





1 realize the storage of the water here in preventing it 1 finally, essentially significant cumulative impact
2 from being released into the Russian River accomplishes | 2 associated with the project. I kind of go back to the
3 a major water quality goal to eliminate those potential 3 potential of human health impacts, the use of recycled
4 contaminants in the Russian River; however, there is 4 waste water when it has constituents uncertain of what
5 potential for it to get in the ground water, this entire 5 the public health impacts are. You know you can measure
6 irrigation system throughout the city, low percolation 6 them, but do we know what health effects they have. So
7 field and may impact ground water supplies, including 7 this would, I think, be initially appropriate to discuss
8 those that are used for well water for adjoining 8 in this one section.
9 residents. So there is a global question about how safe | 9 That really concludes my comment. The project
10 s the use of recycled water to contaminate the drinking | 10 description will obviously be flushed out in greater
11 water supply. 11  detail in the actual environmental document. So that's
12 So that applies to the hazardous material 12 it
13 questions in the CEQA initial study, also hydrology of 13 MS. GARDNER: So last call for any comments.
14 water quality, particularly the impact on ground water | 14 Has everyone who wanted to speak had a chance to speak?
15 supply. There are a number of those that rely on wells | 15 Okay. All right. That's the end of our public comment
16 for their water, and there's a question of whether or 16 period on the scoping for the Environmental Impact
17 not the ground water -- the water in the pond can 17 Report.
18 infiltrate into ground water supply. So making sure 18 (End of proceedings.)
19 that it doesn't would be very important to establish. 19
20 Also, would this pond take away a source -- 20
21 you know, an aqua (phonetic) for ground water input 21
22 source and maybe diminish the local well supply. 22
23 Subsurface water or ground water is very complicated. | 23
24 So somebody needs to take a look at whether or not 24
25 covering this land up or sealing it off so no water can 25
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1 getinto it, is that going to deplete the local ground 1 CERTIFICATE OF TRANSCRIPTION
2 water supply for a well. 2
3 There's always an issue in construction of a 3 I, Diane Tavares, Certified Shorthand
4 project of this size, particularly duration going on for 4 Reporter, and a disinterested person, hereby certify
5 many, many months, as long as 18 months. Given the 5 that the foregoing picheedlngs were transcrlbed_ I_:Jy me,
6 proximity of the neighbors, not only should there be g E;, t:;mb;j:e?f l'mé:ﬂig' diar‘;gt:gg L;‘eéj ;"Sptgrﬂ?g;:mg'
t cpnt_rol pike eqmpment dolng e cunsFrucnon, but the 8 I furtﬁer certify that I am not of counsel or
8 site itself maybe using some kind of barrier or 9 attorney for either or any of the parties to the said
9 something to prevent noise. Also, strict control of 10 proceedings, nor in any way interested in the outcome of
10 work hours. It's very difficult to control people 11 the cause named in said caption.
11 working, particularly when you want to get a project 12
12 done, to confine people to normal working hours. It's 13 DATED: December 7, 2007
13 difficult to have done. So if you can have structural 14
14 control to eliminate noise is the best and not rely on 15
15 behavior of people to make time construction limits. 16
16 Section 16 deals with utilities. And back to DIANE TAVARES
17 my point about where is this recycled waste water going 17 CA GSR NO. 12736
18 to, how much additional infrastructure do you need to 18 TXCSR NO. 4947
19 build beyond the pond to distribute it out to places 19
20 like school yards or parks or streets. Is there going 20
21 to be a resulting large-scale excavation throughout this | 54
22 community to put in pipes to distribute this water, or 22
23 s all that planning in place today? And if not, that 23
24 impact has to be considered as part of this project as 24
25 well, the construction, traffic disruption. And 25
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Brian Barbuto
7135 Eastside Road
Healdsburg, CA 95448

December 6, 2007

Craig Scott
Town of Windsor
Windsor CA,

RE: Eastside Road Reclamation Water Storage Project
Dear Craig,

Thank you again for taking the time to come out to meet with me yesterday. Your
overview along with that of Mark Millan from Data Instincts was very helpful. Although
each of you answered many of my questions more still remain unanswered, and I
continue to have a multitude of concerns.

As ] stated yesterday and previously at last weeks public hearing, I purchased my home
located directly across form the above referenced project approximately 3 years ago.
Since then, I’ve never been notified about the Towns intentions. The project caught me
completely by surprise when I first learned about it while reading the Windsor Press
almost 2 weeks ago.

