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1 INTRODUCTION

The City of Santa Rosa is the managing partnehef3anta Rosa Subregional Water Reuse
System, which serves the cities of Santa Rosa, &oliHark, Cotati, and Sebastopol and the
South Park County Sanitation District. In 2001, ®#y undertook the Incremental Recycled
Water Program (IRWP) in response to planned aduditiovastewater flows to the Subregional
System and increasingly stringent water qualitylaiipns. In 2004, the City adopted the IRWP
Master Plan as the blueprint for managing the goatied additional recycled water flows — in
compliance with new regulations — through approximateB020

The Discharge Compliance Project carries out pathe IRWP Master Plan and intends to
provide for continued disposal of the wastewateregated by the Subregional System members
in a manner that is reliable and in compliance wétulatory requirements. Discharge volume is
based on the IRWP Master Plan and would range ftc0 to 4,500 MG in the driest and
wettest years on record, respectively, which iss@tant with the System’s current NPDES
permit.

The purpose of this Draft Screening Report is wvigle a basis for the screening of Discharge
Compliance Project (DCP) alternatives. The repactudes comments relative to alternatives
made by agencies in response to the Notice of Ragpa and by the public during Scoping.
Alternatives that are screened out will not be eatdd in the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). Alternatives that, based on the screenmggss, appear to be potentially feasible and to
achieve most of the objectives of the project idlincluded in the EIR.

A decision regarding the selection of alternatitesbe included in the EIR is tentatively
scheduled for the joint Santa Rosa City Council &whrd of Public Utilities meeting on
December 5, 2006. Further information may be prieskeat those meetings by the public and
the City. After the City makes a final decisiomaeding which alternatives will be included in
the EIR, a final Screening Report will be prepased the preparation of the EIR will begin.
Refer to pages 4 and 5 for more information on public invobrérapportunities.

This Draft Screening Report is organized as follows:

1. Introduction. This chapter defines screening and discusse€#fiéornia Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for screening. @&lshe Project is defined, and opportunities
for public involvement are described. The chaptevides a project schedule and discusses the
relationship of the Screening Report to the ScopingoRend the EIR.

2. DCP Screening ProcessThis chapter defines the screening process tesbd for the DCP.
It provides a summary of agency and public commeegmrding screening and alternative
selection. It also provides the screening criteria usdusrdbcument.

3. Evaluation of Alternatives relative to Screenig Criteria. Chapter 3 provides an
evaluation of each alternative suggested by agenttie public, or generated by the City and its
consultants according to the screening criterigtintates of net present value costs and benefits
of the alternatives developed to date are provided.

CITY OF SANTA ROSA 1 WINZLER & KELLY
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4. Preparers and References

WHAT IS SCREENING?

Screening is a process undertaken by the Lead Agghe City of Santa Rosa) to determine
which alternatives will be analyzed in detail is EIR. The screening process is a pre-qualifying
investigation to determine which alternatives shoulddbected for full study in the EIR.

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonablgerah alternatives to the proposed project
(including a no project alternative). The rangedérnatives required in an EIR is governed by
the “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to smthf those alternatives that are necessary to
permit a reasoned choice.

The key issue with regard to whether the rangee@sanable is whether the selection and
discussion of alternatives fosters informed deaisiaking and informed public participation.
CEQA does not require analysis of every imaginalikr@étive.

CEQA requires that alternatives analyzed in détad Draft EIR must meet most of the project
objectives and be potentially feasible. An altéik@ais considered feasible if it is capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner withireasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, social, and teldgncal factors. In addition, CEQA provides
that an alternative need not be included in the EIR does not reduce significant impacts
relative to the preferred alternative.

CEQA directives for selection of alternatives dd atbow for the elimination of an alternative
solely because it is opposed by members of the public or even by responsible agencies.
Preferences for one alternative over another, guosition to a particular alternative, are
important public statements that will be considebgdthe decision makers after the EIR has
been certified when a project must be selected for implextient For purposes of the screening
process, however, the City will include an altevain the EIR if the alternative meets CEQA
requirements, that is, the alternative fulfills mofthe basic project objectives and is potentiall
feasible.

THE PROJECT

A clear definition of the project is necessaryderitify a reasonable range of alternatives. The
Santa Rosa Board of Public Utilities adopted tHe#ang Purpose and Need Statement for the
Project on March 16, 2006. The Statement was ugefi by the City Council on June 6, 2006.

The Project is necessary to provide disposal ofwhastewater generated by the Subregional
Reclamation System members in a manner that igbteliand in compliance with regulatory
requirements. The volume of water the Project ndisgpose of is based on the IRWP Master
Plan. Discharge volume must be consistent with S3gstem’s NPDES permit and would be
4,500 MG in the wettest year on record. Under R/P Master Plan, discharge is not designed
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to accommodate growth from the adopted General htaelect as of July 2002 for each of the
Subregional members; instead, this growth will beoanmodated through reuse.

Also, regulatory requirements applicable to recgalater discharge into the Russian River and
its tributaries have increased since the Geysechdge Project was approved, and additional
regulatory requirements are anticipated.

Project Objectives
Primary Project Objectives

y Provide wastewater disposal capacity for the S&usa Subregional Reclamation
System equivalent to 4,500 MG in the wettest yaarexord to help carry out the
IRWP Master Plan.

y Develop and operate the wastewater disposal systemways that protect public
health and safety, protect natural resources imjudhe Russian River and its
tributaries, promote use of recycled water, meeteci regulatory requirements, and
provide flexibility to meet future regulatory regaiments.

y Maintain a system and system components that catince to be successfully
financed and that are economically feasible.

Supporting Project Objectives

The supporting objectives are intended to furthefing the primary Project objectives
and to provide guidance in the development, evamlnatand selection of Project
alternatives.

y Maximize use of recycled water;

y Maximize reuse opportunities where recycled wat#r imcrease the availability of
potable water supplies;

y Dispose of reclaimed water in a manner that pretbéeneficial uses of receiving
waters;

y Optimize water conservation;

y Maintain the level of weather-independence (asneefiby RWQCB policy) that is
provided by the addition of the Geysers RechargejeBr to the Subregional
Reclamation System;

y Maximize use of existing infrastructure;

y Maintain a disposal system that is manageable @rable; and

y Provide flexibility to accommodate use of recyclediter made available by
neighboring agencies as deemed appropriate by theofC8gnta Rosa.

The Project objectives provide guidance for aclmgvihe Project’s purpose: disposal of
wastewater in a reliable, practicable manner timeberages the best use of water resources,
while protecting public health and the environmértus, the City’s purpose for the Project is
consistent with the Program’s overall purpose:ardy to dispose of recycled water, but to do so
in a manner that facilitates reuse opportunitietiqdarly where recycled water will increase the
availability of potable water supplies. Althougletheed for the Project is driven by disposal
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requirements, Project elements that encourage o@ig® or reuse of water resources will
serve the overall purpose and need of the Program.

This Draft Screening Report is intended to prouite basis for Santa Rosa decision-makers to
select and define alternatives for EIR evaluatiorrasponse to public and agency comments
during scoping. Please refer to Appendix A whiomtains the project description included in
the DCP Notice of Preparation/Initial Study. Th®jpct description set forth in Appendix A
was prepared in August 2006 and constitutes the dists of the City to define alternatives
prior to scoping and prior to circulation of the Netif Preparation to responsible agencies.

PuBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Activities to Date

The City of Santa Rosa has held three public mgeton the project: one informational Pre-

Scoping Meeting and two Scoping Meetings. Theseetmeetings (August 2, 2006, at the

Finley Center in Santa Rosa; August 29, 2006, attbaldsburg Council chamber, and August
30, 2006, at the Santa Rosa Council chamber) ameduthe CEQA process for the DCP,

solicited ideas regarding issues, concerns andhatiees, and updated the public regarding the
initial formulation of the Project.

Relationship of Screening to Scoping

On August 29 and 30, 2006, the Scoping Meetings were held at the Healdsburg Council chamber
and Santa Rosa Council chamber. The Scoping compeeiod closed on September 13, 2006.
A Scoping Report, which responds to scoping comments, will be issued in February, 2007.

Scoping comments suggesting new alternatives anenswiized in this Draft Screening Report in
Chapter 2. Whereas the screening process respmiedsnments regarding alternatives, scoping
comments cover a wider variety of topics, for example, requests for specific types of
environmental analysis, provision of informationateye to natural resources, information
regarding cumulative projects, and suggested ntidiganeasures. The Scoping Report will not,
however, respond to comments regarding alternathesause decisions regarding alternatives
will be made by the City as part of the Screening process.

Public Involvement Opportunities relative to Screen ing

The Draft Screening Report is available for review beginning on November 16, 2006 at
following locations:

x Santa Rosa City Hall, at the City Manager’s Offit&koom 10;
x All branches of the Sonoma County Library;
x The Sonoma State University Library;
X The Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reuse Facility (Laglamd) Library; and
x Can be viewed and downloaded from the project websit@vat. SRCity.org/IRWP .
CITY OF SANTA ROSA 4 WINZLER & KELLY
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In addition, copies can be purchased from ARC Prin{707) 579-9096 in Santa Rosa, for the
cost of copying.

