21,
2005

Comment Topic(s)

I22-2

I22-3
I22-4
COMMENTS MADE AT FEBRUARY 23, 2005, PUBLIC HEARING
PH
Planning commission minutes
February
PH-1
Redwood irrigation
23, 2005
PH-2
Phase V Pond regulation;
responsible agencies
PH-3
Data source – Wastewater
Outfall Relocation Project
PH-4
Water quality standards
PH-5
Comparison with City of Santa
Rosa data
PH-6
Effluent flows – copper and
groundwater mounding
PH-7
Adequacy of draft EIR
PH-8
Phase V Pond – groundwater
PH-9
Shallow percolation ponds –
irrigation alternatives
PH-10
Tertiary treatment preference
PH-11
Redwood irrigation
PH-12
Alternatives
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Table 2-1
Comments Received on the Draft EIR
Letter/
Hearing

Commenter

Date Received

Comment
Number
PH-13
PH-14
PH-15
PH-16
PH-17
PH-18
PH-19
PH-20

2.2

Comment Topic(s)
Mitigation measures
Ponds: treatment vs. effluent
disposal
Comment letters
Effluent disposal alternatives
WWTP aesthetics; visual
impacts
Approach – irrigation options
Public education
Written comments

WRITTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR

The written and oral comments received on the draft EIR and the responses to those
comments are provided in this section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is
followed by responses to comments on substantive environmental issues. The oral comments
from the public hearing are summarized in meeting minutes and also are followed by
responses to comments on substantive environmental issue
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S1-1
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LETTER S1 RESPONSE
California Department of Transportation
Timothy C. Sable, District Branch Chief
Received on March 14, 2005

S1-1

The need for an encroachment permit from the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) is noted in Section 2.6, “Regulatory Requirements, Permits,
and Approvals,” of the draft EIR. All subsequent Caltrans permitting requirements
would be followed for project activities taking place within the Caltrans right-of-way.
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S2

S2-1

S2-2
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S2-3

S2-4

S2-5

S2-6

S2-7

S2-8
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S2-8
Cont'd

S2-9

S2-10

S2-11
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S2-11
Cont'd

S2-12

S2-13

S2-14
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LETTER S2 RESPONSE
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region
John L. Short for Mona S. Dougherty, Water Resources Control Engineer
Received on March 21, 2005

S2-1

The disposal option of conveying treated wastewater to the Geysers Pipeline was
identified in Section 5.6.3, on page 5-13 of the draft EIR. As described, the City of
Santa Rosa, the owner of the Geysers Pipeline, is considering additional use of the
capacity in the pipeline as part of the Santa Rosa Incremental Recycled Water Project
(IRWP). The IRWP or other growth-related wastewater generated by users of the
pipeline may use its available capacity in the future. In addition, the Sonoma County
Water Agency is considering the proposed North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse
project. Both the IRWP and North Sonoma County Agricultural Reuse project would
involve the use and expansion of the existing Geysers Pipeline.
As noted in Section 5.6.3 of the draft EIR in a referenced Town of Windsor/City
Council staff report, several entities other than the City of Healdsburg have engaged in
negotiations over available pipeline capacity. Prior City of Healdsburg/City of Santa
Rosa discussions over use of availability of the pipeline to the City of Healdsburg have
confirmed that the City of Santa Rosa is uncertain as to whether any capacity would be
available to Healdsburg or to other entities not part of the Santa Rosa subregional
system. The City of Healdsburg contacted both Santa Rosa and Sonoma County Water
Agency following the release of the draft EIR to confirm the current status of available
capacity in the Geysers Pipeline. According to these recent communications, studies
evaluating the IRWP and agricultural reuse alternatives are not expected to be
completed until 2007, and the City of Santa Rosa is unable to commit to sharing
capacity in the Geysers Pipeline at this time (Smith and Jeane, pers. comm., 2005).
Because capacity in the Geysers Pipeline is unavailable to Healdsburg at this time, and
for the other reasons identified in Section 5.6.3 of the draft EIR, this option is
considered infeasible by the City at this time.
Regarding other reuse options outside of the Healdsburg area, the draft EIR identifies
three options for reasonable and feasible seasonal irrigation reuse (SIR) that could be
implemented to beneficially reuse all the treated wastewater during the nondischarge
season for application on both urban and agricultural parcels. Because the comment
does not identify any specific recommendation for additional reuse options and does
not identify environmental impacts that could be reduced by such options, no further
response can be provided.

S2-2

Disturbance minimization best management practices (BMPs) for soil stockpiles were
identified on page 2-41 of the draft EIR, in the first bullet paragraph. Erosion was
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identified as a potentially significant impact on pages 3.2-29 through 3.2-32 of the draft
EIR, and mitigation was identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
To provide additional assurance that the BMP would be used to protect stockpiled soil,
a specific reference to protecting stockpiled soil has been incorporated into Mitigation
Measure 3.2-1 as described below and as noted in Chapter 4 of this final EIR. The
revision does not change the significance conclusions in the draft EIR and does not
result in additional significant impacts. The following text is added to the second bullet
item in Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 on page 3.2-32, as follows:
<

Erosion Control: BMPs will be included to stabilize exposed soils, including
stockpiled soil; minimize offsite runoff; remove sediment from onsite runoff
before it leaves the site; slow runoff rates across construction sites; and,
identify post-construction soil stabilization BMPs. Appropriate temporary
and long-term seeding, mulching, and other erosion control measures will
be identified.

S2-3

Table 2-2 (page 2-26) identifies the Section 401 requirement for constructed stream
crossings. The first paragraph on page 2-40 states that riprap would be considered for
use at crossings with existing rock armoring that do not support woody riparian
vegetation before construction. Regarding revegetation or other mitigation measures,
Mitigation Measure 3.4-5 identifies several potential measures that would be required,
including revegetation of riparian habitat. Please see pages 3.4-42 through 3.4-44 of
the draft EIR.

S2-4

The soil placement in the Basalt and/or the Phase I/II Ponds would support and
reinforce the inland side of an existing levee and would not result in raising the levee
elevation. The elevation of the levee crest is the single most important factor that
governs the potential for floodwater overtopping and inundation of the inland
floodplain. Because the levee crest elevation would not change, the fill would not
appreciably alter floodplain function, such as the frequency with which the specific
levee location would be subject to overtopping, geomorphology of the Russian River
channel, and the associated deposition of sediment on the inland floodplain areas.
Nevertheless, the City has committed to seek appropriate permits, including Section
401 certifications as noted in the comment, which could result in modifications to fill
placement.

S2-5

The use of the term “percolation” had no bearing on the impact analysis and
significance conclusions in the draft EIR because no specific contaminant removal
processes were attributed to the percolation of contaminants as they pass from terrace
ponds through aquifer materials into groundwater or the Russian River. Potential
water quality impacts were evaluated in the draft EIR based on existing measured
undiluted effluent, measured receiving water quality data, and the projected effluent
quality following implementation of proposed tertiary treatment upgrades. The
analysis of undiluted values represents a conservative “end-of-pipe” evaluation of
potential water quality effects, and the water quality analysis shows that implementation
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of effluent disposal with the tertiary treatment upgrades is expected to comply with all
applicable water quality objectives and regulations. However, in response to the
comment, the following modification has been incorporated into the EIR to reflect the
correct definition of percolation pond as described below and as noted in Chapter 4 of
this final EIR. The last sentence of the third paragraph on page 3.2-2 is hereby revised
as follows:
Other communities, including Cloverdale and Ukiah, as well as a number of
smaller private systems, and Healdsburg discharges treated wastewater to a
constructed percolation ponds adjacent to the Russian River, and Healdsburg
discharges to a historic terrace mining pond adjacent to the Russian River.
S2-6

In response to comment S2-6, Table 3.2-1 of the EIR is hereby revised as indicated
below and as noted in Chapter 4 of this final EIR to include REC-1 as an existing
beneficial use of the Basalt Pond. This modification does not change the significance
conclusions in the draft EIR and does not result in additional significant impacts
because the quality of tertiary treated wastewater would comply with the applicable
Title 22 regulatory objectives for contact recreation as identified in Table 3.2-5 of the
draft EIR.

IND

PRO

GWR

FRSH

NAV

POW

REC 1

REC 2

COMM

WARM

COLD

BSA

WILD

RARE

MIGR

SPWN

AQUA

Russian River,
Middle, Warm E
Springs subarea

AGR

Hydrologic Subarea

MUN

Table 3.2-1
Beneficial Uses of the Russian River and Apparent Beneficial Uses of Syar Ponds the Basalt Pond
Designated Beneficial Uses in Basin Plan

E

E

P

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

Syar Basalt
Ponds *
Groundwater

E
E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

P

* Potential beneficial uses supported in Syar ponds the Basalt Pond. Basin Plan does not include formally designated uses for
these water bodies the Basalt Pond.
E = =existing use; P = potential use
MUN-Municipal and Domestic Supply; AGR-Agricultural Supply; IND-Industrial Service Supply; PRO-Industrial Process
Supply; GWR-Groundwater Recharge; FRSH-Freshwater replenishment; NAV-Navigation; POW-Hydropower Generation; REC
1-Water contact recreation; REC 2-Non-contact water recreation; COMM-Commercial and sport fishing; WARM-Warm
freshwater habitat; COLD-Cold freshwater habitat; BSA-Biologically Significant Areas; WILD-Wildlife habitat; RARE-Rare,
threatened, or endangered species; MIGR-Migration of aquatic organisms; SPWN-Spawning, reproduction, and/or early
development; AQUA-Aquaculture.

S2-7

The correct date of Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) approval of the
City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit is noted. No
further response is necessary because no environmental issues were raised.
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S2-8

The water quality impact analyses presented in the draft EIR were based on a variety of
data, including additional substantial information not included in the City’s May 2001
Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project Draft EIR, as well as data from that document.
As described above in the response to comment S2-5, water quality impacts were
evaluated in a conservative manner with the City’s existing measured sample data and
projected effluent quality following implementation of tertiary treatment upgrades.
The proposed project evaluated in the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project Draft EIR
consisted of continued treatment with the existing secondary wastewater treatment
process units. Consequently, the current proposed upgrade to tertiary treatment
represents a considerable improvement in processes and resulting effluent water quality
characteristics. Because the City is not increasing treatment capacity with the proposed
project, the information and modeling results presented in the Wastewater Outfall
Relocation Project Draft EIR were used in the City’s draft EIR as a basis for significance
conclusions only for groundwater hydrologic effects, and additionally in the support of
the receiving water quality impact assessment that related to the fate and transport of
constituents of concern.
With respect to GeoTrans’s review of the groundwater modeling performed by
Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) for the Wastewater Outfall
Relocation Project Draft EIR, the City believes that the validity and accuracy of the
groundwater modeling have been successfully demonstrated through exhaustive review
and confirmation by both LSCE and the independent consulting firm S.S. Papadopulos
& Associates. In particular and in addition to the comment’s reference to GeoTrans’s
August 12, 2002, technical memorandum that addressed the Wastewater Outfall
Relocation Project Draft EIR and groundwater modeling, the RWQCB also submitted
to the City for review and response the GeoTrans January 21, 2003, technical report,
“Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project, Groundwater Modeling Review.”
Subsequently, the City instructed LSCE to review and respond to all the comments
raised in the latter GeoTrans report. LSCE prepared a technical memorandum,
“Evaluation of GeoTrans Draft Report Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project,” which
the City submitted to the RWQCB on September 23, 2003. In short, LSCE stated that
the purported modeling errors described in the GeoTrans report were unfounded,
with the sole exception of one error in the model construction, which had an
insignificant effect on the model results. In addition, S.S. Papadopulos & Associates
provided expert testimony consisting of numerical analysis and groundwater modeling
with a variation of the same numerical model used by LSCE that supported the validity
of the LSCE modeling performed for the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project Draft
EIR (Expert Report of John Lambie, July 2003 in the matter of Northern California River
Watch vs. City of Healdsburg, United States District Court, Northern District of California,
Case No. C01 4686).
Moreover, the comment identifies only the first paragraph of the “Main Conclusion” in
GeoTrans’s August 12, 2002, memorandum, which pertained to the assessment of the
City’s continued production and disposal of secondary treated wastewater. The
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comment omits GeoTrans’s assessment of tertiary treated wastewater disposal in Phase
V Pond that was addressed in the second and third paragraphs of the passage as
follows:
In general, GeoTrans does not view the outfall relocation and treatment plant
upgrades as “separate and independent” projects. Conversely, discharge of
secondary treated effluent to the Phase V Pond is viewed as only as an interim
measure until the upgrades are completed to achieve tertiary treatment levels.
Thus, it is GeoTrans opinion that the proposed outfall relocation may be
approved, if a definitive schedule for completing the upgrades also is submitted
and approved.
As such, GeoTrans views the potential outfall relocation as a potentially viable
interim solution that would require commitment from the City to complete
tertiary treatment upgrades within an acceptable time frame. A proposed
schedule for implementing Advanced Water Treatment (AWT) should be
prepared by the City and included herein for review by the RWQCB.
The City’s proposed project would implement the specific tertiary upgrades reflected in
the GeoTrans comments.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, “Standards for Adequacy of an EIR,” states the
following:
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the
environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the
sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible.
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.
With respect to the modeling performed for the City’s Wastewater Outfall Relocation
Project Draft EIR and subsequent and independent reviews of information by
GeoTrans, LSCE, and S.S. Papadopulos & Associates, the City does not believe that
there is any specific substantive disagreement among experts to disclose. In light of
LSCE’s assessment of GeoTrans’s comments and associated reevaluation and
confirmation of its model, and expert testimony provided by S.S. Papadopulos, the City
believes that the LSCE modeling results accurately reflect project-related effects and
use of best available investigative methods. In addition, given that GeoTrans’s August
12, 2002, memorandum independently asserts that disposal of tertiary treated
wastewater would be acceptable, the City feels the draft EIR contains a sufficient degree
of analysis for decision makers to take action on the project and account for hydrologic
and water quality impacts.
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S2-9

The water quality samples taken in preparation of the EIR showed that there was no
substantive difference between water quality upstream of the Basalt Pond and the point
at which maximum influence of underflow from the Basalt Pond to the river would
occur. The City agrees that not enough samples were taken to draw robust statistical
conclusions, but a statistical analysis is not necessary to draw a conclusion from the
sample results. In fact, a statistical analysis would be needed if varying sample
conclusions were found (i.e., if some samples found elevated levels of pollutants and
others did not). In the case here, the Basalt Pond discharge has been in place for more
than 30 years and has been continuous, and it is entirely reasonable to expect that any
elevated pollutant levels, if present, would be detectable. Because the analysis was
highly conservative and because elevated levels of pollutants were not found during a
period of critical low-flow conditions in the Russian River, a statistical analysis is not
needed to draw conclusions.
The study prepared by Larry Walker Associates (LWA) represents the best available
information collected to date to document the potential effects of Basalt Pond discharge
to the Russian River via groundwater percolation. In addition, the study reflects a
conservative set of environmental conditions (i.e., secondary rather than tertiary
treatment, low flow in the Russian River, normal operating flows for the City’s effluent
disposal, typical concentrations of constituents in the Basalt Pond relative to the
background Russian River conditions, and sample locations selected to represent the
zone of maximum potential influence). Under these conservative conditions, flow from
the Basalt Pond would have the greatest potential to affect water quality in the Russian
River, and this approach provides a conservative means by which to document and
characterize the potential water quality effects of groundwater flow from the Basalt
Pond to the Russian River. In particular, the Russian River sample locations selected
for the LWA study were specifically selected based on a review of topographic maps, the
LSCE groundwater modeling results, and best professional judgment with respect to
the site-specific river gradient conditions to represent the maximum zone of potential
effluent water quality effect in the Russian River (Grovhaug, pers. comm., 2005).
As projected by available groundwater modeling and known hydrogeologic principles
of groundwater behavior, water contained in the Basalt Pond is expected to diffuse
radially into the surrounding groundwater aquifer, and the small portion of discharge
that could potentially enter the surface flow of the Russian River would occur over a
considerable distance along the river. The downstream sample location selected for the
LWA study was specifically targeted to the area of predicted maximum influence.
Therefore, the measured data independently support the conclusion that the
incremental water quality impact of discharge of wastewater effluent into the Basalt
Pond is not detectable in the Russian River.
The City believes that the RWQCB’s comment that the studies “do not determine
whether localized water quality impacts can occur prior to mixing” does not alter the
conclusions of the environmental impact analysis presented in the draft EIR. As
described above in the responses to comments S2-5 and S2-8, the potential operations
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water quality impacts were evaluated primarily on existing measured data and
projected future effluent quality. The water quality impact analysis was not based on,
and conclusions on projected environmental effects presented in the draft EIR did not
rely on, an assumption that dilution and mixing were necessary to comply with water
quality objectives. In essence, the analysis presumed a point discharge into the river,
which, as described above, is not the way the effluent enters the river. In fact, the
combination of existing measured data (i.e., effluent and the Basalt Pond), expected
effluent quality improvements with tertiary treatment processes, and the LWA study
findings that the existing discharge is not detectable in the Russian River provided the
substantial evidence used to support the water quality impact conclusions. Only two
potential toxic constituents, aluminum and copper, were elevated in the existing
measured data for the City’s undiluted wastewater effluent, and the response to
comment O1-1, presented below, provides specific information with respect to this
constituent.
Importantly, the comment provides no information that would suggest that the
conclusions in the draft EIR are wrong. Rather, the comment suggests that not enough
information was gathered to draw the EIR conclusions, and the information included in
this response directly addresses this concern.
In response to comment S2-9, the following modification has been incorporated into
the draft EIR to reflect the significance of the measured results as described below and
as noted in Chapter 4 of this final EIR. The second paragraph on page 3.2-15 is hereby
revised as follows:
Following the sampling, the results of the laboratory analyses were subjected to
a statistical analysis (i.e., parametric t-test) that compares two sets of data for
their statistical similarity. A statistical difference between the upstream and
downstream data sets (increase of a parameter from upstream to downstream
site) would indicate a potential influence by the Basalt Pond. The upstream
Russian River and Dry Creek data were combined to create a flow-weighted
composite load that was compared to the calculated mass load for the
downstream site. The sampling results indicate that, for many constituents,
concentrations were higher in the Basalt Pond than in the river. The analytical
results of the t-test showed no significant indicate that there was no appreciable
difference existed between in constituent concentrations measured in samples
collected in the Russian River upstream and downstream (of the Basalt Pond)
for the parameters analyzed at the 95% confidence level (p < 0.05). The
laboratory analytical results and subsequent statistical analysis indicates that
discharges of City’s treated wastewater into Basalt Pond appear to not be
detectable in the Russian River.
S2-10 The comment suggests that the Phase V Pond effluent disposal option cannot be
supported based on the information presented in the draft EIR relating to (a)
purported LSCE groundwater modeling inadequacies, (b) whether the Phase V has
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equal standing to the existing Basalt Pond discharge with respect to water quality
effects, and (c) lack of supporting information that the project would meet state
antidegradation policy requirements under SWRCB Resolution 68-16. Other
comments directly or indirectly suggest that an analysis of consistency with the
antidegradation policy should have been conducted.
As noted in the response to comment S2-8 above, the City believes that the adequacy
and validity of the LSCE models that were used for the Wastewater Outfall Relocation
Project Draft EIR to evaluate proposed effluent discharge to Phase V pond have been
satisfactorily demonstrated; no information is provided in the comment to suggest that
the LSCE models were not adequate and valid. In addition, the City believes that the
purported groundwater modeling errors are unfounded and thus that the comment is
not supported by substantial evidence. See the response to comment S2-8. In addition,
the response to comment S2-5 states that effluent and receiving water quality data and
projected future effluent quality with tertiary treatment processes indicate conclusively
that all the proposed effluent disposal options would meet applicable water quality
objectives and not degrade beneficial uses. In addition, because of the reasons cited
above, the relative differences in the specific project-related water quality effects among
the proposed effluent disposal options (i.e., Phase V pond, Basalt Pond, and shallow
percolation ponds) are accurately reflected in the draft EIR.
With respect to supporting information for determining consistency with the state
antidegradation policy, the antidegradation policy involves the assessment and
balancing of environmental impacts and socioeconomic impacts by the RWQCB, in
consultation with the City. The City, as lead agency for the EIR, cannot render a final
determination on a policy matter that is the responsibility of another agency; thus,
consistency with the antidegradation policy was not explicitly stated in the draft EIR.
However, the information provided in the EIR supports a finding that the project is not
inconsistent with the antidegradation policy. This is explained further below.
As required by CEQA, the draft EIR focuses on whether the project would have a
significant effect on the environment as defined by “a substantial change in the physical
conditions which exist in the area affected by the proposed project” (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15002[g]). The antidegradation policy requires conclusions that are
based on both socioeconomic and environmental factors; however, socioeconomic issues
are not evaluated in the draft EIR. CEQA allows the presentation of social and
economic information in a draft EIR but expressly states that “[e]conomic or social
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment” (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131[a]).
In making its conclusions regarding the significant effects of the project on the
environment, the City did not consider any economic or social issues; rather, it relied
solely on whether the change in the physical environmental conditions would be
substantial, which is the requirement of CEQA. Analysis of social and economic issues
would not have shed any light on whether environmental impacts would be significant.
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Consequently, the City believes the draft EIR provides substantial evidence to
characterize the potential water quality impacts, which were determined to be less than
significant.
Given the evidence presented in the draft EIR, the City believes that a demonstration of
consistency with the state’s antidegradation policy and procedures will be achieved via
the RWQCB’s permit authorization phase after the ultimate set of preferred project
options is selected. The state antidegradation policy establishes a two-part test for
determining when increases in pollutant loadings or other adverse changes in surface
water quality may be permitted as follows:
(1) “…existing high quality will be maintained until it has been demonstrated to
the State that any change will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people
of the State, will not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial use”;
and
(2) “…discharge to existing high quality waters will be required to meet waste
discharge requirements which will result in the best practicable treatment or
control of the discharge necessary to assure that (a) a pollution or nuisance will
not occur and (b) the highest water quality consistent with maximum benefit to
the people of the State will be maintained.”
The City anticipates that sufficient and adequate information is currently available to
support a finding of consistency with the antidegradation policy. Much of the
supporting information has been presented via the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Draft
EIR and this draft EIR. The main substantive findings are as follows:
<

The draft EIR demonstrates that the operations-related water quality effects
following implementation of the treatment upgrades and under all the proposed
effluent disposal options would be in compliance with applicable water quality
objectives. Therefore, the quality of groundwater and Russian River flows
potentially affected by the discharge would continue to fully provide designated
beneficial uses and not result in “pollution” or “nuisance” conditions.

<

Because the project would not increase the permitted capacity of the wastewater
treatment plant and would improve effluent water quality through the
implementation of tertiary treatment processes, the project would be fully consistent
with the antidegradation policy because receiving water quality would not be
lowered.

<

Although the shallow percolation ponds have not been modeled, the LSCE
modeling of the Phase V Pond discharge indicates that effluent discharge would
affect the same receiving water (i.e., surrounding groundwater aquifer and Russian
River) in a similar or lesser manner compared with the existing Basalt Pond. The
small distance between these two options and the existing Basalt Pond discharge, in
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combination with the hydrogeologic properties and groundwater flow in the
underlying aquifer, reflects a negligible change in discharge location and largely
equivalent zone of ultimate influence downgradient from the discharge.
Consequently, the City believes there may be considerable merit for a finding that
the proposed tertiary upgrades and all the effluent disposal options result in similar
receiving water quality improvements and would be fully consistent with the
antidegradation policy.
<

As described on page 3.2-13 of the draft EIR, and is supported by other extensive
evidence that is part of the administrative record for the City’s previous Wastewater
Outfall Relocation Project EIR, the results of existing groundwater monitoring
conducted by the City and Syar Industries indicate that groundwater quality near
the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is similar to background levels and only
occasionally are values of some soluble constituents found at higher levels in wells
located downgradient of the Basalt Pond. However, water quality conditions in
groundwater samples potentially influenced by the City’s wastewater disposal are
consistently lower than applicable water quality objectives. Conversely, the results
of water quality monitoring of some off-site wells (i.e., wells that are not influenced
by the City’s wastewater discharges to the Basalt Pond) in the project area indicate
that some wells have elevated concentrations of some regulated drinking water
constituents. Thus, any potential changes in groundwater quality are anticipated to
fully meet water quality objectives.

<

The City believes that the proposed tertiary treatment technology constitutes best
practical treatment or control (BPTC) technology consistent with the
antidegradation policy. Tertiary treatment provides effluent quality that would not
result in pollution or a nuisance, and it would not produce a detectable effect on the
existing quality of the Russian River. Because additional treatment beyond tertiary
is not necessary to achieve the prevention of either nuisance or pollution, and
tertiary treatment will maintain water quality that is consistent with “maximum
benefit to the people of the state,” the City believes it is reasonable to conclude that
tertiary treatment and disposal as described in the draft EIR represent BPTC.

S2-11 The City agrees that the terms “percolation ponds” could apply to the proposed
shallow percolation ponds effluent disposal option. “Groundwater injection,” however,
refers to a process whereby water or wastewater is pumped and forced into a well
directly to the deep aquifer, which clearly does not apply to any of the pond discharge
options. The shallow percolation ponds would be constructed on the floodplain where
seasonal groundwater levels can occasionally rise to the soil surface. The percolation
ponds would be constructed to maintain a separation distance to groundwater over
most of the year. The City’s intended purpose for the shallow percolation ponds option
is to provide additional and redundant contaminant removal as water percolates
through soil. However, because the proposed project would include tertiary treatment
processes and the existing and projected effluent quality would meet applicable water
quality objectives, the additional soil-aquifer treatment is not considered necessary to
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meet water quality objectives. As described fully in the response to comment S2-10, the
City anticipates coordinating with the RWQCB during the permit process regarding
state antidegradation policy consistency. The City would provide additional
information as needed to allow for permitting.
S2-12 The location of the set of proposed shallow percolation ponds was selected primarily to
achieve project objectives, in light of the range of engineering feasibility, costs, and
environmental effects. Because of the alluvium present in the Russian River valley, the
valley represents an ideal location for percolation pond facilities; however, the
experiences of shallow pond dischargers in the Russian River basin demonstrate that
infiltration capacity of alluvial soils varies depending on the soil permeability and depth
of water in the pond. The critical factor in sizing percolation ponds is the infiltration
capacity, usually measured in gallons per square foot per day. Infiltration in shallow
ponds generally declines with time in service as algae and other biological growth
develops on the bottom of the pond and clogs the soil pores. Percolation ponds must
be rotated out of service for maintenance to restore percolation capacity of the bottom
substrate. Consequently, percolation ponds are oversized by a factor of 2 so that
adequate capacity is available when other ponds in the system are taken out of service.
Infiltration rates at two percolation/evaporation ponds at the Sonoma County Water
Agency Geyserville Sanitation Zone ranged from approximately 2.5 to 5.5 gallons per
square foot per day (Sonoma County Water Agency 1999, 2000). Percolation rates at
the City of Cloverdale Treatment Plant ponds ranged from 2.6 to more than 30 gallons
per square foot per day. Based on measurements at these two treatment plants, the
City’s percolation/evaporation pond alternative would be based on a design rate of 5.0
gallons per square foot per day at maximum wet-weather flows of 4.5 million gallons
per day (mgd). After including the reserve capacity necessary for cleaning as described
above, and the areas occupied by separator levees and access roads, the
percolation/evaporation system would require up to approximately 60 acres. These key
engineering, soil, terrain, and hydrogeologic factors are all relatively uniform within
the immediate vicinity of the WWTP site. The existing land uses, including important
farmland classifications, and general environmental conditions are also very similar
within the project area where these suitable percolation conditions exist.
The only other nonprime farmland locations for construction of percolation facilities
would be located in the surrounding foothills. However, the surrounding foothills are
not underlain by similar permeable alluvium, and the consolidated bedrock conditions
would preclude the construction of feasible alternative locations for the percolation
facility. A foothill location would likely involve primarily an effluent storage facility with
little or no percolation function and thus would provide recycled water for SIR options,
or for use with any other acceptable winter discharge options. However, construction
of an offsite foothill reservoir would clearly be a large undertaking of similar magnitude
to shallow percolation ponds, and potentially have significant impacts on a variety of
environmental resources. Because the Basalt Pond option, Phase V Pond option, and
the Russian River alternative identified in the draft EIR are all existing and available
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options for disposal during the discharge season, with minimal construction impacts on
become fully implemented, it was unnecessary for the City to evaluate options such as
off-site storage, which would involve considerably greater construction-related and
operations-related environmental impacts. For the reasons stated, there were no other
suitable alluvial valley sites or offsite locations for shallow percolation ponds available
that would result in substantially less impacts than the options evaluated in the draft
EIR. However, an alternative site for the shallow percolation ponds, also on Important
Farmland, is addressed in the response to comment I1-1.
S2-13 In response to this comment, the following modification has been incorporated into the
draft EIR to reflect the need for seismic consideration in the design of bridge
attachments for stream crossings of the recycled water pipeline. The recommended
design consideration does not change the significance conclusions in the draft EIR and
does not result in additional significant impacts. As described below, and as noted in
Chapter 4 of this final EIR, the second paragraph on page 2-35 is hereby revised as
follows:
For the bridge crossings of Mill Creek and Foss Creek, pipeline would be
attached to either the upstream or downstream vertical edges of bridge decks
using engineered brackets. The attachments would be designed so that the
pipeline does not intrude into the flowing creeks. Pipeline attachments would
be designed in accordance with standard engineering practice procedures for
seismic safety standards and not be implemented in a manner that would
preclude future seismic retrofit of bridges.
S2-14 The comment encourages the use of recycled wastewater in place of potable water,
where feasible, and recommends special consideration for the Foreman Lane to
Tayman Park option, which would use existing Tayman Park water storage facilities.
The comment is noted and will be considered by the City as it determines, and takes
action to approve, the set of treatment, effluent disposal, and seasonal irrigation reuse
options that will ultimately form the project and policies for the City’s wastewater
management.
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LETTER L1 RESPONSE
County of Sonoma Permit and Resource Management Department
Angus Latta, Project Planner
Received on March 18, 2005

L1-1

In response to comment L1-1, the following additional land use policy contained in the
Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management (ARM) Plan is added to Section 3.1,
“Land Use Consistency and Agriculture,” as a new paragraph following the second
paragraph on page 3.1-5. The following text is also added to Section 3.2, “Hydrology
and Water Quality,” as a new paragraph following the first partial paragraph on page
3.2-26. The text to be added follows:
A specific policy included in the Sonoma County Aggregate Resources
Management (ARM) Plan applies to the use of existing terrace mining ponds for
disposal of domestic wastewater as follows:
Wastewater storage: Several cities near the Russian River place treated
sewage effluent in ponds for evaporation, filtering by the surrounding
sand and gravel deposits, and further treatment by biological processes.
The only site where this is done in the Middle Reach terrace mining area
is the old Basalt pit use by the City of Healdsburg for many years.
Monitoring thus far has not found any significant water impacts
connected with this use. Any reclamation plan for this pit shall serve to
protect and maintain the City of Healdsburg’s ability to continue to use
the pond for wastewater storage in accordance with applicable water
quality standards. The processing sediments which have been piped into
this pit may be removed to enlarge effluent storage capacity and provide
fill for agricultural reclamation of other mined areas as long as the
transfer of sediments meets the standards for imported fill stated above.
No other terrace mining site may be used for storage or disposal of
effluent from Public sewage treatment systems unless the Board of
Supervisors finds that the proposal is the environmentally superior
alternative being considered, will meet applicable water quality standards
enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and will avoid
significant impacts on nearby groundwater and surface water. (ARM
Plan, p. 7-42)
This modification does not change the significance conclusions in the draft EIR and
does not result in additional significant impacts.
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L1-2

Overall, the City’s proposed effluent disposal options of continued Basalt Pond
discharge and Phase V Pond discharge have identical environmental impacts, which
was the primary reason why the draft EIR found that the two options have equal
standing as environmentally superior effluent disposal options. The minor amount of
additional construction required for initiating a new discharge location in the Phase V
Pond is not a substantial factor in the relative superiority of these two options.
Therefore, the City believes the impact conclusions in the draft EIR are sufficient for
the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department to confirm
consistency of either option with the ARM Plan.

