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County of San Luis Obispo Introduction and Overview of the
Los Osos Wastewater Project - Response to Comments Response to Comments Document

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE RESPONSE TO
COMMENTS DOCUMENT

1.1 - INTRODUCTION

The draft environmental impact report (Draft EIR) for the Los Osos Wastewater Project (LOWWP)
was released for public and agency review and comment on November 19, 2008. The extended
comment period closed on January 30, 2009 and numerous comment letters were received (14 agency
letters and 60 letters from citizens, community groups, non-government organizations, and other
interested parties.) This Response to Comments Document is a compendium of summary information
responding to various comments made, further analysis of environmental issues related to the final
Preferred Project, and additional technical reports performed on the Tonini parcel that is the site of
two components of the Preferred Project.

The Draft EIR identified four proposed projects, or a combination of elements of the projects, to
address the stated need to develop a wastewater collection, treatment and disposal system for the
community of Los Osos. The Draft EIR identified an Environmentally Superior Alternative
consisting of agravity collection system, a facultative pond wastewater treatment system at the
Tonini site and effluent disposal by sprayfield operation at Tonini and leachfield application at the
Broderson site. Based on the findings of the Draft EIR and the ongoing technical analysis, including
corrections to the Draft EIR Greenhouse Gas Analysis, the County selected the Environmentally
Superior Alternative as the Preferred Project by combining project components for wastewater
collection, conveyance, treatment process and site selection, wet weather effluent storage, and
effluent and biosolids disposal. The Preferred Project is a hybrid of Proposed Project 4, which
included awastewater treatment plant and effluent disposal located at the Tonini site aswell asa
gravity wastewater collection system. The primary change that improves the environmentally
superior characteristicsis that an extended aeration treatment process (e.g., oxidation ditch or
Biolac®) has replaced the facultative ponds from Proposed Project 4. Asthe LOWWRP preliminary
design has continued towards the Design/Build process, the County and its engineering consultants
have refined the conceptual design for trestment plant and layouts of facilities at the Tonini site. The
description of the Preferred Project is provided in Appendix A aswell as additional environmental
information that includes an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts that are different than
those impacts addressed as part of Proposed Project 4.

The sites selected for the various Preferred Project components are the same as the Proposed Project 4
sites. The gravity sewer collection system areais unchanged, although there have been afew pump
station and force main design refinements as described in the Preferred Project Description in
Appendix Q. The raw sewage conveyance pipeline from the Mid-town Pump Station to the
wastewater treatment plant and the treated effluent conveyance pipeline from the Tonini wastewater
treatment plant site to the Broderson leachfield will be located within the shoulders of the south side
of Los Osos Valley Road.

Michael Brandman Associates 1-1
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Introduction and Overview of the County of San Luis Obispo
Response to Comments Document Los Osos Wastewater Project Draft EIR

The Los Osos Wastewater Project (LOWWP) engineering team has developed severa preliminary
design refinements since the Draft EIR was completed. These refinements are within the scope of the
Draft EIR project design parameters, and are discussed in Appendix Q to clarify the Preferred Project
components and to facilitate environmental analysis of the Preferred Project. Because a Design/Build
process will be used to complete the final design components of the system, subject to County
approval, there may be some changes from what is described in this Final EIR. If any Design/Build
changes differ significantly from the proposed projects covered by this EIR, supplemental
environmental documentation may be required to evaluate some aspects of the final design, provide
adequate public review of the proposed project’s environmental impacts, and to support the
permitting process.

Since the Draft EIR was prepared, the County’ s LOWWP team had conducted additional
geotechnical, biological and cultural resource field studies at the Tonini site. These reports are
incorporated as Appendix Q.7 (Geotechnical Report) and Appendix Q.9 (Cultural Resources Report).
The Biological Assessment has been prepared by County staff assisted by the environmental
consultant and sent directly to State Water Resources Control Board, and then to U.S. EPA (this starts
the Section 7 consultation process referenced in the Draft EIR for “CEQA Plus’ requirements).