The Santa Rosa City Council and Board of Publiditi¢s are scheduled to consider decisions
regarding the selection of alternatives for the BIR December 5, 2006 in the City Council
Chamber at 2:30 pm. Comments regarding eitheDitadt Screening Report or selection of
alternatives may be made in person at this meeting or imgvtd:

Pat Fruiht, City Manager’s Office
City of Santa Rosa

100 Santa Rosa Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95402

fax: 707-575-3030

email: pfruint@SRCity.org.

SCHEDULE

A schedule of the screening, scoping and EIR procdssvio

Public Involvement and EIR Schedule
Activity Date
Board of Public Utilities meeting to review July 20, 2006
Draft Engineering Report and direct that the
NOP/Initial Study be prepared
Notice of Preparation published August 1, 2006
Informational Pre-Scoping Meeting August 2, 2006
Scoping Meetings August 29 and 30, 2006
End of review period for the Notice of August 29, 2006
Preparation
End of Scoping Period September 13, 2006
Draft Screening Report November 16, 2006
Joint City Council and Board of Public December 5, 2006
Utilities meeting — Screening of
Alternatives
Revised NOP and extension of Scoping December, 2006
Period
Final Screening Report February 2007
Scoping Report February 2007
Draft EIR Spring 2007
Public Hearing on Draft EIR Spring 2007
Final EIR Fall 2007
Certification Meeting(s) and Selection of Fall or Winter 2007
the Project
CITY OF SANTA ROSA 5 WINZLER & KELLY
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2 SCREENING PROCESS

INITIAL DEVELOPMENT OF PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

The development of alternatives for the Dischargenpl@nce Project was initiated by the City
in July, 2006, resulting in a list of preliminariteanatives that was provided to the public in the
NOP/Initial Study and at the pre-scoping and sogpieetings in Healdsburg and Santa Rosa in
August 2006. The alternatives in the NOP/Initidudy were based on the DCP Draft
Engineering Report published in July 2006.

During this same period, the City requested thatBhgineering Team begin to develop the
description of the preliminary alternatives. Thabcess continues to proceed and will be
augmented if new alternatives are included by titg & the result of this Screening process.
The results of this work will be published as aeseof Technical Memoranda attached to the
Draft EIR which will serve to develop the descriptiof alternatives in the EIR.

SCOPING REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES
Agency Comments regarding Alternatives

On August 1, 2006, a Notice of Preparation was serthe State Clearinghouse and a wide
variety of federal, state, and local agencies wiay e Responsible or Trustee Agencies under
CEQA. Seventeen agencies have responded to date with comments relative to the sklection o
alternatives.

Public Comments regarding Alternatives

On August 29 and 30, Scoping Meetings were helthatHealdsburg Council chamber and

Santa Rosa Council chamber, respectively. Forg/-orembers of the public spoke at the

Scoping Meetings and, to date, 286 letters have beeeived, including 234 form letters. The

Scoping period closed on September 13, 2006; hawsgeeral letters have been received since
then and, if received prior to November 13, 2008sehbeen considered in this Draft Screening
Report.

Some of the scoping comments express a preferemcerfe alternative over another or
opposition to a particular alternative. These mn@ortant public statements that will be
considered by the decision-makers when they aredidgcwhich alternative to select for
implementation (tentatively scheduled for Fall onnW®r of 2007). The current screening
process, however, focuses on identifying a reademabge of alternative. During screening, an
alternative will be included in an EIR if it me€@&£QA requirements, that is, the alternative falls
within a reasonable range, fulfills most of the bawimject objectives, and is potentially feasible.
Therefore, when summaries of scoping commentsrasepted below, preferences for particular
alternatives are not reported; rather, suggesfionaew alternatives or portions of alternatives
are listed for screening purposes.

CITY OF SANTA ROSA 6 WINZLER & KELLY
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Screening Criteria

The CEQA requirements for selection of a reasonebige of alternatives were considered and
formulated as specific Screening Criteria. Théeda respond to the CEQA requirements that,
to warrant detailed analysis in a draft EIR, amralative must meet most of the basic project
objectives, and the alternative must be potentially féasib

Project Objectives

These are reported on pages 2-4 of this document.
Feasibility

Technology

Technology criteria include constructability (i.ean the project be built) and reliability
(i.e., will the project perform as designed).

Constructability concerns include hydrological ss$such as river crossing and flooding;
geological issues such as soil stability, high gowater and active faults; and other
physical constraints such as existing facilitieg.(eburied utilities, bridges, etc.) ingress
and egress.

Reliability represents long-term ability of an aftative to consistently perform as
designed. Reliability can be defined in terms such as:

x Frequency of compliance with existing and future regulatory standards such as
effluent quality and discharge rate limits withdoturring unplanned upgrade or
maintenance cost.

x Ability of facilities to withstand natural factosuch as earthquakes, wind, erosion,
flooding, etc, without incurring additional maintenanceepair cost.

Alternatives must be considered constructible awogige a high level of reliability to be
evaluated in the Program EIR.

Logistics

Logistical considerations include legal considemadi and the ability to obtain the
approvals or rights necessary for construction and ongoing operation ofeiimatale;
and to do so within the allotted schedule. Ther&gibnal System must construct a
discharge project that complies with regulationstfe Regional Board to act favorably
on the next NPDES permit application in early 20&6slthan four years from now.

Cost
The cost impact of an alternative can be repredetg the following types of
information:
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X Total cost. The total cost of constructing andrapeg a project to all project
participants. Costs can include interest on bonds or loans, actual fe¢és gasign
and construction firms, City staff costs for adretration and operation, and other
operating costs like electrical power.

x Net Cost. Some of the costs associated with constructing and operating projects
(described in the Total Cost item above) may benddry parties other than the
Subregional System, which would reduce the cost t&th®egional System.

X User Fees. The Subregional System is funded yn@ination of connection fees
and monthly user rates. These fees are basedeonethcost of a project to the
Subregional System.

Estimated total costs are available for only soiterrsatives, and net costs and user fees
are not yet available for any of the alternatives. Theeefpualitative judgment about the
relationship between the current estimate of totat and affordability of alternatives
will be used to screen alternatives for inclusiothie Program EIR.

The planners, scientists and engineers on the Eegitg and Environmental project teams have
reviewed each proposed alternative and its compsnen determine whether it meets the
screening criteria. The screening of alternativas based on the available data and professional
judgment of the consulting team as summarized is ribport. Some data were provided by
citizens and agencies. Due to varying degreesatd dvailability, the level of detail of the
screening evaluations varies. This variation Edgl for screening. Studies will be conducted
between now and the preparation of the EIR whiehiatended to supplement existing data to
provide an approximately equal level of detalil in the evadnaf environmental impacts of each
of the alternatives to be evaluated in the EIR.

If insufficient information is available to detem& whether an alternative met a particular
criterion, the insufficiency of the information hashendicated.

Cost Data
Cost data provided in Chapters 3 and 5 of this Repdride:
Capital Costs

These are the costs of facilities, structures, equipment necessary to implement the
alternatives. They are typical one-time costs ttur at or near the beginning of the
project as opposed to annual or recurring costs replacehequipment.

AGENCY RESPONSES TO THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION REQUESTING NEW OR
MODIFIED ALTERNATIVES

The following suggestions were received from public agencies in response to the Notice of
Preparation, requesting that the Draft EIR analyge or modified alternatives. The agency
recommending the alternative is noted in parenthesis addition to requests for additional
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alternatives, several agencies expressed theiernprefe for or against certain alternatives
developed as part of the DCP to date. Please tefdre Scoping Report for their comments
regarding alternative preferences.

Treatment

Use solar powered circulators to oxygenate effl{Miorth Marin Water District)
Eliminate cooling towers at Pump Station Sites | and L (Gitjealdsburg)

Use advanced membrane treatment to treat effluenegi current and future regulatory
requirements (North Marin Water District)

Direct Discharge

Eliminate Site D1 (Russian River County Water District)
Eliminate Site D4 (Alexander Valley Acres Municipal Watem@pany)
Less discharge, more reuse (Sonoma County Watardygye

Indirect Discharge

Eliminate Site 11 (Alexander Valley Acres Municipal WatCompany)

SUMMARY OF PuBLIC ScOPING COMMENTS REQUESTING NEw OR MODIFIED
ALTERNATIVES

The following suggestions were received from the public during the Sypgirod, requesting
new or modified alternatives. In addition to respsefor additional alternatives, many
individuals expressed their preference for or agjfatertain alternatives developed as part of the
DCP to date. Please refer to the Scoping Reparthieir comments regarding alternative
preferences.

Treatment

Use hydraulic aeration to oxygenate and cool efilue
Use heat transfer to the earth to cool effluent

Add cooling towers at the Laguna Plant

Use reverse osmosis or advanced membrane treatment
Biological Nutrient Removal

Treat effluent to potable water standards

Treat effluent until only KO molecules are left

Storage

Optimize existing storage or build new storage &etiregulatory requirements

CITY OF SANTA ROSA 9 WINZLER & KELLY
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Direct Discharge

Use off-stream mixing ponds to minimize concenttaexycled water in receiving waters

Less discharge, more reuse

No Project

No discharge, 100% reuse

Table 2-1 shows the regulatory drivers for the Discharge Compliance Project and how
each of the suggested alternatives potentially help witiptance. Discussion of the
ability of each alternative to meet the compliance seddhe project is discussed below
in Section 3 — Evaluation of Alternatives relatteeScreening Criteria.