L1-3

The operations-related water quality impacts that are evaluated in the discussion of
Impact 3.2-3 sufficiently demonstrate and state (in the second full paragraph of page
3.2-36) that all the proposed WWTP upgrade options could be implemented in full
compliance with applicable water quality objectives.
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LETTER L2 RESPONSE
County of Sonoma Department of Transportation and Public Works
David Knight, Director
Received on March 24, 2005

L2-1

The comment refers to the specific text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 contained in Table
ES-1 of the Executive Summary (page ES-4) of the draft EIR. Table ES-4, which
summarizes the mitigation measures contained in the “Impacts and Mitigation
Measures” portion of each individual resource section, contains an error in the text of
Mitigation Measure 3.1-3. The error in Table ES-1, which this comment specifically
references, restricts project construction activity to the months outside of the
agricultural growing and harvesting season. The text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-3
located on pages 3.1-13 and 3.1-14 in Section 3.1, “Land Use Consistency and
Agriculture,” is correct and does not include this requirement.
With respect to the comment requesting modification of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3, this
mitigation measure refers to the exposure of project-related activities to natural
geologic hazards and risk of project activities to cause or contribute to those hazards.
The City considers the risks to road stability and other constructed features from
project construction or traffic activity to be physical effects that are not necessarily
attributable to natural hazards. The City believes the potential adverse impacts on the
County’s roadways can best be avoided and minimized through project commitments,
such as those identified in Section 2.8.4 for traffic control and Section 2.8.7 that commit
the construction contractor to correct any project-related road surface damage.
In addition, in response to this comment, the “Local Agencies” section of Table 2-2 is
hereby modified to identify the Sonoma County Department of Transportation and
Public Works encroachment permit requirement suggested in the comment:

Permit/Agreement
Local Agencies
Encroachment permit

L2-2

Table 2-2
Potential Permit or Consultation Requirements
Agency
Sonoma County Department of
Transportation and Public
Works

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Authorizes construction within
County-owned land or rightsof-way

The comment does not provide information that contradicts the statement on page 1-8
of the draft EIR that 200 truck trips per day is a “relatively low level of [roadway] use,”
so a specific response cannot be provided. Although 200 truck trips per day, as a gross
number, may seem high, they would be spread out throughout the day rather than in
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rapid succession during peak hours. At 15–20 trips per hour (average of one trip each
3–4 minutes), roadway congestion would not result from the project. The response to
comment L2-1 references the traffic control plan requirements identified in the draft
EIR. The City would coordinate with the County regarding truck traffic routes, traffic
controls, and the number of truck trips and would comply with the conditions of a
County encroachment permit.
L2-3

The City would coordinate with County staff members regarding the delivery of soil to
the Central Landfill and would comply with County requirements to meet the needs of
landfill operations.

L2-4

As noted in the response to comment L2-1, the restriction of construction to “outside
the growing season” in Table ES-1, Mitigation Measure 3.1-3, was an error and is not
applicable to the project.

L2-5

The comment states that county roads, particularly Foreman Lane, would not be
suitable for the truck loads anticipated in the draft EIR, particularly during the wet
season, but it does not specify what changes in hauling would be required to
accommodate the limitations of the roadways, so a specific response cannot be
provided. The City would comply with the conditions of the County encroachment
permits, including those relating to seasonal use of the roadways by truck traffic,
alternative routes as available, and repairs caused by any project-related damage as
needed.

L2-6

Please see the responses to comments L2-1 through L2-5. Also, please see pages 3.6-18
through 3.6-23, concerning air quality. The City would consult with the Sonoma
County Department of Transportation and Public Works to identify conditions of the
County’s encroachment permits.

L2-7

The comment states that rights-of-way within County roads may be limited to roadway
purposes but does not specify whether this applies to any County roads affected by this
project. If right-of-way within county roads is unavailable for pipeline installation, the
City would acquire the needed right-of-way rights from the property owners of record.

L2-8

The comment identifies a variety of County requirements, agreements, and
expectations regarding the proposed project, including preparation of a truck traffic
operation plan, submittal of a signed final engineer’s report related to construction
quality assurance issues, and deposit of funds with Sonoma County Department of
Transportation and Public Works to cover the cost of related road repair work. As
described in the response to comment L2-1, the City would meet all requirements
developed in the encroachment permit.
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LETTER L3 RESPONSE
Sonoma County Water Agency
Anne Crealock, Environmental Specialist
Received on March 28, 2005

L3-1

This comment is noted. No further response is necessary because no environmental
issues were raised. The City appreciates the offer and opportunity to develop
additional seasonal reuse opportunities with the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA)
for irrigated agricultural operations with recycled water.

L3-2

The City is aware of the hydraulic maintenance easements for parcels along Norton
Slough stream channel (identified in the draft EIR as Foss Creek) that permit
vegetation-clearing activities for the purpose of maintaining hydraulic (flood) capacity
in the channel. The City’s existing 12-inch recycled water pipeline is located east of the
same channel reach from Magnolia Drive south to the City’s Magnolia Pump Station.
Temporary construction activity for installation of the proposed recycled water pipeline
for the City’s proposed Foreman Lane/Tayman Park SCWA route option for SIR would
occur within the SCWA easement areas. The pipeline would be attached to an existing
bridge to cross the channel near the Magnolia Pump Station; it likely also would cross a
small portion of an SCWA-owned parcel (088-200-010) for the crossing under U.S.
Highway 101. However, the pipeline design and construction would not interfere with
SCWA’s channel maintenance activities. If selected as an element of the preferred
project, the City would consult with SCWA on the need for a revocable license and
submittal of pipeline plans and specifications for review by SCWA. No further response
is necessary because no environmental issues were raised.

L3-3

This comment is noted. No further response is necessary because no environmental
issues were raised.
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LETTER L4 RESPONSE
Town of Windsor
J. Matthew Mullan, Assistant Town Manager
Received March 21, 2005

L4-1

The proposed project would include three components: upgrading the wastewater
treatment plant to tertiary treatment (“WTPU” in the EIR) to produce Title 22 water,
the highest level of treatment short of the prohibitively expensive process of reverse
osmosis; seasonal effluent disposal (“ED” in the EIR) (wet season) to the Basalt Pond
(current method), the Phase V Pond, or a new shallow percolation pond system; and
seasonal irrigation reuse (“SIR” in the EIR) to potentially several locations in
Healdsburg. Each of these options has certain environmental tradeoffs with respect to
a variety of resources, but not to water quality. None of the options considered would
produce water that would result in adverse impacts on drinking water or to any other
designated beneficial use, as discussed in Section 3.2 of the draft EIR. In all cases,
wastewater produced and disposed of or reused would be of higher quality than
wastewater under current conditions.
The comment states that the draft EIR provided a piecemeal analysis of impacts but
provides no examples to support this statement. To the contrary, the draft EIR fully
addressed and disclosed the potential environmental impacts and necessary mitigation
measures for any specific combination of WTPU, ED, and SIR options that may be
selected for implementation. Thus, there is no piecemealing of project-related effects in
the draft EIR as suggested by the comment. Section 1.2, “CEQA and the
Environmental Review Process,” and introductory material on page 3-2 clearly identify
the methods and assumptions that formed the basis for assessing potential
environmental impacts. The environmental impacts on each resource issue under each
of the WTPU, ED, and SIR options were evaluated to identify the environmental
significance of any potential combination of options that may be selected by the City for
ultimate approval and implementation. For example, the analytical method of
assessing construction-related air quality contaminant emissions (page 3.6-18) is based
on a summation of the emissions that could occur on a peak day of activity involving
construction of multiple potential options. Likewise, potential construction-related
impacts to biological resources are evaluated with appropriate analysis of site-specific
habitats and species likely to be encountered with each option under consideration.
Thus, both the potential additive and site-specific environmental impacts of any
potential combination of options are evaluated.
The case citation to San Joaquin Raptor, a case wherein infrastructure necessary to
support a project was not evaluated in an EIR, suggests that elements of the project
were not considered, but no examples are provided.
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Because the comment does not provide any examples to support its contention that the
EIR inappropriately piecemealed or did not include specific analysis of project
components, no further response can be provided.
L4-2

The potential operations-related water quality impacts identified in Section 3.2 of the
draft EIR are based primarily on an “end-of-pipe” basis with current existing measured
effluent and receiving water quality data and the projected effluent quality following
implementation of tertiary treatment upgrades. The draft EIR demonstrates that the
water quality effects under all the proposed effluent disposal options would comply
with applicable water quality objectives. As described on pages 3.2-36 and 3.2-37, the
project would not substantially affect water quality beneath shallow percolation ponds,
the closest point to the discharge location; drinking water quality standards would still
be met. Because the draft EIR demonstrates that the proposed project would comply
with applicable drinking water quality objectives in the project area, analysis of water
quality effects to receptors located more than a mile from the project area, such as
Windsor’s groundwater wells, was not warranted.

L4-3

The response to comment S2-10 describes the treatment of the state’s antidegradation
policy in the draft EIR. Please see the response therein. As described, the City believes
that satisfactory demonstration of consistency with the state’s antidegradation policy
and procedures can be achieved via the RWQCB’s permit authorization phase.

L4-4

The potential groundwater quality impacts are described in the discussion of Impact
3.2-3, starting on page 3.2-35. As described above (response to comment L4-2), the
draft EIR demonstrates that the water quality effects under all the proposed effluent
disposal options would comply with applicable water quality objectives and would not
significantly affect water quality.

L4-5

The analysis of existing measured water quality data collected in the Russian River and
presented in Section 3.2 and Appendix D of the draft EIR demonstrates that existing
WWTP operations have no detectable influence on water quality parameters in the
Russian River. Also, the analysis presented for Impact 3.2-3 in the draft EIR concludes
that operations-related water quality impacts would comply with applicable surface
water and groundwater quality objectives that are intended to protect the beneficial
uses of that water. Because it is expected that the effluent quality would meet
applicable water quality objectives, groundwater modeling was not conducted to
identify whether or not any percolation from the shallow percolation ponds would
reach the Russian River and thereby affect Russian River water quality. However,
based on the understanding of the generally slow, southeasterly groundwater flow in
the project area, the potential surface water quality effects of the shallow percolation
ponds, if any, would be similar to or less than those described for the Basalt Pond and
Phase V Pond options because the potential groundwater flow path to the Russian
River from the percolation ponds would be longer. Further, unlike flows from Basalt
Pond, whose water quality affects were sampled and found to not significantly affect the
Russian River, flows from the percolation ponds would receive additional filtration.
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Section 15126.2 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to focus on the significant
effects of a project. Because the analysis of water quality effects to the Russian River
from the more immediate Basalt Pond were found to be less-than-significant, it was
evident that an analysis of the percolation ponds would not result in determination of
any significant effects to the River.
L4-6

In a similar manner to the response to comment L4-5 above, the analysis presented for
Impact 3.2-3 in the draft EIR demonstrates that operations-related water quality
impacts would comply with applicable surface and groundwater quality objectives.
Because the use of recycled water for SIR options reduces the quantity of water that
infiltrates the soil and reaches groundwater compared to the ED options, and because
agricultural and urban irrigation reuse results in beneficial uptake of nutrients and
additional contaminant reduction via soil-aquifer interaction, the SIR options would
also comply with applicable water quality objectives. However, in response to comment
L4-6, the following modification has been incorporated into the draft EIR to for
clarification as described below and as noted in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. The
clarifying addition to the EIR does not change the impact significance conclusions and
does not result in additional significant impacts. The first paragraph (page 3.2-37) is
hereby revised as follows:
Uses of tertiary treated recycled water for irrigation of urban landscapes and
agricultural operations under the SIR options have the potential to create or
contribute to incidental offsite runoff and discharge to adjacent drainages.
Therefore, discharges of irrigation runoff could reach natural surface waters
and potentially cause incidental changes in water quality conditions. The
potential for such occurrences of offsite runoff from irrigated areas is considered
low because the City must develop a detailed engineering report under the
applicable Title 22 regulations described above that identifies the operational
controls and environmental protection measures that will be implemented with
the system. In addition, the projected effluent quality described in Table 3.2-5
indicates that the anticipated constituent concentrations would be low and the
small quantity of incidental runoff events would not be expected to substantially
impair receiving waters. Also, agricultural and urban irrigation reuse would be
fully protective of groundwater quality objectives, as demonstrated in Table 3.25, and recycled water irrigation would result in beneficial uptake of nutrients
and additional contaminant reduction via soil-aquifer interaction. This impact
would be less than significant.

L4-7

The response to comment L4-1 describes the impact analysis methods used in the draft
EIR to fully disclose and evaluate potential environmental impacts and thus avoid
“piecemealing,” as suggested by the comment. Further, as additionally described in the
response to comments L4-2 through L4-6, none of the options would result in impacts
on water quality because the treated effluent will be “clean” (i.e., it would meet RWQCB
standards required for the protection of beneficial uses). The combined effects of
“clean” water are the same as the effects from each component. Therefore, the analysis
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does consider the project as a whole and concludes that impacts would be less than
significant. This comment does not provide any information to support an alternative
conclusion.
L4-8

The potential for flooding inundation of Basalt Pond is an existing condition, and as
described in the response to comment L4-2, the draft EIR (Section 3.2) demonstrates
that the proposed tertiary treatment process upgrades would result in water quality
that complies with applicable water quality objectives and all standards necessary to
protect beneficial uses, including those of the Russian River. Consequently, if the
Basalt Pond option were selected by the City as the preferred effluent disposal option,
any future inundation of the Basalt Pond would not be expected to result in adverse
water quality effects because the pond water quality would reflect an improvement
compared to existing conditions, and would be of a quality that would not affect
receiving water quality. In addition, flooding conditions with the potential to overtop
the Russian River levees also pose low environmental risk to the project area because (a)
high streamflow rate flood events have a low frequency of recurrence, (b) flooding
occurs only during the RWQCB’s allowable seasonal discharge period of October 1 to
May 15 in the Russian River, and (c) flooding conditions represent substantial dilution
capacity for any incidental pickup of the City’s wastewater and pond water. Finally, the
proposed excavation of soil for new pond improvements at the treatment plant site and
associated placement in Basalt Pond is intended to reinforce the inland side of the
adjacent Russian River to reduce the risk of potential catastrophic flooding and pit
capture relative to existing conditions.

L4-9

The levee modifications, weir control facilities, and associated operations as originally
envisioned by Syar in response to the various mining permit approval and regulatory
oversight processes are described in the draft EIR (pages 2-29 through 2-32). The
proposed facilities have not been constructed and Syar does not have any immediate
planning timeframe established for the project. The comment points out that the
facilities were not identified in the list of cumulative projects as a related project that
could result in cumulative water quality effects. The proposed project would improve
water quality in the Basalt Pond by treating wastewater to a higher level than current
conditions and by producing high-quality water as described above. Because continued
discharge of effluent to the Basalt Pond would not result in adverse water quality
impacts, the project would not contribute considerably to any cumulative water quality
impacts related to operation of the weir.

L4-10 The draft EIR identifies approximately 1,350 acres of suitable agricultural and urban
lands that could be irrigated for complete reuse of the wastewater generated during the
seasonal discharge prohibition season (page 2-20) and use of up to 40 million gallons of
pond capacity at the treatment plant site for effluent storage (pages 2-9 and 2-11) to
provide for flexibility during the irrigation operations. The City could also construct a
set of percolation ponds to accommodate effluent discharge during summer. Although
no specific evaluation has been prepared for this scenario, a seasonal discharge option
to shallow percolation ponds would require less than 30 acres of percolation pond area
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because considerably less than 50% of the wastewater inflow occurs during the May 15
to October 1 period. However, the analysis in the draft EIR suggests that even if
treated effluent were discharged to the Basalt Pond in the dry season (May 15September 30), contrary to current Basin Plan criteria, no adverse impacts on water
quality would result. Compliance with the Basin Plan is administered by the RWQCB,
and the City of Healdsburg will be required to comply with or apply for exemptions to
specific Basin Plan requirements through the NPDES permit process. The City’s
NPDES permit includes a prohibition that limits wastewater discharges to 1% of the
background flow in the Basalt Pond, and the permit identifies the process for
application to the RWQCB for an exception to the requirement. An exception to the
dilution requirement is obtained by submitting a technical study that demonstrates
there is sufficient assimilative capacity in the pond to accommodate a higher percentage
of wastewater flow and remain fully protective of beneficial uses. If the Basalt Pond
effluent disposal option is selected as the preferred option, the City would prepare the
aforementioned technical study for application of an exception to the dilution
requirement. As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, S2-9, and S2-10,
the water quality analysis presented in the draft EIR shows that implementation of
effluent disposal with the tertiary treatment upgrades is expected to comply with all
applicable water quality objectives and regulations. Consequently, the City believes that
the Basalt Pond effluent disposal option could be implemented with the continued
discharge rate in full compliance with the NPDES permit.
L4-11 The comment speculates on a particular regulatory application to the Phase V Pond
discharge. In fact, the specific regulatory requirements that may be issued for the
future effluent disposal operations under the Phase V Pond option are far from certain.
However, the City’s intent to develop agricultural and/or urban recycled water reuse
facilities for the purpose of providing regulatory flexibility, conserving potable water
supplies, and minimizing effluent discharges is clear as specified in the project
objectives (pages 2-6 and 2-7) that include “comply with foreseeable future discharge
permit requirements” and “maximize the beneficial use of recycled water.” The project
description (Section 2.5.2, page 2-15 of the draft EIR) also clearly identifies that the
City’s intended effluent disposal/seasonal irrigation reuse approach would consist of
one of the three effluent disposal options and one or more of the seasonal irrigation
reuse options. However, resolution of regulatory uncertainty facing the City is also a
key factor for the ultimate selection of the preferred project as described on pages 2-16
and 2-17 of the draft EIR. It is not certain whether Syar’s Phase V Pond is a water of
the United States subject to the Clean Water Act, as it was applied to the City’s
discharge of wastewater to the Basalt Pond in the January 23, 2004, U.S. District Court
case brought by Northern California River Watch. The City is currently appealing the
U.S. District Court decision to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. Regardless of the
new regulations and policies that become applicable to the project, the set of WWTP
upgrade options evaluated in the draft EIR provides sufficient flexibility to successfully
operate the WWTP and comply with permit requirements issued by the RWQCB.
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L4-12 The comment’s suggestion that additional conditions should be applied to the Basalt
Pond effluent disposal option to reflect the seasonal discharge prohibition of the Basin
Plan fails to acknowledge the existing terms and conditions imposed by the RWQCB in
the City’s NPDES permit that was adopted on October 6, 2004. As described in the
draft EIR (page 2-16), Discharge Prohibition A7 of the permit prohibits discharge to
the Basalt Pond during the period May 15 through September 30 each year. Thus, as a
tributary to the Russian River, Basalt Pond is now regulated like other tributaries and is
subject to the same seasonal discharge prohibition period. Moreover, the situation is
not unlike the one that applies to other wastewater surface dischargers in the Russian
River watershed, such as Windsor, because these discharges persist in the river after
discharges cease on May 14.
Further, as described in the draft EIR, water quality samples taken during the dry
season, when influence of effluent flowing from the Basalt Pond to the Russian River
would be greatest (because of lower dilution potential in the river) showed that the
current secondary wastewater treatment system does not affect Russian River water
quality. The project would improve water quality through construction of a tertiary
treatment system.
L4-13 The comment’s suggestion that water conservation measures should be considered does
not reflect any acknowledgement that the SIR options result in considerable water
conservation. The quantity of water utilized for irrigation under the SIR options would
replace an equivalent amount of freshwater supply that would otherwise be used to
irrigate agricultural properties (presumed to be conserved primarily via reduced
groundwater withdrawals from the local aquifers) and/or urban landscape within the
City limits derived from the City’s existing well fields. The City estimates that irrigation
of the urban areas identified in the Foreman Lane/Tayman Park SIR option would
have the potential to offset from 5% to 10% of the City’s annual potable water use. The
City and surrounding agricultural areas proposed for SIR rely almost entirely on
groundwater contained within the unconfined alluvial aquifer of the Russian River
valley. Any reduction in use of groundwater results in a direct hydrologic benefit
because it increases the amount remaining in storage that would have otherwise
occurred. This benefits water quality by potentially retaining a greater ability to
assimilate and provide dilution for other discharges that ultimately enter the
groundwater aquifer, such as stormwater runoff, domestic wastewater, and agricultural
fertilizers. Consequently, the proposed SIR options represent considerable water
conservation benefits of the ultimate preferred project that is selected for
implementation.
With respect to minimizing wastewater flows, the City already encourage water
conservation through its service charges and connection fees, which are based on actual
wastewater discharge volumes and incorporate significant disincentives for high flows.
For wineries, current rates result in a service charge of $33.50 for each 750 gallons of
discharge. The City’s largest winery discharger currently pays monthly service charges
as high as $31,000. From a business perspective, this obviously provides a significant
EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2-108

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

incentive for reuse. As a result, this discharger has preliminary plans to install
pretreatment by June 2006 that may allow all of it process wastewater to be used for onsite landscape irrigation.
In any event, the purposes of the WWTP upgrade project do not include any
expansion in capacity. Any additional water conservation measures, while they may be
prudent water demand management measures that the City should eventually adopt,
do not meet or contribute to the goals or purposes of the project.
L4-14 The draft EIR considers several alternatives at an equal level of detail: two wastewater
treatment alternatives, three effluent disposal alternatives, and four seasonal irrigation
reuse alternatives. The draft EIR also considered the No Project Alternative, winter
discharge to the Russian River, and, as infeasible alternatives, alternative locations of
the treatment plant, use of reverse osmosis treatment technology, use of the Geysers
wastewater conveyance line, and an additional seasonal irrigation reuse alternative.
Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR consider a range
of alternatives that “feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and
could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project.”
Except for the infeasible alternatives listed above, the alternatives considered in the EIR
do this. Further, it cannot be reasonably argued that consideration of 15 alternatives,
even if some are alternatives to components rather than the whole project, is not a
reasonable range. Moreover, none of the feasible alternatives considered would result
in adverse impacts to ground water or surface water, so consideration of additional
alternatives aimed at avoiding these kinds of impacts would not result in substantially
improved water quality conditions in comparison to the alternatives already under
consideration. Finally, construction of an offsite upland reservoir of sufficient
wastewater storage capacity would involve considerable construction activity that is not
required for either the proposed Basalt Pond or Phase V Pond, and such activity could
result in significant additional impacts, depending on location.
L4-15 The comment appears to refer to the first question (“a”) of Section 16, “Utilities and
Services Systems,” of the CEQA checklist contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines that inquires whether a project would “exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board.” Analysis of the
No Project Alternative with respect to regulatory compliance with the RWQCB is an
issue that is primarily associated with water quality compliance and was therefore
addressed under the discussion of “Hydrology and Water Quality” on page 5-5 of the
draft EIR rather than the “Public Utilities/Services” section of page 5-6 as suggested in
the comment.
L4-16 The combination of discussions regarding the Environmentally Superior Alternative
presented in the draft EIR include the Executive Summary on page ES-3, and under
Section 5.7 on page 5-15. A typographical error resulted in the description of the
relative superiority of WTPU and SIR options presented in the Executive Summary
being omitted from the discussion in Section 5.7. The Executive Summary provides a
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succinct description of the relevant comparison of merits among all of the WTPU, ED,
and SIR options described in detail. Because the WTPU and SIR options result in
similar potential environmental impacts, and the effluent disposal to either Basalt Pond
or Phase V Pond have equal standing, the superiority of any combination of options
involving these options is similar. Any of the combinations would be superior to any
project that includes shallow percolation ponds for effluent disposal or the No Project
Alternative for wastewater treatment.
Regarding CEQA requirements for identification of an environmentally superior
alternative, Section 15126.6(e)(2) specifically states, “If the environmentally superior
alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally
superior alternative among the other alternatives.” In the case of this EIR, the No
Project Alternative is inferior to several project alternatives, so the suggestion to identify
one superior alternative is likely an overly narrow interpretation of CEQA and is not
required.
L4-17 The comment refers to the technical report prepared for the Town of Windsor by
Timothy J. Durbin, Inc. (hereafter referred to as the “Town’s technical report”) that
consisted of an independent numerical groundwater modeling analysis of the City’s
proposed WWTP upgrade options and comments on the use of measured data
presented in the draft EIR. The responses to comments L4-18 through L4-26 refer to
numbered comments identified in the Town’s technical report. The first 12 pages of the
Town’s technical report describe the numerical groundwater modeling analysis that was
conducted for the report and contain no specific comments regarding the City’s draft
EIR. The numbered comments in the Town’s technical report that specifically relate to
the draft EIR begin on page 13. Because of the technical and computational
complexity associated with numerical groundwater models, and the professional
credentials that are required to review and critique their construction and application,
the City engaged the services of Mr. John Lambie, P.E., with S.S. Papadopulos &
Associates to provide expert review and comment on the Town’s technical report.
Mr. Lambie is a groundwater hydrologist with more than 20 years of experience. His
credentials include a BS in earth and planetary sciences, and an MS in sediment
mechanics, both from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, MIT. Mr. Lambie has
subsequently completed several groundwater modeling courses, and holds registrations
in California as a Professional Civil Engineer, a Certified Engineering Geologist, and a
Registered Geologist. Mr. Lambie previously developed a refined groundwater model
to evaluate changes in groundwater/surface water interaction associated with the Basalt
Pond and Russian River as past of expert testimony in the River Watch v City of
Healdsburg case. Thus, Mr. Lambie has both the technical qualifications and local
experience to apply expert opinion to the analysis. He prepared a technical
memorandum and it is included as Appendix A of this final EIR (hereafter referred to
as Appendix A). In order to preserve the integrity of Mr. Lambie’s professional
interpretations, the responses below only summarize the content of Mr. Lambie’s
technical memorandum and direct the reader to the specific sections of the technical
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memorandum where necessary, or provide direct quotes of relevant findings. Mr.
Lambie’s review was based on existing information in the EIR, the references used to
prepare the EIR, and the analysis prepared by the Town of Windsor.
L4-18 The comment identifies the location of graphs and predicted maximum chloride levels
that would occur in groundwater under several scenarios designed to represent the
City’s proposed WWTP upgrade options. The City believes, based on its independent
review, which the comments in the Town’s technical report do not accurately reflect the
information and conclusions presented in the draft EIR and thereby lead to erroneous
assumptions and analyses. In addition, as discussed in Appendix A and in reliance on
the analysis in Appendix A, the City believes that the majority of the comments and
conclusions presented in the Town’s technical report do not accurately represent the
anticipated hydrologic and water quality impacts that would occur following
implementation of the City’s proposed WWTP upgrade options. As described in
Appendix A, the Town of Windsor’s numerical groundwater modeling was based on
serious technical flaws in the model assumptions, mathematical construction,
processing, and interpretive presentation of modeling results. The Town’s technical
report is based on a flawed analysis of the groundwater and surface water interaction in
the area, reliance on an undocumented and apparently uncalibrated numerical model,
and on inaccurate analytical methods to evaluate groundwater and surface water
impacts of chloride. As described in Appendix A, it is the opinion of the City’s technical
expert that the Town’s technical report does not provide an accurate or credible
evaluation of current or prospective future water quality impacts to the Russian River
or the Town of Windsor’s wells. The key findings of inaccuracies in the numerical
modeling described in the Town’s technical report appear on pages 2 through 4 of
Appendix A.
Based on the above, the focus of the following responses is focused primarily on
addressing comments in the Town’s technical report that specifically related to the
adequacy and evaluation of impacts presented in the draft EIR. Of primary
importance is the misrepresentation by this comment’s assertion that the percentage
increases in chloride concentrations within the Russian River, project area
groundwater, and the Town of Windsor’s municipal groundwater wells would
constitute significant impacts.
As described in Section 3.2 of the draft EIR, and elaborated in the response to
comment L4-2, all of the City’s WTPU and ED options could be implemented in full
compliance with applicable water quality objectives. Specifically, several factors are
relevant to the interpretation of potential project-related effects on the analysis of
chloride concentrations presented in the Town’s technical report. The applicable state
and federal secondary drinking water quality Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for
chloride is a concentration-based standard set at 250 mg/L. This is the strictest
standard available for the regulation of chloride, and is intended to address, primarily,
drinking water taste. Fish are not affected by chloride at this level (250 mg/L).
According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, strawberries are in the category of
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the most chloride-sensitive crops, and are generally tolerant to chloride levels of 350
mg/L (George E. Brown Jr. Salinity Library 1990). The North Coast Region of the
RWQCB has not adopted additional numeric water quality objectives for chlorides; the
most stringent numeric objectives of any of the RWQCBs appear to be for the Los
Angeles Region, which has an adopted objective for chlorides of 100 mg/L.(State of
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region Tentative
Resolution No. 03-xx, November 6, 2003, Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan
for the Los Angeles Region to Update the Chloride Objective for Reach 3 at Santa Paula in
the Lower Santa Clara River) (We note that the North Coast Region has a total
dissolved solids, TDS, objective that is as low as 150 mg/L for the Russian River; it can
thus be inferred that chlorides, a component of TDS, above this level would not meet
North Coast Region water quality objectives.)
This backdrop is important for understanding the nature of the comments and the
contention that the project would have “significant water-quality impacts on the Town
of Windsor wells” (sic) with respect to chloride or any other constituents1, even if the
Town’s technical report were accepted as accurate, which it cannot be due to its flaws
identified in Appendix A.
The percentage change in concentrations is not a determinant of environmental
impact, even if the percent change was accurately reflected. The water quality impact
analysis is based on concentration-based standards; exceedance of these standards
would reflect a probable environmental impact. Existing measured chloride
concentrations presented in the draft EIR indicate that the Healdsburg WWTP effluent
averages 42 mg/L, water in the Basalt Pond is slightly less at 38 mg/L, and the Russian
River flows average about 5 mg/L. In addition, data presented in the City’s Wastewater
Outfall Relocation Project Draft EIR indicated that chloride concentrations measured
in monitoring wells located downgradient from Basalt Pond were less than levels in the
Basalt Pond and several of the wells had low levels near background concentrations
indicative of substantial dispersion and dilution. Consequently, the information
presented in the draft EIR conclusively demonstrates (and the Town’s technical report
supports) that existing chloride concentrations are substantially lower than the
applicable water quality standard—and any known numeric water quality objectives—
and support the conclusion for Impact 3.2-3 that operations-related water quality
impacts would be less-than-significant. Simply stated, if 100% of the effluent were
injected directly in to Windsor wells, obviously an extreme example that would not
occur, the 42 mg/L concentration of chlorides would not substantially affect water
quality of Windsor’s wells. The wells would operate well within any published
With respect to chlorides, as well as a number of other constituents, it should be noted that the impact
on Windsor’s Russian River wells is not a matter of speculation or projection because the current
secondary-treated discharge to the Basalt Pond has been in place for more than 30 years. A review of
water quality data submitted to the California Department of Health Services by the Town of Windsor
between 1988 and 2003 indicates that chloride levels in its Russian River wells have averaged 7.7 mg/L,
with a maximum concentration of 15 mg/L.