This Response to Comments Document, in conjunction with the Draft EIR circulated in November
2008, constitute the Final EIR. The two documents should be reviewed together for a comprehensive
understanding of the potential environmental impacts and recommended mitigation measures
associated with the Los Osos Wastewater Project.

1.2 - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ORGANIZATION

To assist in the review of this Response to Comments Document, following is a description of the
organization of this document:

Section 1 Introduction and Overview of the Response to Comments Document
Section 2 List of Commentors
Section 3 Response to Comments

Topica Responses

Response to Individual Comments on the Draft EIR
Section 4 Minor Revisions and Clarifications to the Draft EIR Text
Appendix Q  Preferred Project Description and Environmental Evaluation

Q-1 - Introduction

Q-2 - Summary

Q-3 - Preferred Project Description

Q-4 - Environmental Setting

Q-5 - Preferred Project Environmental Evaluation

Q.6 - Spray Datafor Tonini

Q.7 - Technical Report: Geology

Q.8 - Technical Report: Biology

Q.9 - Technical Report: Cultura

Q.10 - References

1-2 Michael Brandman Associates
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County of San Luis Obispo
Los Osos Wastewater Project - Response to Comments List of Commentors

SECTION 2: LIST OF COMMENTORS

A list of public agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments on the Draft EIR is
presented below. Each comment has been assigned acode. Individual comments within each
communication have been numbered so comments can be crossed-referenced with responses. Section
3, Responses to Comments, includes the text of the communication followed by the corresponding
response.

COMMENTOR CODE

Agency Comments
United States Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration, Rodney R. Mclnnis, January 15, 2009 ..........cccooiiieiereneeiene e Al
Cdlifornia Department of Public Health, Kurt Souza, January 23, 2009 .........cccceeeevieveseeiesieseeneenns A2
Los Osos Community Services District, John B. Schempf, January 30, 2009..........c.cccoerererieieniennens A3
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Roger W. Briggs, January 30, 2009 ................... A4
Coastal San Luis Resource District, Neil Havlik, January 29, 2009..........ccccevieeiieevienniieseesieeneeneeens A5
County of San Luis Obispo Department of Agriculture/Measurement Standards, LyndalL.

Auchinachie, January 29, 2000 .........ccceiiieeiere e e e ee e e e A6
California Department of Fish and Game, Jeffrey R. Single, January 30, 2009 .........ccccecieeveeiieenieens A7
Los Osos Community Advisory Council, Carole Maurer, January 30, 2009.........ccccccveeeveveneeniennene A8
Air Pollution Control District, Darren Brown, January 29, 2009..........cccovvveerenenieenesesseesieseeseeneens A9
State Water Resources Control Board, Cookie Hirn, February 4, 2009..........cccocvoeieiieieneneeee. A10
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Roger P. Root, February 2, 2009..........cccccoevveveveeeeniennen. All
Native American Heritage Commission, Katy Sanchez, February 2, 2009 ...........ccccoorerenereniennen. Al12
State Clearinghouse, February 9, 2009...........ooieiiieeieeiere ettt ee e see e ses Al13
Department of California Highway Patrol, December 9, 2008...........ccccoeveriirvineieereereesee e Al4