TABLE 2.1:

Discharge Compliance Project Regulatory Drivers and Suggested Alternatives
Suggested Alternatives CA Toxics Nutrients Temper- Dissolved

Rule ature Oxygen

Cooling towers ¥

Solar powered pond circulators ¥

Hydraulic aeration ¥

Heat transfer to earth ¥

Biological Nutrient Removal ¥

AMT (RO) ¥ ¥

Treat to potable water standards ¥

Treat until only H20 molecules left ¥ ¥

New Storage capacity ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

Off-stream mixing ponds ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

Less discharge, more reuse ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥

No discharge, 100% reuse ¥ ¥ ¥ ¥
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3 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
RELATIVE TO SCREENING CRITERIA

This section provides an evaluation of alternatikedative to the screening criteria. Screening
criteria are described in Chapter 2 above.

SUMMARY OF SCREENING EVALUATION

A summary matrix is provided in Table 3-1.

TABLE 3.1:
Screening Summary of Suggested Alternatives
Range of
Meets Capital To Be
Project Potentially Cost Included
Suggested Alternatives by Component Objectives Feasible | (million $) in EIR
Treatment
Cooling towers, as included in the NOP ¥ ¥ $30-63 ¥
Use solar powered circulators to oxygenate No
effluent No ¥ $1-2
Use hydraulic aeration to oxygenate and coo No
effluent No ¥ $8
Use heat transfer to the earth to cool effluent tiédar No $7,000 No
Cooling towers at Pump Station Sites | and L ¥ ¥ $30-63 ¥
Add cooling towers at Laguna Plant ¥ ¥ $30-63 ¥
Add denitrification facility at Laguna Plant ¥ ¥ $3-5 ¥
Use Advanced Membrane Treatment/Reversge
Osmosis (AMT/RO)
Treat 100% of flow ¥ No $346-554 No
Treat portion of flow with Geysers brine
disposal Partial ¥ $18-60 ¥
Treat effluent to potable water standards No No $3-5 No
Treat effluent until only H20 molecules are left rtizd No $700 No
Storage
Optimize existing storage and/or build new
storage to meet regulatory requirements (will be
studied in the IRWP Seasonal Storage Project
EIR) ¥ ¥ Unknown No
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TABLE 3.1:
Screening Summary of Suggested Alternatives
Range of
Meets Capital To Be
Project Potentially Cost Included
Suggested Alternatives by Component Objectives Feasible | (million $) in EIR
Direct Discharge
Direct discharge - Laguna, as included in NOP ¥ ¥ $5 ¥
Direct discharge — Russian River, as included in
NOP ¥ ¥ $11 ¥
Site D1 ¥ ¥ $11 ¥
Site D2 ¥ No $20-30 No
Site D3 ¥ ¥ $11 ¥
Site D4 ¥ ¥ $11 ¥
Use off-stream mixing ponds to minimize
concentrated recycled water in receiving waters No No $80-100 No
See IRWP
Less discharge, more reuse Partial ¥ Master Plan ¥
Indirect Discharge
$11 x 3 sites
Indirect Discharge, as included in NOP No ¥ =$33 No
No Project
No Project, as included in NOP No ¥ 0 ¥
No discharge, 100% reuse No ¥ $272-$47¢ No

@Costs are from the IRWP Program EIR, shown in 20l&ars

EVALUATION OF SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVES
Treatment
Cooling Towers, as Included in the NOP
Description
Cooling towers may be needed to cool the efflueiotr po discharge.
Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria
Cooling towers are effective at meeting Project Objectrekare potentially feasible.

The capital costs for 28-, 68-, and 81-mgd cooling tower facilities are approximately $
million, $53 million, and $63 million, respectively

CITY OF SANTA ROSA 12 WINZLER & KELLY
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Summary

The use of cooling towers complies with the Proj@tijectives and is potentially
feasible. It is therefore recommended that theraative be evaluated in the EIR.

Use Solar Powered Circulators to Oxygenate Effluent
Description

The commentor suggests that alternative oxygenagiractices such as solar powered
circulators be used in storage ponds.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

The provision of solar powered circulators wouldt moeet the Project Objectives,

because studies show that additional oxygenatiafflafent is not needed to meet Basin
Plan objectives. If additional oxygenation is fdui® be needed as a result of the EIR
water quality analysis, solar powered circulatams pionds will be considered as a
mitigation measure; however, there may be operationabliimns.

The use of circulators in ponds would not raise D@ concentration of recycled water
discharged directly from the Treatment Plant to fReer without being stored.
However, circulators in Meadowlane or Delta pondasuld be useful in increasing DO
concentration in recycled water discharged from thosegtinthe Laguna.

The cost of solar powered water circulators for insthe ponds would be approximately
$1-2 million. Additional costs would include a lagp power supply to provide energy
during the winter months where increased rainfall wouldhipibsolar power generation.

Summary

The proposal does not meet the Project Objectibes, is potentially feasible for
increasing dissolved oxygen concentration in efftugischarged from storage ponds. It
is therefore recommended that this proposal be eliminededftirther study.

Use of Hydraulic Aeration to Oxygenate and Cool Eff  luent
Description

Hydraulic aeration should be used to oxygenate andticedffluent.

Evaluation Relative to Screening Criteria

The proposal would not meet the Project Objectives, because studies currentthahow
additional oxygenation of effluent prior to discharis not needed to meet Basin Plan
objectives. In addition, hydraulic aeration does meet Project Objectives relative to
temperature reduction, because such a structusegdeg outfall) would be inundated
during high river flows, providing no aeration hetpoint of discharge. Air entrainment

in turbulent flow may be achieved by a cascaddaegssor weirs. A facility capable of
oxygenating a flow rate of 68 mgd could consist of 6 to 12 steps over a length of 270 feet.
The steps would require rock-filled gabions plaoadh pile supported structural concrete

CITY OF SANTA ROSA 13 WINZLER & KELLY
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slab to be able to withstand scour without sloughinto the river. Costs for the
described cascade falls would be approximately $8omand would require about 3
acres of land in and above the bank.

Summary

The proposal would not meet Project Objectives, isupotentially feasible. It is
recommended that this proposal be eliminated framimér study.

Use Heat Transfer to the Earth to Cool Effluent
Description

Cooling of effluent using heat transfer to the earth should be used.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

The proposal would meet the Project Objectiveghat it would help the Subregional
System meet temperature requirements for discharge.

Effluent cooling using surface or subsurface hesatdfer from recycled water to the earth
meets the Project Objectives and is already ingatpd in the Project Description as a
key mechanism for effluent cooling during winteorsige and as part of the indirect

discharge component of project alternatives. Hagrect discharge sites take advantage
of the earth’s natural cooling mechanism to coel tlcycled water before reaching the
river. Direct discharge sites that utilize in-bext, in-bank diffusers also incur some

incidental amount of natural cooling from the earth.

Additional cooling using heat transfer to the eanlild be optimized by construction of
an extremely long array of small-diameter pipegeedicular to the groundwater flow.
This would optimize the surface area contact betmtbe water, the pipe wall, and the
earth.

Approximately 1,600 miles of steel pipe would beded to reduce the temperature of 68
mgd from 65 to 55 degrees Fahrenheit. A square block arrangement would require a
minimum of 2,000 acres and a linear alignment waxittnd far beyond the project area.
This estimate does not account for the likely wagneffect of the recycled water on
native groundwater that could result in additiofeilities requirements. Cost for the
above described pipeline matrix would be approxétya$7 billion, not including the
additional cost for land acquisition. The extreynbigh capital costs and the likely
inability to permit the project make this proposdéasible.

Summary

Cooling of effluent using heat transfer to the learontributes to meeting the Project
Objectives, but is infeasible if it is intendedneet all of the cooling needs of the Project
due to high capital costs and permitting requiretsierio the extent that the proposal is
already incorporated into the Project Descriptiorthie NOP, it will be evaluated in the
EIR; it is recommended that further expansion of the proposal be eliminatedurther
consideration.
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Eliminate Cooling Towers at Pump Station Siteslan dL
Description

Cooling towers on Pump Station Sites | and L should be eliminated based on
incompatibility with adjacent land uses.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

Placement of cooling towers at the Pump StatioesSitand L would meet Project
Objectives and has been found to be potentiallgibém These sites for cooling towers
are two of 13 alternative sites included in the NOmPRe City appreciates the information
provided about the existing and proposed land neas Sites | and L, but potential land
use conflicts do not appear at this time to beigefit under CEQA to eliminate

evaluation of the sites as alternatives in the EIR.

Summary

Cooling towers at Sites | and L would meet Proj@tijectives and are considered
potentially feasible. Therefore, it is recommended that they be evaluated in the EIR.

Add Cooling Towers at the Laguna Plant
Description

Cooling towers should be restricted to the Laguna Plant, as other sites would hale vis
and noise impacts.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

Placement of cooling towers at the Laguna Plantlavoteet the Project Objectives, is
considered potentially feasible, and will be adttethe list of sites evaluated in the EIR
The 13 alternative sites listed in the NOP for cwpltowers also meet the Project
Objectives and are considered feasible at this.tifRetential land use conflicts do not
appear to be sufficient under CEQA to eliminatel@at@on of the sites as alternatives in
the EIR.