1
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standards or objectives pertaining to chloride. Put another way, if a roadway can
accommodate 100 vehicles and operate acceptably and the roadway currently has 10
vehicles on it, it is not “significant” to add 10 more vehicles to the roadway (20 total),
even though the number of vehicles has increased by 100%.
Further, as described in the response to comment S2-8, State CEQA Guidelines Section
15151 addresses disagreement among experts. The regulations state in part,
“Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.” The foundation of
the guideline is that an instance may occur where two experts, using valid criteria,
reach different conclusions. Thus, even if the Town’s conclusions were well founded,
they would not require change to the EIR findings if the EIR findings were also well
founded. However, herein the disagreements between the EIR and the Town revolve
around errors in the Town’s analysis. Several of these issues are reflected below in the
responses to comments L4-19 through L4-26). In light of Mr. Lambie’s expert
assessment of the methods used and results presented in the Town’s technical report,
the City believes that the LSCE modeling results more accurately reflect the actual
hydrogeologic and water quality conditions that exist within the project area, and that
the draft EIR reached the correct conclusions in reliance on sound information. The
existing set of measured effluent and receiving water quality data, anticipated effluent
quality following implementation of tertiary treatment process upgrades, and the LSCE
modeling that was conducted previously to define existing conditions and projectrelated hydrologic effects of a Phase V Pond discharge option reflect the best available
data and support the CEQA impact analyses and significance conclusions presented in
the draft EIR.
L4-19 The comment’s suggestion that additional water quality impact analyses are necessary
in the draft EIR based on the predicted project-related effects on chloride
concentrations presented, and that chloride is a suitable surrogate constituent for
representing likely effects of other constituents, is not accurate. Also, the comment’s
assertion that the draft EIR did not address chloride or any other constituents cannot
be substantiated given the extensive analysis of existing data presented in the draft EIR
including measured effluent quality for a full monitored suite of physical, conventional
inorganic, trace metals, and organic parameters (Table 3.2-2), physical, conventional
inorganic, and trace metals in Basalt Pond and Russian River (Table 3.2-3), projected
effluent quality evaluation based on measured City of Santa Rosa data, and comparison
discussion of groundwater quality data including Exhibit 3.2-2. As described in the
response to comment L4-18, the water quality impact analysis presented in the draft
EIR demonstrates that water quality objectives for all regulated chemical constituents
could be met under implementation of any of the project options. In addition, chloride
is not a suitable surrogate for most, if not all, other potential chemical constituents of
concern typically present in domestic wastewater. In fact, chloride ions in water
generally behave in a highly mass-conservative manner and concentrations are largely
not affected by physical, chemical, or biotic interactions. However, other constituents
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typically interact through a variety of physiochemical or biotic uptake interactions in
the aquatic environment. Appendix A elaborates on this point as follows: “Other trace
constituents that are found in the wastewater at levels above background, such as
fluoride, metals, and nitrate, are retarded and/or degraded in the groundwater aquifer,
significantly attenuating any conceivable impact to surface waters such as the other
ponds or to groundwater.”
L4-20 Section 4.0 of the Town’s technical report presents an evaluation of the potential water
quality effects of the City’s wastewater discharges on constituent concentrations in the
Russian River. The Town’s technical report goes on to suggest that the results of the
draft EIR study of measured Basalt Pond and Russian River water quality that is
presented in Appendix D of the draft EIR do not accurately represent existing
conditions. The review of this portion of the Town’s technical report (presented on
page 4 of Appendix A) indicates that the analysis “…uses an appropriate general
methodology but makes numerous errors with respect to bounding assumptions that
lead to erroneous results. As would be expected those erroneous predicted
concentrations therefore do not match the actual field data collected by the City of
Healdsburg in the Russian River.” The analysis in Appendix A identified three key
errors of the method used in the Town’s technical report.
1. The Town’s technical report’s assumption that all wastewater from Basalt Pond
would discharge to the Russian River is shown to be false based on previous
modeling performed by LSCE for the City’s Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project
Draft EIR and Mr. Lambie’s own modeling conducted for the Northern California
River Watch court case (which show that only between 17% and 26% of the Basalt
Pond flow reaches the Russian River). It has been shown in these models that a
majority of the groundwater that receives wastewater discharge from Basalt Pond
flows out the bottom of the basin along the axis of the valley, not to the Russian
River, and this assumption alone leads to a highly inaccurate analysis in the Town’s
technical report.
2. The Town’s technical report’s use of maximum constituent concentrations
measured in Basalt Pond “is incorrect and leads to a simple exaggeration of the
potential impacts.”
3. The Town’s technical report asserts that the modeling it used and modeling
conducted by LSCE for the City’s Wastewater Outfall Relocation Draft EIR would
suggest that the sample station used current draft EIR was located too far upstream
to reflect the area of maximum effect of existing discharges from Basalt Pond. As
described in Appendix A, it is expected that seepage to the Russian River from the
current Basalt Pond effluent disposal reaches its maximum potential impact at the
downstream toe of Phase I and II ponds, based upon modeling conducted both by
Luhdorff & Scalmanini and by Mr. Lambie. The data points selected for the draft
EIR are representative of the maximum downstream shift in water quality. The
Town’s technical report incorrectly concludes that the sample point was not
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sufficiently downstream to find their predicted impacts when the error is actually in
the application of Equation 4.3 to the data.
Based on this analysis, it can be concluded that this portion of the Town’s technical
report misrepresents and exaggerates the potential water quality impacts of the existing
Basalt Pond discharge to the surrounding groundwater and Russian River. The
comment’s assertion that the draft EIR technical study does not accurately represent
the zone of maximum effect of potential seepage from Basalt Pond into the Russian
River is unfounded.
L4-21 Please refer to the response to comment S2-9, which addresses this issue. As described,
while use of statistical analysis was not as supportable as it would be if a large number of
samples were taken, each sample showed virtually no impact from the WWTP.
Therefore, the statistical analysis is not important to the conclusion that the project
would not result in a significant effect on water quality. As to the issue of variability in
sample results, while there was variability among samples, each sample showed virtually
no measurable effects of the existing WWTP, and no significant contributions.
Regarding the location of the sample, please see the response to comment L4-20.
L4-22 Section 5.0 of the Town’s technical report describes a summary of the modeling used to
evaluate groundwater quality effects of the City’s proposed WWTP upgrade options.
This section does not raise any environmental issues. However, an error occurs with the
statement that the City’s proposed Basalt Pond effluent disposal option would discharge
wastewater to the pond “only seasonally during about June-September.” In fact, based
on the City’s existing NPDES permit and cease-and-desist order, the City will be
restricted from discharging to the Basalt Pond between May 15 and October 1 after
October 6, 2009. No further response is necessary.
L4-23 The two paragraphs of the Town’s technical report include two related errors in the
statements that the proposed WWTP upgrade options “would approximately double
the chloride relative to the ambient groundwater conditions” and the seepage of
chloride mass load into the Russian River would be the same as the mass load
discharged to the effluent disposal pond options. As described in Appendix A, the
chloride load to the Russian River do not equal the chloride released at the effluent
disposal point since not all of that flow enters the river. (This is supported by the draft
EIR water quality samples.) The analysis of chloride concentrations in the third and
fourth paragraphs of page 17 of the Town’s technical report are incorrect as they are
based upon flawed assumptions and a flawed application of the methods described. All
of the impacts of chloride described by their modeling analysis are exaggerated by these
errors and do not match actual data from the field, as reported in the draft EIR.
L4-24 The comment asserts that the draft EIR was incorrect when it concluded, based on the
measured data from the draft EIR technical study, that there was no impact on Russian
River water quality from the existing Basalt Pond operations. The comment
misrepresents the use of the data in the EIR and conclusions presented. The
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information was included in the draft EIR because it reflects the best available
information with which to document the existing effects of the City’s wastewater
disposal operations. Refer to the response to comment L4-20, which summarizes
Appendix A and confirms the validity of the draft EIR study. Therefore, the City finds
that the Town’s technical report does not include substantiation that would discount
the EIR’s conclusions.
L4-25 The comment’s assertion that the draft EIR did not quantitatively evaluate potential
water quality impacts of the WWTP upgrade options, and the suggestion that the draft
EIR is incomplete without a groundwater model, misrepresents the findings of the
draft EIR. As described in the response to comment L4-2, the draft EIR demonstrates
that the water quality effects under all of the proposed effluent disposal options would
comply with applicable water quality objectives. As described in Appendix A, analysis
and measurements have been provided in the draft EIR to assess the potential
significance of effluent disposal options on groundwater and surface-water resources.
Both the quantity and quality effects have been considered and they do not rise to the
level of significance required for the more detailed studies recommended by the Town.
Moreover the water flow system between surface water disposal points, groundwater,
and subsequent surface water entry points does not behave as a direct conduit, as the
Town’s technical report contends. Therefore, the City finds that the Town’s technical
report does not include substantiation that would discount the EIR’s conclusions.
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LETTER O1 RESPONSE
Community Clean Water Institute
Mike Sandler, Program Coordinator
Received March 21, 2005

O1-1 The mixing zone provision of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for California Toxics
Rule (CTR) compliance is one of several regulatory protocols that the City and RWQCB
can consider in the development of a preferred set of treatment plant design and
effluent disposal options and the associated discharge permit conditions that will be
imposed on the facility. The City cannot commit to eliminating from consideration any
of the available avenues for compliance with applicable regulations and policies that
govern wastewater discharges as suggested by the comment. In particular, the
RWQCB recently initiated development of a new mixing zone policy for inland waters,
including the Russian River and its tributaries. The City is a member of a consortium
of regional municipal wastewater dischargers that are assisting the RWQCB with
development of the policy. Consequently, the RWQCB and discharger consortium
view this effort as an important process that needs to be completed to improve the
science, environmental protections, and applicable regulatory strategies for regional
wastewater discharges.
Regardless of the City’s position on the mixing zone policy development, the draft EIR
shows that the proposed project is not expected to require a mixing zone to be in
compliance with applicable water quality objectives. As described in Section 3.2 of the
draft EIR, the potential operations water quality impacts were evaluated primarily on
an end-of-pipe basis with current existing measured effluent and receiving water
quality data and the projected effluent quality following implementation of tertiary
treatment upgrades. Based on the City’s existing measured effluent quality data, only
the concentrations of total copper have been slightly elevated relative to applicable
acute and chronic CTR criteria, and aluminum has been slightly higher than the EPArecommended chronic criteria. However, additional contaminant removal that is
anticipated following implementation of the tertiary treatment process upgrades,
including filtration and chemical coagulation (if needed), are expected to decrease the
concentrations of these constituents so that they fall within the applicable water quality
objectives.
In addition and specifically with respect to copper, the draft EIR did not discuss the
potential for site-specific adjustment of the applicable water quality objectives based on
a water effects ratio (WER). Aquatic toxicity from copper depends on the receiving
water hardness value, and the CTR acute and chronic criteria for copper include
adjustments for hardness. In addition, toxicity may also vary depending on the
concentration of other constituents (e.g., organic carbon, sulfate, sodium, alkalinity, and
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pH) known to affect copper’s bioavailability. The CTR allows for criteria adjustments
with the use of an approved WER that is applied as a direct multiplier of the hardnessbased criteria. The WER is a measure of bioavailability and toxicity of a metal in the
receiving water divided by the same measure in laboratory waters used to derive the
criteria. Based on nationwide studies that have been conducted with a spectrum of
municipal wastewaters, and in combination with EPA’s streamlined guidance for
deriving copper WERs (EPA 2001), the range of WER values in wastewater is
approximately 5-20. Therefore, the development of a site-specific WER by the City
could be expected to result in applicable copper CTR criteria that are multiplied by the
WER. Thus, the City’s existing NPDES interim copper permit limit of 11 µg/L could
increase to a range 55-220 µg/L using the nationwide WER values. As identified in the
draft EIR, the existing maximum total copper value measured in the City’s effluent was
30 µg/L. Consequently, the analysis in the draft EIR, in combination with the governing
procedures used to establish the protective water quality objectives applied to waste
discharges by the RWQCB, provides sufficient evidence that the proposed project could
be implemented and fully comply with permit requirements, regardless of any mixing
zone provisions that may be applied.
O1-2 Irrigation of trees, agricultural crops, or urban landscape with recycled wastewater
within the Mediterranean climate of the project area provides for effective seasonal
recycled water use in the warm, dry months of the year such that other means of
discharge are not necessary. However, as a result of the cool winter periods and
associated dormancy of most vascular plants, the resulting low rate of
evapotranspiration, and potential indirect or extraneous influences such as high
groundwater or flooding, irrigation reuse is not a feasible mechanism for reuse of all
the wastewater produced in accordance with applicable Title 22 reclamation
requirements and typical RWQCB waste discharge requirements.
For instance, redwood trees evapotranspire large quantities of water, but nearly all
during summer months. According to Becking (1967), as cited in Snyder (1992), 69–
90% of evapotranspiration occurs during the summer growing season. The process of
evapotranspiration is heavily influenced by heat and water availability; during summer
months, when temperatures increase and water availability is low, redwoods transpire
water as a cooling mechanism.
The ecology of redwoods and other plants and trees presents two problems associated
with year-round winter irrigation in the project area: (1) water use by these species is
relatively low in the winter, and (2) winter rainfall saturates soils in all but the driest
years. Thus, any wastewater irrigation that occurs would compete with natural rainfall.
Further, winter wastewater inflows to the WWTP typically are higher than during the
summer season. The result is that a higher proportion of the City’s total annual
wastewater volume is generated during this low irrigation uptake season. Thus, the
combination of physical limitations of wastewater flow and the ecology of redwoods
result in the need for other, more reliable means for treated wastewater disposal during
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the wet season. As shown in the draft EIR, no significant impacts on water quality
would result from wet weather irrigation.
Therefore, the suggestion that redwood tree irrigation would fully address the
wastewater disposal or recycled water use requirements does not reflect the physical
and regulatory constraints that exist for such seasonal irrigation activities.
O1-3 The comment incorrectly states that the City was ordered to “Cease and Desist
discharging to the Basalt Pond by 2009.” The City has been required to comply with
seasonal discharge prohibitions by October 6, 2009, not to cease discharge to the Basalt
Pond altogether. The comment supporting SIR options as an element of the preferred
project is noted and will be considered in City deliberations over the project.
O1-4 The comment will be noted by the City as support for seasonal reuse of recycled water
for irrigation of redwoods. The Syar Property SIR option identified in the draft EIR
and described on pages 2-25 and 2-26 includes the planting of redwoods. A final EIR
must include a response to comments on environmental issues on the draft EIR (State
CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15088 and 15132). Recommendations for or against a
particular SIR option address the merits of the project and do not necessarily pertain to
specific environmental impacts of the project.
It is noted that although the City understands the benefits described in the comment
and the desires of the commenter and other commenters who prefer the use of
redwoods for treated effluent disposal, this method is not a reliable year-round method
for treated wastewater disposal; please see the response to comment O1-2.
The City Council will consider the specific recommendations identified in the comment
letter as well as the information presented in the EIR as a basis for its decision
regarding selection of an option or combination of options.
O1-5 The comment will be noted by the City as support for consideration of anaerobic
treatment processes to be included in the design of the WTPU option that is ultimately
selected. No further response is necessary because no environmental issues were
raised.

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

2-121

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

O2

O2-1

O2-2

O2-3

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2-122

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

O2-4

O2-5

O2-6

O2-7

O2-8

O2-9

O2-10

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

2-123

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

O2-10
Cont'd

O2-11

O2-12

O2-13

O2-14

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2-124

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

2-125

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2-126

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

LETTER O2 RESPONSE
Concerned Citizens of the Healdsburg Area
Numerous signatories
Received on March 21, 2005

O2-1 The draft EIR is specifically designed to be a project-level assessment of environmental
impacts of the proposed options, or any combination of options, as described in Section
1.2 (page 1-2) and on page 3-2 of Section 3, “Approach to the Environmental Analysis.”
The City used data and analytical methods in the draft EIR that were adequate,
pursuant to CEQA requirements, to fully address and disclose the potential
environmental impacts and necessary mitigation measures for any specific combination
of WTPU, ED, and SIR options that may be selected for implementation. No new
environmental analysis would be needed unless it was determined that a new significant
effect not identified in the EIR would occur or if a previously identified significant
effect would be more severe than analyzed.
O2-2 The response to comment S2-1 describes the status of the City of Santa Rosa’s Geysers
Pipeline facility and the reasons why the City considers it not to be a feasible option for
effluent disposal at this time. Because the option is not feasible, the costs of the option
are not relevant to the City’s current process of planning, design, and development of
the WWTP upgrade.
O2-3 The comment will be noted by the City as support for the Basalt Pond and winter
Russian River discharge as preferred effluent disposal options for the preferred project.
As noted in the response to comment O1-4, comments that express support for or
opposition against a particular option and do not raise environmental issues require no
further response. However, the recommendations provide important input that the
City will consider, along with the draft EIR, when selecting the preferred project.
O2-4 The comment will be noted by the City as opposition to the use of the Phase V Pond for
effluent disposal in the preferred project. As proposed, the Phase V Pond would not
include installation of any sealer to prevent discharge of water.
O2-5 The comment will be noted by the City as opposition to the construction of shallow
percolation ponds for effluent disposal in the preferred project.

O2-6 As described in the response to comment S2-12, the conceptual designs, size, and

location of the proposed shallow percolation ponds option were developed primarily to
achieve project objectives, in light of the range of engineering feasibility, costs, and
environmental effects. Because the complexity and sizing of infrastructure required for
development of percolation facilities and SIR options are the primary capital and
operating cost variables, the location of the facilities with respect to the WWTP is a key
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factor of the overall costs. The most important physical variables are suitable soils,
hydrogeologic conditions, and suitable terrain conditions, which are all relatively
equivalent within the immediate vicinity of the WWTP site. Existing land costs and
environmental conditions are considered important variables for the lands that met
engineering suitability criteria; however, the existing land use and environmental
conditions are also very similar in the project area. The City does not own sufficient
land in the area to construct shallow percolation ponds, so any potential options would
require property acquisition from private landowners; therefore, the status of land
ownership was not a factor in the siting decision. Further, there are no known
alternative locations for shallow percolation ponds that would not involve similar
environmental impacts or that would substantially reduce any of the significant
environmental impacts of the selected location.
O2-7 The response to comment S2-1 describes the status of the Geysers Pipeline facility and
the reasons why the City considers it not to be a feasible option for effluent disposal at
this time.
O2-8 Section 2.7.3, “Construction Management Structure,” describes the construction
inspection process. No single construction management structure is typical for public
entities constructing similar wastewater projects; these entities either may use their own
inspections staff or may relay on contracts with outside firms for these services. Outside
services typically are used where the public entity does not have its own full-time staff
with the expertise and experience necessary to inspect and manage such a project. The
City does not currently use private subcontractors to inspect public works construction
projects because it has its own staff of experienced construction inspectors and project
managers who have the necessary experience and expertise. The comment provides no
information to suggest how this arrangement would reduce construction-related project
impacts. In fact, the City has found its current arrangement superior because it
provides for more direct and effective communication and accountability in the
resolution of construction-related issues. Regardless, the draft EIR is based on the
assumption that facilities would be constructed according to the approved project plans
and specifications. Consequently, the method of construction inspection would not have
any bearing on the environmental effects of the project.
O2-9 The proposed WWTP upgrade would be consistent with the recommendations stated
in this comment. The WWTP upgrade options would produce tertiary treated
wastewater that meets Title 22 water recycling requirements for unrestricted reuse.
Constructed facilities for the project are specifically proposed for the east side of the
City-owned property at the WWTP to maximize the distance of facility operations from
adjacent landowners. In addition, as described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR, the
project-related facilities would be constructed and operated in a manner to minimize
adverse noise, traffic, and odors. Lighting would not appreciably change from existing
conditions.
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O2-10 This comment recommends that the City consider several specific design requirements
for the constructed WWTP upgrade facilities, including building height, facility setback
distances to adjacent parcels, landscaping objectives, and specific placement of facilities
east of parcel 110-13-12. Many of the specific facility construction, design, materials,
and appearance are preliminary at this stage and would be finalized along with the
facility engineering design phase of the project. Given the site’s current use for
wastewater treatment and storage, and the fact that the tallest building would be similar
to the height of a two-story house, the proposed visual changes resulting from the
project are not considered substantial. The comment also states that several projectrelated environmental effects (e.g., noise, machinery, lighting, odors) should not
interfere with quality of life. The draft EIR addresses these effects. Lighting details for
the WWTP will be finalized during the engineering design phase; however, it is
expected that the facility would not cause adverse light or glare impacts on nearby
residences because it would have only normal safety and security lights, not higher mast
lights or other lighting structure that would cast glare off the property. Lighting would
be designed to be indirect, downcast, or diffused and directed away and/or shielded to
minimize spillage onto adjacent properties.
Overall, the wastewater treatment facilities are proposed for placement along the
eastern edge of the City-owned property (located generally east of the referenced
parcel) and would minimize the disturbance of local residents. The new effluent storage
pond would be constructed on the northern portion of the City’s WWTP property
adjacent to Foreman Lane and would largely block the view of the treatment process
upgrade facilities.
The comment also recommends a committee of local residents to review and approve
plans and a general suggestion to use human resources of the community to contribute
ideas. Pursuant to Articles 9 and 26 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance for Public Facilities,
the Planning Commission is responsible for conducting design review for the project,
and public input regarding the project can be provided to the commission; therefore,
an additional review committee is not required. Nevertheless, these recommendations
are noted for the record and will be considered by the City and Planning Commission
in their deliberations on the project.
O2-11 This comment refers to several social and economic effects of the project. However, as
described in the response to comment S2-10, CEQA does not provide for evaluating
socioeconomic effects of the project as environmental impacts. As required by CEQA,
the draft EIR focuses on whether the project would have a significant effect on the
environment as defined by “a substantial change in the physical conditions.” Thus,
project-related effects on “quality of life” factors that are not related to physical
environmental effects, or economic loss of vineyard production, as suggested in the
comment, cannot be considered environmental impacts. Because the shallow
percolation ponds are the only option that results in permanent conversion of
agricultural land, the City will consider that this comment expresses opposition to the
construction of shallow percolation ponds.
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O2-12 The City believes that the draft EIR is correct in concluding that traffic associated with
the WWTP upgrades project would not cause significant impacts. The WWTP
upgrades will require only up to eight additional employees and a small increase in the
quantity of truck hauling for solids disposal (i.e., about two additional trips per week).
The Westside Road/Mill Creek Road intersection operates at a traffic level of service
(LOS) rating of A; thus, all smaller roads, including Foreman Lane, also have similar
unimpeded traffic conditions. Consequently, the incremental increase of up to eight
trips in the peak hours associated with WWTP operations is not substantial and would
not cause significant adverse effects on traffic. Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines,
CCR Section 15126.4(a), mitigation measures are required only to avoid or minimize
significant environmental impacts.
O2-13 Operations at the plant would require an increased labor force of approximately 3.5 to
6.5 full-time equivalent employees. However, the additional employees and stationary
noise sources associated with WWTP operations are not expected to cause significant
changes in existing noise levels and not exceed applicable standards at nearby receptors
(see page 3.7-14 and 3.7-15 of the draft EIR), and the WWTP hours of operations are
not expected to change.
O2-14 The City would comply with the terms and conditions of recycled water reclamation
requirements that would be issued by the RWQCB for the SIR options. Water
reclamation requirements typically require frequent water quality sample collection and
monitoring of recycled water and shallow groundwater monitoring wells, and the
RWQCB has the authority to mandate changes in operations if water quality
monitoring indicates exceedence of applicable permit requirements. Whether any
requirement for long-term soil tests would be included as a permit requirement is not
known at this time. However, soil tests are not typically required in water reclamation
requirements because soil particles and microbial activity provide contaminant
attenuation and removal, and long-term application of recycled water to soils does not
cause harmful buildup of constituents in soil.
Regarding a committee of residents, all testing conducted by the City would be available
for review on request.
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LETTER O3 RESPONSE
Forensic Management Associates
Numerous signatories
Received on March 21, 2005

O3-1 The comment will be noted by the City as support for seasonal effluent disposal via the
winter discharge to the Russian River option evaluated in Section 5.5 of the draft EIR.
O3-2

The water quality analysis presented in the draft EIR did consider primary and
secondary drinking water quality standards, where applicable. Table 3.2-4 identifies
applicable regulatory water quality objectives, including drinking water standards, and
drinking water quality standards are specifically described on page 3.2-24. The potential
water quality impacts were specifically evaluated with respect to applicable drinking water
quality standards as described on page 3.2-28 of the draft EIR. As described in the
responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the water quality analysis presented in the
draft EIR shows that all the proposed effluent disposal options would meet applicable
water quality objectives and not degrade beneficial uses, including for drinking water.

O3-3

The comment’s assertions that the draft EIR is biased in favor of shallow percolation
ponds for effluent disposal and that the draft EIR does not evaluate groundwater quality
impacts of shallow percolation ponds are not correct. The potential environmental
impacts of all WTPU, ED, and SIR options were evaluated at an equal level of detail. The
shallow percolation ponds option was not identified as the environmentally superior
effluent disposal option in the draft EIR, and the City has expressed no preference for its
implementation. The potential impacts on groundwater quality are addressed in the
discussion of Impact 3.2-3, starting on page 3.2-24.

O3-4 The comment recommends baseline groundwater monitoring in the vicinity of the
proposed shallow percolation ponds to characterize existing water quality conditions in
order to support the evaluation of potential impacts of the proposed effluent disposal
option, and additionally recommends corrective measures for potential future changes
in groundwater quality. As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S29, the analysis of existing and projected effluent quality data shows that the proposed
effluent disposal options would meet applicable water quality objectives and not
degrade beneficial uses. The draft EIR was based on an extensive database of existing
WWTP effluent and groundwater quality data. Therefore, the analysis of potential
water quality impacts and CEQA significance conclusions presented in the draft EIR are
supported by substantial evidence, and additional data are not necessary to support the
analysis. In addition, because the water quality analysis of effluent disposal operations
found that there would be no significant water quality impacts, mitigation measures are
not necessary to support the City’s approval and implementation of these options.
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LETTER O4 RESPONSE
Russian Riverkeeper
Don McEnhill
Received on March 21, 2005

O4-1 The first part of this comment indicates support for the proposed WWTP upgrades to
tertiary treatment to serve effluent disposal that would comply with current and
potential future effluent limits and receiving water quality objectives. However, the
City believes the second part of the comment reflects a misinterpretation of the project
description for the three ED options that were evaluated by stating that “meeting Title
22 drinking water quality standards and discharging into Phase V or VI pits will not
meet current groundwater protection goals” and “discharging to a new pit would be
subject to the same regulations as direct discharge.” First, effluent disposal to Syar’s
proposed Phase VI Pond is not one of the ED options under consideration by the City
in the draft EIR. Second, tertiary treatment is explicitly included in the project
description because it is the level of treatment required to meet Title 22 regulations for
unrestricted use of recycled water, including groundwater recharge. The applicable
water quality objectives for groundwater in California that support the municipal and
industrial beneficial use category are precisely the Title 22 primary and secondary
drinking water standards. Tertiary treatment processes are also generally required to
meet other relevant Basin Plan and CTR aquatic life and human health objectives.
Therefore, as identified in the draft EIR and described in the responses to comments
S2-5 and S2-8, the analysis of existing effluent water quality data and projected effluent
quality with tertiary treatment demonstrates that all the proposed effluent disposal
options would meet established water quality objectives (i.e., drinking water, Basin Plan,
and CTR aquatic life objectives) and would not degrade beneficial uses.
O4-2 The water quality analysis presented in the draft EIR was based on the evaluation of
potential project-related operations to exceed established water quality criteria. There
are no established numerical criteria for methyl-mercury in the Basin Plan, CTR, or
EPA’s National Recommended Water Quality Criteria. However, the City’s existing
data indicate that the secondary effluent does not exceed the established CTR human
health criteria for total mercury. The comment refers to unspecified recent data that
suggests nutrients in wastewater discharges increases methyl mercury formation; the
City can offer no specific response without an understanding of the referenced
information. However, the proposed tertiary treatment processes would specifically
result in dramatic reductions of biochemical oxygen demand, suspended solids,
nitrification and denitrification, and other associated nutrient loadings under any of the
ED options compared to existing conditions. Therefore, any existing potential for
methyl mercury formation would be reduced considerably compared to existing
conditions, and tertiary treatment would beneficially reduce the risks of toxicity
associated with methyl mercury.
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Finally, it is speculative to consider what actions the City would take to address a
hypothetical future promulgation of regulatory criteria for methyl mercury.
O4-3 The City will consider the comment as support for the membrane bioreactor option,
which is one of the two WTPU options evaluated in the EIR.
O4-4 The comment indicates support for an alternative that would consist of seasonal
irrigation to redwood or riparian forest as an additional treatment step in combination
with a “moderate” treatment upgrade. The comment suggests that wastewater
treatment can be reliably provided and comply with the applicable regulatory objectives
and permit limits by processes not evaluated in the draft EIR. As described in the
response to comment O1-2, these alternative irrigation methods do not provide a
feasible mechanism for year-round reuse of all the wastewater produced in accordance
with Title 22 reclamation requirements and typical RWQCB waste discharge
requirements because evapotranspiration rates are low during the period of vegetation
dormancy in the winter, and there is potential for indirect or extraneous influences,
such as high groundwater or flooding.
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LETTER O5 RESPONSE
Concerned Citizens of the Healdsburg Area
Numerous signatories
Received on May 25, 2005

This comment letter was received by the City more than 2 months following the close of the
designated public comment period, which ended on March 21, 2005. For this reason, the City
is not required to respond to the comments. However, in the interest of addressing all
comments on significant environmental issues raised regarding the City’s draft EIR and
proposed WWTP upgrade project, responses are provided below for any new issues that are
raised. The comment also introduces the letter as a summary of the organization’s most
important issues. Many of the numbered comments were included in a letter submitted by this
organization as a comment letter on the draft EIR, on March 20, 2005, and identified in this
final EIR as comment letter O2. The responses to the comments that were raised in letter O2
are identical, and cross-references to the City’s response are provided below.
O5-1 This comment states that the City has provided some information regarding the project
that is inaccurate. However, the comment does not cite any specific inaccuracies.
Without specific information regarding this statement, no further response can be
provided.
O5-2 Please refer to the response to comment O2-2.
O5-3 The City will note this comment as conditional support for the continued discharge to
the Basalt Pond for the effluent disposal option.
The comment suggests that the City has not provided adequate studies for the Basalt
Pond option; however, it does not specify the inadequacy. In general, the studies
suggested in this comment regarding documenting the treatment systems and
compliance with applicable RWQCB regulations are developed at the time of the
permit application and consideration, which would follow project approval. The draft
EIR is intended to evaluate the impacts of the project. Please refer to the responses to
comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, which describe how the draft EIR shows that the water
quality effects under all the proposed effluent disposal options would comply with
applicable water quality objectives and would not result in adverse impacts on drinking
water or on any other designated beneficial use.
O5-4 The comment states that numerous experts believe that the City has not conducted
adequate studies regarding the potential groundwater water quality effects of the
project. No data have been provided in comments on the EIR or in any other forum
that refute the conclusions of the EIR or that offer any form of accurate evidence to
suggest that the EIR should have arrived at a different conclusion than it did. The City
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has addressed all significant environmental issue raised in the comments that were
received on the draft EIR regarding the adequacy of data and analytical methods used
for the groundwater impact assessments. In particular, please refer to all the responses
to comments provided in comment letters S2 and L4.
O5-5 Please refer to the response to comment O2-4.
O5-6 This City will note this comment as opposition to the shallow percolation ponds effluent
disposal option. Please refer to the response to comment O2-4, which addresses the
first part of this comment. The comment concludes by stating that, because shallow
percolation ponds would result in direct discharge to the groundwater, the design
would not be approved by the RWQCB. This last statement is not correct, as identified
in the RWQCB’s comment letter on the draft EIR (refer to comment S2-11 and the
response to comment S2-11 regarding this issue). Please also refer to the RWQCB’s
comment letter on the Notice of Preparation, dated August 15, 2002, which specifically
suggested that the City consider a shallow percolation pond discharge alternative. This
letter was included in Appendix C of the draft EIR.
O5-7 Please refer to the response to comment O2-6.
O5-8 Please refer to the response to comment O2-11.
O5-9 Please refer to the response to comment O2-8.
O5-10 Please refer to the response to comment O2-9.
O5-11 Please refer to the response to comment O2-10.
O5-12 Please refer to the response to comment O2-11.
O5-13 Please refer to the response to comment O2-12.
O5-14 Please refer to the response to comment O2-13.
O5-15 Please refer to the response to comment O2-14.
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LETTER I1 RESPONSE
Phyllis A. Baldenhofer
Received on March 18, 2005

I1-1

The response to comment S2-12 describes why the alluvial substrate of the Russian
River floodplain was selected for shallow percolation ponds and why other nearby nonfloodplain geologic areas are unsuitable for the facilities. The response to comment
O2-6 further describes why other locations for shallow percolation ponds were not
identified in the draft EIR.
The comment recommends that the City examine locations for the shallow percolation
ponds option other than the area shown in Exhibits 2-6 and 2-7 of the draft EIR, with
the specific suggestion that the City consider locating ponds on Syar’s property south of
the WWTP, shown in Exhibit 1. In response to this comment, the City reviewed the
subject property. The approximately 60-acre site is owned by Syar and is used for
vineyard production. Although a detailed environmental review of the subject
property has not been conducted, review of aerial photographs and other sources
suggests that the environmental conditions of this property are similar to those of the
shallow percolation ponds site addressed in the draft EIR. In addition to being used
for agriculture, the site apparently does not support sensitive biological habitat. It is
unknown whether any other sensitive resources are located on this property, but none
are apparent. The major difference between this site and the shallow percolation pond
site addressed in the draft EIR is that this site does not appear to be proximate to
residences, whereas several residences (but fewer than 10) are located adjacent to the
site shown in the draft EIR.
Syar’s property ownership encompasses the already mined areas in the Basalt Pond,
Phase I and II Ponds, Phase IV Pond, and Phase V Pond and will include the Phase VI
Pond, shown in Exhibit 2-8. All this mining is considered terrace mining, which is
subject to the 1994 Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management (ARM) Plan.
The ARM Plan requires that terrace mining be phased out within a period of 10 years
from April 16, 1996; no new terrace mining may occur after April 15, 2006.
Discussions with Syar and the Sonoma County Permit and Resources Management
Department (PRMD) indicate that unless the provisions in the ARM Plan are modified,
the Phase VI area would be the last terrace mine on the Syar property. If no additional
mining activity is approved for Syar beyond the Phase VI Pond, then this
approximately 60-acre site could be used for percolation ponds.
In general, use of this area for percolation ponds would involve similar types and levels
of environmental impacts. The quantity of construction excavation activities would be
the same as described for the shallow percolation ponds evaluated in the draft EIR.
However, ponds located on the Syar property would require a considerably longer
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Source: City of Healdsburg 2004
EXHIBIT

Alternative Shallow Percolation Ponds
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

0

15

30

P 1T177.03 06/05

MILES

NORTH

1

segment of 24- to 36-inch pipeline to convey effluent approximately 4,700 feet south of
the WWTP. The pipeline would extend from the southwest corner of the existing
treatment plant property and generally would follow the alignment of the pipeline for
the Syar irrigation option shown in Exhibit 2-8.
Impacts associated with dust creation (PM10) during construction would be similar to
those evaluated in the draft EIR, but because residents would be further from the
construction area, nuisance dust (i.e., dust that would create a film on hard surfaces in a
house and that is not considered an environmental impact) would be less. (It is noted
that both this site and the site considered in the draft EIR are used for active
agriculture; therefore, any nearby residences are already subject to dust creation from
farming activities.) Construction noise, which is identified as a significant but mitigable
impact in the draft EIR, would be less with this alternative because fewer residents
would be close to the construction area. The residual impacts (after mitigation) would
be similar for the percolation pond locations considered in the draft EIR and the
location suggested here. Visual impacts, although still significant and unavoidable,
would be slightly reduced compared with the site analyzed in the draft EIR because the
alternative site would not be as close to private residences. However, the visual change
would remain substantial, as described in the draft EIR.
Constructing the ponds at this alternative location would not alter the significance of
any impacts identified in the draft EIR related to the shallow percolation ponds option.
Rather, the same site-specific impacts associated with the location shown in Exhibit 2-7
would occur on the alternative site because it has environmental conditions similar to
those at the proposed percolation ponds site. Thus, constructing at this alternative
location would not change the conclusions of the draft EIR or the mitigation measures
identified for significant environmental impacts. However, because sensitive receptors
would be further away from construction activities, impacts from placing percolation
ponds at this location, although not substantially different, would be less.
The City has determined that this alternative site could meet the overall objectives of
the project if the percolation ponds alternative is selected. Therefore, if the percolation
pond alternative is selected for the project, this site would be considered as an
alternative site.
I1-2

Please see the response to comment O2-10, regarding how to provide public input to
the Planning Commission on recommendations for aesthetic characteristics of the
facility designs. The City will note this comment for the record as support for using
trees to reduce the visual impacts of the facilities, and it will be considered in the City’s
deliberations on the project. In response to this comment, the following modification
has been incorporated into the EIR to reflect additional requirements for Mitigation
Measure 3.9-1, on page 3.9-8, to reduce the aesthetic impacts of the shallow percolation
ponds:
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Shallow Percolation Ponds option: The berms of the shallow percolation ponds
shall be landscaped so they blend into the middle ground viewshed. The City
will engage the services of a professional landscape architect or arborist to
develop and implement a vegetation planting plan for the berms.
As described in the response to comment O1-4, irrigation of redwoods would not
provide a feasible mechanism for year-round reuse of all the wastewater produced in
accordance with Title 22 reclamation requirements and typical RWQCB waste
discharge requirements.
I1-3

Filling of the Phase V Pond to convert the pond to a shallow percolation pond is not
necessary to reduce any identified environmental impacts. Implementation of the Phase
V Pond option would involve a negligible amount of construction for the effluent
discharge pipeline and outfall, and none of the operations-related environmental
impacts would be significant. In addition, it is not feasible to fill the Phase V Pond with
material from the excavation of the shallow percolation ponds or any other source of
suitable fill material because the existing excavated volume of the Phase V Pond is
much larger than any available supplies of source fill. The use of fill from constructed
shallow percolation ponds would not be sufficient to create a percolation pond in the
Phase V Pond and thus would not reduce either the overall size of the constructed
shallow percolation ponds or the construction-related environmental impacts evaluated
in the draft EIR.