Public and Non-Governmental Comments

Bill Garfinkle, DECEMDBDEr 15, 2008 ........ooeeeereeeieeeeeieeeeiereeeeessseeereeereessssasssreereeessssassareeeeessssssesseeeees PO1
Salinan Tribe of Monterey and San L uis Obispo Counties, John Burch, November 17, 2008.......... P02
Bill Garfinkle, DECEMDBET 16, 2008 ..........coueieiiieiieiiieeee e sree e ssreee s s sbe e e s s sbe e e s s sbe e e s sssbeeessssbesesssssenssanes PO3
Bearden, DECEMDET 2, 2008 ........oeeeeieiiiiieceereieeeesteseeeareeeeesssssassrasetetesssasassrarereeesssesassrereeeeesssesasrrereeees P04
Steve Paige, December 3, 2008...........ccoeiieiieie et st e e ae e aesreereennen P05
Tom Weinschenk, January 10, 2009 .........cccooiieerinieiesesee e seeee s seese e sae e eestesseeeesseeeessessseses P06
ECOfluid, Mark Low, January 14, 2009 ..........ccceeueererereneeieeeeeeeseesseseesseseesessessessessessessessesesessesses PO7
Terra Foundation, Linda Seeley, January 19, 2009..........cccocceeieiieieene ettt P08
T. Dodd, JANUArY 27, 2009 ......cceiieieieeeesieseeees e s e te e eaestesseetessessaestesseessesseesestesseetesreeneenresneenees P09
David and Cher Dubbink, January 26, 2009 ...........cccccrerieieeiereseseseseseeseesesessesessessesseseesessessessesses P10
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3.1 - INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
the San L uis Obispo County Department of Public Works, as the lead agency, evaluated the
comments received on the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2007121034) for the Los Osos
Wastewater Project and has prepared the following responses to the comments received. This
Response to Comments document becomes part of the Final EIR for the project in accordance with
Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines.

The comments on the Draft EIR address many different issues. Several issues drew a number of
comments that raise the same or similar issues. The Topical Responses provided before the letters
and their responses address those comments. Responses to individual comments may refer back to
these topical responses by number and topic.

3.2 - COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

Topical responses are provided first followed by the individual reproduced comment |etters,
corresponding responses following the same organization as used in Section 2's List of Commentors.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 1: THE PROPOSITION 218 ELECTION

In 2007, the County conducted an election pursuant to “Proposition 218.” Proposition 218 isthe
“Right-to-Vote on Taxes Act” and was added to the California Constitution as Article 13D. The
procedures and substantive requirements for assessments established by Proposition 218 include:

o Determination of the proportional special benefits for overall project components.

o ldentify the parcels receiving special benefit.

¢ Determine the proportionate specia benefit to each property.

e Give property owners a45-day (minimum) notice of proposed assessment and ballot.

e Receive property owner ballots.

¢ Conduct a public hearing.

e Determineif a“majority protest” exists (if majority of ballots returned are in opposition of
assessment).

Asrequired by Article 13D, an Assessment Engineer’ s Report was prepared to identify the special
benefits that would be provided by the LOWWRP. The Assessment Engineer’s Report identified the
total estimated cost associated with the special benefits of the project, and apportioned those costs to
various properties as required by law. Ballots were distributed to property owners with the ballots
weighted in proportion to the proposed assessment amount for each property. In December of 2007,
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors counted the ballots and reported the results. 75.3 percent of the
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total valuation of the ballots was returned. The results were 20.33 percent no votes and 79.67 percent
yes votes, which is commonly reported as 80/20.

Additional information regarding the 218 election can be found on the LOWWP web site at
http://www.sl ocounty.ca.gov/PW/LOWWP.htm.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 2: PROJECT COSTS

The focus of the Draft EIR isto identify and disclose environmental effects, not project costs.
Neverthel ess, the Fine Screening Report (August 2007) provides detailed information regarding the
overall costs of the alternatives. However, al costs are estimates and include an appropriate range,
based on the level of information that is currently known about each alternative. Appendix C of the
Fine Screening Report provides detailed information on how all cost estimates were developed.