Summary

Environmental impacts will be evaluated in the EARd are not a reason to eliminate

alternative sites from further consideration. sitherefore recommended that each of the
proposed alternative cooling tower sites be evatliat the EIR. In addition, placement

of cooling towers at the Laguna Plant would meetjdet Objectives and is considered

potentially feasible; therefore, this site will bealuated in the EIR.

Add Biological Nutrient Removal at Laguna Treatment Plan
Description

Biological Nutrient Removal (BNR) processes should be added to the Lageatanent
Plant to reduce nutrients in the effluent to be dispéh
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Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

These improvements would comply with the Projecjeciives. Initial engineering
analysis indicates that such a facility is feasible

Summary

A BNR facility complies with the Project Objectives angh@tentially feasible. Itis
therefore recommended that it be evaluated in tRe E

Use Advanced Membrane Treatment/Reverse Osmosis
Description

Advanced membrane treatment (AMT) utilizing ReveZsenosis (RO) should be used to
meet direct discharge requirements. AMT is algended to respond to the scoping
comments that request an alternative be investgduat meets both current and future
regulatory requirements.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

An AMT alternative would meet the Project Objectiand was included as a component
in the Program EIR. The use of AMT is being eviddausing the Geysers pipeline for
brine disposal, as brine management by other mstl@d., zero liquid discharge) is
prohibitively expensive. A 2002 evaluation detered that an AMT system designed to
treat up to 68 mgd would cost in a range from $8465551 million, with annual
operations and maintenance costs ranging from 8835 million (refer to the Program
EIR). This high cost is due to the size of theursef facility and brine disposal via
crystallization.

An AMT facility is considered potentially feasiblé brine disposal occurs by mixing
recycled water being sent to the Geysers RechagedP with the brine or reject from
the membrane filters. Brine concentrations in @eysers pipeline are limited by water
quality requirements in the Calpine/Subregionalt&ysAgreement. Using the current
Calpine/Subregional System Agreement water quegiggirements and 11 mgd capacity,
the maximum reliable size of an AMT facility utiligy the Geysers pipeline for brine
disposal is expected to be 3.9 mgd. It is unknaivthis time, whether a facility of this
small size would contribute to meeting the watealify requirements of the CTR or the
Basin Plan. If the Calpine Agreement can be chaéngee AMT facility could be
enlarged; feasibility of this option is unknown asthlime.

The design and construction of a 3.9 mgd faciliyuld cost approximately $18 million,
and annual operations and maintenance costs weudghroximately $1.1 million.

Summary

The proposal for an AMT/RO facility of 3.9 mgd wdukeat a maximum of 820 MG per
year and meet the Project Objectives for only a portion of anticipated recycled water
flow. If the Calpine/Subregional System Agreementild be amended a larger facility
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may be feasible. The remainder discharge would needdstiearged without treatment
via AMT. The proposal for an AMT facility that @es a portion of the discharge is
considered potentially feasible at this time. Hfere, it is recommended that it be
evaluated in the EIR.

Treat Effluent to Potable Water Standards
Description

Discharge to the Russian River or the Laguna shdddtreated to potable water
standards.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

Treatment of effluent so that it meets potable wstandards would not meet the Project
Objectives, because effluent must meet water quabjectives for aquatic life that are

generally much lower than potable water qualityecbyes. Treating the effluent to meet
potable water standards only would not be feasiblthat the Subregional System would
not receive an NPDES permit for such discharge.

Nonetheless, the average recycled water qualityffifeat currently meets drinking
water standards except for nitrate. Effluent ageraitrate concentration is currently
about 12 mg/L, whereas the Drinking Water Standard is 10 mg/L. Effluent nitrate
concentrations can be reduced via AMT (see above) or by adding iBalldgutrient
Removal to the existing Laguna Plant biologicalogsses (see above).

Summary

The proposal to meet potable water standards do¢scomply with the Project
Objectives and is not feasible. Therefore, treatnod effluent to meet potable water
standards is eliminated from further study.

Treat Effluent until Only H >0 Molecules Are Left
Description

Further treatment of effluent should be undertagerthat all constituents except®
molecules are eliminated.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

Treatment of effluent so that only,@& molecules remain would contribute to meeting
Project Objectives in that effluent would be aldlerteet water quality objectives, except
oxygenation and temperature requirements. Suelntent is, however, not considered
necessary by any of the permitting agencies, anddu@quire a distillation process and
elimination of all open storage ponds. Withoutat@ the Laguna Plant would need to
be enlarged dramatically. The proposal is considered infeasible.

Costs are estimated at $700 million.
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Summary

The proposal would contribute to meeting Project Objectives, but is not feasible.
Therefore, it is recommended that it be eliminatedhffurther consideration.

Storage

Optimize Existing Storage and/or Build New Storage to Meet Regulatory
Requirements

Description

If the use of existing recycled water storage ponds were optimized or addstioraaje
were available, recycled water could be storedJethcand then discharged at a time
when it meets receiving water regulatory requiretsien

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

Optimization of existing storage or constructiomefv storage capacity would contribute
to meeting the Project Objectives, but is not eigeto be able to meet temperature and
regulatory requirements for all of the discharg8oth optimization of storage and
construction of new storage capacity are considgrentially feasible. Costs for
storage are unknown at this time because the anufigtbrage needed has not yet been
determined, and the costs for storage are var@dggending on the location and type of
reservoir to be constructed.

Summary

Optimization of existing storage and/or constructiof new storage capacity would
contribute to meeting the Project objectives andoissidered potentially feasible. The
Subregional System has recently authorized praparaf an EIR for additional recycled
water storage capacity on behalf of the IRWP Santa Rosa Urban Reuse Project.
Therefore, provision of additional storage capadity the purpose of temperature
reduction or meeting other regulatory requireméatsdischarge will be studied as part

of the IRWP Seasonal Storage Project EIR.

Direct Discharge
Direct Discharge — Laguna, as Included in the NOP
Description

Discharge would continue under the City’s existMBDES permit, into the Laguna de
Santa Rosa between October 1 and May 14, primagdin Delta Pond. A variety of
outfall and diffuser types could convey the recycled wiate the river.

Direct Discharge to the Laguna, Alternative 1, vdbblave capacity to discharge 100
percent of required flows, up to 4,500 MG in the wetyesir.
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Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

These improvements would comply with the Projecjeciives. Initial engineering
analysis indicates that direct discharge to theubagde Santa Rosa is potentially
feasible.

Summary

Continued discharge to the Laguna complies withPfgect objectives and is potentially
feasible. It is therefore recommended that therahtive be evaluated in the EIR.

Direct Discharge — Russian River, as Included inth e NOP
Description

Discharge would be relocated to the Russian Riv&rnew discharge facility with an
outfall directly to the Russian River would be ltathat proposed discharge locations. A
variety of outfall and diffuser types could convey the recycled water into the river.

Four potential sites for direct discharge were fiifiexl in the Draft Engineering Report
and NOP:

Direct Discharge Site D1lis downstream of Steelhead Public Beach. Theitiasil
would be located on the south side of the RussianrRivene parcel.

Direct Discharge Site D2would be situated on the east bank of the RudRiaear
south of Windsor.

Direct Discharge Site D3would be located downstream of the Highway 101 i
immediately south of Healdsburg. The site is located on the eastern bdné& o
Russian River.

Direct Discharge Site D4would be located downstream of the Alexander Walle
Road Bridge in the Alexander Valley. The site isdted on the western bank of the
Russian River.

The Draft Engineering Report and NOP explained #zeth of the sites would have the
capacity to discharge 100 percent of required flawsto 4,500 MG in the wettest year.
Only one site would be constructed.

Evaluation Relative to Screening Criteria

These improvements would comply with the Projecieotiyes and initial engineering
analysis indicated that direct discharge is potentiallyibba

Direct Discharge Site D2 has been the subjecta#nefield reconnaissance and studies
by the City’s Engineering Team, and is now congdeo be infeasible due to schedule
constraints. Field studies have shown that SitesDi@cated at a point in the Russian
River uniquely susceptible to riverbank erosion arstiability for approximately a 2-mile
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reach. Bank stabilization would require extensi/stream construction and armoring of
banks, much more so than the other direct dischsitge. Preliminary design of such
bank improvements would require coordination with tJ.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
National Marine Fisheries Service, the Sonoma CourdieWAgency, local land owners,
and river stakeholders. Additional field studiesdaother investigations would be
necessary before preparing the project EIR. Suchkfiamt would require two to three

years and the delays caused by this work couldalhmtv the project to be implemented
within the timeframe required for regulatory conapice (2010).

Scoping comments have been submitted requestingsttes D1 and D4 be eliminated

from further environmental review because of po#&tritnpacts to nearby community

well systems. The City appreciates the informatovided regarding the direct

discharge sites, and the information will be usegrepare the evaluation of impacts in
the EIR. Insufficient information has been providsdthis time to determine that the

proposed direct discharge sites are infeasibleeréffore, discharge at Sites D1 and D4
are considered to be potentially feasible.

Summary

Relocation of discharge facilities to the RussiaweRmeets the Project Objectives and is
potentially feasible at Sites D1 and D4. Site BZaund to be infeasible. It is therefore
recommended that Site D2 be eliminated from furttady, and that Sites D1, D3 and
D4 be evaluated in the EIR.