I1-4

The comment will be noted by the City as opposition to the use of the shallow
percolation ponds at the site identified in the draft EIR for effluent disposal in the
preferred project.
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LETTER I2 RESPONSE
Marc Bommersbach
Received on March 18, 2005

I2-1

As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the potential
operations-related water quality impacts identified in Section 3.2 of the draft EIR are
based primarily on an “end-of-pipe” basis with current existing measured effluent and
receiving water quality data and the projected effluent quality following
implementation of tertiary treatment upgrades. The comment’s assertion that the
wastewater treatment process would not be completed following effluent disposal under
the shallow percolation ponds or Phase V Pond option is not correct. The draft EIR
concludes that the water quality effects under all the proposed effluent disposal options
would comply with applicable water quality objectives and would not result in adverse
impacts on drinking water or on any other designated beneficial use. In all cases,
tertiary treated wastewater produced and disposed of or reused would be of higher
quality than wastewater under current conditions.

I2-2

The response to comment S2-12 provides additional detail on the flow and
environmental considerations and assumptions that were used to determine the
necessary size of the shallow percolation ponds to accommodate anticipated wastewater
flows.

I2-3

The basis of the City’s proposed siting of the shallow percolation ponds for effluent
disposal are reflected in the response to comment S2-12, which describes why the
alluvial substrate of the Russian River floodplain was selected for shallow percolation
ponds and why other nearby nonfloodplain geologic areas are unsuitable for the
facilities. On the basis of a review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency
hazard mapping information system, the location of the proposed shallow percolation
ponds, WWTP, and project area surrounding Foreman Lane is outside of a designated
500-year floodplain.

I2-4

Similar to the City’s existing monitoring requirements issued by the RWQCB, the City
anticipates that comprehensive monitoring for groundwater levels and water quality
constituents of concern would be required for effluent disposal to shallow percolation
ponds. Shallow monitoring wells would likely be required upgradient and
downgradient of the ponds, and physical and water quality measurements would be
required periodically. The permit requirements would likely require submittal of
monthly data and annual summaries of the City’s monitoring program data to the
RWQCB. The City’s monitoring data are public information and are available for
review at either the City offices or the RWQCB offices.
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I2-5

Refer to the responses to comments S2-5 and S2-8, which describe the water quality
impact analysis of effluent disposal for the Phase V Pond and shallow percolation ponds
options.

I2-6

The responses to comments S2-5 and S2-8 describe the analysis of the water quality
effects of effluent disposal from the shallow percolation ponds and Phase V Pond
options. The response to comment S2-10 describes the applicable state antidegradation
policy and the RWQCB’s role in providing policy oversight for allowable changes to
groundwater quality that do not exceed applicable water quality objectives and do not
substantially lower existing water quality.

I2-7

On the basis of the existing permeable substrate underlying the Basalt Pond and
knowledge of material characteristics of the aggregate removed from Syar’s other
mining ponds in the project area, it is expected that both the Phase V Pond and the
shallow percolation ponds would be underlain by suitable permeable material that
would provide reliable effluent disposal and avoid overtopping of pond berms. In
addition, the response to comment S2-12 describes the design considerations for the
shallow percolation ponds. With respect to hydrologic effects of berms, the shallow
percolation ponds and Phase V Pond would be protected from flood inundation. The
shallow percolation ponds would be located outside of a designated floodplain and
would have no effect on any potential floodflows. With respect to visual resources,
please see Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 in the draft EIR.

I2-8

As generally described in the response to comment S2-8, the City’s existing effluent and
receiving water quality monitoring data presented in the draft EIR (i.e., Tables 3.2-2,
3.2-3, and 3.2-5 and Exhibit 3.2-2) provide substantial evidence that was used in
support of the water quality impact analysis for the proposed WTPU, ED, and SIR
options. The City’s 2001 Wastewater Outfall Relocation EIR also included extensive
analysis of groundwater quality monitoring data and numerical groundwater modeling
to support the hydrologic and water quality analyses of the previous proposal to
relocate the discharge of secondary treated wastewater to the Phase V Pond. As
described in Section 2.3 of the draft EIR, the City considered new options for tertiary
treated effluent disposal in the draft EIR because of regulatory uncertainty associated
with the Basalt Pond disposal option and new regulatory requirements on the
discharge.

I2-9

Specific studies to compare depth and configuration differences between the Basalt
Pond and the Phase V Pond have not been conducted. Such studies are not required
to validate the water quality analyses and impact significance conclusions presented in
the draft EIR primarily because of two reasons. First, the proposed WWTP upgrades
would produce tertiary treated wastewater that would reflect considerable reductions in
concentrations of many constituents, and generally improved water quality, compared
to existing conditions. Second, the “polishing” of effluent quality that occurs in the
Basalt Pond likely occurs through many interrelated factors, including long hydraulic
residence time, sedimentation, and physical and chemical contaminant degradation and
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attenuation processes. Because effluent discharge to both Basalt Pond and Phase V
Pond would provide extended hydraulic residence time of effluent discharges, the
pond water volume and loading of constituents would primarily consist of treated
wastewater. Therefore, the existing 30-year record of existing discharges to the Basalt
Pond provides a comprehensive dataset with which to conservatively gauge the effects
that would occur with similar discharge rates of improved effluent quality to the Phase
V Pond. Refer also to the response to comment S2-8, which describes the use of
previous groundwater modeling results that were conducted for the City’s 2001
Wastewater Outfall Relocation Draft EIR.
I2-10 Please refer to the response to comment I2-1.
I2-11 The extensive analysis and documentation of projected water quality effects of the
City’s effluent disposal options, including analyses presented in the draft EIR and
numerical modeling results presented in the 2001 Wastewater Outfall Relocation EIR,
demonstrate that effluent disposal under any of the ED options would comply with the
applicable regulatory objectives. Consequently, it is speculative to consider what actions
the City would take to address hypothetical noncompliance with water quality objectives
or permit requirements that are not expected to occur.
I2-12 Geotechnical studies in the project area where shallow percolation ponds are identified
in the draft EIR have not been conducted. As described in the draft EIR and the
response to comment S2-12, the location of the shallow percolation ponds was selected
primarily to achieve project objectives, in light of the range of engineering feasibility,
costs, and environmental effects. In addition, the response to comment O2-6 describes
why it was not necessary for the City to evaluate other alternative locations for the
shallow percolation ponds.
Also please see the response to comment I1-1. Upon approval of a preferred set of
WWTP upgrade options and certification of the EIR, the City would consult with the
California Department of Health Services and RWQCB regarding requirements for
specific documentation to support a report of waste discharge, such as the report of
hydrogeologic conditions identified in the comment.
I2-13 Both the Phase V Pond and the shallow percolation ponds options would not include
linings of the pond bottoms because both options specifically require percolation of
effluent into the permeable alluvium to provide disposal. Pond linings would create
closed basins, and the effluent discharge would ultimately overflow the ponds because
the evaporation rate would not be sufficient to allow continued discharge to the ponds.
I2-14 The shallow percolation ponds would provide separation distance from the bottom of
the pond to the seasonal groundwater table for most of the year under long-term
average conditions. During winter, seasonally high groundwater conditions would
likely result in saturated soil conditions surrounding the ponds, and there would be no
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separation distance between the bottom of the ponds and groundwater for short
periods during these conditions.
I2-15 The comment’s reference to the statement in the draft EIR that additional contaminant
removal would be expected to occur with shallow percolation ponds refers to the
general improvement of contaminant removal in unsaturated substrates compared to
saturated conditions. No specific studies were conducted to evaluate the soil
characteristics of the project area. The depth of the ponds was determined based on
the maximum depth that would be necessary to reach the layer of more permeable
alluvial material. The root zone soils referenced in the comments were not considered
because they do not have the high permeability necessary to support the required
percolation rates.
I2-16 Hydraulic residence time would be substantially shorter in the shallow percolation
ponds than in either the Basalt Pond or the Phase V Pond. However, as reflected in
the response to comment S2-5, the residence time and soil-aquifer treatment of effluent
that would occur in shallow percolation ponds is not required for the project to comply
with applicable water quality objectives.
I2-17 As described in the draft EIR and the response to comment I2-15, the separation
distance between the shallow percolation ponds and groundwater would exist all times
of the year except during short periods in the winter when groundwater levels are
higher. However, as described in the responses to comments S2-5 and S2-8, the
analysis of existing and projected effluent quality presented in the draft EIR concludes
that all the effluent disposal options are expected to meet regulatory water quality
objectives without the need for additional treatment. Additional contaminant removal
provided with separation distance and soil-aquifer treatment is not necessary for
regulatory compliance.
I2-18 Please refer to the response to comment I2-17. Additional contaminant removal is not
needed to maintain beneficial uses of water.
I2-19 Please refer to the responses to comments I2-15 and I2-17.
I2-20 Soil tests were not conducted in the project area where the shallow percolation ponds
are identified in the draft EIR. As described in the responses to comments S2-5 and S28, the analysis of existing and projected effluent quality presented in the draft EIR
demonstrates that all the effluent disposal options are expected to meet regulatory
water quality objectives.
I2-21 During periods of temporarily elevated groundwater levels during severe winter storm
events, there may be no unsaturated separation distance between the bottom of the
percolation ponds and the shallow groundwater. However, as described in the draft
EIR and the responses to comments S2-5 and S2-8, the effluent discharges would be
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expected to meet applicable water quality objectives on a year-round basis, even with
direct contact to saturated soils.
I2-22 The term “degrade” refers to causing pollution or nuisance to beneficial uses of a water
resource. The project could change the concentrations of constituents of concern in
local groundwater wells, but because the discharges would meet applicable regulatory
objectives and not cause pollution or nuisance, the City believes that satisfactory
demonstration of consistency with the state’s antidegradation policy and procedures
can be achieved via the RWQCB’s permit authorization phase after the ultimate set of
preferred project options is selected. Domestic well water quality would not be
significantly affected by the project; water quality would meet drinking water and other
regulatory standards. Refer to the response to comment S2-10 for a detailed discussion
of the relationship between anticipated water quality effects and the state
antidegradation policy.
I2-23 The lowest applicable regulatory objectives used to evaluate effects of the shallow
percolation ponds are identified in Table 3.2-4 of the draft EIR. The term “low” refers
to the analysis of existing effluent and receiving water quality data, and projected
effluent concentrations following tertiary treatment, that were found to be considerably
less than the lowest of the applicable human health-related criteria of the Basin Plan,
drinking water quality standards (maximum contaminant levels, or MCLs), and CTR.
Refer to the response to comment I2-22 for information on project-related compliance
to the state’s antidegradation policy. Note that the antidegradation policy does not
contain numeric standards.
I2-24 As described in the response to comment I2-8, the evaluation of multiple ED options
was conducted because of regulatory uncertainty of effluent disposal to the Basalt Pond.
There is no relation between the reason for evaluating multiple alternatives and the
statement in the draft EIR that all the ED options would be expected to comply with
NPDES permit limits.
I2-25 Syar and the City have an existing 1983 agreement that contemplated the eventual
relocation of the discharge to the Phase V Pond.
I2-26 The City is the applicant for the proposed waste discharge requirements and NPDES
permit issued by the RWQCB and is thus the legal entity subject to enforcement and
corrective action in the event of a violation of permit conditions.
I2-27 As described in the response to comment I2-12, no specific engineering design has been
conducted for the shallow percolation ponds option. As described in the draft EIR and
in the responses to comments S2-5 and S2-8, the effluent discharges would be expected
to meet applicable water quality objectives on a year-round basis, even before discharge
to shallow percolation ponds. The City would prepare detailed designs of the shallow
percolation ponds upon approval of a preferred set of WWTP upgrade options and
certification of the EIR. Setback distances to wells and other water features would be
Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

2-161

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

considered in consultation with the California Department of Health Services at that
time.
I2-28 The intent of the comment is not clear. However, in general, alternative locations for
shallow percolation ponds or alternative configurations of the Phase V Pond were not
evaluated. Because the water quality analysis demonstrated that these options could be
implemented and not cause significant water quality impacts, additional alternatives
related to these impacts would not result in substantially improved water quality
conditions in comparison to the alternatives already under consideration.
I2-29 As described in the discussion of Impact 3.7-3 (page 3.7-15), the City would house all
noise-generating stationary equipment required for the project (i.e., for the WWTP
upgrade) in buildings with sound insulation sufficient to ensure that exterior sound
levels would not exceed 55 dBA at 50 feet. The City would ensure that there is no
substantial increase in ambient noise outside the property boundaries of project
facilities following upgrade of the WWTP.
I2-30 From most viewpoints in the vicinity of the WWTP, the combination of berms and
fencing does provide visual screening of most of the WWTP and associated facilities. In
addition to screening views, the berms provide flood protection to the facilities, and the
fencing provides safety and security benefits. The description on page 3.9-1 does not
reflect the City’s opinion on the merits of berms as visual screening compared to other
methods of screening; it was simply a statement of fact of existing conditions in the
project area for the “Environmental Setting” section. The purpose of a visual impact
analysis in an EIR is not to discuss methods to improve existing viewpoints but to
identify the need and, if necessary, the mitigation measures to reduce the visual impacts
of the proposed project elements under consideration.
I2-31 As with the response to comment I2-30, the description on page 3.9-1 that existing
WWTP facilities are consistent with adjacent land uses reflects a statement of fact. The
appearance of the WWTP is dominated by the series of treatment ponds, which are
adjacent to the much larger set of Syar mining ponds. The relatively low height of the
WWTP facilities, the distance from viewpoints, and the more dominant presence of
vineyards and trees serve to reduce the visibility of the WWTP and its facilities from
viewpoints in the vicinity. The statement in the EIR that the WWTP and facilities are
“not visually inconsistent with surrounding areas” reflects the fact that from most
viewpoints in the area, the visually dominant features remain the vineyards and trees,
not the WWTP and facilities. Again, the purpose of the EIR is not to address concerns
with the existing conditions.
I2-32 The City’s EIR consultant conducted a visual assessment with staff experienced in the
analysis of visual resources, as described on page 3.9-6 of the draft EIR. The
consideration of visual impacts is necessarily subjective. Not everyone will agree on
what constitutes a prominent and noticeable presence from a particular viewpoint. The
City believes, as stated on page 3.9-4 of the draft EIR and as supported by the
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photographs presented in Exhibit 3.9-1, that the WWTP and facilities are “neither
prominent nor particularly noticeable in the viewshed.” The comment offers no
information to the contrary.
I2-33 The City agrees with the comment that interpretations of visual impacts are subjective;
however, it believes that the text and photographs included in the visual analysis
support its claims regarding the impacts associated with the proposed project. The City
also agrees with the comment that construction of the shallow percolation ponds would
have a significant visual impact on vistas in the area. Mitigation has been identified to
reduce the impact of the percolation ponds, but because the ponds could occupy up to
60 acres, the City concludes that no mitigation is available to reduce the impact to less
than significant.
I2-34 The City has determined that plantings would not be sufficient to mitigate the one
significant visual impact identified in the EIR (i.e., the impact associated with the
shallow percolation ponds). Although no additional mitigation is available to avoid this
significant impact, the City would consider the use of trees, shrubs, and other plantings
to provide additional screening for the combination of options selected to meet the
objectives of the project. Please refer to the response to comment I1-2, which identifies
the City’s addition to Mitigation Measure 3.9-1. The addition describes the City’s
commitment to prepare a vegetation planting plan for the berms to address visual
impacts of the shallow percolation ponds.
I2-35 As identified in the discussion of Impact 3.9-1, construction of shallow percolation
ponds would represent a significant and unavoidable impact on the viewshed from
Westside Road and thus conflicts with the City’s General Plan for protection and
enhancement of viewsheds of scenic roadways. Because the comment does not indicate
what specific policy interpretations are disagreeable, no other response can be
provided.
I2-36 The discussion of Impact 3.2-3 refers to the expected changes in groundwater quality
that would result from implementation of the ED options. However, as described in
previous responses, the anticipated changes would not rise to the level of significance
and thus are not identified in the list of significant environmental impacts in Section 5.1
of the draft EIR.
I2-37 The project objective of providing wastewater service to ratepayers at a “reasonable cost”
is based on comparison among the set of options with lowest capital and operating costs
that are capable of producing legally compliant and reliable wastewater treatment and
disposal and/or reuse. Because the draft EIR concludes that the proposed WWTP
upgrade options could be implemented and comply with applicable water quality
regulations, and the City has operated the current secondary treated wastewater plant for
more than 30 years without causing groundwater contamination, the City believes it is
unnecessary to consider groundwater contamination and remediation efforts into any
cost analysis.
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I2-38 Please refer to the response to comment S2-1.
I2-39 Appendix G of the draft EIR contains the environmental consultant’s technical report
of field survey information and environmental constraints of the North Healdsburg
Redwood Irrigation Reuse Option. The shallow percolation ponds for effluent disposal
were not directly compared to the seasonal irrigation reuse of recycled water because
these options would serve to achieve different objectives. Moreover, shallow
percolation ponds were not considered the environmentally superior alternative as
suggested by the comment. No specific studies of habitat or endangered species were
conducted at the identified shallow percolation pond sites; however, review of aerial
photographs, review of similar habitat in the vicinity, and professional experience
suggest that cultivated and routinely vineyard areas would not likely support suitable
habitats for endangered species.
I2-40 The evaluation of the City’s acquiring existing agricultural vineyards and converting
them to redwood plantings for seasonal irrigation was considered infeasible. Such an
option would cause the same significant and unavoidable impact of conversion of
important farmland to nonagricultural use as would the shallow percolation ponds.
Because more than 1,350 acres of existing agricultural and urban lands are identified
for seasonal recycled water reuse via the three SIR route options evaluated in the draft
EIR that would cause no similar significant conversion impacts, it is not necessary to
evaluate the redwood irrigation described in the comment.
I2-41 The EIR was inadvertently published without Section 8, “Report Preparers”, which
listed the names of the persons who helped to prepare the draft EIR. Jim Flugum, the
City’s Senior Civil Engineer, with assistance from HDR Engineers, prepared the project
description of the proposed WTPU, SIR, and ED options. The EIR was prepared by
EDAW under the direction of Gary Jakobs, a certified professional planner. However,
note that CEQA specifically does not require the use of registered professionals for
document preparation; rather, it can rely on information provided by such
professionals when necessary (authority: CCR Section 15149).
I2-42 As described in the response to comment O1-2, methods of redwood irrigation do not
provide a feasible mechanism for year-round reuse of wastewater. In addition, related
subsurface irrigation or soil treatment that rely on evapotranspiration and passage of
partially treated wastewater through an unsaturated soil layer, as suggested in this
comment, would have the same physical limitations as redwood irrigation systems with
respect to compliance with Title 22 recycling regulations and typical RWQCB permit
performance and reliability requirements. These options would not eliminate the need
for a feasible and reliable effluent disposal option during the winter season, when
irrigation is not appropriate.
I2-43 The visual impact analysis of the shallow percolation ponds in the draft EIR is
consistent with the judgment expressed in the comment that a significant impact would

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

2-164

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

occur that requires mitigation. The draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 to
reduce the visual impacts of the percolation ponds.
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LETTER I3 RESPONSE
Brendan Collins
Received on March 21, 2005

I3-1

The draft EIR states that there could be significant temporary construction-related
impacts related to disruption of agricultural activities, water quality, air quality, noise,
wildlife, and potential interruption of utility services. However, the City would
implement the construction management activities outlined in Section 2.7,
environmental commitments identified in Section 2.8, and all the identified impact
mitigation and monitoring measures to minimize these adverse effects to the extent
feasible. The construction of the shallow percolation ponds would largely be confined
to City and Syar property; therefore, offsite effects described above would be minimized
with the exception of air quality and noise effects that could extend beyond the
construction zone. As identified in Table 2-3 in the draft EIR, the duration of
construction for the Foreman Lane/Mill Creek Road SIR pipeline route would be
several months; however, the placement would traverse individual properties at a
relatively quick pace. The EIR provides complete disclosure of these potential impacts
and identifies appropriate mitigation measures where necessary. The City, as the lead
agency under CEQA, is required to prepare the CEQA analysis for projects it may
approve.
The City will note the comment as opposition to the shallow percolation ponds effluent
disposal option and opposition to the Foreman Lane/Mill Creek Road pipeline route.

I3-2

This comment expresses the opinion that 200 truck trips per day would cause a
significant roadway impact. Please see the response to comment L2-2. The response to
comment L2-2 indicates that truck trips would be spread out throughout the day
(average of one trip each 3–4 minutes) and would not be expected to cause roadway
congestion or to block access to homes, schools, or businesses.
Because it represents the accumulated deposits of relatively inert organic sewage
sludge, the soil excavated from the existing treatment ponds is not likely to be
considered hazardous material. In addition, page 2-28 of the draft EIR states that this
material would be tested for contaminants and reused onsite to the extent possible, with
the remainder hauled off to an approved landfill. The City would coordinate with the
County regarding truck traffic routes, traffic controls, and the number of truck trips
and would comply with the conditions of a County encroachment permit.

I3-3

The air quality impacts from construction-related activities are evaluated in the draft
EIR in Section 3.6.
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I3-4

The City believes that the analysis of potential physical division of community impacts
from implementation of the proposed options and the conclusions presented in the
draft EIR accurately reflect the potential effects. The physical division of a community,
within the provisions of CEQA, involves a project that highly restricts or prevents
movement between the parts of the community and essentially establishes two separate
communities. An example would be construction of a freeway that divides a town and
limits movement between the separated parts of the town. The ED and WTPU options
are essentially isolated on property adjacent to the existing WWTP site and would not
interfere with existing roadways in the vicinity. The construction-related potential for
road closures associated with pipeline construction along SIR routes could temporarily
interfere with community interactions; however, the effects would not be permanent.
Because of its size and proximity to existing farmsteads, the project option that is
perhaps of greatest concern in terms of division of community is the shallow
percolation ponds option. Fewer than 10 farmsteads are located in the vicinity of the
percolation ponds site. As stated previously, the physical division of communities
typically involves much larger areas of development, so it would be debatable whether
the small number of farmsteads, however close a community of neighbors, would be
considered a community under CEQA. Construction of the ponds would substantially
alter the appearance of the vicinity and would be an adverse impact on the residents
nearest the ponds, but the number of people affected would not be substantial.
Because the area likely would not be considered a community under CEQA and
because access through the area would be largely unaffected following construction of
the ponds, the EIR is correct in stating that creation of the ponds would not cause a
significant division of an established community. However, this comment and other
comments addressing this issue, in particular those relating to the shallow percolation
ponds option, have made the Healdsburg City Council and Planning Commission
aware of the concerns of the nearby residents. Furthermore, the City would consider
the alternative location for shallow percolation ponds described above in the response
to comment I1-1, which could potentially address or mitigate this concern.

I3-5

The conversion of farmland is considered significant and unavoidable because, as
identified on page 3.1-12 of the draft EIR, there are no feasible methods for mitigating
the loss of the farmland if the percolation pond option is selected. Consequently, if the
City chooses implementation of shallow percolation ponds for the preferred project, the
City will prepare a statement of overriding considerations for significant and
unavoidable impacts of farmland conversion that would result from implementation of
this option, in compliance with the requirements of CEQA.

I3-6

As described in the discussion of Impact 3.1-3 (pages 3.1-12 and 3.1-13) in the draft
EIR, the impact analysis evaluates whether the proposed activities would indirectly
cause effects that would lead to conversion of farmland. Staff members from the
environmental consulting firm that prepared the EIR have conducted site visits of the
project area, and the City believes that the impact analysis accurately reflects the
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potential effects of the project options. Specifically, the operation of shallow
percolation ponds was based on the previous hydrologic modeling, which indicated that
the predicted changes in groundwater levels would be minor and thus would not
adversely affect agricultural activities on surrounding properties. The comment does
not provide information that contradicts the statements contained in the draft EIR that
relate to the potential indirect conversion of farmland, so a specific response cannot be
provided.
I3-7

Please refer to response I3-2, above, regarding construction traffic and air quality
effects from hauling solids that are excavated from the existing WWTP treatment
ponds.

I3-8

The comment appears to suggest that information was presented in the draft EIR
regarding the relationship between the excavation depth of the shallow percolation
ponds and potential, yet unspecified, groundwater hydrology and/or water quality
impacts. In general, the draft EIR does not analyze potential water quality effects based
on pond depth. As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the
water quality analysis is based on existing data and projected tertiary treated effluent
quality, which would meet applicable water quality objectives and not degrade
beneficial uses.

I3-9

Section 2.8.6 of the draft EIR describes the environmental commitment for equipment
staging and fueling practices that would be used for all construction activities. In
addition, all construction is also subject to Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, which describes
the construction best management practices (BMPs) that must be implemented,
including hazardous material spill control and response measures.

I3-10 Please refer to the response to comment I3-1, which addresses the comments regarding
traffic.
I3-11 The level of detail provided for descriptions included in Section 2.7, “Construction
Overview,” is general because specific construction methods have not been established.
Some facilities, such as the WTPU treatment processes, have been conceptually
designed by consulting engineers, whereas other aspects, such as the directional
drilling, have been developed at a more general level for the purpose of evaluating the
range of potential environmental impacts. The EIR considers the various potential
construction methods and evaluates potential related impacts. For instance, Section 3.7
of the draft EIR addresses construction noise and evaluates various types of
construction equipment that may be used. The comment does not discuss any of the
environmental impacts of the project as addressed in the EIR, so additional response
cannot be provided. Further, the relationship between potential (and currently
unknown) future contractors is not tied to any environmental issues in the EIR, so
additional response of this issue cannot be provided.
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I3-12 As described in the response to comment S2-4, none of the proposed WWTP upgrade
options would adversely affect flooding or floodplain conditions. The potential
placement of excavated soil in the Basalt Pond and/or Phase I and II Ponds would
provide reinforcement of the levee from erosive scour but would not alter the levee
crest elevation, which is the primary factor that governs flooding on the inland side of
the levee.
I3-13 Enhanced removal of pathogens, including viruses, is a primary objective of the City’s
WWTP upgrades to tertiary treatment processes. Tertiary treatment allows
unrestricted public access to areas where irrigation with the recycled water occurs and
impoundments where it is stored. Consequently, implementation of tertiary treatment
represents a beneficial improvement to effluent quality and associated disposal options
through reduced concentrations of pathogens compared to the existing discharge of
secondary treated wastewater. With respect to air quality contamination from potential
viruses in the solids excavated from the treatment ponds, as described in the response
to comment I3-2, this material would be tested for contaminants, reused onsite to the
extent possible, or hauled offsite (covered, if needed) to an approved landfill. The draft
EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 3.6-1, which includes performance requirements for
hauling that are designed to minimize the release of material from trucks.
I3-14 Please refer to the response to comment S2-1, regarding recent information from City
of Santa Rosa officials that confirms that Santa Rosa is unable to commit to any sharing
of capacity in the Geysers Pipeline at this time. The City has been unable to locate the
referenced letter, which in any case has been superceded by the City of Santa Rosa’s
updated position, described in the response to comment S2-1.
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LETTER I4 RESPONSE
Chris De Benedetti
Received on March 21, 2005

I4-1

As described in Section 2.5.1, “Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade Options,” and in
Section 2.7.1, “Construction Methods,” of the draft EIR, the two WWTP upgrade
options have many features in common and would require similar excavation and
facility construction activities. The MBR processes would occupy a slightly smaller
footprint of developed area; however, either facility would be placed in the same area of
the existing WWTP. Thus, the potential temporary construction-related impacts
identified in the draft EIR, such as those related to air quality, noise, and traffic, would
be essentially the same under both options. Both methods also would produce tertiary
treated wastewater with similar effluent quality characteristics. In particular, both
treatment processes would be able to provide similar performance and reliability in
allowing the complete set of WWTP upgrade processes to meet stringent Title 22
tertiary treatment standards and comply with regulatory objectives and RWQCB
permit limits. The fine filtration provided by MBR systems may provide some potential
advantages over conventional extended air technology with respect to removal of
smaller sized soluble and suspended material or currently unregulated compounds.
MBR systems may provide enhanced inorganic and organic constituent removal as a
result of the higher efficiency oxidation of mixed liquids and solids. However, the
minor differences in design and operations would have no bearing on the resulting
environmental impacts. For the purposes of CEQA, the differences in environmental
impacts between the two WWTP upgrade options are considered inconsequential. For
this reason, the analysis presented in the EIR generally does not distinguish between
the two options. Overall, the differences between the two methods are primarily related
to variable comparative advantages and disadvantages of long-term operations,
maintenance, complexity, labor requirements, and potential capital and operating cost
issues.

I4-2

Please refer to the response to comment O2-10, regarding aesthetic characteristics of
the facility designs. Many of the specific facility construction, design, materials, and
appearance are preliminary at this stage and would be finalized along with the facility
engineering design phase of the project. The Planning Commission is responsible for
conducting design review for the project, and public input regarding the project can be
provided. Regardless, the City will note this comment for the record as a concern for
the aesthetics of the WWTP, and it will be considered by the City in its deliberations on
the project.