In this inadequate and short period of time I’ve attempted to come to understand the jest
of the project while contemplating the details which might affect me. I am particularly
concerned about the following matters which I shall attempt to address along with
potential mitigation measures that might make the project less esthetically and financially
burdensome to me and or my successors:

1. Visual impact from my proposed building site on my southerly knoll, both during
construction and afterward.
As offered by you yesterday, [ believe a rendering from the building
envelope would be very beneficial in assessing this.
2. Traffic impact both during construction and afterward.
3. Ingress and egress of construction equipment and the many related workers both
during construction and afterward.
Pushing access as far south toward the intersection of Trenton Healdsburg
Road would be less competitive with my encroachment and reduce the
risk associated therewith.
4. Sound both during construction and afterward.
In addition with excessive sound being generated during typical non work
hours, (before 8AM and after SPM and weekends,) I really don’t want to



hear the project. Humming motors, grinding pumps, rushing waters have
the potential of being very troublesome.

5. Odor permeating from reclaimed water in the pond.
I simply don’t want to smell anything new and unpleasant!

6. The possibility of a park being incorporated into the project.
No park, no potential problem!

7. Leakage from the pond thereby potentially contaminating my water supply would

be a disaster.

Use of something which has proven effective and is more substantial like a
manufactured membrane as opposed to clay and sand may solve any such
potential problem.

Lastly, the forgoing matters do not necessarily address all of my concerns. Obviously had
I been notified as I should have been, I'd been more knowledgeable thereby left with a
potentially all together different point of view.

Thank you again for addressing these concerns.

Cordially, 7
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Craig Scott
Town of Windsor
PO Box 100
Windsor, CA 95492
Mr. Scott,
Subject: Eastside Road Storage Project Notice of Preparation, Town of Windsor

This letter summarizes the comments I presented on behalf of Mr. James McDonough, owner of
the property located at 3401 Mark West Station Road and adjacent to the project site, at the
November 28, 2007 meeting regarding the scope of the proposed Eastside Road Storage Project
Supplemental EIR (SEIR). Mr. McDonough is very concerned about the project and its
potential impact given the pond would be located within the immediate proximity to his house.

The following is a new comment that I intended to make at the hearing regarding the project
description The project description needs to be modified to include the Town Council’s
direction to staff at its August 1, 2007 and August 14, 2007 hearing that: (1) the pond design
should fit or complement the natural setting of the site, and (2) the pond should be designed to
accommodate or allow for public recreation use of the remaining land.

The SEIR must consider the following project alternatives and potential impacts to adequately
address the projects impact on the environment and on the adjoining residential uses. These
alternatives and impacts were not fully evaluated by the 2001 Water Reclamation Master Plan
for Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Environmental Impact Report (Master Plan EIR) and
should be included in the SEIR

- Project Alternatives.
The EIR should consider the following alternatives

1. Development of Pond S. The development of a single pond in the southern part of the
project site should be evaluated and designated the preferred alternative since it is the
environmentally superior alternative. Pond S would not segment the existing habitat on
the site to the extent that would occur if Pond T is built. Also, it would result in less
visual quality impacts than Pond T since the Pond S containment area cannot be seen
from any adjoining properties or public place. Otherwise, the wetland and tree loss are
substantially the same and can be mitigated to a level that is not significant.

2. Geysers Pipeline Project Disposal. The disposal of treated waster water in the Geysers
waste water disposal site should be considered since it is a reasonably feasible
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alternative. This alternative is the most environmentally superior alternative since it
would avoid all impacts to the project site and avoid release of treated waste water into
the environment.

Potentially Significant Impacts

In addition to the impacts listed in the notice of preparation, the following impacts need to be
included in the project EIR.

1.

Visual Quality — The grading and tree removal associated with the project has the
potential to significantly degrade the existing visual quality of the site and the vicinity.
Computer and photo simulations of views from adjoining residential properties should
compare the project design with the existing topography and vegetation, based on
topographic surveys.

Air Quality — The operation of the pond, particularly the exposure of organic debris
exposed when the pond is drawn down may create significant odors that would disrupt
the enjoyment and use of the adjoining residential uses.

Hydrology and Water Quality - The infiltration of treated waste water from the pond
may contaminate surrounding groundwater and significantly contaminate local drinking
water supply.

Noise — The intensity and duration of noise and groundborne vibration associated with
pond construction activity may create a significant impact on the adjoining residential
uses.

Utilities — The expansion and/or modification of the waste water distribution lines may
create significant off-site environmental impacts.

Cumulative Impacts - The use of treated waste water for landscape irrigation may be a
health hazard when the waste water contaminants are allowed to concentrate in soil
and/or accumulate in plants in parks, school yards and other areas where public activity
occurs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Andy Gustavson
Land Use Planning Consultant
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