Use Off-stream Mixing Ponds to Minimize Concentrate  d Recycled Water in
Receiving Waters

Description

Off-stream mixing ponds should be used to miningracentrated plumes of recycled
water in receiving waters.

Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

The proposal would not meet the Project Objectiaethat it does not provide a reliable

regulatory compliance strategy. Blending riveravair groundwater with recycled water

would increase the volume that must be dischargebé river and jeopardize allowable

discharge flow compared to river flow limitatio8% as measured at the Hacienda
Bridge). In addition, river water quality is poarompared to recycled water quality in

regards to turbidity, bacteria, and other regulatedstituents. Blending recycled water
with river or groundwater prior to discharge woulot allow the control over discharge

water quality that the City currently has, evenutljlo it could reduce the concentration of
one or more water quality parameters.

Withdrawal of water from the river would requiredaibnal in-river facilities, permits to
divert or pump water from the river, plus obtainittge appropriate water rights, if
available. The land requirements to construct #usite pond for mixing river water
with recycled water present an additional constrdire to the pond capacity needed to
provide sufficient volume to dilute the recycled waterduced in wet years.
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Mixing with surface water would not reduce the temggure of the recycled water
sufficiently to achieve Basin Plan objectives. $amly, groundwater temperatures are not
low enough to provide the reduction in recycled evademperature necessary to meet

Basin Plan objectives.

As an example, reducing copper concentrations girauixing with surface water or
groundwater would require a significant amount dtitcbn water to meet the CTR
criterion. The table below demonstrates the volwhsurface water and groundwater
required to reduce the maximum concentration opeojin the recycled water (18 pg/L)
sufficiently to meet the CTR criterion for copper (6 pg/L).

TABLE 3.2:
Flow Rate Required for Off-stream Mixing Ponds
Recycled Water Surface Water Mixed Water
Copper Concentration (pg/L) 13 2® 6©
Flow Rate (mgd) 68 204 272
Recycled Water Groundwater Mixed Water
Copper Concentration (ug/L) 13 0@ 6©
Flow Rate (mgd) 68 136 204

Notes:

@ Maximum detectable copper concentration in the Ladreatment Plant effluent from the Infeasibility
Report (Merritt Smith Consulting, June 2005).

® Average dissolved copper concentration in the RosRiver (from the City’s copper compliance
monitoring data November 1999 through February 2005

© Anticipated dissolved copper objective (AMEL assugran upstream hardness of 80 mg/L as GACO

@ Average dissolved copper concentration in grourieiva

Costs for mixing with river water, including land acquisition, construction of in-river
diversions and lined off-stream ponds, would beraximately $80 million. Costs for in-
pipe mixing with groundwater, including wells andnpping facilities comparable in size
to those currently operated by the Sonoma CountytekW@gency, would be

approximately $100 million.

Summary

The proposal would not meet Project Objectives, iputonsidered potentially feasible,
although very expensive. It is therefore recommdnttat the proposal be eliminated

from further consideration.

Less Discharge, More Reuse

Description

Discharge should be decreased, and reuse caphoitidde increased to compensate.
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Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

This proposal is only partially consistent with fRmject Objectives, as it does not allow
for discharge of 4,500 MG in the wettest of yeartowever, the proposal is consistent
with the Program Objectives and was included in lR&/P Master. In response to
scoping comments, discharge scenarios dischargisgythan 4,500 MG in the wettest
year will be evaluated in the EIR. Decreasing ligsge is feasible, so long as it is
compensated for by increasing reuse.

Summary

The proposal does not comply with Project objestiveut is consistent with Program
Objectives and was included in the IRWP Master Riana feasible combination of
alternatives. Although not required, the City vellaluate scenarios discharging less than
4,500 MG annually, which is the need in the wettest of years.

Indirect Discharge
Indirect Discharge, as Included in the NOP
Description

New indirect discharge facilities would be develd@edjacent to the Russian River in
Alexander Valley, using percolation ponds, injestiells, or pressurized leach lines.
Indirect discharge allows for additional treatmehthe recycled water through the soil-
aquifer system before it reaches surface water.

Three sites for indirect discharge were identifiedhe Draft Engineering Report and
NOP as having a combination of characteristics dnatikely to provide for a successful
indirect discharge facility.

Indirect Discharge Site I1would be located along West Soda Rock Lane on the west
side of the Russian River, approximately 1 mile south ok#dider Valley Road.

Indirect Discharge Site 12 would be located in the eastern Alexander Valley near
Highway 128, east of the Russian River and south of Geylgervil

Indirect Discharge Site I3 would be located in western Alexander Valley, near
Highway 128, on the west of the Russian River. Bitis similar to Site 12, but on the
west side of the River.

The Draft Engineering Report and NOP explained #wath site would be used to
discharge at a seasonally variable rate up to 16. milore than one site could be
selected. Thus, indirect discharge would providéoupO mgd of discharge capacity if all
three sites were used. However, indirect dischamgald not be used during periods of
the year when groundwater levels have increasedtiin six feet of the ground surface.
Therefore, it would be a partial solution, capabfereceiving up to 4,500 MG in the
driest year, but only up to 3,300 MG in the wettgsar, if all three indirect discharge
sites were used.
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Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

Scoping comments informed the City of a communier system with wells located on
Site I1. Therefore, indirect discharge at Site duld not meet the Project Objective of
developing and operating a wastewater disposatisyst ways that protect public health
and safety.

Indirect discharge in general has been the sulgjectcent pilot studies by the City’s
Engineering Team, and is no longer considered tet it Project Objectives due to its
inability to meet some of the regulatory water gyalequirements. Initially, indirect
discharge was investigated as an alternative becali$wo potential advantages over
direct discharge: 1) indirect discharge facilities would require Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDR) from the Regional Board rather NPDES permit, because
recycled water is discharged to ground and groutelwather than surface waters; and
2) migration of recycled water through soil and wgrdwater would attenuate (i.e.,
reduce) a wide variety of constituents, includingtafs, nutrients, temperature, and non-
regulated compounds.

Indirect discharge does not meet Project Objectbaxsause: first, the Regional Board
has informed the City that they will, most likelygquire an NPDES permit for indirect

discharge; and second, the City’s Engineering Thambeen operating a pilot study to
investigate the ability of indirect discharge thgbunative soils to attenuate a suite of
water quality constituents, and the results ofgihe study were mixed:

x Lead attenuation was sufficient to meet the CTR criterion;
x Copper and nickel attenuation was insufficient to mdeR Criteria;
x Temperature reduction was sufficient to meet Basin Blgectives; and

x Dissolved oxygen concentrations decreased and wooldmeet Basin Plan
objectives.

These results show indirect discharge cannot fgliateet CTR criteria and the Basin
Plan, as would be required with an NPDES permiheré&fore, the indirect discharge
method would not meet Project Objectives. A fidport of these results will be
presented in the Technical Memoranda attachecet®thft EIR.

Summary

Indirect Discharge does not meet the Project Objest but is considered potentially
feasible. It is therefore recommended that thisrahtive be eliminated from further
study.
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No Project
No Project, as Included in the NOP
Description

As required by CEQA, the No Project AlternativelweWaluate what would happen if the
Discharge Compliance Project were not implementednder this alternative, the
Subregional System would include only discharge facilities that existed or were under
construction as of August 2006.

Summary

This alternative does not meet the Project Objestibut is carried forward into the EIR
because a No Project Alternative is required by BEQ

No Discharge, 100% Reuse
Description
Discharge should be eliminated, and all effluent shouletbsed.
Evaluation relative to Screening Criteria

This proposed is not consistent with the Project Objectives, as it does not allow for
discharge of 4,500 MG in the wettest of years. However, the IRWP Masterdid
include this option, it meets the Program Obje&j\ad is considered feasible.

A variety of combinations of 100% reuse options avekamined in the IRWP Master
Plan with costs ranging from $282 to $471 milliom 2002 dollars, refer to the IRWP
Master Plan).

Summary

The proposal does not comply with Project Objestiaut is considered potentially feasible.
Therefore, it is eliminated from further study.
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APPENDIX A -PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR
THE DISCHARGE COMPLIANCE
PROJECT INCLUDED WITH THE
NOTICE OF PREPARATION IN
AUGUST 2006




PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Santa Rosa adopted the Incremental &edyWater Program Master Plan to
provide reliable treatment, recycling and dispaxfalhe wastewater volume anticipated in the
General Plans of the communities making up the Subregional System ERmaaRohnert
Park, Cotati, and Sebastopol) as of July 2002. Diseharge Compliance Project carries out
part of the IRWP Master Plan and intends to provide for continued disgfabee wastewater
generated by the Subregional System members innmandhat is reliable and in compliance
with regulatory requirements. Discharge volumedsdal on the IRWP Master Plan and would
range from 1,100 to 4,500 MG in the driest and wettest years on recoettinesy, which is
consistent with the System’s current NPDES permit.