I4-3

Existing City regulations would prevent new lighting associated with the WWTP
upgrade from affecting residents in the vicinity of the WWTP. Article 21 of the City’s
Zoning Ordinance, Environmental Performance Standards, states, “Lighting shall be
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indirect or diffused and shall be directed away and/or shielded to minimize spillage
onto adjacent properties” (Section 2115). Regarding lighting of night-time construction,
as described on page 2-28 of the draft EIR, construction generally would occur between
7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. No construction activities are expected to occur after dark;
however, security lighting likely would be used in construction areas. The lighting
standard identified above also would apply to security lighting.
I4-4

As described in the discussion of Impact 3.6-5, on page 3.6-29 of the draft EIR, the
upgrade of the WWTP process units and the location of the facilities further from local
residences are expected to reduce the odor impact from construction and operation of
the WWTP. However, potentially significant odor impacts would remain, so the City
has designed Mitigation Measure 3.6-5 to further reduce the impact. Because the City
cannot ensure that the mitigation would entirely prevent unpleasant odors, it considers
the impact significant and unavoidable. Nevertheless, odors are expected to be less
than under current conditions at the plant.

I4-5

The construction and operation noise impacts of the project options are described on
pages 3.7-11 through 3.7-15 of the draft EIR. As described in the discussion, no
significant noise impacts would be associated with operation of any of the options. For
those impacts identified as potentially significant (i.e., the construction noise impacts of
the WWTP upgrade, Phase V Pond, shallow percolation ponds, and seasonal irrigation
reuse options), mitigation is described on pages 3.7-13 and 3.7-14 that would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

I4-6

The draft EIR summarizes the previous comprehensive groundwater studies that were
prepared for the City’s 2001 Wastewater Outfall Relocation EIR that evaluated shallow
groundwater quality upgradient and downgradient of the Basalt Pond where the City’s
discharge of secondary treated and previously undisinfected (until fall 2004) has
occurred for more than 30 years. The monitoring well data have demonstrated that
the discharge of wastewater to the pond does not cause degradation of groundwater
quality downgradient from the discharge. The proposed project would improve the
quality of treated effluent.

I4-7

The discussion of Impact 3.6-4, on pages 3.6-27 and 3.6-28 of the draft EIR, addresses
the exposure of Foreman Lane residents to toxic air emissions (specifically, diesel
particulate matter). As explained in that discussion, the exposure to both short-term
construction mobile sources of diesel particulate matter and to stationary sources of the
pollutant would be less than significant.
Following the references to toxic air emissions, the comment seems to refer more
generally to other air quality emissions associated with truck exhaust. Section 3.6 of the
draft EIR presents a thorough analysis of these air quality impacts. Off-hauling of soil
would occur only for several specific potential activities that may or may not be
necessary for the project, depending on the specific options implemented. The
comment’s reference and inquiry regarding the potential excavation activities of “toxic”
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materials refers to the excavation of accumulated biosolids for the proposed treatment
pond improvements. As identified in the draft EIR, this material is expected to account
for up to approximately 15,000 cubic yards and may be used onsite if chemical tests
indicate it is acceptable for use as construction fill. However, it is not expected that any
potential contaminants would be present at hazardous waste levels. Regardless, if it is
determined to be unacceptable because of elevated contaminant levels, it will be hauled
to an approved landfill using approved hauling and disposal methods.
I4-8

Section 5.6.1 of the draft EIR explains that an alternative location for the WWTP was
eliminated from consideration for several reasons. The WWTP is currently located at
the terminus of wastewater interceptors that convey sewage from all areas of the city.
The costs involved to construct a new WWTP at another location and to reroute all the
interceptors to the new location, and possibly to construct and maintain lift stations
needed to pump the wastewater to a higher elevation, would be considerable. The City
has not estimated what these costs would be. However, costs are only one factor related
to the infeasibility of this alternative because it would potentially involve additional
significant construction- and operations-related environmental impacts and yet not
substantially reduce any of the significant environmental impacts of the alternatives that
were evaluated in the draft EIR. In particular, the comment refers to constructing a
new WWTP at the Salvation Army property. Use of this property was eliminated from
consideration for seasonal irrigation reuse because of biological and regulatory
constraints that would likely be associated with avoiding and mitigating for impacts on
the extensive wetland and vernal pool habitats that the property contains (refer to
Appendix G of the draft EIR). The City’s existing sewer system has been constructed
over several decades to follow the natural drainage gradient from the north and east to
the southwest end of the City. Conveying raw wastewater to the Salvation Army
property would require a new force main extending from the south end of the City to
the north, which would be extremely costly and carry its own set of new environmental
impacts.

I4-9

The City cannot wait for a decision on its appeal to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.
The City must take action to implement facility upgrades that will provide for
compliance with its existing cease-and-desist order and NPDES permit under purview
of the RWQCB. Under the order, the City is required to complete upgrades to its plant
by 2008, or it would face the potential for daily penalties for noncompliance. To meet
this schedule, the project construction would need to begin in 2006. It is uncertain
what the regulatory framework would be regarding the existing discharge to the Basalt
Pond if the City obtains a favorable judgment to its appeal. In discussions with the
RWQCB’s staff, the identified groundwater connection of the Basalt Pond to the
Russian River has been identified as a factor that would likely lead to the continued
application of regulation of the Basalt Pond discharges as a surface water discharges
subject to all relevant Basin Plan water quality objectives and policies, including the
seasonal discharge prohibition, Title 22 public health criteria, and CTR and associated
State Implementation Plan. In addition to the appeal, the City is one of several agencies
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working together with the RWQCB on a study of potential “mixing zones” in the
Russian River (a mixing zone would allow consideration of effluent quality when mixed
with river water, rather than at the end of the discharge pipe). If a mixing zone is
ultimately granted to wastewater dischargers, additional operational flexibility may be
provided to the City, but there is no means by which the City can predict the outcome
and implications of the study at this time. Because the future outcome and applicable
regulations are unknown, the City is conducting the project planning and CEQA review
process for tertiary treatment upgrades to provide the most flexibility with disposal and
recycled water reuse opportunities. Under any circumstances, the City is committed to
the tertiary treatment upgrades, which has been an adopted goal of the City Council for
several years. Discharge locations and processes, however, are faced with regulatory
uncertainty, and this is leading the City to seek flexibility.
I4-10 The comment misstates the conclusion of the EIR. The discussion of Impact 3.1-2
addresses the conversion of Important Farmland to nonagricultural use. As the
comment indicates, up to 60 acres of Important Farmland would be lost if the shallow
percolation ponds were constructed, and 10 acres of land suitable for vineyard planting
would be created using some of excavated topsoil. On page 3.1-12, the draft EIR states
that no mitigation measures are available to substantially reduce the impact of
conversion of 60 acres of important farmland associated with the shallow percolation
ponds option; therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
I4-11 As described on page 5-15 of the draft EIR, of all the alternatives evaluated in detail,
discharge to the Phase V Pond or continued disposal to the Basalt Pond have equal
standing as the environmentally superior alternative. The reasons for this selection,
explained throughout the analysis in the EIR, relate primarily to the fact that only
minimal construction would be required to implement either of these options and that
discharges would comply with applicable water quality objectives and policies. The
shallow percolation ponds option, which would involve the excavation of up to 60 acres,
would have the greatest environmental impact.
I4-12 The seasonal irrigation reuse option is evaluated in the EIR. The option would involve
construction activities that would result in environmental impacts, but all but one of
these impacts could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of
mitigation measures identified in the EIR. The impact that would be significant and
unavoidable (Impact 3.6-1: Generation of Temporary Emissions from Construction
Activities) also would be significant and unavoidable for the WWTP upgrade, Phase V
Pond, and shallow percolation ponds options. Use of the irrigation water would not
result in any environmental impacts.
I4-13 Tertiary treated wastewater receives more intensive oxidation and disinfection
treatment than secondary treated water. In addition, secondary treated wastewater is
oxidized, clarified, and disinfected, whereas tertiary treated wastewater is oxidized,
clarified, coagulated, filtered, and disinfected. As described on page 2-6 of the draft
EIR, tertiary treated wastewater effluent is essentially pathogen free and considered
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suitable by the California Department of Health Services (DHS) for irrigation and other
uses in unrestricted public access areas, such as for landscaping, parks, golf courses,
recreational impoundments, and irrigation of agricultural crops for human
consumption. Because tertiary treated wastewater has lower levels of contaminants and
pathogens than secondary treated wastewater, it is environmentally preferable.
Title 22 regulations establish the treatment performance and reliability regulations for
production of primary, secondary, and advanced (also known as tertiary) wastewater
treatment. Numerical and narrative regulatory water quality criteria are established in
the California Toxics Rule (CTR), Basin Plan surface water and groundwater quality
objectives, and Title 22 primary and secondary drinking water quality objectives and
form the objective thresholds that are applied in discharge permits to ensure the
protection of designated beneficial uses. The comment includes an inquiry about which
criteria, Title 22 or CTR, are preferable, but that is not a preference the City has
control over. Both of the proposed WTPU options would produce Title 22 tertiary
treated wastewater. The RWQCB would designate the applicable regulatory criteria
that would be protective of the beneficial uses of the waters affected by the discharge,
which would depend on the specific ED and SIR options selected for implementation.
The City would then be required to operate the WWTP in a manner that complies with
the applicable permit terms and conditions.
I4-14 The City’s proposed upgrades to tertiary treatment are necessary to continue
discharging to the Basalt Pond. However, as described on page 2-5 of the draft EIR,
the City was issued a new NPDES permit and associated cease and desist order that
specifies that continued discharges to the Basalt Pond are subject to the Basin Plan
seasonal discharge prohibition that allows wastewater discharges only during the period
of October 1 to May 15. In addition, the City must either demonstrate compliance with
a 1% dilution requirement or fulfill the requirements to obtain an exception to this
requirement.
I4-15 As discussed in Section 2.7.2 of the draft EIR, the City, based on its understanding of
the requirements of the project (including the requirements imposed by the RWQCB)
and its understanding of the length of time typically required to perform the tasks
associated with the project, anticipates project construction to occur in 2006–2007, with
the WWTP upgrade option functioning by January 2008.
I4-16 This EIR provides sufficient detail on all phases of the project, including planning,
construction, and operation, for the lead agency to determine what the environmental
impacts of the project would be. The City does not intend to prepare a second EIR.
I4-17 Please refer to the response to comment I1-1, which describes the City’s consideration
of Syar property located south of the Phase V Pond as suitable for shallow percolation
pond placement (refer to Exhibit 1). However, as described in the responses to
comments S2-12, O2-6, and I1-1, there are no alternative locations for shallow
percolation ponds that would substantially reduce any of the significant environmental
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impacts that were identified in the draft EIR for the proposed location. Other
properties located further away, such as the Syar property, would involve additional
construction-related impacts and add to the complexity of remotely operating the
facility. The Hoskin property, located north of the WWTP, is approximately 23 acres
and is bordered by Dry Creek on the north. This property offers no advantages to the
siting of shallow percolation ponds. If the percolation ponds are selected as the
preferred effluent disposal option, the parcel size is insufficient to provide a complete
solution for shallow percolation facilities. The parcel is currently a vineyard, and its
conversion to ponds would cause the same loss of farmland, air quality, noise, and
visual impacts identified in the draft EIR for the proposed shallow percolation ponds.
The parcel is also directly bordered by sensitive riparian habitat and an active stream
channel. Current regulatory protection policies for these resources would further
constrain the use of the parcel with setback buffers. For example, the current policy
under the ARM Plan for major floodplain terrace excavations is to require a setback
buffer of at least 450 feet from streams. Moreover, the City specifically developed the
Phase V Pond and shallow percolation ponds effluent disposal options to respond to
agency and public concerns regarding the proximity of existing wastewater discharges
to the Russian River via the Basalt Pond. Development of the Hoskins parcel for
wastewater disposal facilities would conflict with the planning criteria set forth for the
selected options. Because of the multiple use-constraints of this parcel and its small
size, its use is considered infeasible by the City. Therefore, the City believes the two
options for shallow percolation ponds are sufficient and that it is unnecessary to expand
the scope of area where these facilities could be located. The City will note this
comment as a suggestion that the City consider relocating the shallow percolation
ponds to Syar property.
I4-18 Although it is true that EIRs typically do not include cost information, the lead agency
is free to include that information if it believes the information will be useful for the
reader. The draft EIR does not focus on or attempt to estimate cost-effectiveness factors
of the WTPU, ED, and SIR options because overall cost-effectiveness would depend on
the combination of options that are implemented. However, one of the stated
objectives of the project is to continue to provide wastewater treatment service to the
ratepayers at a reasonable cost. In the case of reverse osmosis for wastewater treatment
identified in Section 5.6.2 of the draft EIR, cost was a principal factor determining that
this alternative was infeasible. Reverse osmosis would achieve the objectives of
providing high-quality treated wastewater; however, it would involve additional
significant construction- and operations-related environmental impacts and would not
substantially reduce any of the significant environmental impacts of the alternatives that
were evaluated in the draft EIR. The cost for implementation of reverse osmosis would
be substantially higher than the cost of the other methods of tertiary treatment and thus
was a key factor in the finding of infeasibility. In addition, the City anticipated that
questions would arise about why reverse osmosis, an extremely effective type of water
treatment, was rejected as a project option, so it included the cost information.
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I4-19 The EIR presents a thorough analysis of the impacts associated with implementing the
shallow percolation ponds option, based on the site-specific characteristics of the project
area and the projected wastewater characteristics. Evaluation of other examples is not
relevant to the site-specific analysis; therefore, the City believes that to do so would not
provide for any more meaningful analysis of the environmental impacts of the project.
I4-20 The EIR presents a thorough analysis of the hydrologic impacts associated with
implementing the shallow percolation ponds option (refer to Impact 3.2-5) based on
modeling conducted for the Phase V Pond option. As described in the response to
comment I4-13, effluent produced from the WTPU will meet drinking water and all
other applicable water quality objectives. As described in the EIR and in various
responses, it would not adversely affect groundwater quality in the Russian River
Valley.
I4-21 The construction of the shallow percolation ponds would not reduce the water supply
of the area. The conversion of up to 60 acres of vineyard for the ponds would actually
reduce the amount of water used to irrigate these areas. The shallow percolation ponds
also would have the direct effect of recharging the groundwater basin with high-quality
recycled water.
I4-22 Page 3.1-10 of the draft EIR explains how the Land Intensive Agriculture designation
was interpreted to allow for the shallow percolation ponds option because the option
supports community service and agricultural service land uses, two uses allowed under
the designation. Further, as stated in the EIR, Impact 3.1-2, the project would result in
a significant and unavoidable loss of up to 60 acres of Important Farmland. Even
though the General Plan may allow for the proposed percolation ponds, the physical
conversion would be a significant impact.
It is important to recognize that the shallow percolation ponds option is one of several
options for effluent disposal evaluated in the EIR. Other options, such as discharge to
the Basalt Pond or the Phase V Pond, would not result in any adverse impacts on
agriculture, and the City will consider these options along with the percolation pond
option when determining what should be approved.
I4-23 Measure I was specifically established to restrict the spread of urban development
beyond the 20-year Urban Growth Boundary in order to protect agricultural and open
space resources in Sonoma County. Implementing the shallow percolation ponds
option would involve the loss of agricultural land, but it would not represent the spread
of residential growth beyond the boundary.
I4-24 Please refer to the response to comment I3-4, which provided for a similar comment on
the analysis of “division of community” presented in the draft EIR. The potential
project-related effects on the market value of land adjacent to facilities are considered
an economic effect that is not considered in the EIR because it is not considered a
physical environmental effect. (See the response to comment O2-11 for a discussion of
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socioeconomic effects.) Although this and other comments have questioned the
conclusion in the EIR that the project would not physically divide the community, no
information has been provided to suggest that he community would be divided.
Notwithstanding that the EIR drew its conclusions, in part, because the area is rural,
even considering this fact, it is not reasonable to suggest that a significant physical
division to the community would result from the project. Construction of the ponds,
under this option, would occur on private land. It would not alter public access in any
way between residents. Although the ponds would create a physical barrier by
prohibiting access across them, access is already restricted because these properties are
privately held and not available for public access.
I4-25 The comment refers to Chapter 2 of the draft EIR, which has the intended purpose of
simply describing, to the extent possible, the major elements of the project. The City
believes that the discussions of how all construction, excavation, and hauling activities
would occur were addressed at a commensurate and appropriate level of detail to
evaluate the environmental impacts. The movement of more than 1.6 million cubic
yards of soil associated with the shallow percolation ponds and placement along the
inboard side of the levee would represent the most substantial construction phase of
any of the options associated with the suite of WTPU, ED, or SIR options. However, it
should be noted that the City chose to explore soil disposal on the Syar property in part
to avoid the impacts associated with hauling this material offsite using Foreman Lane.
Construction elements that would cause environmental impacts on local residents were
also considered, as evidenced by other elements of Section 2.7 and the numerous
environmental commitments identified in Section 2.8 designed to avoid and minimize
disturbances to local residences and the environment. Regardless, the analysis and
discussion of the environmental impacts addressed and included all the effects of the
project. Because the comment does not identify any specific example related to the
suggestion that other issues were not addressed with sufficient detail, and because it
does not offer any substantiation that would contradict the analysis of environmental
impacts in the draft EIR, a more specific response cannot be provided.
I4-26 Refer to the response to comment I4-18, regarding why cost information is provided in
the determination for feasibility of an alternative that would not fulfill the stated project
objective of providing wastewater treatment at a reasonable cost to taxpayers.
Regarding the shallow percolation ponds, the City has preliminarily estimated the
construction costs at between $13.5 million and $21.5 million. However, as described
in Section 2.5.3 of the draft EIR, the City considered new options for tertiary treated
effluent disposal in the draft EIR because of regulatory uncertainty associated with the
Basalt Pond disposal option. The shallow percolation ponds option is a feasible
alternative with potentially unique attributes not provided by other options, such as
providing for year-round disposal capacity that is not subject to the seasonal discharge
prohibition. Thus, the City considers it necessary to include the option in the
alternatives evaluation to provide flexibility in meeting a key project objective of
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providing effluent disposal capacity. Thus, the cost of constructing and operating
shallow percolation ponds is not specifically relevant to the feasibility of the option.
I4-27 Preliminary engineering design and associated capital and operating costs would be
developed after the EIR is certified and after the City Council provides City staff with a
recommended approach for the preferred set of WWTP upgrade options. The City
anticipates this phase of the planning and design for the WWTP upgrades to require
several months and extend through late 2005.
I4-28 No estimated budget for the overall set of WWTP upgrade options that would be
implemented can be developed at this point because the combination of these options
would not be known until the EIR is certified and the City Council recommends a
preferred course of action. The City sewer system is operated as an enterprise fund,
and all costs of the WWTP upgrade project would be funded by the city’s sewer
ratepayers and development impact fees. None of the construction or operating costs
would be paid from the City’s General Fund. The need for condemnation proceedings
is not known—a preferred set of options has not yet been selected—and it is speculative
to assume that the City could not enter into mutually agreeable purchase
arrangements. Any consideration of possible budget overruns is speculative and
beyond the intent of an EIR, so no further response is provided.
I4-29 The project does not involve the expansion of treatment capacity at the WWTP. As
described on page 2-5 of the draft EIR, the City expects that the WWTP’s permitted
capacity of 1.4 million gallons per day will be adequate to accommodate the current
anticipated population growth, and development of presently unsewered areas within
the city limits. Specific industrial properties are mentioned in the draft EIR only
because they are potential users of the existing unused capacity in the future. The City
charges connection fees on all new sewer connections to cover the capital cost of
providing wastewater treatment and sewer main capacity. The comment’s questions
about the role of private business in providing land or funding for the project do not
relate to an environmental impact, so no specific response is provided.
I4-30 The City would acquire and own the land associated with shallow percolation ponds (if
constructed), and the excavated material would be used to reinforce the Russian River
levee, as described in the draft EIR. The proper function of the shallow percolation
ponds depends on maintaining the commercially valuable permeable sands and gravels
below the percolation ponds. There is no relationship between the shallow percolation
ponds, the ARM Plan that bans terrace gravel mining in April 2006, and Syar
Industries operations. The comment presents questions about Syar Industries that do
not relate to an environmental impact, so no specific response is provided.
I4-31 Please refer to the response to comment S2-1.
I4-32 It is presumed from this comment that there is concern that endangered species may be
affected by the project. The list of special-status species with potential to occur in the
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project areas was developed based on U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) information. DFG’s California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) database were
reviewed for specific information on documented observations of special-status species
in the project area. The DFG and CNPS records typically provide information of
observations extending back many years. Baseline field reconnaissance surveys also
were conducted to evaluate the existing habitat and to observe the plant and wildlife
species (i.e., both native and nonnative, both listed and nonlisted species) on the project
site. This information was used to prepare Section 3.4 of the draft EIR, and no other
more relevant detailed information for specific sites is available.
I4-33 Syar’s weir requirement was a condition of one if its mining applications to the County
of Sonoma and was not requested by the City of Healdsburg. One of the key objectives
of Syar’s requirement to install a weir on the Russian River levee was to reduce the
perceived risk that high flows could cause pit capture of the Basalt Pond and lead to
wastewater releases to the Russian River. Syar has completed a preliminary design for
the weir. Syar has been considering other solutions for the weir issue; however, the
subsequent regulatory uncertainty regarding the City's wastewater discharges into the
Basalt Pond has been one issue to be addressed before the weir can be completed. In
2001, the City prepared an EIR on the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project, which
would have removed the discharge and potentially lessened the criteria and design
requirements for a weir; however, the EIR was challenged and the City subsequently
initiated planning for advanced wastewater treatment upgrades. The Northern California
River Watch vs. City of Healdsburg legal challenge regarding the continued use of the
Basalt Pond for wastewater discharge added to the uncertainty. Most recently, Syar is
proposing to continue and expand the placement of fill in the Basalt Pond to reinforce
the levee, as described in the draft EIR, with material generated from its own gravel
washing operations. The present status of the weir project is unknown. However, the
City believes that with the new NPDES permit and the tertiary treatment upgrades,
much of this uncertainty has been resolved and the weir project could move forward if
Syar chooses to pursue it.
I4-34 The City’s staff and the EIR consultant’s staff discussed and cooperatively developed
the project description with Syar representatives. The discussions related to the
placement of soil in the Basalt Pond and potentially in the Phase I/II Ponds. The soil
would be generated from construction of pond improvements at the WWTP and the
shallow percolation ponds (if constructed). The soil placement would be used for the
purpose of levee reinforcement. Syar was not involved in any way with the preparation
of the draft EIR.
I4-35 Please refer to the response to comment O2-1.
I4-36 Please refer to the response to comment O2-2.
I4-37 Please refer to the response to comment O2-3.
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I4-38 As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the analysis of existing
and projected effluent quality presented in the draft EIR concludes that all the effluent
disposal options, including the Phase V Pond option, are expected to meet regulatory
water quality objectives.
I4-39 Please refer to the response to comment O2-5.
I4-40 Please refer to the response to comment O2-9.
I4-41 Please refer to the response to comment O2-10.
I4-42 Please refer to the response to comment O2-11.
I4-43 Please refer to the response to comment O2-12.
I4-44 Please refer to the response to comment O2-13.
I4-45 Please refer to the response to comment O2-14.
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LETTER I5 RESPONSE
Marisa De Benedetti
Received on March 21, 2005

I5-1

Please refer to the response to comment I4-1.

I5-2

Please refer to the response to comment I4-2.

I5-3

Please refer to the response to comment I4-3.

I5-4

Please refer to the response to comment I4-4.

I5-5

Please refer to the response to comment O2-1.

I5-6

Please refer to the response to comment I4-6.

I5-7

Please refer to the response to comment I4-7.

I5-8

Please refer to the response to comment I4-8.

I5-9

Please refer to the response to comment I4-9.

I5-10 Please refer to the response to comment I4-10.
I5-11 Please refer to the response to comment I4-31.
I5-12 Please refer to the response to comment I4-12.
I5-13 Please refer to the response to comment I4-13.
I5-14 Please refer to the response to comment I4-14.
I5-15 Please refer to the response to comment I4-15.
I5-16 Please refer to the response to comment I4-16.
I5-17 Please refer to the response to comment I4-17.
I5-18 Please refer to the response to comment I4-18.
I5-19 Please refer to the response to comment I4-19.
I5-20 Please refer to the response to comment I4-20.
I5-21 Please refer to the response to comment I4-21.
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I5-22 Please refer to the response to comment I4-22.
I5-23 Please refer to the response to comment I4-23.
I5-24 Please refer to the response to comment I4-24.
I5-25 Please refer to the response to comment I4-25.
I5-26 Please refer to the response to comment I4-26.
I5-27 Please refer to the response to comment I4-27.
I5-28 Please refer to the response to comment I4-28.
I5-29 Please refer to the response to comment I4-29.
I5-30 Please refer to the response to comment I4-30.
I5-31 Please refer to the response to comment I4-31.
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LETTER I6 RESPONSE
Michaela De Benedetti
Received on March 21, 2005

I6-1

As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the water quality
analysis is based on existing data and projected tertiary treated effluent quality that
would meet applicable water quality objectives and not degrade beneficial uses,
including in the area that would be affected by the shallow percolation ponds option.

I6-2

If the City selects the shallow percolation ponds option as the preferred effluent
disposal option, the need for condemnation proceedings to acquire the land is not
known, and it is speculative to assume that the City could not enter into mutually
agreeable purchase arrangements. No homes would be affected. Construction for
initial improvements for the tertiary treatment upgrades could begin as early as
summer 2006; the timing of full buildout is not known, primarily because buildout
involves developing the seasonal irrigation reuse customer base and associated pipeline
infrastructure.

I6-3

Please refer to the response to comment I4-28.

I6-4

Please refer to the response to comment I6-2. Also, please note that there are many
instances under which eminent domain, should it be needed, is allowable, including for
public improvement projects. An area need not be declared as blighted (unless it is in a
redevelopment area) to be eligible for eminent domain considerations.

I6-5

Please refer to the response to comment I6-1, regarding a summary of potential
groundwater quality impacts identified in the draft EIR. Refer to the response to
comment S2-10, which describes why CEQA does not provide for evaluating the
socioeconomic effects of the project as environmental impacts.

I6-6

Please refer to the response to comment I1-1, which describes the City’s consideration
of the Syar property south of the Phase V Pond as suitable for shallow percolation pond
placement. Refer also to the responses to comments S2-12, O2-6, and I4-17, which
describe why other locations for placement of shallow percolation ponds are limited.
The City will note this comment as a suggestion that the City consider locating the
shallow percolation ponds, if this option is selected, on Syar property. As described in
the response to comment I4-17, the Hoskins property is not large enough for siting the
facilities.

I6-7

The draft EIR identifies the measures that the City would implement to mitigate the
environmental effects of the project if it is approved. Specifically, the mitigation
measures related to visual resource impacts are described in Section 3.9, and those
related to odors are described in Section 3.6.
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I6-8

Section 5.6.1 (page 5-12) of the draft EIR describes why alternative locations for the
WWTP were not evaluated.
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LETTER I7 RESPONSE
Michele De Benedetti
Received on March 21, 2005

I7-1

Please refer to the response to comment S2-1, regarding the infeasibility of using the
Geysers Pipeline at this time.
During discussions with the City of Santa Rosa on the Geysers Pipeline route, the City
of Healdsburg did attempt to negotiate for a dedicated share of the Geysers Pipeline
capacity but was unable to secure any commitment from Santa Rosa. Although the City
of Healdsburg eventually reached agreement with the City of Santa Rosa regarding
certain conditions that were applicable to Santa Rosa’s construction of the Geysers
Pipeline within Healdsburg’s right-of-way, the Geysers Pipeline project did not require
formal approval of the City of Healdsburg, and right-of-way could have been secured
through a condemnation action by the City of Santa Rosa, if necessary. Had
Healdsburg not reached a negotiated agreement with Santa Rosa on this issue, the only
remedies available to Healdsburg would have been those remedies available in a
condemnation action, which would not have included a right to discharge into the
Geysers Pipeline facilities.

I7-2

Please refer to the response to comment I1-1, which describes the City’s consideration
of the Syar property south of the Phase V Pond as suitable for shallow percolation pond
placement. The City will note this comment as a recommendation that the City consider
locating the shallow percolation ponds, if this option is selected, on Syar property.

I7-3

Chapter 5 provides a detailed discussion of the alternatives screening that was
conducted to select the WWTP upgrade options that were evaluated at an equal level of
detail in the draft EIR. The ARM Plan prohibits terrace mining operations along the
Russian River floodplain after April 2006.

I7-4

Please refer to the response to comment I4-30.

I7-5

Please refer to the response to comment I4-10.

I7-6

Please refer to the response to comment I4-25. As explained on page 3.6-6 of the draft
EIR, the term “sensitive receptor” is used to refer to individuals who would be most
severely affected by air quality impacts, such as asthmatics and children. The term is
widely used in air quality analyses and is intended to protect those persons most at risk.

I7-7

The WTPU options are being proposed to improve the quality of treated wastewater
effluent and address the regulatory uncertainty of the existing effluent discharge to the
Basalt Pond. The project does not involve the expansion of treatment capacity at the
WWTP. As described on page 2-5 of the draft EIR, the City expects that the WWTP’s
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permitted capacity of 1.4 million gallons per day will be adequate to accommodate
residential buildout and is not seeking a capacity increase. The remaining capacity is
reserved for projected population growth and presently unsewered areas within the city
limits.
I7-8

Please refer to the response to comment I1-1, which describes the City’s consideration
of Syar property for shallow percolation pond placement. Please refer also to the
responses to comments S2-12, O2-6, and I4-17, which describe the reasons why other
locations for placement of shallow percolation ponds are limited.

I7-9

The City of Healdsburg has gone to great lengths to notify and involve the public in the
environmental review process for this project and has exceeded CEQA requirements.
As described in Section 1.2.5 of the draft EIR, “Scoping and Public Review Process,” the
City provided the public with several opportunities to provide input on the WWTP
upgrade project before release of the draft EIR. The City held a public informationgathering meeting on April 25, 2002. The public and regulatory agencies were
provided an opportunity to submit oral and written comments at the meeting; written
comments were accepted until May 10, 2002. The notice of preparation (NOP) for the
EIR was released on July 15, 2002. The NOP included an announcement of the July
29, 2002, public scoping meeting. The scoping meeting provided another opportunity
to submit oral and written comments on the project; the closing date for receiving
written comments in response to the NOP was August 16, 2002. Notices of these public
meetings were published in the Santa Rosa Press-Democrat and Healdsburg Tribune. A
notice of availability (NOA) announcing the completion of the draft EIR and date of the
public hearing was published in the Healdsburg Tribune on February 4, 2005. The draft
EIR was circulated for 45 days for public review and comment, from February 4, 2005,
to March 21, 2005. The NOA was also mailed directly to those organizations and
individuals that had previously requested such notice in writing.

I7-10 Construction for initial improvements for the tertiary treatment upgrades could begin
as early as summer 2006; the timing of full buildout is not known primarily because
buildout involves developing the seasonal irrigation reuse customer base and associated
pipeline infrastructure. Section 1.2.3 of the draft EIR generally describes the remaining
steps for the City’s CEQA review process, deliberations on the project, and process for
selecting the preferred set of WWTP upgrade options. The Planning Commission’s
public meeting to review the final EIR is set for June 22, 2005, and it is anticipated that
the City Council could deliberate on the certification of the EIR as early as its July 11,
2005, meeting. The remaining review and approval process is summarized as follows:
<

The Planning Commission reviews the final EIR and, upon finding that it is
“adequate and complete,” recommends that the City Council certify the EIR and
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP).
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<

The Planning Commission also evaluates a staff-recommended preferred project for
City General Plan consistency and forwards a determination of consistency to the
City Council.

<

The City Council then holds a public meeting to certify the final EIR, adopt CEQA
findings and the MMRP, and approve the project.

<

The staff can then begin work on the project.

I7-11 As described in the response to comment I6-2, the City considers the need for
condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of land to be speculative.
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LETTER I8 RESPONSE
Rosanne De Benedetti
Received on March 21, 2005

I8-1

Please refer to the response to comment I4-6.

I8-2

Please refer to the response to comment I4-7.

I8-3

Please refer to the response to comment I4-10.

I8-4

Please refer to the response to comment I4-11.

I8-5

Please refer to the response to comment I4-13.

I8-6

Please refer to the response to comment I4-14.

I8-7

Please refer to the response to comment I4-17.

I8-8

Please refer to the response to comment I4-19.

I8-9

Please refer to the response to comment I4-20.