Based on the information in the Fine Screening Report and Assessment Engineer's report, estimated
project costs were developed. These costs are summarized in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1: LOWWP Overall Costs and Benefits

Total
Cost Estimates for a Monthly Semi- Annual
Typical Single Family Cost Payments Monthly Bill = Annual Tax Cost
Residence Estimate ($) Due (%) Bill ($) Estimate ($)
Monthly Utility Bill for 40 Monthly 40 N/A 480
Operations and Maintenance
Equivalent Monthly 150 Property N/A 900 1,800
Assessments Tax Bills
Equivalent Monthly Capital 10 Property N/A 60 120
Tax Bills
Subtotals 200 40 960 2,400
Equivalent Monthly On-Lot 50 Owner N/A N/A 600
Financed
Cost
Totals 250 — 40 960 3,000

Undevel oped properties were given an assessment of $0.00 in the 2007 Proposition 218 assessment
proceedings. A second Proposition 218 assessment could address the costs of solving the current
roadbl ocks to developing on vacant parcels in the prohibition zone (or re-devel oping under developed
parcels). The assessment would have to address wastewater costs, water supply costs, and habitat
costs. Alternatively, undeveloped properties would pay their share of project costs through hook-up
fees. Intheinterim, if the project is built with the capacity to serve those properties, costs would be
borne by existing residents, most probably as part of their monthly fees.
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Capital, operating, maintenance, and replacement costs of the project were developed in the Fine
Screening Report over its estimated useful life, which is often referred to as “life-cycle” costs.
Generally, a 30-year period was used, which matches the expected life span of many major project
components. (Although most major components of the systems may last longer than thirty years,
their capital costs will have been fully paid in that time frame or shorter.) Where major components
are not expected to last 30 years (such aslinersin treatment and storage ponds), the component
replacement costs over a 30-year period were included. This method also allows costs to include
annual operations and maintenance, plus appropriate replacement costs for the various alternatives.

From a CEQA perspective, it isimportant that the EIR address the reasonably foreseeable impacts of
the proposed project. Given that the majority of the prohibition zone is aready subdivided, and that
the arealies fully within the Urban Reserve Line, it is reasonable to expect that the areawill build out
within the lifespan of the LOWWP (50 to 100 years). Therefore, the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts
resulting from constructing a project based on the buildout of the service areato the extent those
impacts can be reasonably predicted.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 3: WATER RESOURCES AND THE PROJECT SCOPE

Several commentors focused on how the County is approaching water reclamation, beneficial reuse of
treated effluent, and sustainability of the groundwater supplies. Several state that agricultural
exchange must be a central component of the LOWWP. Several commentors also point to language
in AB 2701 identifying that the County has some legidative ability to implement water resource
efforts as part of the wastewater project. Several commentors assert that the Draft EIR is deficient in
this respect.

These comments seek to expand the LOWWP beyond solving the wastewater issue and do not
recognize the cooperative efforts between the water purveyors and the County under the Court
approved Interlocutory Stipulated Judgment; which is guiding resolution of the existing groundwater
litigation. Seawater intrusion is occurring and must be resolved. The LOWWP will reduce the
existing rate of seawater intrusion. Nevertheless, expanding the wastewater project to incorporate
other programs will repeat the LOWWP history of trying to do too much and then risking not funding
and constructing the project as aresult of further delays. RWQCB sanctions could also occur.
Developing awastewater project is the single most important issue to addressing the greater water
resource problem, and solving the water resource issue requires completing a wastewater project.

The County’ s wastewater project approach is to develop a project that provides the County, the water
purveyors and the community with the ability to solve the water resource issue. An approach that
attempts to solve all problems with one project could delay LOWWP construction under the premise
that al problems must be solved simultaneously or nothing should be done. Over the past two years,
following the guidelines of the Court approved Interlocutory Stipulated Judgment; the County has
met with the community, the purveyors, environmental, agricultural, and cultural groups, and each
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regulatory agency to develop a solution that is the best possible outcome for the community
considering the complexity of the challenges. Developing awastewater project for Los Osos must be
based on the practical realities of the challenges the community faces; the roles and responsibilities of
the County, the purveyors, the public, the Courts, regulatory agencies and others; and with the clear
understanding that solving all issues will not be accomplished with a single project—that multiple
issues exist and that the County’s multi-faceted approach and process is the most viable.