Project Location

The alternatives proposed as part of the Disch@amapliance Project are located in Sonoma
County, California as shown on Figure 1, Vicinitya on the following page. The project
area is focused on the central portion of the Gpinoim the Laguna Plant to the north through
the Alexander and Dry Creek valleys, and includeigns of the Russian River Valley from
Mirabel to Cloverdale.
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System Requirements
To achieve the objectives of the IRWP, the Discharge Congai&roject must:

x Provide adequate reliable capacity to accommodate 1,100 to 4,500 MG annual
discharge value in the driest and wettest years on re@spectively; and

X Achieve the quality of recycled water that will kequired by regulatory agencies.
Discharge of recycled water is subject to the Gatifa Toxics Rule (CTR), NPDES
Permit, North Coast Region Basin Plan, and poteAtMDLs, compliance with
which may require additional treatment.

Future Recycled Water Flows

The Incremental Recycled Water Program as a whslalésigned to meet the
Subregional System’s design requirements of 25.6 egerage dry weather flow and
disposal of up to a 6,700-MG annual flow incrementhe wettest year. The adopted
Master Plan program establishes both a target apdrmissible range of discharge.
Table 1 shows how the Program sets forth the cppameds for the Discharge
Compliance Project in the shaded area.

TABLE 1
Future Capacity of the Subregional System (MG)
IRWP Preferred Program
Existing System Target Total
Year Type System
(in 67-Year Discharge Output at
Analysis) Irrigation | Geysers Reuse @ b Total 25.9 mgd®
Driest 2,200 4,000 2,200 1,100 3,300 9,500
10th percentile 2,100 4,000 2,20 1,500 3,700 9,800
Median (50th 2,100 4,000 2,200 2,400 4,400 10,500
percentile)
90th percentile 1,900 4,000 2,20 4,200 6,400 12,300
Wettest 1,900 4,000 2,200 4,500 6,700 12,600

Source: IRWP EIR Addendum 2004

Notes:
a Includes urban, agricultural, and Geysers rpligeconservation.

b 1,100 MG is the discharge in the 2020 driest year flow conditions, but dischargealifest year may be
greater (up to 1,600 MG) prior to 2020, dependinguben reuse is implemented.

c Total system capacity at 25.9 mgd is the sum of existing irrigation system, Gegskasge Project, IRWP
reuse and discharge.
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Regulatory Compliance Requirements

Surface water quality is regulated to protect aqude and human health according to

the provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act (associated federal regulations) and

the California Porter Cologne Water Quality Conthak, referred to respectively as the
federal and state Acts. The state Act establisived nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (Regional Boards) and the State Water Resources Control Board (State
Board). In California, the discharge permitting yasions of the federal Act have been
delegated by the U.S. EPA to the State and Regb®oaids.

Surface water discharge by the Subregional Sysgemermitted through the North
Coast RWQCB through issuance of a NPDES permit &ddste Discharge

Requirements (WDR). This permit contains limitasamn effluent and receiving water
that are designed to prevent impairment of beradfisses by discharge to receiving
water.

The North Coast Regional Board issued a proposedioa to the current NPDES
permit for the Subregional System was issued iy 40D6. Recent regulatory changes
(California Toxics Rule [CTR] and 303(d) listingdiscussed below) have resulted in
proposed new effluent limitations for copper, leadgkel, cyanide, nitrate, total
phosphorus, and total Kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN). Cdisnpce with these proposed
effluent limitations will be difficult. In addition, proposed changes to thieatives in
the Regional Board’s Water Quality Control Plan gBaPlan) for temperature and
dissolved oxygen may result in further complianagffiadiities in the future. The
Regional Water Quality Control Board has indicatsdntent to promulgate a nutrient
total maximum daily load (TMDL), for nitrogen andigsphorus, in the Laguna, which
may result in more stringent effluent limits thdmatt would be in effect if the proposed
permit is adopted.

The California Toxics Rule and State Implementation Policy

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has prgaugld numeric water quality

criteria for priority toxic pollutants and othergwisions for water quality standards to
be applied to waters in the State of Californidne TU.S. EPA promulgated this rule (the
California Toxics Rule or CTR, 40CFR 8131.38) basadthe determination that the
numeric criteria are necessary in the State off@ala to protect human health and the
environment.

The rule fills a gap in California water quality standards that was created in 1994 when a
state court overturned the state's water quality control plans containieg quetlity
criteria for priority toxic pollutants. Thus, thaafe of California had been without
numeric water quality criteria for many priorityxio pollutants as required by the Clean
Water Act, which provoked this action by EPA. Tédsderal criteria are legally
applicable in the State of California for inlandrfagce waters, enclosed bays and
estuaries for all purposes and programs under teanCWater Act (CCR Title 23,
§2914).

The final rule promulgated:
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X Ambient aquatic life criteria for 23 priority toxs¢

X Ambient human health criteria for 57 priority toxics; and

x A compliance schedule provision that authorizes $t@te to issue schedules of
compliance for new or revised NPDES permit limits based on the federal criteria
when certain conditions are met.

The State must use the criteria together with tia¢eS existing water quality standards
when controlling pollution in inland waters and lsed bays and estuaries. The CTR
will remain in place unless the State adopts ite omvmeric criteria for toxics and U.S.
EPA approves those criteria.

The State Policy for Implementation of Toxics Stam$ for Inland Surface Waters,

Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (Statplémentation Policy) establishes a
standardized approach for permitting dischargdex€ pollutants to non-ocean surface

waters. The State Implementation Policy is a todbe used to ensure achievement of
water quality standards such as the priority paltitcriteria promulgated through the

CTR.

The schedule for compliance with the CTR is likébyrequire that the Subregional
System comply with the CTR by the Fall dischargassa in 2010. The CTR does not
apply to either land application or groundwater.

NPDES Permit Requirements

The Laguna Plant provides tertiary treatment ofcksxd water collected by the cities of
Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Cotati, and Sebastomblfram the South Park County
Sanitation District. The Laguna Plant also treaptis waste from most of Sonoma
County, as well as leachate from the County landfill.

Under the City’s existing NPDES permit, effluenscharges to surface waters from the
Laguna Plant are restricted to the period from @etd through May 14, the allowable
discharge season in the Russian River watershewdrdiog to the Basin Plan. The
discharge to the Laguna de Santa Rosa is regulated such that the daily discharge rate
does not exceed 5 percent of the corresponding daily Russian River float it
Hacienda Bridge (USGS Gage No. 11467000).

Effluent from the Laguna Plant is primarily dischad from Delta Pond into the Laguna
near its confluence with Santa Rosa Creek. Diseh@galso permitted to occur at
several other locations along the Laguna and SRota Creek. The Laguna Plant is
currently operating under NPDES permit no. CA002R76he permit authorizes an
average dry-weather flow of 21.34 mgd, with a mortof the effluent being delivered to
the Geysers steamfield, a portion discharged teivexg waters, and a portion used to
irrigate lands.

The permit proposed by the Regional Board in JuBO& contains discharge
prohibitions, effluent limitations, receiving water limitations, and provisions governing
the discharge of wastewater. The proposed permiiagts several effluent limitations
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that are not in the existing discharge permit. Bladregional System’s ability to meet
permit requirements is particularly challenged by the folgaimitations:

x Proposed effluent limitations in response to thenprlgation of the CTR and the
State Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standafds Inland Surface Waters,
Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (SIP).

X Proposed effluent limitations for phosphate and TKN in ®@62NPDES permit.

X Receiving water concentration limitations for temgiere and dissolved oxygen,
which may be made more stringent by a proposechB2lan amendment.

x Proposed mass emission limit for total nitrogen and totaspimorus.

Existing System

To assist the reader in understanding the Disch@ayapliance Project, a brief explanation of
the existing system is provided here.

The Santa Rosa Subregional Water Reuse Systers s@atge to a tertiary level at the Laguna
Subregional Water Reuse Facility (Laguna Plarm)2005, average dry weather flow (ADWF)
was 16.5 mgd and total annual flow was 8,100 mmllgallons (MG) (Pers. Comm., Dan
Carlson, City of Santa Rosa, Deputy Director Suiore) Operations, July 2006). The System
disposes of recycled water by means of a combinaifonethods, including discharge to the
Russian River via the Laguna de Santa Rosa, urban and agricultural irrigation, wetkteds

in the Santa Rosa Plain, and Geysers recharge. avbeege annual volume of flows is
illustrated below in Table 2, with the flows beicegnsidered by the Discharge Compliance
Project shaded.

TABLE 2
Average Annual Volume of Flows (billions of gallons , In average water year)
NPDES Permit prior to Existing NPDES Permit IRWP Projected Flow at
the Geysers Recharge with the Geysers 25.9 mgd ADWF
Project at 19.2 mgd Recharge Project at
ADWF 21.3 mgd ADWF
Irrigation 3.8 2.1 Minimum of 2.1
Discharge 4.0 2.4 2.4
Geysers 0 4.0 Minimum of 4.0
New recycling alternatives 0 0 2.0
7.8 8.7 10.5

Source: Merritt-Smith Consulting 2006

The principal components of the existing systermluiding the Geysers Recharge Conveyance
System are described below. The existing system is shown abadiy in Figure 2, Santa
Rosa Subregional System Overview.
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Figure 2 Santa Rosa Subregional System Overview

Indoor Water Conservation

Each of the member entities of the Subregional eédysfthe cities of Santa Rosa,
Rohnert Park, Cotati and Sebastopol, and the SPatk Sanitation District) have
existing water conservation programs that consikt water audits; aggressive
enforcement of water conservation laws; meteringl eebate and retrofit programs.
These programs have resulted in an estimated iedwaft1.5 million gallons per day in
sewage flows into the treatment plant. In addjtisame activities that are being
undertaken, such as public information and schaoication programs, do not have
quantifiable savings, but by changing attitudes la@lavior concerning water use, have
assisted with the implementation of the other programs.