I8-10 Please refer to the response to comment I4-24.
I8-11 Please refer to the response to comment I4-27.
I8-12 Please refer to the response to comment I4-29.
I8-13 Please refer to the response to comment I4-31.
I8-14 Please refer to the response to comment I4-32.
I8-15 Please refer to the response to comment O2-2.
I8-16 Please refer to the response to comment O2-3.
I8-17 The comment will be noted by the City as opposition to the construction of shallow
percolation ponds for effluent disposal in the preferred project. The responses to
comments O2-6 and I4-17 describe why other locations for shallow percolation ponds
were not identified in the draft EIR. Also please refer to the response to comment I1-1,
which considers an alternative location for the percolation ponds.
I8-18 Please refer to the response to comment O2-11.
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I8-19 The comment refers to the members of the commenter’s family and their long-term
and admirable involvement in the community. The City recognizes and appreciates
these contributions. Although social and economic impacts of the project are not
addressed in the EIR, pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the opposition to the
percolation ponds and concerns over other project elements, as expressed in this
comment, will be considered by the City in its deliberations over the project.
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LETTER I9 RESPONSE
Stephan De Benedetti
Received on March 21, 2005

I9-1

As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the water quality
analysis is based on existing data and projected tertiary treated effluent quality, which
conclusively show that all the proposed effluent disposal options, including the shallow
percolation ponds option, would meet applicable water quality objectives and not
degrade beneficial uses.

I9-2

Please refer to the response to comment S2-1, regarding the Geysers Pipeline.

I9-3

As described in Section 2.5.1 of the draft EIR, “Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade
Options,” regardless of which WTPU option the City selects, the wastewater would
receive tertiary treatment. For an explanation of the difference between secondary and
tertiary treatment and for information on discharge to the Basalt Pond, please see the
responses to comments I4-13 and I4-14, respectively.
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LETTER I10 RESPONSE
JoAnn Borri, on Behalf of the Borri Family
Received on March 21, 2005

I10-1 The notice of preparation (NOP) for the draft EIR was released on July 15, 2002. The
draft EIR was circulated for 45 days for public review and comment, from February 4,
2005, to March 21, 2005. CEQA requires that NOPs be sent to public agencies
responsible for approval of elements of the project, as well as individuals who have
requested copies of the NOP. Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15087):
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.
A notice of availability (NOA) announcing the completion of the draft EIR and date of
the public hearing was published in the Santa Rosa Press Democrat and the Healdsburg
Tribune newspapers on the same day that the notice of completion was submitted to the
State Clearinghouse. The NOA was also mailed directly to those organizations and
individuals that had previously requested such notice in writing, thus satisfying noticing
requirements.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 suggests that the public review period should be
no less than 30 days and no more than 60 days unless there are unusual circumstances,
and Section 15202 does not require the lead agency to conduct a pubic hearing on the
draft EIR. The City held a public hearing to receive comments on the draft EIR. Public
Resources Code Section 21092.5 requires the lead agency to provide its proposed
responses to all public agency written comments on the draft EIR 10 days before the
lead agency’s certification of the final EIR. The City will provide copies of responses to
all commenting public agencies at least 10 days before certification of the EIR.
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I10-2 The comment requests additional time to review and comment on the draft EIR, and it
states that the draft EIR did not include details sufficient to fully disclose impacts of the
project. The 45-day review period is common for EIRs, even on complex projects, and
is consistent with the requirements of CEQA. As to information presented at a public
hearing, the intent of the hearing was to receive comments on the draft EIR. The
presentation of the project at the hearing was intended only to orient the public to the
project. It would not have been reasonable to fully discuss all aspects of the project, the
environmental analysis, how conclusions for each impact were drawn, and so on.
Meaningful comment requires that the contents of the draft EIR be reviewed. With
respect to a second hearing, the final EIR will be heard before the Planning
Commission and the City Council before certification.
The City will add the three listed addresses to the public hearing notification mailing
list.
I10-3 Section 5.6 of the draft EIR describes four alternatives and the accompanying reasons
why they were considered infeasible and eliminated from detailed consideration. An
alternative location of the WWTP and advanced wastewater treatment with reverse
osmosis were considered infeasible because they would be considerably more expensive
to implement, potentially would involve additional significant construction- and
operations-related environmental impacts, and yet would not substantially reduce any
of the significant environmental impacts of the alternatives that were evaluated in the
draft EIR. Conveyance to the Geysers was considered infeasible, as explained further
in the response to comment S2-1. The North Healdsburg Redwood Seasonal Irrigation
Reuse option was eliminated because of biological and regulatory constraints that would
likely be associated with environmental impacts on sensitive wetland and vernal pool
habitats (refer to Appendix G of the draft EIR).
I10-4 Please refer to the response to comment I4-1 for an explanation of the comparative
differences between the proposed conventional extended aeration and membrane
bioreactor (MBR) wastewater treatment methods.
I10-5 Please refer to the response to comment I4-13, which describes the differences between
Title 22 regulations and associated drinking water quality MCLs and CTR regulatory
criteria.
I10-6 All the effluent disposal (ED) options evaluated in the draft EIR, including the
alternative to discharge to the Russian River, are considered feasible or viable methods
in that they could all provide either seasonal or year-round effluent disposal of effluent
in compliance with applicable regulations. The draft EIR does not focus on or attempt
to estimate cost-effectiveness factors of these options because overall cost-effectiveness
would depend on the combination of treatment, disposal, and reuse options that are
implemented. The lead agency is not required to include economic information in an
EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Instead, economic factors “shall be
considered by public agencies together with technological and environmental factors”
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before the agencies take action on a project. If economic information is not presented
in the EIR, it should be added to the record in some other manner to allow the agency
to consider the factors in reaching a decision on the project.
I10-7 As described in the draft EIR, feasible options to the existing Basalt Pond discharge
were evaluated primarily because of the regulatory uncertainty of the Basalt Pond
discharges. Because the existing data and projections of effluent quality following
implementation of the tertiary treatment upgrades indicate that the water discharged
from the upgraded WWTP would comply with applicable regulatory objectives, both
the Phase V Pond and winter discharge to the Russian River, as well as continued use of
the Basalt Pond, could provide effective effluent disposal. Only one of the identified
effluent disposal options is required at this time, assuming seasonal recycled water use
can be developed to eliminate the need for surface water discharges during the summer
seasonal discharge prohibition period.
I10-8 As described in the response to comment O1-2, redwood irrigation methods do not
provide a feasible mechanism for year-round reuse of all the wastewater produced by
the City. The City considers redwood irrigation a seasonal irrigation reuse like the
other SIR route options identified in the draft EIR.
I10-9 As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the analysis of existing
and projected effluent quality data concludes that the proposed WWTP upgrade
options could be implemented and comply with applicable water quality regulations.
The City’s operation of the future WWTP upgrades in compliance with the
requirements of the RWQCB would continue to provide assurance that groundwater
resources would not be degraded.
I10-10 Please refer to the response to comment O2-11, which describes the reasons that
socioeconomic impacts are not considered environmental impacts. The response to
comment I4-18 describes how economic costs are involved in determining the feasibility
of alternatives that are not considered in detail. The response to comment I4-26
describes why economic cost factors are not specifically considered with alternatives that
were evaluated in detail.
I10-11 The comment suggests several socioeconomic criteria for the City to consider when
selecting the preferred set of WWTP upgrade options. The City Council will consider
this request, as well as other selection factors, when making a decision on the project.
However, they are not applicable to the City’s determination of comparative analysis of
environmental impacts among the options.
I10-12 Please refer to the response to comment I7-10 for a summary of the next steps that will
occur for the CEQA review and City deliberations on the project.
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LETTER I11 RESPONSE
Richard Burg
Received on March 21, 2005

I11-1 Please refer to the responses to comments I3-4 and I4-24, regarding division of a
community. Please refer also to the response to comment I1-1, which describes the
City’s consideration of the Syar property south of the Phase V Pond as suitable and
potentially feasible for shallow percolation pond placement.
Regarding comments on purchasing land but not purchasing the homes on the land, if
the shallow percolation pond option is selected and the ponds are located on the site
identified in the draft EIR, the City would negotiate with affected landowners on
property purchase. If desired by the landowner, the City could consider purchase of
the home. It is estimated that up to 60 acres of land would be needed for percolation
ponds under this alternative, but the amount of land could be less. It is in the City’s
interest to purchase only what is needed for the project, which may be less than the 60
acres shown.
I11-2 The comment suggests moving the existing houses that would be located adjacent to
the proposed ponds. If the City decides to pursue the percolation pond option on the
location shown in the draft EIR, this could be part of the negotiation between
homeowners and the City. This is not a mitigation measure under CEQA, because it
would not reduce any significant environmental impacts. The proposal to relocate
houses would not substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable visual impact of
the percolation ponds that is associated with the overall viewshed effects to all residents
in the area. Please refer to the response to comment I2-34, which identifies the City’s
addition to Mitigation Measure 3.9-1. The addition describes the City’s commitment to
prepare a vegetation planting plan for the berms to address visual impacts of the
shallow percolation ponds. Air quality impacts from construction would not be
reduced, and mitigation has already been identified in the draft EIR to reduce
significant construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.
I11-3 This comment expresses general concern regarding the potential adverse economic
effects and loss of important farmland associated with the shallow percolation ponds.
The response to the comment S2-12 describes the limitation on available alternative
locations for percolation ponds. The comment will be noted by the City as opposition to
the construction of shallow percolation ponds for effluent disposal in the preferred
project.
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LETTER I12 RESPONSE
Donna Gregor
Received on March 2, 2005

I12-1 The comment identifies several issues associated with the potential economic effects on
property values adjacent to proposed percolation pond site, if that option is selected,
and related costs to the project for acquisition of property. However, as described in
the responses to comments S2-10 and I1-4, CEQA does not provide for evaluating
socioeconomic effects of the project as environmental impacts. As required by CEQA,
the draft EIR focuses on whether the project would have a significant effect on the
environment as defined by “a substantial change in the physical conditions.” The
comment is correct in stating that the draft EIR does not include any description of
how the City would acquire property. The City anticipates that it would purchase any
necessary property to obtain fee-title to the property rather than enter into easements
or long-term lease arrangements for use of the property for disposal ponds. Please also
see the responses to comments I11-1 and I11-2.
I12-2 This comment refers to the potential costs of certain elements of the proposed option;
however, it does not raise significant environmental issues pertaining to the draft EIR
analysis, so no specific response is provided.
I12-3 Section 5.6.1 (page 5-12) of the draft EIR describes why alternative locations for the
WWTP were not evaluated. As described in Section 5.6.1, the City’s infrastructure
includes a gravity flow collector sewer system that carries wastewater to the existing
WWTP. The WWTP upgrade project needs to be developed primarily to
accommodate the effluent disposal and/or seasonal irrigation reuse opportunities. Any
relocation of the WWTP would involve a considerable undertaking to reroute the City’s
sewer system and would incur significant environmental impacts that would not occur
with expansion of the existing facilities. Please refer to the responses to comments S212, O2-6, and I4-17, which collectively describe the reasons why alternative locations
for shallow percolation ponds are limited. The response to comment I1-1 describes the
City’s consideration, in response to comments, of the Syar property south of the Phase
V Pond as suitable for shallow percolation pond placement. Because a full range of
feasible WWTP upgrade options was evaluated in the draft EIR and there is no
relocation proposal known that could substantially lessen the significant environmental
impacts identified in the draft EIR, the City believes that relocation of the WWTP is
infeasible.
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LETTER I13 RESPONSE
Donna Gregor
Received on March 21, 2005

I13-1 Please refer to the response to comment I12-3, which addresses the same concern that
is expressed in this comment.
I13-2 This comment refers to the recent decision by Sonoma County, described in Section 1.4
of this final EIR, which establishes a permit condition on Syar Industries’ Phase VI
Pond mining permit that prohibits the use of the Phase V Pond for disposal of
municipal wastewater discharges. As described in Section 1.4, the new permit condition
represents a policy decision that has no effect on the existing environmental setting.
The City believes that if the Phase V Pond effluent disposal option were selected as the
preferred option, the City would need to purchase and annex the property into the
City so that the land uses and applicable zoning regulations were compatible. The
physical environment has not changed as a result of the decision; thus, the
environmental analyses of potential impacts presented in the City’s draft EIR are still
relevant. As described in the response to comment S2-8 and S2-9, the draft EIR
demonstrates that the water quality effects of implementing the proposed Phase V
Pond effluent disposal option would comply with applicable water quality objectives
and would not result in adverse impacts on drinking water or to any other designated
beneficial use.
I13-3 The City will note this comment as support to implement tertiary treatment along with
seasonal irrigation reuse and winter discharge to the Basalt Pond or the Russian River.
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LETTER I14 RESPONSE
Dennis Hill
Received on March 21, 2005

I14-1 The City will note this comment as support to implement tertiary treatment, seasonal
irrigation reuse, and continued discharge to the Basalt Pond or to the Russian River.
I14-2 Please refer to the response to comment I1-1, which describes the City’s consideration
of the Syar property south of the Phase V Pond as suitable for shallow percolation pond
placement. Please refer also to the responses to comments S2-12, O2-6, and I4-17,
which describe the reasons why other locations for placement of shallow percolation
ponds are limited. The City will note this comment as support for locating the shallow
percolation ponds option, if it is selected, on Syar property.
I14-3 The response to comment I4-33 describes the current status regarding the existing
requirement for Syar Industries to install a weir on the Russian River levee. The
comment also reiterates comment I14-2 and further states that the conversion of
vineyard to shallow percolation ponds is an economic impact. The comment also
presents several issues relating to the comparative merits of economic sustainability
between aggregate mining by Syar Industries and long-term agricultural land uses.
However, the comment does not raise any significant environmental issues pertaining
to the draft EIR analysis; therefore, no specific response is provided.
I14-4 With the exception of moving the WWTP to a new parcel closer to the Russian River,
the proposed WWTP upgrade would be consistent with the recommendations stated in
this comment. The WTPU options would produce tertiary treated wastewater that
meets Title 22 water recycling requirements for unrestricted reuse. Constructed
facilities for the project are specifically proposed for the east side of the City-owned
property at the WWTP to maximize the distance of facility operations from adjacent
landowners. In addition, as described in Chapter 2 of the draft EIR, the project-related
facilities would be constructed and operated in a manner to minimize adverse noise,
traffic, and odor impacts. Lighting would not appreciably change from existing
conditions.
I14-5 Please refer to the response to comment O2-10.
I14-6 The City will note this comment as general support for implementation of higher level
wastewater treatment for water quality improvements.
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LETTER I15 RESPONSE
Peggy F. Love
Received on March 14, 2005

I15-1 The comment does not specify what the “dangerous hazards” associated with the
shallow percolation ponds and the Phase V Pond are, so no specific response can be
provided. The reference to the concern about “imminent spillage” into the Phase VI
Pond relates to the risk of treated wastewater discharge into the Phase VI Pond either
by leakage through the soil or by overflow of the ponds. Information presented in the
draft EIR on known infiltration rates of the aquifer, and information based on the
groundwater modeling conducted for the City’s 2001 Wastewater Outfall Relocation
EIR, concludes that there is no evidence to suggest that overflow would occur. The
data and modeling indicate that the Phase V Pond and shallow percolation ponds
would be expected to have discharge characteristics to groundwater similar to the
existing Basalt Pond discharge that has operated for 30 years. The combination of
pond size and infiltration rates can readily accommodate the City’s wastewater
discharge rate without hydraulically overloading the aquifer. Also, as described in the
responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the draft EIR shows that the quality of the
water produced under all the proposed effluent disposal options would comply with
applicable water quality objectives, so there would be no adverse impacts on drinking
water or on any other designated beneficial use. Consequently, incidental movement of
groundwater from discharge ponds to other ponds also would meet water quality
objectives.
I15-2 As described in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, the City’s existing
measured wastewater and projected tertiary treated would fully comply with applicable
Basin Plan water quality objectives and Title 22 drinking water standards, which are the
applicable criteria for protecting municipal and domestic beneficial uses, including for
drinking water. Therefore, implementing the proposed effluent disposal options
would not result in adverse impacts on drinking water or degrade beneficial uses.
I15-3 The comment expresses general opposition to the project but no specific comments on
the contents of the EIR. No further response can be provided.
I15-4 The comment will be noted by the City as a recommendation for the continued use of
the Basalt Pond for effluent disposal in the preferred project. The recommendation to
include redwoods probably indicates a preference for the Syar SIR option, which is the
only SIR option that specifically includes redwood tree plantings. Also, please refer to
the response to comment O1-2, which discusses the feasibility of redwood irrigation.
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James T. Love
Received on March 11, 2005

I16-1 Please refer to the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9. The water quality
analyses in the draft EIR conclude that the tertiary treatment upgrades and disposal
options would meet all the regulatory water quality objectives and regulations and that
they would not degrade the beneficial uses mentioned in this comment. The comment
does not identify any specific reasons why wells would be lost if the project is
implemented, other than the reference to water quality.
I16-2 The City will note this comment as support for the Basalt Pond option for continued
effluent disposal. Please refer to the response to comment S2-1, regarding the
infeasibility of relying on the Geysers Pipeline.
I16-3 The comment expresses opposition to the project and provides no specific comments
on the contents of the draft EIR. No further response can be provided.
I16-4 Please refer to the responses to comments S2-12, O2-6, I1-1, and I4-17.
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Peter Maier, Ph.D., P.E.
Received on March 18, 2005

I17-1 Biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) is a chemical measurement in water or wastewater
that is used as a primary indicator of wastewater treatment performance for organic
waste reduction and the control of waste loading effects on dissolved oxygen levels in
natural receiving water bodies. This comment refers to research by the commenter that
indicates that use of the 20°C, 5-day carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand (CBOD) test commonly used in the wastewater treatment industry likely results in oxygen
demand data that can lead to inadequate waste treatment levels with respect to permit
limits. The comment states that the adoption of the C-BOD test reduced the protection
afforded by the standard BOD test, which was originally developed to coincide with the
intended pollution reduction goals of the Clean Water Act. The comment suggests that
the standard BOD test is the more appropriate test for gauging the oxygen demand of
wastewater containing mixed carbonaceous and nitrogenous oxygen-demanding
substances.
The standard 5-day BOD test is the form of the measurement required to be monitored
in the City’s NPDES permit and is thus using the most stringent measure
recommended in this comment. In addition, the City’s recently adopted NPDES
permit issued by the RWQCB lowered the allowable BOD effluent permit limits
considerably from the previous permit limits.
The comment does not raise any significant environmental issues or substantial
evidence regarding the City’s BOD removal performance or receiving water dissolved
oxygen levels. Therefore, the City believes that the draft EIR accurately characterizes
the issue and the environmental impact analysis presented in the draft EIR.
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LETTER I18 RESPONSE
Judith Olney
Received on March 18, 2005

I18-1 The comment incorporates by reference the comment letter provided by Don McEnhill
with the Russian Riverkeeper organization (comment letter O4) and Dan Wickham
(comment letter I22). The City will consider the comments submitted by the
referenced authors in its deliberations on the project.
I18-2 This comment is a general and introductory and indicates opposition to the Phase V
Pond option for effluent disposal. Note that, with respect to wastewater discharge, the
City is proposing to upgrade its treatment plant to tertiary standards and to discharge
water that meets Title 22 standards for unrestricted use. As stated in the draft EIR and
in the response to comment S2-8, the proposed project would not adversely affect
beneficial uses of groundwater or river water. No information has been introduced by
any comments that would refute this conclusion.
I18-3 It is unclear why the comment refers to a program EIR (which is specifically defined in
CCR Section 15168). The draft EIR is a project-level EIR, and as described in Section
1.2 of the draft EIR, the site-specific analysis provided in the draft EIR meets the
requirements of CEQA and fully supports the consideration and authorization of
discretionary approvals and use permits for the construction and implementation of a
preferred set of tertiary treatment upgrades, effluent disposal, and seasonal irrigation
reuse options. The comment asserts that the draft EIR does not include a full range of
alternatives but does not explain why. Chapter 5 provides a detailed discussion of the
alternatives screening that was conducted to select the WWTP upgrade options that
were evaluated at an equal level of detail in the draft EIR. The main analysis in the
EIR addresses several alternatives. Because specific comments are not provided, no
further response can be provided.
I18-4 In the draft EIR, the implementation of the Phase V Pond option was evaluated for
every potential environmental impact on the resources evaluated in the EIR. As
suggested in the comment, it is correct that the only significant impacts associated with
the Phase V Pond option were identified for the construction-related contribution to
several of the resource effects (e.g., air quality emissions, noise). The environmental
impact analysis was complete for all other potential resource issues, such as for potential
water quality effects.
Please refer to the responses to comments S2-8 and S2-9, which describes that the
information and analysis presented in the draft EIR fully addresses the RWQCB
concerns related to this comment. The water quality analysis (Impact 3.2-3) and
hydrologic analysis (Impact 3.2-5) were based on available measured effluent and
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receiving water quality data, projected tertiary treated effluent quality data, and
available groundwater data and modeling results. The response to comment S2-8
describes how the draft EIR shows that the water quality effects under all the proposed
effluent disposal options would comply with applicable water quality objectives and
would not result in adverse impacts on drinking water or to any other designated
beneficial use. In all cases, tertiary treated wastewater produced and disposed of or
reused would be of higher quality than wastewater under current conditions. Thus, the
draft EIR correctly concludes that the potential water quality and hydrologic impacts
would be less than significant.
Although the comment expresses apparent disagreement with the EIR conclusions, it
does not explain why the conclusions are incorrect. No further response can be
provided.
I18-5 The City acknowledges that minor changes in the existing and future environmental
conditions may result in slight differences in the potential mounding and plume
movement characteristics of wastewater that is discharged to the Phase V Pond and to
the shallow percolation ponds, as compared to the previous modeling that was
conducted by Ludhorff and Scalmanini Engineers in association with the City’s 2001
Wastewater Outfall Relocation EIR. However, it was determined that additional
modeling was unnecessary to characterize the potential differences because the
previous water quality studies and hydrologic modeling results show that the discharges
would cause minor changes to the background conditions and have less-than-significant
environmental impacts. As previously discussed, the effluent discharged from the
upgraded wastewater treatment plant will be high-quality water that meets drinking
water and all other applicable standards.
Further, as described in the impact analysis in the draft EIR (Impact 3.2-5), the
mounding effects would be minor with respect to the rooting depth of grapes, existing
groundwater levels, and seasonal fluctuations, and they would not adversely change the
existing groundwater characteristics beyond several hundred feet from the perimeter of
a discharge pond. The water quality analysis (Impact 3.2-3) in the draft EIR, and as
described above in the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, S2-9, S2-10, and I18-4, shows
that the discharge of wastewater would fully comply with applicable RWQCB
regulations and regulatory water quality objectives and would not adversely degrade
the beneficial uses for drinking water, agricultural, adjacent existing or future mining
ponds, or any other beneficial uses. Therefore, differences in the baseline project area
conditions in these highly permeable aquifer materials would not appreciably change
the demonstrated hydrologic dispersion and water quality effects of project-related
discharges when compared with previous modeling results for the Phase V Pond.
Consequently, the draft EIR accurately characterizes the small differences to previously
identified less-than-significant impacts as also being less than significant. The City
believes that the draft EIR accurately characterizes the minor changes that would result
under variable baseline conditions and that these minor changes would not alter the
conclusions of the draft EIR.
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Although the comment raises concerns, none address the basic premise with respect to
the quality of treated wastewater. The comment does not provide information that
would change the conclusions or the analyses presented in the draft EIR.
I18-6 Please refer to the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, S2-9, and I18-5, which address
the less-than-significant potential hydrologic impact (Impact 3.2-5) and water quality
impact (Impact 3.2-3). Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, CCR Section
15126.4(a), mitigation measures are required only to avoid or minimize significant
environmental impacts. Therefore, mitigation measures were not necessary for these
impacts.
I18-7 The comment recommends several landscaping design considerations. Final designs
and plans will not be developed until there is an approved project. In addition, please
refer to the response to comment I2-34, which identifies the City’s addition to
Mitigation Measure 3.9-1. The addition describes the City’s commitment to prepare a
vegetation planting plan for the berms to address visual impacts of the shallow
percolation ponds. The public input process for these types of design considerations is
described in the response to comment O2-10.
Both the MBR and conventional extended aeration wastewater treatment upgrade
options would produce high-quality tertiary treated wastewater with similar
contaminant removal characteristics; the response to comment I4-1 further describes
some of the major differences between these two processes.
Although carbon dioxide production is not a significant impact of the project, the City
will note and consider in its deliberations on the project the recommendations to
investigate obtaining carbon credits for the redwood plantings associated with the Syar
seasonal irrigation reuse route and to investigate the PG&E energy efficiency program.
I18-8 Please refer to the response to comment L4-13, which fully describes the water
conservation measures potentially available with the WWTP upgrade options and other
measures being implemented by the City.
I18-9 The response to comment S2-1 describes the status of the City of Santa Rosa’s Geysers
Pipeline facility and the reasons why the City considers it not to be a feasible option for
effluent disposal at this time.
I18-10 The comment will be noted by the City as support for the Basalt Pond effluent disposal
option and all of the seasonal irrigation reuse options.
I18-11 The comment states that the Basalt Pond should be considered the environmentally
superior alternative because the option would provide greater contaminant removal via
wastewater “polishing” than the Phase V Pond and shallow percolation pond options.
The City does not support this position because all three options would have similar
effluent quality characteristics and ability to operate in full compliance with the
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applicable regulatory water quality objectives and anticipated RWQCB permit terms
and conditions. In particular, the quality of undiluted treated wastewater effluent is
anticipated to be fully compliant with the anticipated regulatory water quality objectives
applicable to each effluent discharge option. Thus, the small potential differences that
might occur after the effluent is discharged to the disposal facility via differences in
physical, chemical, biological, soil interaction, or hydrologic properties are not relevant,
given that the water quality associated with the undiluted effluent would be within
acceptable limits.
With regard to issues of controversy, the EIR thoroughly evaluates the water quality
impacts of each of the project options.
I18-12 The comment states, and refers to an attached June 16, 2004, letter by Shute, Mihaly, &
Weinberger sent to the State Water Resources Control Board on behalf of the Westside
Association to Save Agriculture that also states, that any proposed wastewater discharge
to the Phase V Pond for effluent disposal option would require an NPDES permit
because of the hydrologic connection to the Russian River. This issue was the central
subject of the January 23, 2004, U.S. District Court decision for the Northern California
River Watch vs. City of Healdsburg case regarding the City’s existing waste discharge to
the Basalt Pond. The City has submitted a petition to the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals for review of the U.S. District Court decision. Because this issue is a legal issue
currently being deliberated in the courts, the City will not use this environmental
review process as a forum for debate.
Moreover, as described below, the issue is not relevant to the review and comment of
the environmental impacts of the project and the draft EIR, nor is the referenced letter
a comment letter on the draft EIR (it was submitted 7 months before publication of the
draft EIR). Whether an NPDES permit would be needed is not relevant to the water
quality impact analysis and conclusions presented in the draft EIR. As described in the
response to comment S2-8 and summarized above in the response to comment I18-1,
the information presented in the draft EIR shows that the project would produce highquality effluent that could be disposed of or reused in full compliance with the
applicable water quality objectives and regulations that the RWQCB would use as the
basis for permit terms and conditions.
I18-13 The response to the comment S2-8 fully addresses this comment regarding the
groundwater modeling conducted for the 2001 Wastewater Outfall Relocation EIR, as
well as validation of the modeling by Ludhorff & Scalmanini Engineers and a thirdparty independent consultant.
I18-14 This comment is not entirely correct and does not raise a significant environmental
issue; therefore, a specific response cannot be provided. However, in general the
applicable regulatory concentration-based water quality objectives applied through
discharge permits to a surface water versus a groundwater will vary depending on
several factors, including the beneficial uses that need to be protected, the governing
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regulation (i.e., Basin Plan, Title 22, CTR), specific water quality parameters (i.e., metal,
organic compound, coliform bacteria), and the proposed discharge operation
characteristics (e.g., dilution flow credit, receiving water quality characteristics).
Consequently, the single statement provided in the comment does not reflect the
complex nature of how regulatory water quality objectives are established and applied
in permits.
I18-15 The response to comment S2-8 fully addresses the concerns expressed in this comment.
I18-16 Please see the response to comment S2-10, which was prepared for a similar comment
regarding the state antidegradation policy. The City will be required to comply with
the state antidegradation policy and the Porter-Cologne Act and does not assert
otherwise.
I18-17 The comment requests information regarding the City’s legal costs that is not relevant
to environmental impacts of the project or the contents of the EIR. As described in the
response to comment S2-10, the City believes the proposed upgrade to tertiary
treatment processes represents the best practicable treatment control available and is
consistent with the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the state
antidegradation policy.
I18-18 The Title 22 drinking water quality MCLs are human-health criteria that apply to the
quality of water that is delivered and consumed. Thus, centralized water supply service
providers such as the City’s municipal supply must meet or exceed the Title 22 MCLs
in the water distribution network after water has been treated. The Basin Plan
incorporates by reference all the Title 22 criteria and applies these criteria to the
untreated source water designated for domestic beneficial uses (i.e., certain surface
waters, all groundwater) to ensure that these water sources can reliably provide safe
drinking water, particularly untreated domestic groundwater wells. The Title 22
criteria do not per se apply to wastewater discharges. However, the human health
criteria can be used as the basis to establish a permit limit for a wastewater discharge
when said criteria are the lowest applicable concentration-based criteria. Drinking water
standards address a number of chemical constituents, but not all. The issue of
pharmaceuticals—generally combinations of chemicals—is not currently regulated but
is under study. This issue is addressed in Impact 3.2-4 of the draft EIR.
I18-19 As described in the draft EIR (page 3.2-13), elevated values of aluminum found in
groundwater monitoring of Syar and City wells in the project area are not attributable
to the City’s wastewater and are believed to be naturally occurring. The EPA
recommended aquatic life criteria for aluminum designated to prevent chronic aquatic
toxicity are described in the draft EIR on page 3.2-35 and vary depending on the pH
and total hardness concentrations in the receiving water. Therefore, at a fixed neutral
pH value of 7.0, the criteria vary in relation to water hardness. As shown in the
discussion for Impact 3.2-3 in the draft EIR, aluminum in the City’s undiluted
wastewater is only slightly higher than the lowest regulatory objective, and the
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projected effluent quality would be lower. However, the EIR concludes that projectrelated discharges of aluminum would comply with regulatory objectives because the
analysis does not account for the variable pH and hardness values actually present in
the project area receiving waters, and tertiary filtration will remove some aluminum
that is typically associated with filterable particles.
I18-20 A general answer to describe the effects of these individual chemicals on grape
production is not possible; moreover, it is not relevant to the review of the draft EIR
because regulatory water quality objectives are developed in recognition of agricultural
crop toxicity thresholds. As identified in the draft EIR, the water quality analysis was
conducted to evaluate potential discharge water quality effects with respect to the lowest
applicable water quality objectives shown in Table 3.2-4, which included agricultural
guidance values that have been established by the RWQCB (2003). The applicable
agricultural water quality goal is 200 micrograms per liter (µg/l) for copper and 5,000
µg/l for aluminum. The existing measured levels of copper in the City’s effluent have
generally been less than 30 µg/l, and the maximum value of aluminum has been 150
µg/L. Consequently, constituent concentrations in the City's effluent are well below the
lowest agricultural goals. Therefore, the project-related discharges would not adversely
affect the quality of groundwater for agricultural uses.
I18-21 The potential groundwater mounding effects of the effluent discharges are fully
described in the discussion of Impact 3.2-5 of the draft EIR.
I18-22 Please refer to the response to comment I18-5, regarding groundwater hydrologic
effects of the effluent disposal options. In addition, the analysis for Impact 3.2-5 in the
draft EIR documents the potential mounding effect under worst-case summer low
groundwater conditions. The potential impacts during other seasons would be less
because the background groundwater level conditions are known to vary over the
entire range of depth from low levels to near the ground surface. The previous
groundwater modeling results indicate that mounding effects cause minor changes in
groundwater levels and over a relatively small, limited spatial area surrounding the
discharge location. The relative magnitude of the potential project-related
groundwater mounding effects are particularly small relative to these much larger
natural seasonal variations that the existing crops are exposed to. Therefore, the draft
EIR accurately characterizes the small effects as a less-than-significant impact.
I18-23 The shallow percolation ponds are located out of a designated floodplain and would be
protected from flooding inundation.
I18-24 Please refer to the response to comment S2-5. Shallow percolation ponds would be
constructed to generally maintain a separation distance between the bottom of the
ponds and the groundwater table for most of the year. During winter, groundwater
may rise above the level of the shallow percolation ponds, but only for extremely short
periods during severe storm events. However, the ponds would continue to function
properly during periodic inundation from groundwater because the wastewater would
Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