The LOWWRP approach to seawater intrusion is established in the project objectives: “Address water
resource issues by mitigating the Project’ simpacts to saltwater intrusion. Furthermore, the
wastewater project will maintain the widest possible options for beneficial reuse of treated effluent.”
Draft EIR Section 5.2, Groundwater Resources, together with Appendix D; clearly describes the
magnitude of the project’ s seawater intrusion impact together with the measures that will fully
mitigate thisimpact. The Broderson leachfield site is anticipated to provide 99 acre feet/year of
seawater intrusion mitigation; the conservation program would provide 88 acre feet/year of seawater
intrusion mitigation. Given that the LOWWP would have a seawater intrusion impact of 90 acre
feet/year, the project would provide approximately double the needed mitigation amount. (See Draft
EIR Section 5.2, Groundwater Resources; Draft EIR Appendix D, Groundwater Quality Resources,
and the Fine Screening Report’ s Sections 2.2 through 2.4.) Consequently, each mitigation effort
(Broderson or conservation) provides back-up for the other. The LOWWP does not in any way
prevent the community from achieving higher water use reductions through developing and
implementing more sophisticated, or more restrictive, mandatory conservation measures. Building
the LOWWP, which is essentially collecting and treating wastewater at a central point, will provide
the community a number of options for further treatment and reuse. The community can then develop
these effluent reuse optionsin concert with the water purveyors and possible agricultural participants.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 4: TERTIARY TREATMENT

The proposed LOWWP proposes secondary treatment meeting the waste discharge requirements of
the Regiona Water Quality Control Board. Site plans for the Tonini site provide for spaceto install
optional future tertiary treatment facilities. ; The Tonini siteitself islarge enough to accommodate
likely additional treated effluent storage needs for an agricultural and/or urban water reuse project by
converting some of the space for sprayfieldsto storage ponds. If inthe future it is determined that
some or al of the treated effluent should be treated to a higher level for reuse, then the entity
proposing that use (County and/or others) would comply with the Water Recycling Criteriaas well as
all other applicable statutes and regulations. The County intends to make treated effluent readily
available to the purveyorsfor their use in any future recycled water project that benefits the
community of Los Osos. Asan example, the County team along with Technical Advisory Committee
members and members of the public recently visited the Scott’s Valley Wastewater Treatment Plant
to observe the tertiary system installed at the treatment plant under an agreement with the water
purveyor. That system was designed and constructed by the City, in cooperation with the water
purveyor, and is operated by the treatment plant staff. This caseis agood example of cooperation
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between the wastewater agency and the water purveyor and can serve as agood model for similar
relationshipsin Los Osos.

Tertiary treatment al so raises the question of equitable costs. Reuse options would most probably
benefit alarger population than just those who own property or live within the RWQCB Prohibition
Zone. If areuse option that requirestertiary treatment is devel oped, the costs of that project,
including the tertiary component, should be borne by everyone who benefits from the project.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 5: ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION SYSTEMS

The analysisin the Draft EIR was conducted to “bracket” the potential impacts of the full range of
feasible collection systems alternatives. The gravity collection system represents the greatest amount
of disturbance in the public right of ways, while the STEP/STEG system represents the greatest
amount of disturbance on private properties. The impacts of the majority of aternative systems
would fall in between these two “brackets.” It should be noted that during the project development
process, the County produced a detailed technical memorandum on low-pressure systems (January
2008) which was fully reviewed by the Technical Advisory Committee. Many concerns were
expressed that low-pressure systems appear to have limited capability to contain wastewater during
power outages, with little to no opportunity to provide back-up systemsto avoid spills. Other systems
may have advantages in one area, with disadvantages in another. The approach taken in the Draft

EIR accommodates a full range of alternative collection systems that could be proposed through the
design/build process. Examples of potential alternatives include hybrid systems that incorporate areas
of low-pressure or vacuum pipelines as well as complete alternative systems.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 6: ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT SYSTEMS

Alternative wastewater treatment systems were evaluated in the Rough and Fine Screening reports
(March 2007 and August 2007). Those reports compared performance, cost, and other parameters to
the requirements established for the LOWWP. Theinitia list of treatment alternatives was narrowed
to three categories with one or more systems within each category, as follows:

¢ Suspended Growth Activated Sludge
- MBR - Membrane Bio-Reactor
- Biolac™
- SBR - Sequencing Batch Reactor
Oxidation Ditch
o Attached Growth Fixed Media
- Trickling Filters
- Rotating Biological Contactors (RBCs)
- Packed Bed Filters
o Advanced Treatment Ponds
- Advanced Integrated Wastewater Pond System (AIWPS®)
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- Facultative Ponds and Constructed Wetlands
- Partialy Mixed Facultative Ponds

Based on the particular Los Osos area requirements, and comparing the various technologies to each
other, the list was further narrowed to three treatment alternatives for evaluation in the Draft EIR as
discussed Draft EIR Section 7, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. These alternatives, which are all
viable systems, also encompass a full range of potentia impacts relative to land requirements, energy
use, and performance. The three technologies are:

e Biolac™
e Oxidation Ditch
o Facultative Ponds

The project selection process through the Design/Build Request for Qualifications is specifically
designed to invite alternative technology proposals. Should an alternative technology come forward
that meets all current criteria as well as the three technologies do, and reduces costs or environmental
impacts, that technology will be considered as well.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 7: ALTERNATIVE DISPOSAL OPTIONS

The effluent disposal alternativesin the Draft EIR al utilize the same set of disposal options. a
sprayfield at the Tonini site and subsurface disposal at Broderson. These options were selected
because they best meet the LOWWP' s objectives. These options:

e Comply with RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirements.

e Contribute to alleviating groundwater contamination by placing treated water at Broderson.

o Address water resource issues by mitigating the project’ s impacts on water supply and
saltwater intrusion by placing treated water at Broderson. And, by including space at the
treatment plant for further treatment and building a return line back to Broderson, maintain the
widest possible options for beneficial reuse of treated effluent.

¢ Incorporate measures to minimize potential environmental impacts.

e Minimize lifecycle costs and the related affordability impacts to residents.

e Comply with applicable local, state, and federal permits.

Other disposal options include potential leachfield sites within the community, as evidenced by the
project the LOCSD proposed in 2001. However, these urban leachfields require the use of multiple
street rights of waysto install leach lines, leading to on-going high maintenance costs and concerns
about the long-term effects of leachfieldsin the urban area. Together with Broderson, these sites,
could not accommaodate the entire expected flows, leaving a substantial volume (over one-third) of the
effluent needing disposal. A key project requirement is redundancy, including providing for an
aternate disposal area outside of the urban areain the unlikely event that for any reason in-town
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disposal is not usablein either the long or short term. Alternate in-town disposal sites would not meet
this redundancy goal, in addition to being unable to accommodate all of the flows.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 8: THE BRODERSON LEACHFIELD

Opportunities for realizing beneficial basin results lie in the unique geology and soilsin Los Osos,
and especially at the Broderson site. These conditions were identified during development of the
initial wastewater project proposal for Los Ososin 1985. Ancient dune sands overlie the Paso Robles
formation and create an effective water cleansing and storage condition. Water discharged to the
perched and shallow aguifersin the central and northern portion of Los Ososis quickly lost to the
Bay and to inaccessible portions of the subsurface aquifer; however, water discharged to the southern
edge of the sand formations, like those at Broderson, that have more favorable conditions to the upper
and lower groundwater aquifers and greater distance to the Bay, has an opportunity to spread both
downward and laterally through the subsurface formation, allowing for both filtration and
unsaturated soil zone treatment (aerobic). A partia key to this effect is the presence of lamellae,
which are thin clay layers (finer than a pencil) with a coating of iron oxides both above and below
each layer. Aswater contacts these discontinuous layers, it tends to move laterally until reaching the
edge of the lamella, then stair steps downward before reaching the next layer. This effect both slows
and spreads the water, allowing more soil contact time with its accompanying filtering and cleansing
effects, preventing over-rapid inflow of treated effluent into the deeper water bearing layers below.