Industrial Waste Pretreatment

The Subregional System has an active Industrialt§V/Bs$vision that implements the

U.S. EPA-approved Industrial Wastewater Pretreatnmf@rogram. This program

reduces the concentration and loading of such fwits in the treatment system by
requiring the pretreatment of certain wastes tmiekte or reduce the amounts of
pollutants such as organic polymers, silver, anavhanetals entering the collection
system. The Laguna Plant's Pretreatment Prograindas minimizing pollutants of

concern; permitting and monitoring when applicablenforcing pretreatment

regulations; and sampling industrial/lcommercial lygaht discharge as well as
background domestic pollutant data.

Sewage Collection System

Wastewater from the Subregional System members ligcted in sanitary sewer
pipelines and transported to the Laguna Plant for treatment.

& Reduction
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Each of the member entities of the Subregionale®ydias existing programs to address
problems in its sewer collections systems reladed:L (Infiltration and Inflow). 1&I is
storm and/or groundwater that enters the sanitawes system through cracked pipes,
leaky manholes, or improper connections to theesystMost inflow comes from
stormwater and most infiltration comes from grouatkv. |&I increases the volume of
wastewater that must be treated and recycled.

Laguna Plant

The Laguna Plant is located on Llano Road in the Santa Rosa Plain ilestGity of
Santa Rosa and adjacent to the Laguna de Santa Rbsaplant is a tertiary treatment
plant that is permitted to treat 21.34 mgd ADWHFeTplant includes a 2.2 MW ultra-
violet disinfection system and a co-generation faciligt firovides 37,000 kW per day.

Recycled Water Storage

The reclamation system includes a series of stqvagds, which are connected through
pipelines to the Laguna Plant and to transmissipelipes supplying the irrigation
system. Total available storage is approximateidQ MG. Recycled water storage is
targeted to meet reuse needs (irrigation contracid)at the end of the irrigation season
in September, the operational target is to esdgnéimpty the storage ponds. Increases
in recycled water storage occur in the fall whee flrigation demand decreases.
During discharge months recycled water storage asaged to meet a target storage
curve and recycled water is discharged to the Russian River via the Laguna de Santa
Rosa based upon the river flow and the allowaligidn percentage. The amount of
recycled water stored is increased in the springrtvide adequate water for reuse
during the summer irrigation season.

Recycled Water Disposal and Reuse

Disposal and reuse of recycled water is throughcalgural and urban irrigation,
operation of wetlands, and discharge to the Russian Reaé¢ne Laguna de Santa Rosa.

Irrigation

The existing reclamation system is composed ofrgelaetwork of pipelines, pump
stations and storage ponds that distributes thgckedt water to approximately 6,400
acres of irrigated land. Both agricultural andarrbrrigation sites, the latter primarily
within the City of Rohnert Park and at Sonoma Staméversity, are included in the
system, although most are agricultural.

Wetlands

The reclamation system operates and manages wedlaad that use recycled water.
These areas are the Kelly Farm wetland, the LaFranchi marsh, and the Laguna wetland
(located on the southerly portion of the Laguna Plant ptgper
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Geysers Recharge Project

The Geysers Recharge Project delivers an averatjg ofgd for steamfield recharge at
The Geysers, to be utilized for electricity generat The Geysers Recharge
Conveyance System (GRCS) may be used for dischartdpe Russian River as well as
Geysers recharge.

Discharge

Recycled water that is not stored or directly coymeefor irrigation or wetlands use is
discharged to the Russian River via the LagunaatéaSRosa in compliance with the
System’s permit from the North Coast R Regional iloaRecycled water may be
discharged to the Laguna de Santa Rosa or Santa ®egk from numerous points.
The principal discharge location is at Delta Poodated south of Guerneville Road.
The volume and frequency of discharge at any gleeation vary due to operational
and seasonal considerations, including irrigation nestdsage levels, and weather.

Biosolids Disposal

Disposal of biosolids generated as a by-produdreHtment processes at the Laguna
Plant is accomplished through land applicationludige at sites in the Santa Rosa Plain
and along Lakeville Highway south of Petaluma; tigio composting of the biosolids at
a six-acre site adjacent to the treatment plard;through trucking of the waste to the
Redwood Landfill near Novato.

Geysers Recharge Conveyance System (GRCS)

Recycled water is conveyed though a system of pump stations and pipelines from the Llano
Pump Station at the Laguna Plant to The Geysers stamfields. The GRCS includes the
following components that may be used to convey flo ws to discharge sites:

X

Llano Pump Station — the Llano Pump Station cosstdt outdoor vertical turbine
pumps installed over a wet well. The wet well wlasigned for 7 pumps for an ultimate
capacity of 40 mgd. The current configuration imigs two variable speed pumps and
one constant speed pump. When a variable speed andp constant speed pump run
together, they supply up to 16.7 mgd to the Gey$ane of the variable speed pumps is
reserved as standby. A 33,000-gallon capacity lpmFamatic surge tank is located
onsite. The tank is sized to provide surge pratecto the system for flows of 40 mgd
or less.

Pipeline — the pipe extends from the Laguna Plamthnthrough the Russian River
valley to the Bear Canyon Pump Station east of &beber Valley. This section
includes approximately 31 miles of 48-inch-diamesection to Pine Flat Road in
Alexander Valley and an approximately 1-mile sattd 30-inch-diameter pipeline up
Pine Flat Road to the Bear Canyon Pump Station. The 30-inch diameter pipaeontin
up Pine Flat Road to the Geysers steamfield withtatal pumping at the Mayacamas
Pump Station and Pine Flat Pump Station. The g@mee capacity of the 48-inch
pipeline is 40 mgd at a velocity of 5 feet per set@dps) and 80 mgd at 10 fps. The 48-
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inch diameter valley section of the conveyance esysivas designed with excess
capacity to provide flexibility to serve future uses.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The EIR will evaluate the impacts of four altermas and several subalternatives. The
alternatives, except for the No Project Alternatisge all subsets of or variations on
“Alternative 6 — Discharge” evaluated in the IRWR§am EIR. Thus, the purpose of the
alternatives analysis is to examine alternativebéoDischarge component of the IRWP Master
Plan. The purpose of the alternatives analysietgo re-consider alternatives evaluated as part
of the IRWP Master Plan Program EIR process.

Similar to the Program EIR, the City has not seléc Preferred Alternative. Each alternative
in the Discharge Compliance Project EIR will belaaged at the same level of detail. Table 3
illustrates the relationship between the Dischakjernative evaluated in the IRWP Program
EIR and the alternatives developed for the Dischame@liance Project.

TABLE 3

Cross-reference showing relationship between Altern atives Analyzed in the IRWP Program EIR and the Dis charge
Compliance Project EIR

IRWP Master Plan Program EIR Discharge Compliance Pr  oject EIR

Alternative 6a - Direct Discharge from Delta Poodtte

Alternative 1 - Direct Discharge - Laguna
Laguna

Alternative 6b - Direct Discharge to the RussianeRi Alternative 2 - Direct Discharge - Russian River

Alternatives 6¢, 6d, & 6e - Indirect Discharge itite

Russian River or Dry Creek Alternative 3 - Indirect Discharge

Alternative 7 - No Program Alternative 4 - No Pidje

These alternatives include components, as describeldelow, that provide for different
discharge sites and potential outfall structures)perature control and oxygenation facilities,
pipelines, and pump stations and tanks. The ftarratives and components are described
briefly in the following section, and the location§ the alternatives are shown on Figure 3,
Potential Discharge Sites. Implementation of ahyhe alternatives may require the City of
Santa Rosa to purchase property or easementsqoir@aceeded property through the use of
eminent domain.

Alternative 1 — Direct Discharge - Laguna

Under Alternative 1, discharge would continue, aslar the City’s existing NPDES permit,
into the Laguna de Santa Rosa between October 1 and May 14, primarily from Delta Pon
Other permitted discharge points, including theliisge from Meadowlane Pond, may also be
used when and where effluent and receiving watdtdican be achieved. Temperature control
and oxygenation facilities may be required prior tclhigsge.

Alternative 1 would have capacity to discharge p@€écent of required flows, up to 4,500 MG
in the wettest year.
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Alternative 2 - Direct Discharge — Russian River

Alternative 2 would relocate the existing dischahgen the Laguna to the Russian River. A
new discharge with an outfall directly to the RassRiver would be located at one of four
proposed discharge locations between just soutBte¢élhead Beach and Alexander Valley.
Recycled water would be pumped from the LagunatRlamough the Geysers pipeline to a
point near the discharge point and conveyed thraayh pipeline and pumping facilities to the
outfall on the Russian River. This alternativeuiegs the reconstruction of the Llano Pump
Station to pump up to 80 mgd, new conveyance mipsji new booster pump stations, and
possibly new facilities to control temperature @ndvide oxygenation.

Four potential sites for direct discharge have been identified as shownwe BigPotential
Discharge Sites. The four were identified as ocdaidi sites in the Discharge Compliance
Project Draft Engineering Report (July 2006).