2-327

EDAW
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR

provide a positive hydraulic head difference between the pond water surface and the
groundwater table.
I18-25 The City anticipates that there is only one well in the area identified for shallow
percolation ponds: the existing Seghesio irrigation well located on parcel 110-080-018.
This well is used to irrigate the area that would be used for construction of the shallow
percolation ponds.
I18-26 Please refer to the responses to comments S2-5 and I18-20, which address the issues
expressed in this comment.
I18-27 As described in the response to comment S2-12, the percolation rates are expected to
be very similar for the shallow percolation ponds sites and other areas of the Russian
River Valley. Therefore, the anticipated mounding effect of up to 60 acres of shallow
percolation rates will be similar to or less than the effects modeled for the Phase V
Pond.
I18-28 Please refer to the response to comment I18-6.
I18-29 A wildlife biologist and botanists conducted assessments of the shallow percolation sites
from aerial photography and site “windshield” level site visit analysis. Mitigation is
included in the draft EIR to reduce any potential impacts on sensitive resources.
Because the area is currently in active agricultural land use, few sensitive resources
would be affected. The comment is not correct that the habitat and species present at
the shallow percolation ponds sites would be the same as those identified at the
Salvation Army parcels. Disturbed agriculture lands generally have much lower levels
of habitation and species diversity as reflected in the comparisons presented in the draft
EIR for vineyards (page 3.4-1) and the memorandum describing the Salvation Army
property (Appendix G), which contains wetlands and vernal pools, both of which are
sensitive habitats.
I18-30 The air quality analysis presented in the draft EIR addresses all the emissions of criteria
pollutants from diesel equipment in the discussion of Impact 3.6.1 (page 3.6-18) and
toxic emissions in the discussion of Impact 3.6-4 (page 3.6-27).
I18-31 The existing WWTP performance for total suspended solids is not relevant to the water
quality analysis of the effects of the proposed tertiary treatment upgrades. Removal of
total suspended solids to extremely low levels is a key feature of tertiary treatment, and
the resulting effluent concentrations are typically consistently lower than background
receiving water levels.
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LETTER I19 RESPONSE
Eugene and Darlene Ricci
Received on March 21, 2005

I19-1 The City believes that the analysis and discussion of potential environmental impacts in
the draft EIR adequately addresses all the effects of the project. Please refer to the
response to comment O2-11, which describes why socioeconomic effects are not
considered environmental impacts in the EIR. Because the comment does not identify
any specific example related to the suggestion that other issues were not addressed with
sufficient detail, and because it does not offer any substantiation that would contradict
the analysis of environmental impacts in the draft EIR, a more specific response cannot
be provided.
I19-2 The comment will be noted by the City as support for the Basalt Pond effluent disposal
option and all the seasonal irrigation reuse options.
I19-3 The comment expresses an opinion on the potential high cost of construction of the
shallow percolation pond options. Please refer to the response to comment I4-26,
which describes why economic cost factors are not specifically considered with
alternatives that were evaluated in detail. The comment states that implementation of
the shallow percolation ponds option would cause adverse impacts on groundwater
wells and odors. Refer to the responses to comments S2-5, S2-8, and S2-9, which
describe the water quality impact analysis of effluent disposal for the Phase V Pond and
shallow percolation ponds options. As described in the discussion of Impact 3.6-5 (page
3.6-29) of the draft EIR, the potential odor impacts are associated with the wastewater
treatment plant operations; however, the disposal of high-quality tertiary treated
wastewater discharged to the ponds would not cause substantial odors. Rather, the
chemicals responsible for noxious odors in wastewater would be removed through the
treatment process.
The comment also expresses concern that the shallow percolation ponds option may
cause reduced property values. Please see the response to comment O2-11, which
describes the reasons that socioeconomic impacts are not considered environmental
impacts. The comment also expresses concern for the shallow percolation ponds option
to cause visual impacts, which are addressed in the draft EIR. In addition, please refer
to the response to comment I2-34, which identifies the City’s addition to Mitigation
Measure 3.9-1. The addition describes the City’s commitment to prepare a vegetation
planting plan for the berms to address visual impacts of the shallow percolation ponds.
Based on the concerns expressed in this comment, the City will consider this comment
as express opposition to the shallow percolation pond options.
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I19-4 The City will note this comment as support for the Basalt Pond option for effluent
disposal.
I19-5 Please refer to the response to comment O2-10, regarding aesthetic characteristics of
the facility designs and the process for providing recommendations to the Planning
Commission, which is the entity responsible for conducting design review of the project.
The City will note this comment for the record as a concern for the aesthetics of the
WWTP, and it will be considered by the City in its deliberations on the project.
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I20-3
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LETTER I20 RESPONSE
Patrick Shea
Received on March 21, 2005

I20-1 The City believes that the analysis and discussion of potential environmental impacts in
the draft EIR addressed all the effects of the project. Please refer to the response to
comment O2-11, which describes why socioeconomic effects are not considered
environmental impacts in the EIR. Because the comment does not identify any specific
example related to the suggestion that other issues were not addressed with sufficient
detail, and because it does not offer any substantiation that would contradict the
analysis of environmental impacts in the draft EIR, a more specific response cannot be
provided.
I20-2 Please refer to the response to comment O2-11.
I20-3 As described in the response to comment I7-9, the City of Healdsburg has made an
effort that extends well beyond what is required by CEQA to notify and involve the
public in the environmental review process for this project. The City has sought input
from the public and involved agencies, and it presents in the draft EIR a thorough
analysis of options being considered and explains in Chapter 5 why certain alternatives
were considered infeasible and were eliminated from detailed consideration. The
reasons for eliminating the Geysers Pipeline option and the north Healdsburg redwood
seasonal irrigation reuse option are presented in Sections 5.6.3 and 5.6.4 of the draft
EIR. Please refer also to the responses to comments S2-1 and O1-2.
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LETTER I21 RESPONSE
Mariah S. Silveira
Received on March 21, 2005

I21-1 Please refer to the response to comment I8-19.
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LETTER I22 RESPONSE
Dan Wickham
Received on March 21, 2005

I22-1 The comment is introductory and states that the City is committed to pursuing the
Basalt Pond option for effluent disposal. The draft EIR evaluates all the identified
WWTP upgrade options for tertiary treatment, effluent disposal, and seasonal
irrigation reuse at an equal level of detail. The City has not taken a formal position on
the preference of any of the options in the EIR.
I22-2 The comment is introductory and suggests that discharge of wastewater to ponds
cannot degrade synthetic organic compounds and is limited in removal of nutrients. As
described in Section 3.2 of the draft EIR, effluent sample analyses to date for synthetic
organic compounds have resulted in very few samples with positive detections, and the
detected constituents did not exceed regulatory objectives. The range of nutrient
concentrations (i.e., nitrate and total phosphorus) measured in the Basalt Pond (refer to
Table 3.2-3) is considerably lower than the concentrations measured in the effluent
(refer to Table 3.2-3) and indicates that substantial reduction and/or attenuation occurs
in the pond. Nitrate levels are well below the regulatory objective of 10 mg/L as N.
This comment does not refer to any specific content of the EIR or the environmental
impacts of the project; therefore, no further response can be provided.
The comment also describes and recommends the use of subsurface drip irrigation and
forest plantings as an option to consider for effluent disposal. It is unclear whether this
option refers to year-round or seasonal reuse. Given that the EIR already addresses
seasonal reuse in the project options, including the use of redwoods, it is presumed that
the comment is intended to suggest a year-round reuse scenario. As described in the
response to comment O1-2, the City considers options that discharge wastewater to
redwoods or similar forestry plantings to represent seasonal irrigation reuse. However,
although these seasonal irrigation scenarios may be effective for summer reuse, when
irrigation demands are high, they do not reliably provide for effluent disposal during
the winter season. The combination subterranean leach field and/or tree planting
scenarios described in this comment are essentially similar to other comments that
suggest that redwood irrigation be used exclusively for effluent disposal, which can be
constrained by high groundwater levels and rainfall during winter. The comment
suggests that the recommended system for the City’s rate of effluent discharge could be
operated on less than 10 acres.
The comment’s assertion that the City’s wastewater flows could be accommodated with
such a limited subterranean system is not supported by any data, other than the
reference to apparent dry season evapotranspiration rates. It is unclear from the
comment whether this disposal method would rely on evapotranspiration, percolation,
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or both. In fact, the percolation rates with a surface or subsurface drip line system may
be considerably less in the project area than any of the effluent disposal ponds
considered in the City’s draft EIR because drip lines would produce much less
hydraulic head pressure to “force” effluent into the ground. Also, the topsoils in the
project area would be expected to have less permeability than the deeper,
unconsolidated gravel substrates.
Nevertheless, the City will note this comment as support for seasonal irrigation with
trees or subterranean drip lines.
I22-3 The Foreman Lane/Mill Creek Road seasonal irrigation reuse route option would
provide recycled water to existing agricultural land use areas. The recycled water
would be provided to landowners to use for agricultural irrigation on a voluntary basis.
The City would not own or operate any irrigation facilities with this route option, and
the adjoining areas are already developed as vineyards. Therefore, it is unlikely that
landowners would choose to abandon existing investments in vineyards to implement
redwood or other forestry irrigation systems or subterranean drip systems as
recommended in this comment. Nevertheless, the City does not anticipate restricting
the use of recycled water by participant irrigators for such application, provided that
the irrigation use complies with all applicable Title 22 recycled water reuse regulations.
Because this comment does not address the environmental impacts of the project, no
further response is possible.
I22-4 The comment is general in nature and recommends implementation of subsurface
irrigation and tree irrigation reuse systems. The comment will be noted by the City as
support for including seasonal irrigation reuse options in the set of WWTP upgrade
options that are ultimately selected for the preferred project. No comments are
provided on the content of the EIR or the specific environmental impacts of the
project. No further response can be provided.
Regarding the reference in the comment to the City of Santa Rosa’s IRWP, this
program is under the jurisdiction of the City of Santa Rosa and not the City of
Healdsburg. The City of Santa Rosa will be required to evaluate the IRWP on its own
merits, and to the degree that IRWP elements could affect the City of Healdsburg, the
City will have an opportunity to review the Santa Rosa project at the time an EIR is
released, and can comment if needed.
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Planning Commission Minutes
City of Healdsburg, Council Chambers
February 23, 2005

PH

The Healdsburg Planning Commission met in regular session, called to order by Chairperson
Brush at 7:00 p.m.
ITEM:
1. ROLL CALL
Present:

Commissioners Worden, Baldenhofer, Eddinger, Cohen, Wood and Chairperson
Brush

Absent:

Commissioner Small

Staff present (head count only): Richard Spitler, Planning Director; Andy Gustavson, Senior
Planner; George Hicks, City Engineer; Jim Flugum, Senior Civil Engineer
2. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS
A. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA FOR FEBRUARY 23, 2005
Action: Motion was made by Vice Chair Eddinger and was seconded by Commissioner Cohen
to adopt the agenda for the meeting of February 23, 2005. The vote carried by voice vote: 6ayes, 0-noes.
B. DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST
None were declared.
3. PUBLIC COMMENTS –
Chairperson Brush opened and closed the public comment period having heard no comment.
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. APPLICANT: CITY OF HEALDSBURG
PROPOSAL: REVIEW OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(DEIR) REGARDING THE CITY’S PROPOSAL TO UPGRADE ITS
WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT AND CONSIDER ALTERNATIVES FOR
TREATED EFFLUENT DISPOSAL (APNs 110-130-23 & 29; 110-08-06, 07 & 08)
Director Spitler explained the purpose of the document, the process for approval of the final
document/project, and the reason for holding a public hearing on the proposed DIER. The
comment period would run thru 5:00 p.m., March 21, 2005, therefore allowing the opportunity
for comments to be submitted until that date. A written response would be prepared by the
consultant to each comment/question raised during the public hearing.
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Planning Commission Minutes
City of Healdsburg, Council Chambers
February 23, 2005
Engineer Hicks introduced the staff of EDAW, Gary Jakobs, Jeff Lafer and Jim Merk. Gary
Jakobs presented a summary of the DEIR. He explained the CEQA process, the purpose of
preparing an EIR, the project objectives and proposed wastewater facility upgrade options, and
an overview of the potential environmental impacts of the project. The impacts identified were
summarized as follows: less-than-significant impacts included fisheries, traffic & transportation,
hazards & hazardous waste, mineral resources, population & housing, public services and
recreation; significant impacts that are able to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
included short term impacts to agriculture, water quality, cultural resources, wildlife, wetlands,
earth resources, noise, and public utilities; significant and unavoidable impacts consisted of the
conversion of farmland, construction emissions, air quality, odors, and visual impacts. The
DEIR includes an evaluation of alternatives and included in the proposed document is the no
project alternative, and an alternative that addresses direct discharge of treated wastewater to the
Russian River. The Final EIR will include responses to comments received on the DEIR prior
to the 5 o’clock deadline, March 21, 2005.
In response to questions raised by the Commission members, Engineer Hicks explained that the
project would upgrade the existing facility. The upgrade is a result of requirements of the City’s
NPDS permit issued from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The Geysers
Pipeline serves as a conduit to connect Santa Rosa’s facilities with the geysers steam fields.
Connection to the pipeline is not available to the city at this time, and therefore it was not
considered as an alternative effluent disposal option. The type of tertiary treatment plant being
proposed has a long life-span and should continue to meet water quality regulatory standards
long into the future.
Chairperson Brush opened the public hearing to receive public comment on the DEIR.
Testimony of Mark Bommersbach, 3300 West Side Road, and member of the Westside
Association to Save Agriculture:
He stated concern regarding the alternative to dump sewage into the drinking water aquifer,
which serves their wells. In 2002/2001 they had proposed, to the City, the planting of Redwood
trees to clean the effluent in the plant. The City should consider planting trees to deal with the
disposal of effluent as an alternative.
Testimony of Scott Stegeman, 1430 High School Rd., Sebastopol:
He stated there are internal inconsistencies within the DEIR and also inconsistencies with the
previous Pond-5 EIR. Pond-5 is a mining pond, governed by the County and State mining and
reclamation law which carries a number of implications. Pages 1-2 & 2-27 reference to
appropriate responsible agencies should include the County and State Bureau of Mining
Reclamation for discharge to Pond-5. In the “references” section, page 7-2 lists the original
Pond-5 DEIR; however, the document excludes the final EIR, thereby excluding comments and
criticisms from neighbors and regulatory agencies. Relative to water quality standards, the basic
choice of what water quality standards to be applied is different from the disposal options. The
DEIR maintains that any discharge to Pond-5, or the percolation ponds, would not be governed
by the NPDES permit, but by groundwater treatment standards. The EIR for Pond-5
demonstrated that both Basalt and Pond-5 indirectly discharge to the Russian River. A lot of the
water quality analysis of the tertiary treatment relies on a comparability comparison to Santa
Rosa. He questioned whether it was a fair comparison. If it was not known what Santa Rosa’s
water quality was under secondary treatment, then how can it be fairly compared to the City’s
theoretical tertiary treatment? If the cities are not the same at the secondary level, it can not be
Final EIR
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PH-2

PH-3

PH-4

PH-5

Planning Commission Minutes
City of Healdsburg, Council Chambers
February 23, 2005
presumed that there would be the same results from comparable tertiary treatment and there is
nothing in the document that supports the assumption. In the discussion of copper toxicity they
rely on results from the Basalt Pond, which is not comparable to Pond 5, and in fact, Syar is
further diluting what goes into the Basalt Pond. In the discussion of copper, the EIR
acknowledges a 40% discharge increase in volume; however, on page 3.2-40 relative to water
mounding, this EIR maintains their will be no mounding because there would not be an increase
in discharge. He concluded by reported that he was disturbed by the result of the document and
as prepared the document does not give legal support to the project.
Testimony of Judith Olney 3300 West Side Rd.:
She read from a letter received the RWQCB, which stated that discharge to Phase 5 could not be
permitted due to concerns about the pollution of ground water. She questioned, why has a
document been written that talks about the impact of Phase 5 as merely being the construction
impacts of a 130ft pipe? The RWQCB has told the city that a Pond-5 discharge is a direct
discharge to groundwater. There is no need to take 60 acres of prime farmland out of
cultivation when other alternatives could be sought such as subterranean irrigation by planting
trees. She will provide further comments in writing.

PH-5
Cont'd

PH-6

PH-7

PH-8

PH-9

Engineer Flugum explained the document is available to download from the City website.
Testimony of Bill Wendt:
In response to his questions, staff re-iterated that connection to the Geysers Pipeline is not
available at this time. The new project would consist of a new stand alone treatment facility.
The existing ponds would be converted into storage ponds. Mr. Wendt noted that tertiary
treated water would not pollute the ponds, but ultimately may improve them because the water
would be treated to the standard of drinking water.

PH-10

Chairperson Brush closed the public hearing having heard no other comment.
The Planning Commission members discussed items related to the DEIR
In response to Commissioner Baldenhofer’s inquiry regarding why a grove of redwood trees is
not being considered for treatment of effluent, Engineer Flugum explained that in 2002 the city
had identified the Salvation Army Property as a possible site for irrigation. In the case of this
parcel, there were too many environmental constraints and the available area became so small
that the expense of running a pipe could not be justified. There are some redwood plantings
being proposed in the Syar irrigation option. There have been no other properties identified for
the option. Engineer Hicks reported that in order for a redwood grove to provide adequate
disposal and be a meaningful option, mature trees, permeable soil and flat land is required and
the city does not have such land available.

PH-11

In response to Commissioner Wood’s inquiry regarding what would happen if Pond 5 was
removed from consideration, Engineer Hicks explained that the RWQCB will consider the EIR
and would be a determining factor. The County, Syar Industries, and the City will have
influence as well. The EIR on Pond-5 had been contested and was upheld in court.

PH-12

Vice Chair Eddinger noted that there are mitigation measures (i.e. on pg. 3.1-13 & 18) that
appear to him to be contradictory. He will be submitting written comments.

PH-13
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In response to Commissioner Baldenhofer’s inquiry on which ponds receive untreated
wastewater and which ponds receive tertiary treated wastewater, Engineer Flugum reported that
the storage ponds at the treatment plant site are designed to store wastewater inflows during
high flows so that they would not percolate water into the aquifer. The ponds receiving tertiary
treated water could conceivably affect the groundwater and/or the river; however the tertiary
treated water would have been treated to drinking standards.

PH-14

Commissioner Eddinger noted that the EIR states that eleven letters were received on the NOP,
but the appendix in the EIR only includes nine letters.

PH-15

In response to Commissioner Worden’s inquiry whether any other new and innovative disposal
options that have not been considered that should be, Engineer Hicks reported that every
reasonable and feasible disposal option that would meet the needs of the city had been studied
and this project was the best option.

PH-16

Chairperson Brush noted the design of the facility would be important to minimize visual
impacts. He suggested that once an option is selected, that others should not be dismissed such
as irrigation and growing trees. He and Commissioner Worden suggested a program for public
awareness be implemented/incorporated to educate people on what kind of solids go into the
pond.

PH-17

Commissioner Worden will submit his comments in writing.

PH-20

There being no further Planning Commission comments, Chairperson Brush closed the
discussion regarding this item.
ADJOURNMENT
As there was no further Commission business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 8:15 p.m.
to the upcoming meeting of the Planning Commission scheduled Tuesday, March 8, 2005
beginning at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 401 Grove Street, Healdsburg.

________________________________
RICHARD SPITLER, SECRETARY
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PH-18
PH-19

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FROM PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DRAFT EIR
February 23, 2005

PH-1 Please refer to the response to comment O1-2. The City will note this comment as
support for inclusion of seasonal irrigation reuse options in the preferred project.
PH-2 In response to this comment, the California Department of Conservation – Office of
Mine Reclamation and Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
will be added to the list of responsible agencies, identified on page 1-1 of the draft EIR,
that may have discretionary review and/or approval authority over some aspects of the
project. Table 2-2 will also be modified to include the California Department of
Conservation – Office of Mine Reclamation as follows:

Permit/Agreement
State Agencies
Mine reclamation plan
approval

Table 2-2
Potential Permit or Consultation Requirements
Agency
Jurisdiction/Purpose
California Department of
Conservation – Office of Mine
Reclamation

Supports review and approval of
mine reclamation plans subject to
the Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act

PH-3 The City’s draft EIR for the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project (2001) was used as a
reference in the draft EIR because it contains water quality data and groundwater
modeling results that were used for impact analyses presented in the draft EIR. No
information contained in responses to comments, which were added to the draft EIR to
create the final EIR for the Wastewater Outfall Relocation Project, were used. The
water quality data and modeling results were not revised in the response to comments
document.
PH-4 The specific type of permit that would apply to the Phase V Pond and shallow
percolation pond options for effluent disposal would depend on the statutes and
regulations mentioned in this comment and the outcome of the City’s current appeal to
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals described on page 2-5 in the draft EIR. Please refer
to the response to comment I18-12, regarding a similar comment. In addition, the
potential permit terms and conditions that may be issued for the effluent disposal
options is not relevant to the water quality analysis presented in the draft EIR (Impact
3.2-3) and conclusions reached. As described in the response to comment S2-8, S2-9,
and S2-10, the information presented in the draft EIR shows that the project would
produce high-quality effluent that could be disposed of or reused in full compliance
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with any of the applicable water quality objectives and regulations that the RWQCB
would use as the basis for permit terms and conditions.
PH-5 The City believes the use of City of Santa Rosa tertiary treatment effluent quality data
for conventional physical and inorganic constituents (i.e., those starting with ammonia
through total suspended solids in Table 3.2-5 of the draft EIR) is a valid approach to
assess the potential water quality impacts of the City’s proposed WWTP upgrade. The
identified list of constituents is highly treated by tertiary treatment and
nitrification/denitrification processes. Therefore, the Santa Rosa data provides a
suitable surrogate set of data that the City’s tertiary treatment processes would likely
resemble because the same processes would be used by the City. The Santa Rosa data
for metals, organics, and several other inorganic constituents (i.e., upper portion of
Table 3.2-5) were identified; however, the water quality impact analysis was based on
the City’s data. Because the City’s data reflect secondary treated wastewater that was
not treated with chemical coagulants and not filtered, the analysis is considered
conservative for evaluating the effects of the proposed tertiary treated effluent, which
would include a much higher level of treatment and contaminant removal.
PH-6 The comment correctly identifies an inconsistency with the water quality analysis for
copper concentration effects. The City’s existing effluent discharges to Basalt Pond and
resulting copper concentrations are influenced to some degree by Syar’s discharge of
aggregate washing process water. The proposed discharges under the Phase V Pond
and shallow percolation ponds options would not be influenced by the Syar process
water discharge. The Syar discharge flow is approximately 0.28 mgd, which is
approximately 20% of the City’s average annual discharge rate of approximately 1.4
mgd and thus may dilute the City’s wastewater by up to an equivalent 20% factor
assuming the Syar discharge is contaminant-free. Assuming a proportionate
relationship between Syar wash water volume and ultimate copper levels, the projected
maximum copper concentration of 4.5 µg/L in the Basalt Pond would translate to a 20%
higher receiving water copper concentration of 5.4 µg/L under the Phase V Pond
option. This is still well below the most restrictive of the final copper effluent limits
established in the City’s NPDES permit, which at the average receiving water hardness
of 140 mg/L (as measured in the Basalt Pond) would be 11.0 µg/L. The projected
concentration would not exceed the most stringent criteria applicable to this
constituent, which is the chronic criterion for aquatic life exposure under the California
Toxics Rule (CTR). This revision also does not alter the analysis described in the
response to comment O1-1, which describes the regulatory considerations. As presently
regulated, the CTR criteria would not apply to discharge to shallow percolation ponds.
The Basin Plan allows for a concentration of 200 µg/L; human health exposure limits
under the CTR are 1,300 µg/L; acute toxicity limits under the CTR are 13 µg/L.
Thus, it is anticipated that maximum receiving water copper concentrations in the
Phase V Pond and shallow percolation ponds would be less than the lowest applicable
regulatory criteria and would therefore not result in a significant impact on water
quality. This revision in the discussion of copper does not change the significance
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conclusions of the impact. Further, there are several highly conservative assumptions
associated with the conclusion that copper levels could increase to as high as 5.4 µg/L.
This analysis likely overestimates the actual level of effect that would occur. First, the
analysis is based on total copper values, and the applicable CTR criteria are based on
the dissolved form of the metal measured in a filtered sample. Total copper is always
higher than dissolved copper; however, the proportion of dissolved to total varies
depending on many variables. The limited set of data for the Basalt Pond shown in
Table 3.2-3 of the draft EIR indicates that dissolved copper did not exceed about 85%
of the total value. As described above, the measured values represent secondary treated
and unfiltered wastewater and do not reflect the lower values that would be expected
following implementation of the tertiary upgrades. The higher level of filtration would
remove an unknown percentage of total copper, although it would not likely remove
any dissolved copper. In addition, the response to comment O1-1 describes the
possibility for the City to develop a water effects ratio (WER) adjustment to the copper
criteria that would be applicable to the discharge, if necessary. Development and
application of a WER to the City’s regulatory objectives could be expected to increase
the applicable CTR criterion by 5 to 20 times the CTR hardness-based criteria (i.e.,
identified in the response to comment O1-1 as potentially increasing from 11 µg/L to 55
to 220 µg/L). And finally, water quality sampling conducted for the draft EIR measured
copper levels in effluent in the Basalt Pond under current secondary treatment
technology and demonstrated that these do not measurably increase copper levels in
the Russian River. Therefore, the City believes this supplemental evaluation does not
alter the conclusions reached in the draft EIR for Impact 3.2-3 and the impact is less
than significant.
The comment also states that potential groundwater mounding impacts (Impact 3.2-5)
did not account for the projected maximum effluent discharge rate of 1.4 mgd. In fact,
the modeling studies conducted for the 2001 Wastewater Outfall Relocation EIR were
conducted using a flow rate of 1.5 mgd. Thus, the predicted magnitude of potential
mounding effects depicted in Exhibit 3.2-3 in the draft EIR represents a conservative
assessment and likely overestimates the effects that would actually occur.
PH-7 The City believes the draft EIR does adequately characterize all the potential
environmental impacts of the project. Because specific examples of EIR inadequacies
are not provided, additional response cannot be provided. No further written
comments were received by this commenter.
PH-8 The response to comment S2-8 fully addresses the concern stated in this comment.
PH-9 The City will note this comment as opposition to the shallow percolation ponds option.
Please refer to the response to comment O1-2, regarding the use of redwood irrigation
for effluent disposal on a year-round basis.
PH-10 The comment indicates general support for the tertiary treatment upgrade and does
not raise a significant environmental issue; therefore, no further response is provided.
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PH-11 A response to this comment was provided by the City Public Works Director during the
hearing. No further response is required.
PH-12 A response to this comment was provided by the City Public Works Director during the
hearing. No further response is required.
PH-13 The comment identified unspecified contradictions in mitigation measures on pages
3.1-13 and 3.1-18. The draft EIR does not contain a page 3.1-18; therefore, the
contradiction is unknown. The comment stated that written comments would be
provided to clarify the matter; however, no written comments were received. Mr.
Eddinger met with a member of the City's staff to discuss his questions about the draft
EIR, rather than formally submitting comments to the City as part of the draft EIR
review process.
PH-14 A response to this comment was provided by the City during the hearing. No further
response is required.
PH-15 The comment is incorrect. Appendix C of the draft EIR includes 11 letters submitted
on the notice of preparation. Letters were received from Judith Olney and Dennis Hill,
J. Matthew Mullan (Town of Windsor), Bill Wendt, Major Clyde D. Curnow (The
Salvation Army), Jane M. Hicks (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), Robert W. Floerke
(DFG), Mark K. Neely (RWQCB), E. Peter Seghesio (Seghesio Family Vineyards),
Frank Carraro (Frank Carraro Investments, LLC), Marc Bautista (Sonoma County
Water Agency), and Angus Latta (County of Sonoma Permit and Resource
Management Department).
PH-16 A response to this comment was provided by the City Public Works Director during the
hearing. No further response is required.
PH-17 Please refer to the response to the comment O2-10.
PH-18 The City will note the comment as support for retaining the option to implement
seasonal irrigation reuse options at a later date and not be dismissed following selection
of a preferred project.
PH-19 The City will note the comment as support for including a public awareness program
with the project.
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

In response to comments received on the draft EIR and to provide corrections to minor errors
in the document, revisions have been made to the EIR. This chapter presents those text
changes in the order in which they appear in the original draft EIR. Deletions from the text
are shown in strikeout (strikeout), and text additions are shown in underline (underline). The
revisions made in the document do not affect the significance determinations for impacts
identified in the draft EIR, nor do they change the severity of any identified impacts.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In response to comment L2-1, the text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 in Table ES-1 is revised as
follows:
a) Construction activities shall be restricted to periods outside the growing season (i.e.
growing and harvesting periods). Construction activities shall be undertaken in an
expedient fashion, and associated construction staging areas shall be located outside
of the agricultural fields.
CHAPTER 1, “INTRODUCTION”
In response to comment PH-2, the list of responsible agencies, on page 1-2, is revised to
include the California Department of Conservation – Office of Mine Reclamation and the
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department:
Those state and local agencies, other than the lead agency, that are responsible for
carrying out or approving a project or components of a project are termed “responsible
agencies” under CEQA. For this project, the responsible agencies are:
<
<
<
<
<
<
<
<
<

California Department of Fish and Game (DFG);
California Department of Health Services (DHS);
California Department of Conservation – Office of Mine Reclamation;
California Environmental Protection Agency;
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB);
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), North Coast Region;
California State Lands Commission;
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department; and
Northern Sonoma County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).