An important aspect of disposing of treated water at Broderson is the timing and amount of effluent
that will disposed of at the site. “Application rate” describes the amount of water applied as aratio to
the surface area of soilsin contact with aleachfield trench. “Hydraulic loading” describes the amount
of water applied as aratio to the overall area of the site. Although various scientific studies addressed
the issue, work performed by Fugro Engineersin support of the County’s 1989 project involved the
construction of subsurface infiltration drywells, essentially alarge cylinder shaped excavation filled
with gravels. Water was introduced at varying rates and subsurface monitoring devices were used to
track the movement of the water. Because there was (and is) no readily available source of treated
wastewater effluent, potable water was used for these tests. The maximum soil infiltration rate was
measured at 180 gallons of water per day per square foot of area. However, the rate is adjusted
downward because the tests used water with alower solids component than treated wastewater. The
current project, in order avoid impacts not at Broderson but in areas closer to the Bay (see below) will
use a maximum hydraulic loading of 3.1 gallons of water per day per square foot of area. This
application rate is less than 2 percent of the observed infiltration rate and 12 percent of the maximum
design application rate, which allows for operational considerations such as soil column drying and
system maintenance.

The potential for treated wastewater to flow into the yards of residences on Highland Drive was
investigated in two studies prepared by Cleath and Associates and incorporated by reference into the
Draft EIR. The second study, Hydrogeologic Investigation of the Broderson Site Phase 2 Impact
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Assessment, dated November 2000, presents hydrogeol ogic modeling data compiled to determine the
best way to introduce treated wastewater to the site in amanner that: 1) helps cleanse the upper
aquifer and 2) avoids surfacing treated effluent down slope. Based on the analysis of subsurface
geology and the amount of wastewater disposed at the site, the study computes horizontal subsurface
travel timesfor treated effluent. The study concludes that a disposal leachfield located upslope of the
Broderson site covering an areain excess of 7 acres (the LOWWP has an 8-acre |eachfield) and with
amaximum disposal rate of 800,000 gallons per day will not result in the surfacing of treated effluent
along Highland Drive or in the Redfield Woods neighborhood in general. Over time, however,
treated effluent will migrate down slope toward the Bay where groundwater levels are shallower in
comparison to areas to the south. To provide further assurance that treated effluent will not surface in
this area, the amount of wastewater proposed to be introduced at the Broderson Site is reduced to
400,000 gallons per day.

Key background documents addressing the Broderson site include:

e Hydrogeological Evaluation of the Proposed Broderson Recharge Site, February 26, Metcalf &
Eddy

e Fina Los Osos Wastewater Project Technical Memoranda for Alternative Site Evaluation,
Alternative Treatment Process Evaluation, Alternative Collection System Evaluation,
Alternative Pump Station Evaluation, Infiltration Basin Evaluation, (revised) August 30, 1996,
Metcaf & Eddy

o Evauation of Effluent Disposal at the Proposed Broderson Recharge Site, November 21, 1997,
Metcaf & Eddy

¢ Hydrogeological Investigation of the Broderson Site, July 2009, Cleath & Associates

e Hydrogeological Investigation of the Broderson Site, Phase 2, November 2000, Cleath &
Associates

TOPICAL RESPONSE 9: WATER CONSERVATION MEASURES

The proposed LOWWP includes water conservation measures that are expected to reduce flows to the
wastewater treatment plant by at least 160 acre feet per year below expected wastewater generation
rates absent the water conservation measures. The resulting conservation will berealized as a
reduction of pumping from the over drafted lower aquifer system. While historical production from
the lower aguifer system has become aform of human made recharge to the upper aquifer system
through septic system recharge, the reduction in lower aquifer system production effectuated by
conservation will result in less seawater intrusion.