Direct Discharge Site Dlis approximately 1,000 feet downstream of the |Besal
Public Beach. The facilities would be located oa slouth side of the Russian River on
one parcel.

Direct Discharge Site D2would be situated on the east bank of the Rudsiaer south
of Windsor.

Direct Discharge Site D3would be located approximately 1,000 feet dowmastreof
the Highway 101 Bridge immediately south of Healdgb The site is located on the
eastern bank of the Russian River.

Direct Discharge Site D4would be located approximately 1,000 feet dowrstreof
the Alexander Valley Road Bridge in the Alexandexll®y. The site is located on the
western bank of the Russian River.

Each of the four sites would have the capacityisolthrge 100 percent of required flows, up to
4,500 MG in the wettest year. Only one site wdadcconstructed.

Alternative 3 — Indirect Discharge

Alternative 3 would develop new indirect dischagjges adjacent to the Russian River in
Alexander Valley, using percolation ponds, injectigells, or pressurized leach lines. Indirect
discharge allows for additional treatment of theyobed water through the soil-aquifer system
before it reaches surface water or deeper aquifers.

Three sites for indirect discharge were identifischaving a combination of characteristics that
are likely to provide a successful indirect disgfeafacility as shown on Figure 3, Potential

Discharge Sites. The sites were identified as ckatdisites in the DCP Draft Engineering

Report (July 2006).

Indirect Discharge Site I11would be located along West Soda Rock Lane orwemst
side of the Russian River, approximately 1 mile south ok#dder Valley Road.
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Indirect Discharge Site 12 would be located in the eastern Alexander Vallearn
Highway 128, east of the Russian River and south of Geylgervil

Indirect Discharge Site 13 would be located in western Alexander Valley, near
Highway 128, on the west of the Russian River. &tes similar to Site 12, but on the
west side of the River.

Each site could be used to discharge up to 10 nvjate than one site could be selected. Thus,
indirect discharge could provide up to 30 mgd of discharge capacity. However, tindirec
discharge would not be used during the wettest qfattte year when the ground has become
saturated, and therefore, it remains a partialt®oipycapable of receiving up to 4,500 MG in
the driest year, but only up to 1,300 MG in the wettesry

Alternative 4 — No Project Alternative

As required by CEQA, the No Project Alternative lvavaluate what would happen if the
Discharge Compliance Project were not implementddder this alternative, the Subregional
System would include only discharge facilities tleatsted or were under construction as of
August 2006.

The average dry weather flow (ADWF) of 21.34 mgdnpded under the Geysers Recharge
Project would allow growth to continue in the membiies until about 2010. At that time, the
system would have insufficient capacity to accomatedadditional flows. In light of the
inadequate capacity of the system, at that poichuld become necessary to halt any increased
flow into the system. Also, the Regional Water {@uaControl Board could place a building
moratorium on the cities in the Subregional System.

PrRoJECT COMPONENTS

The Discharge Compliance Project alternatives ghelundividual elements or building blocks
known as components. Some components, such asinpggeare common to several
alternatives, while others may be part of only oterahtive.

The components that comprise the Discharge Congdi&roject Alternatives are described
below. The shaded areas on Table 4 identify thepoments associated with each of the
alternatives.

Direct Discharge

Indirect Discharge

Temperature Control and Oxygenation Facilities (T&O lfeg)
Pipelines

Pump Stations and Tanks

No Project

ouhwnE
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TABLE 4
Required Components by Alternative

Components Alternative 1 — Alternative 2 — Alternative 3 — Alternative 4 — No
Direct Discharge - Direct Discharge — Indirect Discharge Project
Laguna Russian River

Direct Discharge

Indirect Discharge

Pipelines

Pump Stations and Tanks

T&O Facilities

No Project

Note: T&O Facilities are Temperature Control and/@enation Facilities (T&O Facilities)

Direct Discharge

This component includes options for dischargingycessd water directly into surface
waters. The component includes discharge of redyelater and the facilities necessary
to allow discharge to occur.

Direct discharge may occur into the Laguna at ergsbutfalls or into the Russian River
at one of four proposed new discharge points.

Outfall structures would need to be constructed for the new discharge poirtke
Russian River. The IRWP Master Plan identifiedycalriprap channel discharging at
the edge of the river. Several other outfall typel be evaluated in the Discharge
Compliance Project EIR. These other outfalls esgleays to discharge recycled-water

to the river that could enhance mixing, minimize visual impacts, and reduce
maintenance requirements. Outfall types include:

Riverbank Side Outfall. In this configuration, the outfall structure is &ed on

a riverbank and consists of a concrete box locatatie top of the bank slope.

The concrete box discharges into either a riprap-lined channel or concrete chute
that is cut into the bank slope from the top to the fabeslope.

In-River Diffuser. An in-river diffuser configuration consists of de fitted

with well-defined ports through which recycled watidows to discharge.
Several options will be examined for this projdwttin some manner improve
mixing of recycled water with ambient river waterylond the mixing that could

be achieved with a simple riverbank outfall. Diffusers can be configured many
ways to achieve best possible mixing.

In-Bed Diffuser: An in-bed diffuser is a method of discharge tlgtouwhich
recycled water enters the ambient flow of the riveough either well screens or
perforated pipes buried in river bottom sediments.
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In-Bank Diffuser: An in-bank diffuser is similar to an in-bed diffrsin that
discharge is accomplished through a perforated; piyfmevever, an in-bank
diffuser is constructed in the bank of the river, not in botsediments.

Indirect Discharge

This component includes options for dischargingyctsd water indirectly into the
Russian River at one or more of the three propaséiect discharge sites. Indirect
discharge is the application of recycled waterh® ground or the subsurface in such a
manner that the water travels to the river in tessrface. This subsurface transport has
been shown to provide water quality benefits intlgdtemperature reduction and
constituent attenuation. Indirect discharge is a-point source of recycled water
discharge to the River. The following types of nedt discharge options will be
evaluated in the EIR:

Percolation Ponds.Utilizing both the unsaturated, or vadose, zone trel
saturated zone, percolation ponds are large, shafionds that are filled
intermittently and from which water is allowed togath, or percolate, to
underlying groundwater.

Injection Wells. Injection wells also add water to the saturatetezdut they do

so through a screened well where recycled water is pumped down the well and
mixes with the groundwater flow system. One camiigion uses a rectangular
wellfield based on a discharge area similar to tis#d in the percolation pond
configuration. The second configuration is a lineeitlfield in which a series of
wells is spaced along and parallel to a pipeline.

Pressurized Leach SystenPressurized leach systems discharge recycled water
into the unsaturated zone via subsurface distobusystems. A pressurized
leach field would utilize a system of perforate¢ghgs installed in a series of
shallow trenches backfilled with highly permeabletenal to disperse the
discharge flow.

Temperature Control and Oxygenation Facilities (T&O Facilities)

This component includes options for reducing the pemature and increasing the
dissolved oxygen of recycled water before dischmaygiither to the Laguna or to Direct
Discharge sites in the Russian River to meet réguylarequirements. Cooling is
proposed via cooling towers, which have the additidenefit of oxygenating recycled
water during cooling. The cooling facility would regist of a series of large cooling
towers, perhaps 50 feet high and 500 feet in lengiko, a sump, pump station, control
building, and electrical facilities will be required.

T&O facilities could be sited at Pump Station SifesB, F, G, H, I, J, L, or at the
Laguna Treatment Plant. The other pump staties @re either not large enough or
have land use constraints. These sites are shown on Figures 4A and 4B, PRahes,
Stations and Temperature Control and Oxygenatianlifi@s Southern and Northern
Project Areas.
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Pipelines

New transmission and distribution pipelines, typicén the 18- to 48-inch diameter
range, would be required to convey recycled wateh¢ discharge sites at the Russian
River, to indirect sites adjacent to the RussiameRior to temperature control and
oxygenation facilities. Potential pipeline alignments focus on the connection between
each discharge site and the closest location oG é#ysers Pipeline.

Potential alignments illustrated on Figures 4A &ndPipelines follow public rights-of-
way in most locations; however, alignments mayofollprivate roads or travel cross-
country to reach discharge sites. In general, pipadd be buried with about 3 feet of
cover and would be constructed in one lane or sleowf the road, typically at 10 feet
off the road centerline.

Pump Stations and Tanks

New pump stations may be required to convey redywaiater from the Geysers Pipeline
to direct discharge sites, to indirect dischargessiand to T&O facilities. New pump
stations may also be required to boost flows inGlegsers Pipeline as well to maintain
service to the Geysers, and the existing Llano P8mation may need to be expanded.
Where buildings are required, they would be sirgjtgy masonry or concrete
construction and would house pump control panels, instrumentation and pumps.
Typically, there would be two to five pumps at e@acimp station, and the pump motors
would range between 5 and 2,000 horsepower eagiendeng upon the required
pumping capacity for each station. Storage tankd surge tanks would also be
required. Each pump station may need electricalitiasi and distribution sufficient for
its operation.

The 12 optional pump station sites shown on Figdesand B. Alternatives would
require 0 to 2 pumping stations depending on digghéocation and the need for T&O
facilities.

No Project

This component is the continued operation of thistieg discharge system. It is
expected that the Subregional System could conttoudischarge until its NPDES
permit renewal in 2010.
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