CHAPTER 2, “PROJECT DESCRIPTION”
In response to comment PH-2, the “State Agencies” section of Table 2-2, on page 2-27, is
revised to include the California Department of Conservation – Office of Mine Reclamation:
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Permit/Agreement

Table 2-2
Potential Permit or Consultation Requirements
Agency

State Agencies
Mine reclamation plan approval

California Department of
Conservation – Office of Mine
Reclamation

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Supports review and
approval of mine reclamation
plans subject to the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act

In response to comment I2-1, the “Local Agencies” section of Table 2-2, on page 2-27, is
revised to include the Sonoma County Department of Transportation and Public Works
encroachment permit requirement:

Permit/Agreement
Local Agencies
Encroachment permit

Table 2-2
Potential Permit or Consultation Requirements
Agency
Sonoma County Department of
Transportation and Public
Works

Jurisdiction/Purpose

Authorizes construction within
County-owned land or rightsof-way

In response to comment S2-13, the second full paragraph on page 2-35 is revised as follows:
For the bridge crossings of Mill Creek and Foss Creek, pipeline would be attached to
either the upstream or downstream vertical edges of bridge decks using engineered
brackets. The attachments would be designed so that the pipeline does not intrude into
the flowing creeks. Pipeline attachments would be designed in accordance with
standard engineering practice procedures for seismic safety standards and not be
implemented in a manner that would preclude future seismic retrofit of bridges.
SECTION 3.1, “LAND USE CONSISTENCY AND AGRICULTURE”
In response to comment L1-1, the following text is added as a new paragraph following the
second paragraph on page 3.1-5:
A specific policy included in the Sonoma County Aggregrate Resources Management
(ARM) Plan applies to the use of existing terrace mining ponds for disposal of domestic
wastewater as follows:
Wastewater storage: Several cities near the Russian River place treated sewage
effluent in ponds for evaporation, filtering by the surrounding sand and gravel
deposits, and further treatment by biological processes. The only site where this
is done in the Middle Reach terrace mining area is the old Basalt pit use by the
EDAW
Revisions to the Draft EIR
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City of Healdsburg for many years. Monitoring thus far has not found any
significant water impacts connected with this use. Any reclamation plan for this
pit shall serve to protect and maintain the City of Healdsburg’s ability to
continue to use the pond for wastewater storage in accordance with applicable
water quality standards. The processing sediments which have been piped into
this pit may be removed to enlarge effluent storage capacity and provide fill for
agricultural reclamation of other mined areas as long as the transfer of
sediments meets the standards for imported fill stated above. No other terrace
mining site may be used for storage or disposal of effluent from Public sewage
treatment systems unless the Board of Supervisors finds that the proposal is the
environmentally superior alternative being considered, will meet applicable
water quality standards enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Board,
and will avoid significant impacts on nearby groundwater and surface water.
(ARM Plan, p. 7-42)
SECTION 3.2, “HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY”
In response to comment S2-5, the last sentence of the third paragraph on page 3.2-2 is revised
as follows:
Other communities, including Cloverdale and Healdsburg Ukiah, as well as a number
of smaller private systems, discharges treated wastewater to constructed percolation
ponds adjacent to the Russian River, and Healdsburg discharges to a historic terrace
mining pond adjacent to the Russian River.
In response to comment S2-6, Table 3.2-1, on page 3.2-7, is revised as follows:

MUN

AGR

IND

PRO

GWR

FRSH

NAV

POW

REC 1

REC 2

COMM

WARM

COLD

BSA

WILD

RARE

MIGR

SPWN

AQUA

Table 3.2-1
Beneficial Uses of the Russian River and Apparent Beneficial Uses of Syar Ponds the Basalt Pond
Designated Beneficial Uses in Basin Plan
Hydrologic Subarea
Russian River,
Middle, Warm E
Springs subarea

E

E

P

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

Syar Basalt
Ponds *
Groundwater

E
E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

P

* Potential beneficial uses supported in Syar ponds the Basalt Pond. Basin Plan does not include formally designated uses for
these water bodies the Basalt Pond.
E = =existing use; P = potential use
MUN-Municipal and Domestic Supply; AGR-Agricultural Supply; IND-Industrial Service Supply; PRO-Industrial Process
Supply; GWR-Groundwater Recharge; FRSH-Freshwater replenishment; NAV-Navigation; POW-Hydropower Generation; REC
1-Water contact recreation; REC 2-Non-contact water recreation; COMM-Commercial and sport fishing; WARM-Warm
freshwater habitat; COLD-Cold freshwater habitat; BSA-Biologically Significant Areas; WILD-Wildlife habitat; RARE-Rare,
threatened, or endangered species; MIGR-Migration of aquatic organisms; SPWN-Spawning, reproduction, and/or early
development; AQUA-Aquaculture.
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In response to comment S2-9, the second full paragraph on page 3.2-15 is revised as follows:
Following the sampling, the results of the laboratory analyses were subjected to a
statistical analysis (i.e., parametric t-test) that compares two sets of data for their
statistical similarity. A statistical difference between the upstream and downstream data
sets (increase of a parameter from upstream to downstream site) would indicate a
potential influence by the Basalt Pond. The upstream Russian River and Dry Creek
data were combined to create a flow-weighted composite load that was compared to the
calculated mass load for the downstream site. The sampling results indicate that, for
many constituents, concentrations were higher in the Basalt Pond than in the river.
The analytical results of the t-test showed no significant indicate that there was no
appreciable difference existed between in constituent concentrations measured in
samples collected in the Russian River upstream and downstream (of the Basalt Pond)
for the parameters analyzed at the 95% confidence level (p < 0.05). The laboratory
analytical results and subsequent statistical analysis indicates that discharges of City’s
treated wastewater into Basalt Pond appear to not be detectable in the Russian River.
In response to comment L1-1, the following text is added as a new paragraph following the
first partial paragraph on page 3.2-26:
A specific policy included in the Sonoma County Aggregrate Resources Management
(ARM) Plan applies to the use of existing terrace mining ponds for disposal of domestic
wastewater as follows:
Wastewater storage: Several cities near the Russian River place treated sewage effluent
in ponds for evaporation, filtering by the surrounding sand and gravel deposits, and
further treatment by biological processes. The only site where this is done in the
Middle Reach terrace mining area is the old Basalt pit use by the City of Healdsburg for
many years. Monitoring thus far has not found any significant water impacts connected
with this use. Any reclamation plan for this pit shall serve to protect and maintain the
City of Healdsburg’s ability to continue to use the pond for wastewater storage in
accordance with applicable water quality standards. The processing sediments which
have been piped into this pit may be removed to enlarge effluent storage capacity and
provide fill for agricultural reclamation of other mined areas as long as the transfer of
sediments meets the standards for imported fill stated above. No other terrace mining
site may be used for storage or disposal of effluent from Public sewage treatment
systems unless the Board of Supervisors finds that the proposal is the environmentally
superior alternative being considered, will meet applicable water quality standards
enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and will avoid significant
impacts on nearby groundwater and surface water. (ARM Plan, p. 7-42)

EDAW
Revisions to the Draft EIR

3-4

Final EIR
City of Healdsburg WWTP Upgrade Project

In response to comment S2-2, the second bulleted item in Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, on page
3.2-32, is revised as follows:
<

Erosion Control: BMPs will be included to stabilize exposed soils, including
stockpiled soil; minimize offsite runoff; remove sediment from onsite runoff before
it leaves the site; slow runoff rates across construction sites; and, identify postconstruction soil stabilization BMPs. Appropriate temporary and long-term
seeding, mulching, and other erosion control measures will be identified.

In response to comment L4-6, the first full paragraph on page 3.2-37 is revised as follows:
Uses of tertiary treated recycled water for irrigation of urban landscapes and
agricultural operations under the SIR options have the potential to create or contribute
to incidental offsite runoff and discharge to adjacent drainages. Therefore, discharges
of irrigation runoff could reach natural surface waters and potentially cause incidental
changes in water quality conditions. The potential for such occurrences of offsite
runoff from irrigated areas is considered low because the City must develop a detailed
engineering report under the applicable Title 22 regulations described above that
identifies the operational controls and environmental protection measures that will be
implemented with the system. In addition, the projected effluent quality described in
Table 3.2-5 indicates that the anticipated constituent concentrations would be low and
the small quantity of incidental runoff events would not be expected to substantially
impair receiving waters. Also, agricultural and urban irrigation reuse would be fully
protective of groundwater quality objectives, as demonstrated in Table 3.2-5, and
recycled water irrigation would result in beneficial uptake of nutrients and additional
contaminant reduction via soil-aquifer interaction. This impact would be less than
significant.
SECTION 3.9, “VISUAL RESOURCES”
In response to comment I1-2, the mitigation required for the shallow percolation ponds in
Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, on page 3.9-8, is revised as follows:
Shallow Percolation Ponds option: The berms of the shallow percolation ponds shall
be landscaped so they blend into the middle ground viewshed. The City will engage the
services of a professional landscape architect or arborist to develop and implement a
vegetation planting plan for the berms.
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APPENDIX A
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM BY
S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
FOR THE CITY OF HEALDSBURG

S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
Environmental & Water-Resource Consultants

Memorandum
Date:

April 28, 2005

From:

John Lambie, P.E., C.E.G.

To:

Jim Flugum, City of Healdsbu~

Cc:

Gary Jakobs, EDAW
Jeff Lafer. EDAW

Project:

Comments by Tim Durbin on behalf of Town of Windsor Regarding Prospective
Impacts by the City of Healdsburg's Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade
Project

Subject:

Summary Comments
Field data collected by the City of Healdsburg in the Russian River and its tributary at Dry Creek
upstream and downstream of the current wastewater discharge to Basalt Pond provides useful and
relevant information in evaluating the current and prospective water quality impacts of wastewater
discharges by the City of Healdsburg.
Those field data coupled with numerical evaluations by myself1 and Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting
~ n ~ i n e eon
r sbehalf
~
of the City of Healdsburg demonstrate that there is no measurable impact of chloride
or other dissolved constituents in the treated water discharge, to either the Russian River or to the Town
of Windsor7s groundwater supply wells. In addition, Luhdorff & Scalmanini in May 2001 properly
evaluated the prospective hture discharge of water to the Phase V pond to ascertain that no significant
water-quality impact would occur to the Russian River or the Town of Windsor's wells. This work was
done using a well documented and calibrated groundwater flow model.
The report produced by Timothy J. Durbin, Incorporated, Consulting Hydrologists of March 18, 2 0 0 5 ~
(hereinafter the "Durbin Report7') is based upon a flawed analysis of the groundwater and surface water
interaction in the area. The Durbin Report relies upon an undocumented and apparently uncalibrated
numerical model of the groundwater system. Furthermore, it uses inaccurate analytical methods to
evaluate groundwater and surface water impacts of chloride. The Durbin Report therefore does not
provide an accurate or credible evaluation of current or prospective future water-quality impacts to the
Russian River or the Town of Windsor's wells.
1

Expert Report of John Lambie, July 2003 in the matter of Northern California River Watch vs. City of
Healdsburg, United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. CO1 4686
* Appendices C and D, of ''Draft Environmental Impact Report Wastewater Outfall Relocation Projects,
Healdsburg, California", May 200 1 prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini.
3
Timothy J. Durbin, Consulting Hydrologists, "Impacts of Proposed Healdsburg Wastewater Discharges on
the Russian River, March 18,2005

815 SW SECONDAVENUE,PORTLAND,
OREGON97204-3026
TEL: (503) 222-6639
www.sspa.com
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F A X :(503) 548-4401
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April 28, 2005
2

To:
Date:
Page:

Detailed Review
There are a variety of inaccuracies, flawed assumptions, and undocumented uncalibrated numerical
evaluations in the Durbin Report that lead him to the wrong conclusions. W e have chosen to address
them in the order they appear in the Durbin Report for simplicity.
Page 1

In the 3'd paragraph the elevation of water in Basalt Pond is misstated as "about the same as the
groundwater-table elevation near the pond". This has been shown by field measurement to be
grossly inaccurate. The stage elevation ofwater in the Basalt Pond is approximately 7 feet higher
than surrounding groundwater due to the current wastewater effluent disposal into Basalt Pond and
Syar process water. This water elevation difference between Basalt Pond and adjoining
groundwater is due to the flow resistance of the sediments on the bottom and sides of the Basalt
Pond. This phenomenon produces a radial flow of water out of the Basalt Pond and into the
adjoining groundwater aquifer. Except for irrigation reuse periods, this same phenomenon would
be expected and is predicted to occur for each of the effluent disposal options. This is an
important error in the Durbin report because radial flow from the effluent disposal option means
that water exiting the pond does not all flow to the Russian River in the short or the long term as
the author of the Durbin report asserts. Furthermore radial flow from the effluent disposal point
mixes the concentrations of trace constituents in the effluent with the rainfall recharge coming into
the system annually and with the groundwater aquifer as a whole thereby diminishing the
concentrations of a conservative constituent like chloride both near the effluent disposal point and
away from it. This misstatement of the facts in the Durbin Report subsequently leads to
significant analytical error.

Page 4

The first full paragraph describes the use of chloride as a surrogate or tracer for the other
constituents. This is an inaccurate and misleading statement. Chloride is not a surrogate for other
trace constituents. It is the most conservative tracer (i.e. dissolved chemical least affected by
physical transport) and thereby represents only itself as a constituent in the effluent. Other trace
constituents that are found in the wastewater at levels above background, such as fluoride, metals,
and nitrate, are retarded andlor degraded in the groundwater aquifer, significantly attenuating any
conceivable impact to surface waters such as the other ponds or to groundwater. These
constituents other than chloride were considered along with chloride by the City of Healdsburg.
Field data collected by City of Healdsburg in both groundwater and surface water demonstrate that
there is no measurable impact from the current Basalt Pond effluent disposal option to the Russian
River.

Pages 5 to 8

The groundwater model described is not sufficiently documented to evaluate its accuracy. The
assignment at page 6 of a uniform hydraulic conductivity of 200 ftlday is highly suspect given the
variability of material reported in the alluvium by driller's logs. The absence of concrete
calibration information specifically regarding the head change in the Basalt Pond which is
currently receiving discharge makes it suspect to rely upon the model for further evaluation of
prospective water-quality impacts.

Page 9

The first full paragraph assigns a chloride concentration of 50 mg/L (or ppm) chloride to the
effluent discharge. This data value is cited to the Draft Environmental Impact Report by EDAW.~
EDAW, "Draft Environmental Impact Report City of Healdsburg Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade
Project" February 4, 2005
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Examination of the data in the EDAW report reveals that this assignment is unscientific and
inappropriate. A chloride concentration of 50 mg/L was the one time maxima reported in the
DElR by EDAW for the Basalt Pond in Table 3.2.3. For a long-term quantitative analysis of the
type purported in the Durbin Report the average or mean concentration of the effluent must be
used as found in Table 3.2.5. That mean concentration is reported in the DEIR by EDAW as 42
mg/L. Furthermore the historical average reported in Basalt Pond in the DElR of May 200 1
regarding outfall relocation. This creates an inaccurate appraisal subsequently in the Durbin
Report of the likely impacts of chloride in the groundwater aquifer.
For the same reasons, the assignment of chloride concentration to the percolation pond emuent
disposal option at 60 mg/L. The assumed initial concentration of 50 mg/L is incorrect.
Furthermore the evaporation model is imprecise as to chloride concentration as it would not
increase the concentration as much as 20% over initial as stated by the Durbin Report. The
evaporative index is at most 17.9% based on the discharge rate and evaporative index stated and
cited in the Durbin Report at Page 9. These incremental errors further undermine the subsequent
conclusions in the Durbin Report
In the third full paragraph on page 9, the assignment of ambient chloride concentrations at 5 mg/L
is apparently not based upon data analysis. Prior evaluation of background well water quality
demonstrates the background concentration is 5.6 mg/L not 5.0 mg/L. Perhaps more importantly
the Russian River background concentration has been found to be 5.9 mg/L and not 5.0 mg/L (the
Durbin Report slips this value in as the Russian River background at the bottom of page 1 2 ) . ~
This is important error as the Russian River quality is the principal control on the water quality at
the Town of Windsor's current wellfield. Further the Durbin Report's stated percentage shifts in
the Russian River and the Town of Windsor's wells are thereby incorrect and exaggerated.
There are inconsistencies and errors in the description of dissolved solids loading to the system
versus concentration. The use of equations 2.3 and 2.6 is inconsistent with the Durbin Report's
earlier discussion of evaporation on page 9. Applied irrigation water from the groundwater system
would be subject to evapotransipirational losses and would thereby be at a higher concentration
than initial. In this base case evaluation L, can equal zero , butunder the author's earlier
assumptions of evaporative concentration of constituents such as chloride, Cl would be higher
than the initial concentration. This set of consistent assumptions would act to increase the
chloride concentration in the aquifer over time due to the fact that water is being consumed by
evapotranspiration, meaning NI >O . Thus equation 2.6 on page 11 is incorrect as it does not
define the concentration increase over time due to water losses in the base case. This would
exaggerate the net impact of using wastewater effluent to irrigate crops on the water quality in the
groundwater system.

Page 10

Equation 2.4 is wrong. W2 cannot represent groundwater pumping per unit area as stated.
Equation 2.5 is wrong for non-conservative solutes. Most of the solutes in city wastewater are
non-conservative and would be reduced in the soil horizon. This equation may hold for chloride.

5

Page 1 I and Figure 4 of Expert Report of John Lambie, July 2003 in the matter of Northern California River
Watch vs. City of Healdsburg, United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. C01
4686.
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Date:
Page:
Page 1 1

The assignment to the irrigation reuse options of 50 mg/L chloride for the groundwater recharge
component is wrong as for the other effluent disposal options and the resulting analysis is in error.

Pages 14 to 15

The evaluation of resulting Russian River concentrations uses an appropriate general methodology
but makes numerous errors with respect to bounding assumptions that lead to erroneous results.
As would be expected those erroneous predicted concentrations therefore do not match the actual
field data collected by the City of Healdsburg in the Russian River.
The assumption in the second paragraph of the Durbin Report on page 15 that all effluent
discharged to the Basalt Pond or any of the effluent disposal options flows to the Russian River is
incorrect and constitutes gross error. The groundwater and surface water in this portion of the
Russian River basin cany almost the same gradient as the Durbin Report points out in paragraph 2
on page 3. Thus groundwater receiving wastewater discharge flows out the bottom of the basin
along the axis of the valley, exchanges readily within the other surface water ponds, and flows into
the Russian River and vice versa. All the groundwater does not flow into the Russian River as
inferred by this assumption. Furthermore, the existing numerical model of May 2001 by Ludhorff
& Scalmanini indicates that most of the flow from the Basalt Pond travels within the groundwater
system. That report states that approximately 17% of the flow into Basalt Pond reaches the
Russian River(0.35 cfs out of 2.1 ~ f s ) My
. ~ subsequent analysis using a variation of that same
numerical model showed that perhaps 26% of the flow into the Basalt Pond reaches the Russian
River with the entry into the river of some of the subflow in the groundwater aquifer but with most
subflow not entering the river.' This assumption alone leads to a highly inaccurate analysis.
However, there are additional errors.
The concentrations of trace constituents in the effluent is taken as the maximum existing value in
the Basalt Pond collected for each trace constituent rather than the projected effluent mean
concentration of these constituents given in Table 3.2.5 of the DEIR by EDAW. This is incorrect
and leads to a simple exaggeration of the potential impacts. This is particularly egregious error for
the likes of arsenic.
The assumption that each trace constituent behaves in a conservative manner is embedded in the
analysis on page 15 of projected Russian River impacts. This is gross error for all constituents
except chloride as none of the others are conservative. The resulting calculations therefore would
not match observed conditions in any event, and do not support the Durbin Report's assertion that
the sampling location is incapable of measuring the full impact of the current effluent disposal to
the Basalt Pond. It is an incorrect and irrelevant analysis of predicted surface water
concentrations.
The seepage to the Russian River from the current Basalt Pond effluent disposal option that was
occurring in the fall of 2003 when surface water samples were collected reaches its maximum
potential impact at the downstream toe of Phase I and II ponds based upon modeling done by
Luhdorff & Scalmanini and me. This is the location of the downstream sample location sampled
by Larry Walker & Associates in the fall of 2003 and reported in the DEIR by EDAW. The
Durbin Report is incorrect in stating that the Luhdorff and Scalmanini modeling efforts of 1999

Page 3 of Appendix D, of "Draft Environmental Impact Report Wastewater Outfall Relocation Projects,
Healdsburg, California", May 200 1 prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini.
Page 8 of Expert Report of John Lambie, July 2003 in the matter of Northern California River Watch vs.
City of Healdsburg, United States District Court, Northern District of California, Case No. CO 1 4686
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and 2001 indicates otherwise. The downstream sample location is at a point where most of the
return flow to the Russian River from the current effluent disposal point has occurred as indicated
by the L&S models and my own version of their model. Thus the field data collected are
representative of the maximum downstream shift in water quality. The Durbin Report incorrectly
concludes that the sample point was not sufficiently downstream to find their predicted impacts
when the error is actually in the application of Equation 4.3 to the data.
The Durbin Report is correct that the number of surface water samples collected was too small to
perform meaningful statistical analysis. However, the field data collected on trace constituents are
not meaningless and affirm that the current effluent disposal option does not have a measurable
impact on water quality in the Russian River.

Page 17

The calculated chloride load stated in the fourth paragraph to the Russian River is incorrect; the
chloride load to the Russian River does not equal that released at the effluent disposal point since
not all of that flow enters the river
The analysis of chloride concentrations in the third and fourth paragraphs of page 17 of the Durbin
Report are incorrect as they are based upon flawed assumptions and a flawed application of the
methods described. All of the impacts of chloride described by their modelling analysis are
exaggerated by these errors and do not match actual data from the field. Furthermore the analysis
again states that chloride is a surrogate for other constituents when it is not.

Page 18

In the first paragraph on page 18 the Durbin Report raises a new point when it incorrectly
concludes that the City did not properly measure the current impact to the Russian River water
quality due to dilution effects within the river. The DEIR by EDAW describes a flow mixing
model for Dry Creek and the Russian River analogous to that in the Durbin Report. The
downstream sample location is a direct function of the mixing of the tributary flows and
groundwater seepage. Thus the dilutionary effects of mixing flows containing a conservative
constituent are reflected in the field data by its very nature.
Further in this first paragraph the Durbin Report again restates the incorrect hypothesis that load of
a conservative constituent becomes load to the Russian River. This is incorrect. The load of a
conservative constituent becomes load to the entire surface water and groundwater system. Much
of the chloride load is diluted out by rainfall recharge over the entire basin. Moreover
groundwater subflow out of the basin carries a substantial portion of the chloride load. The
statement and the analysis are inherently flawed.
The last paragraph on page 18 states that an adequate quantitative analysis has not been done.
Analysis and measurements have been done to assess the potential significance of effluent
disposal options on groundwater and surface-water resources. Both the quantity and quality
effects have been considered and they do not rise to the level of significance required for the more
detailed studies recommended by the author(s). Moreover the water flow system between surface
water disposal points, groundwater, and subsequent surface water entry points does not behave the
way the Durbin Report contends.

S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Groundwater Hydrologist

Education

Registrations

MS in Sediment Mechanics, 1984, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge.
BS in Earth & Planetary Sciences, 1983, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge.
Specialized Training: Short Courses in Groundwater Modeling, 1985, 1987, 1989,
2003
Professional Civil Engineer: California (No. C58059), Oregon (No. 72442PE),
Washington (No. 40 125)
Certified Water Rights Examiner: Oregon (No. 72442WRE)
Certified Engineering Geologist: California (No. EG 1662)
Registered Geologist: California (No. 4607)

Professional
History

S.S. Papadopulos & Associates, Inc., Portland, Oregon: Vice President and
Principal Hydrologist, 2002 to present.
Environmental H20, Portland, Oregon: Managing Director, 200 1-2002.
SECOR International Inc., San Francisco, California: Vice-president and Principal
Hydrologist, 199 1-200 1.
Levine-Fricke, Oakland, California: Project to Senior Associate Hydrogeologist,
1986-1991.
Environmental Research & Technology (ERT), Concord, Mass.: Staff
Hydrogeologist, 1984- 1986.

Summary of
Qualifications

Mr. Lambie has over 20 years experience in hydrogeologic investigations
involving water supply, water rights, numerical modeling, and contaminant
transport. His expertise includes engineering evaluation of alternatives, predictive
modeling of water resource availability and relationships between surface water
and groundwater; and financial decision analysis using probabilistic tools. For
engineering evaluations, he has applied innovative approaches to assess and then
execute new technologies using engineering and financial risk-control techniques.
He has utilized a variety of analytical and numerical models for evaluating
groundwater and surface-water quantity and quality. For decision analysis, he has
used a variety of tools including PortfolioDefenderTM, RemedyDefenderTM,
@RISKTM,Decision Programming Language, and Crystal BalPM. In addition, Mr.
Lambie has conducted investigations of spring water supply and stability,
availability of water for mineral processing operations, and impacts of groundwater
withdrawals on surface-water quantity and quality.
Mr. Lambie has lectured on groundwater modeling and evaluation of remedial
design systems for the University of California at Davis and for the University of
Wisconsin Extension Program. Mr. Lambie has presented some of his decisionat~alysistechniques to short-course offerings of the American Bar Association. Mr.
Lambie is office manager of SSP&A's Portland, Oregon office.

Professional
Societies

Association of Groundwater Scientists and Engineers (AG WSE)
American Water Resources Association
American Water Works Association
California Groundwater Association
International Association of Hydrogeologists
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Mr. Lambie has conducted and directed a wide variety of projects involving
contaminant transport and remediation, water-resource, and a wide range of
decision support issues. Examples of his project experience are presented below:
Water Resource Studies
Water Quantity and Quality Study, Russian River, Healdsburg, California
- Evaluated quantity of flow reaching Russian River from ponds in the river
floodplain. Changes in groundwater surface-water interaction were evaluated
and placed into a numerical model of the sub-portion of the basin. One pond is
being utilized for secondary wastewater treatment creating an ai-tificial
discharge condition to the Russian River year round. Reviewed existing
models for the area and developed and refined a groundwater model in
MODFLOW and MT3D to evaluate quantity of flow to river and the effect on
river and groundwater quality under different portions of the climatic cycle.
Cold Mine Water Supply, Niger, West Africa - Performed groundwater
modeling to evaluate withdrawal of shallow groundwater near the Niger River
for a prospective gold mining operation. This study showed sufficient water
was available for the expected life of mine for both hydraulic sorting and
facility drinking water supply.
Coal Mine Water Supply, Utah - Applied a basin-scale groundwater model to
evaluate effects of proposed water withdrawals for coal slurry pipeline.
Evaluated springs and surface-water flows on adjacent valley. Conducted
stochastic modeling of rainfall inputs to evaluate reliability of outcomes for
99-year projected mine life. Used predictive tools to evaluate actual water
table declines and to provide benchmark criteria to guide water resource
withdrawal.
Spring Source Evaluation, Mount Shasta City, California - Investigated
multiple locations for borehole interception of spring water. Study involved
installation of a number of shallow and deep wells to map fracture and
structure patterns to geology that produced springs and then to determine
areas that were supplying flow to springs. Drilled spring borehole on
property over 500 feet from spring emergence and established adjacency
under California Dept. of Health Services spring water criteria. Performed
dye tracer studies, stable isotope evaluations of water provenance, and
withdrawal tests on sustainable boreholelspring yield.
Spring Source Evaluations, Arizona and California - Reviewed spring
areas in upland portions of Arizona and throughout Lake County, California
for acquiring possible new sources and locations of new bottling plants for
bottled water company. Evaluated potential anthropogenic effects and
pollution potentially affecting watershed sources to springs. Evaluated water
rights available for spring flows and history of high and low flows by
researching historic records, conducting interviews, reviewing aerial
photographs, and walking the watersheds.
Groveland Wells Site, Groveland, Massachusetts - Evaluated city water
supply wells for enhanced treatment a n d o r relocation under federal contract.
Performed groundwater modeling using USGS Finite Difference code to
evaluate impact of nearby Merrimack River on withdrawals from glacial
outwash aquifer. Analysis demonstrated viability of locating wellfield closer
to river to improve quality and reliability of supply.
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Groundwater and Soil Remediation Proiects
Mr. Lambie has worked on characterization and remediation of a wide range of
chemical releases including: creosote and coal tar sites, chlorinated solvents,
heavy metals (especially As, Cr, Cu, Pb, and Hg), perchlorate, MTBE, pesticides
(especially EDB and DBCP), and wastewater loadings.
Middlefield Ellis Whisman (MEW) Superfund Site, Mountain View,
California - Designed and implemented soil and groundwater remediation
system for chlorinated solvent release at a former semiconductor
manufacturing facility within this multi-party regional Superfund site.
Conducted analytical groundwater capture analysis to develop control strategy
for the specific client's site and evaluated influence of nearby site and regional
remedies. Participated in EPA-responsible party meetings to coordinate
progress and provide input on remedy selection process.
Plessey Microsciences Site, Mountain View, California - Managed all
aspects of remediation review for large chlorinated release site. Existing
remedial systems that were using UVloxidation technologies were expensive
and unreliable. Step-wise evaluation and re-design of the remediation process
yielded immediate and long-term benefits. Logic circuit diagrams were
analyzed for flaws, and decision ladders were rebuilt to improve system
uptime. After additional characterization of source areas for metals and
solvents, a change in remedial technologies was implemented to better
remediate known areas and to lower system costs. Over $IMM in savings
were recorded in 4 years of project operation.
Hillview-Porter Site Soil and Groundwater Remediation, Palo Alto,
California - Evaluated two of nine sites involved in this large regional
groundwater contamination investigation that involved RllFS reports and a
Remedial Action Plan (RAP). Each site was characterized using innovative
techniques such as BAT and installation of multi-port monitoring wells.
Developed a complex series of numerical models of groundwater and surfacewater flow to evaluate sustainable flows and complex discharge patterns to
surface water induced by structural deformation of the subsurface. Developed
a site-specific groundwater remediation plan for each of the two sites based
primarily on the numerical modeling evaluations in MODFLOW and
PATH3D. Participated in lengthy public review process with highly active
citizen group.
TeledyneISpectra-Physics Superfund Site, Mountain View, California Managed and oversaw performance of all aspects of the CERCLA compliance
program for one of the two responsible parties. Conducted extensive
investigations of soil and groundwater affected by chlorinated solvents. Fate
and transport analysis of chlorinated solvents and their degradation products
revealed a variety of sources in the area including sewer lines. Applied a
groundwater numerical model and soil chemical transport models to establish
remediation alternatives for on-site and off-site areas. Project involved
complex interactions and negotiations with municipal, state and private parties
to obtain access for off-site remediation i n newly redeveloped residential area.
Iron and Steel Foundry, Berkeley, California - Evaluated chromate
contamination and other metals releases from small iron foundry. Obtained
historical information on uses of adjacent property to demonstrate off-site
sources for hexavalent chrome. Developed control and abatement plan for insitu chromate reduction.
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Phone Wire and Phone Manufacturing Plant, Kearny, New Jersey Performed extensive testing for facility closure under ISRA rules. Developed
a statistically based approach for sampling soil and groundwater for this large
(-100-acre) facility to improve data reliability. Directed the analysis of
anomalous patterns of background detections for lead, copper, chromium, and
other constituents using statistical filtering techniques. Off-site atmospheric
sources from surficial contamination by metals were found for some of the
metals, and the negotiated cleanup levels were adjusted accordingly.
Characterized and remediated PCB-affected areas associated with railyard
operations. Conducted aquifer tests to define extent of small plume of
cleaning solvents discovered within the railyard area. A shallow interception
drain was used to capture and remove the affected groundwater.
Soil Rioremediation at Nuclear Facility, Vallecitos, California - Performed
bioremediation of diesel- and motor-oil-range hydrocarbon-contaminated soil
located within a radiation exclusion zone. The soil was irrigated and fertilized
over a 6-month period to reduce the hydrocarbon concentrations to acceptable
levels. The soil was then reworked within the radiation exclusion zone.
Decision Analysis Support
Puentc Valley Superfund Site, California -- Evaluated impacts of chlorinated
solvent releases on groundwater. Assisted in numerical model analysis using
MODFLOW and MT3D of potential impacts to water supply wells. The
basin-wide model included evaluation of some 50 separate source sites using
unique source fitting solutions. Alternative remediation approaches were
evaluated. and recommendations regarding compliance and cost-allocation
were provided to the client and legal counsel.
Merced, California - Provided litigation support to group of dry cleaners sued
by the City of Merced, California for potential impacts to water supply wells.
Evaluated groundwater impacts and modeled potential outcomes technically
and financially. Assisted client in successful resolution of lawsuit using
remediation cost-cap insurance criteria.
Hillview Porter Decision Analysis, Palo Alto, California - Developed
decision-tree matrix for future remedial options, contingencies, and expected
cost outcomes. Worked with a team of lawyers, scientists, and client
environmental managers to determine the high risk cost areas for the pro-ject
and to develop strategies for cost control on those aspects. Further guided
settlement strategies i n cost allocation among parties and in maintaining
certain portions of remedy to ensure positive public relations. Modeling was
performed using decision-programming language and @RISKTM.
Acme Solvent Superfund Site, Rockford, Illinois - Performed detailed
groundwater fate and transport modeling for a wide range of chemicals at this
waste disposal site in support of a human health risk assessment (nearby
resident water supplies were affected and the decision to replace currently
unal'fected supply wells was pressing). Completed the Conceptual Site Model
for exposure pathways, supported by numerical modeling. Used detailed
numerical forecasting and probabilistic techniques to estimate likelihood of
impact to other residential wells and the nearby Rock River.
Chlorinated Solvent Contamination, Spartanburg, South Carolina Developed decision analysis structure for pro-ject midway through problem
characterization, The decision model guided investigations to complete
Conceptual Site Model and to fill in missing information necessary to develop
appropriate conceptual remedies for a site that had limited access.
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Phone Manufacturing Facility, Shreveport, Louisiana: Developed decision
tree structure to evaluate pilot testing of competing technologies for
remediating a chlorinated solvents plume. Potential cost outcomes for overall
remediation were evaluated using @RISKTMto identify the most promising
technologies for long-term cost reduction.
Conducted pilot tests of
technologies including use of steam heating for bioenhancement, high vacuum
extraction, and enhanced anaerobic bioremediation. A staged approach for
testing of technologies was used to prioritize the lowest expected cost
outcomes from the decision analysis framework.
Napa River Flood Control Improvement Project, Napa, California - Using
RemedyDefenderTM, modeled the costs for a large-scale excavation and
treatment of oil-contaminated soil. Cost increases for scope enlargement were
correlated with lower unit cost of performance to demonstrate that project had
reasonable cost stability enabling the client to move forward.
Multiple Processing Site Purchase, Central United States - Evaluated
remedial costs for purchaser of 18 large natural-gas processing plants from
Texas through Wyoming and Utah. PortfolioDefenderTMwas used to model
the cost growth expected with scope uncertainties, the probable timing of
facility closure, and required conformance to environmental standards. Project
was successful in controlling risk using remediation cost-cap insurance on this
$1.4 billion acquisition.
Legal S u m o r t
Expert Witness Testimony - Mr. Lambie has been retained as an expert on a
variety of legal cases. He has testified on cases before both State and Federal
Courts, which resulted in some landmark decisions. In addition to courtroom
testimony, he has provided written opinions and had his deposition taken on a
number of matters that settled before trial.
Mediated Settlements - Mr. Lambie has been retained by individual PRPs and
large PRP groups in large basin scale releases to evaluate the technical, factual
and economic legal liability to help effect settlement. These have been
Burbank,
conducted in the following Superfund Site Operable Units:
California; North Glendale, California; South Glendale, California; Baldwin
Park, California; Puente Valley, California; Wichita, Kansas; and the HillviewPorter State of California Superfund Site.
Neutral Technical Expert - Mr. Lambie has been retained as a neutral
technical expert to assist mediation by listening to the factual technical
arguments and rendering non-binding opinions to facilitate the mediation
process.
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