The conservation measures and their relative effectiveness were derived from the L os Osos
Community Services District Urban Water Management Plan, (December 2000), where severa
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alternatives for water conservation were identified. Three options were selected as being the most
cost effective:

1. Community Fixture Replacement - mandating that bathrooms be retrofitted with al low-flow
fixtures prior to hookup to the new sewer;

2. Public Education; and

3. High-Efficiency Appliance Promotion Programs.

The Urban Water Management Plan predicted that these three programs would reduce indoor water
consumption by 14.5 percent in nine years. To achieve the desired minimum 160 AFY reduction in
effluent, the LOWWP will implement these three water conservation measures as described in
Section 3.3.2 of the Draft EIR. The most effective is expected to be replacing domestic and
commercia bathroom fixtures, including toilets and shower heads, with low flow fixtures. Costsfor
atoilet replacement program were included in project cost estimates in the Fine Screening Report.
The reduction in overall water use in the prohibition zone equates to 160 acre feet less water pumped
from the lower aquifer on an annual basis. If the 160 AFY water conservation goal is not met, then
the LOWWP would work with the water purveyors to implement additional water conservation
measures.

The LOWWRP does not prevent the community from achieving higher water use reductions through
the development and implementation of more sophisticated, or more restrictive, mandatory
conservation measures.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 10: INFILTRATION, INFLOW, AND EXFILTRATION

Infiltration/Inflow (/1) and exfiltration rates of the various pipe joint alternatives are fully discussed
in the Flows and Loads Technical Memorandum (July 2008). According to that document, properly
installed bell-and-spigot sewers will be watertight at first, and then may slowly lose some of their
integrity as the surrounding soils shift, compressing the pipes, and compromising their seals at the
joints. Some studies show that PV C pipe with bell and spigot joint can perform as new, even after
decades of use, indicating that infiltration rates may be near zero (Bauer, 1990; Alferink, 1995;
Whittle, 2005). However, atreatment plant should be designed to accommodate a reasonably
conservative level of I/l. In order to ensure that levels of I/l do not rise to the point that they may
exceed the treatment capacity, or cause unwanted impacts a maintenance and rehabilitation program
will be ingtituted.

Communities with excessive I/l often are those with sewer systems dating from an era before modern
sewer construction techniques and materials and often included the use of combined sanitary and
storm sewers. The key to maintaining the watertight status of bell and spigot type pipejointsisthe
implementation of an ongoing Sewer System Management Plan, which is now a component of
Cdliforniaregulations (see the Preferred Project Evaluation in Appendix Q.1, Introduction, and
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Topical Response 12, Sewer System Management Plan). Never the less, using conservative figures
for treatment plant design, the Flows and Loads TM estimates 300,000 gallons per day be used as an
infiltration/inflow figure for the gravity sewer. Fusion welded pipe joints are expected to maintain
water tightness indefinitely, assuming an adequate monitoring program isin place to detect and repair
failures. Some degree of infiltration is expected to develop over time at the STEP tanks, although a
monitoring and maintenance program would address the issue. Exfiltration in either system would be
low as the mgjority of the gravity system is not pressurized and the STEP system (and pressurized
portions of the gravity system) use pipe systems designed for that application.

Draft EIR Appendix B, Project Description Data, Section 3.32, contains a discussion of exfiltration
issues related to both gravity and STEP systems. Draft EIR Section 5.7, Public Health and Safety,
and Appendix I, Public Health and Safety, analyze the environmental effects of exfiltration and
conclude that the volume expected from a modern system would not have a significant environmental
effect.

TOPICAL RESPONSE 11: CONSTRUCTION AND POST-CONSTRUCTION
STORMWATER

Any project involving earth moving has the potential to expose soils to rainwater, and to alter natural
drainage patterns in away that results in soil erosion and subsequent sedimentation. The Draft EIR
Appendix E-1, Expanded Drainage and Surface Water Quality Analysis, evaluates stormwater
impacts and proposes mitigation measures. In recognition of the potential negative environmental
consequences of soil erosion caused by construction projects, the EPA has devel ope