
























































RESPONSE TO COMMF.NTS 

Comment 8-25 

The District asks how "weak slopes" urc dc{incd, imd suggests that a performance standunJ is needed for 
the implementation of the identified mitigation measures, 

Response 8-25 

Mitigation Measure 4.2.7 hos been reviRcd to provide specific standards for implementation. Please sec 
the Final BIR text for details. 

Comment 8-26 

The District suggests that specific rncdiun groundwater objectives are presented without the requirements 

for application, and impacts of percolation of wastewater at the JWTP and DWTP must be evaluated 
based on the water quality naturally present at those sites. 

Response 8-26 

The discussion of Basin Plan objectives and the impacts of percolation of wttstewater at the IWTP and 
DWTP have been revised to clarify the application of the objectives and existing groundwater quality. 

Please sec Section 4.3.2 for additional infonnation on existing water quality and Impacts 4.3.J and 4.3.3 
for project-related impacts from disposol at the DWTP and IWTP. 

Comment 8-27 

The District states that it manages 11nd distributes Centrnl Valley Project (CVP) surface water supplies to 
agricullurnl, municipal, and industrial users. 

Response 8-27 

Clarification on this point hos been added to Section 4.3 of the Final EIR. 

Comment 8-28 

The District srntes that it is both a wholesaler and a retailer of CVP surface water through the San Felipe 
Distribution System. 

Response 8-28 

Clarification on this point has been added to Section 4.3 of the Final BIR. 

Comment 8-29 

The District states tlmt it does not deliver water from Hernandez or Paicines reservoirs to agricultural 

users. The District adds that water rights are for recreation and groundwater storage for later extraction. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMl~NTS 

Respo11se 8-29 

Clarification on this point has been added to Section 4.3 of the Final Em. 

Comme11t 8-30 

The District suggests that the legend in F'igurc 4.3-2 should be corrected by changing "roundwater" to 
"groundwater." 

Respo11se 8-30 

Figure 4.3-2 has been corrected in the Final Em. 

Comment 8-31 

The District :;talcs that the groundwater model developed by the District and San Benito County was fir:;L 
developed in the early 1990s and was significantly modified and updated in 2001. 

Respo11se 8-31 

Clarification on this point has been added to Section 4.3 of the Final Em. 

Comment 8-32 

The District suggests that the discussion of model scenarios does not clearly present assumptions 
regarding water use, including municipal irrigation associated with City and County General Plan growth, 
increases in agricullurnl irrigation, and increased groundwater pumping for urban and agricultural 
development. The District also que~tions whether analysis is presented on the failure to implement wator 
quality improvements and recycling in Phase TT. 

Response 8~32 

The model scenarios have been revised to address all aspects of the project and agriculturul use and urban 
growth expected to occur during the 16-year planning horizon for the Proposed Project. Please see 
Section 4.3.2 "Model Scenarios" for additional information. The potential impacts of failing to 
implement water quality improvements and recycling is addressed in the analysis of the No Project 
Altcrn11tive in Section 6 of the Em. Because demineralization is a project component, it has been 
included in the evaluation of groundwater impucts. Both Phase I impacts (without demineralization) and 
Phase n impacts (with demineralization) have been identified in the Final Em. Please sec Response 8-1 
on implementation of Phase II. 
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Comment 8-33 

The District states that the discussion of thresholds of significance is well done, but that the threshold of 

"statistically detectable over II period of several decades" is not supported 11I1d a more supportable 
threshold should be tied directly to standards and contributions, 

Response 8-33 

The discussion of the thresholds of significance for the basin-wide salt balance has been revised. Please 
sec Section 4.3.3 and Impact 4.3.1 in the Final Em 

Comment 8-34 

The District note~ thut Table 4.3-1 and subsequent impact assessments are based on median values and 
not site-specific values as required by the Basin Plan. 

Response 8-34 

The impact of the Proposed Project on the basin-wide salt balunec has been revised to clarify the 

application of Basin Plan objectives in light of the existing groundwater quality. Please sec Impact 4.3,l 
in the Final BIR. 

Comment 8-35 

The District questions what threshold of significance was used to determine the significance of snit 

loading and suggests providing more ~upport for the conclusion that the project-related increase is not 

significanc. rn addition, the District suggests that the impnc1 that would result if Phase II were not 
implemented should be assessed for all groundwater impacts. 

Response 8-35 

The discussion of the thresholds of significance a11d the i1J1pact discussion for the basin-wide salt balance 

(Impact 4.3.1) have been revised. Please see Section 4.3.3 of the Final BIR. Demineralization, which is 

proposed to be implemented by 2015, would significantly improve the quality of DWTP effluent. 

Because demineralization is a project component, it has been included in lhe evaluation of groundwater 
impacts. Both Phase I impacts (without demineralization) and Phase n impacts (with demineralization) 
have been identified in the Pinal Bill. 

Comme11t 8-36 

The District suggests that the dlscussion of treated effluent disposal through spraytields and irrigation 
projects is dismissive of large increases in salinity, and nsks what the basis is of using the 3,000-mg/L 

TDS threshold presented in the Draft EIR.. !he District requests clarification of the standards or 
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beneficial uses that this threshold protects and whether this amount meeLs the requirements of the Basin 

Plan. 

Response 8-36 

The discussion of the thresholds of significance and ll1e discussion of the groundwater quality impact of 
spray fields (Impact 4.3.2) have been revised. Please soc Section 4.3.3 of the Final EIR. 

Comment 8-37 

The District questions whether Mitigation Measure 4.3.2, identified for impacts to groundwater quality 
from recycled water irrigation, is feasible. Tho District questions the type of wellhead treatment, and 
alternative water supplies referenced in the measures. Tho District questions whether blending, if 
utilized, would increa.~e the irrigation quantity, and if so whether there is enough land to accommodate 
additional irrigation. The District suggests thnt the use of CVP water is impractical, since in most years it 
is fully allocated. The District repeats its question as to whether tho 3,000-mg/L TDS threshold is 
supportt1ble (soc Comment 8-36), 

Response 8-37 

Clarification of the type of wellhead treatment and the source of alternative water supplies has been 
provided in the Final BIR (Mitigation Measure 4.3.2). Blending of recycled water with CVP water or 
groundwater may be used to reduce tho salinity of irrigation water. lf used, this would not increase the 
amount of irrigation, but would decrease the omount of recycled water disposed or at o specific sprayfield 
siLe. Mitigation Measure 4.3.8 (b) uipulatcs the need to provide adequate disposal cnpncity to address the 
lock of availability of CVP water. The District's comment on the 3,000 mg/l. TDS threshold is uddressed 
in Response 8-36. 

Comment 8-38 

The District suggests clarification of the proposed volumes of DWTP effluent lo be porcolutcd at the 
DWTP and IWTP. The District asks if the volumes presented by ilic City in the Em. and in the additional 
disposal site wlcction process are consistent and if the City assumes percolaLion 10 continue at existing 
levels. The District also asks if simulations include percolation from the proposed seasonal storage 
reservoir. 

Response 8-38 

The EIR assumes o maximum of 3,133 A.FY of effluent will be percolated at tho DWTP and thnt 796 
AFY of DWTP effluent wi ll be percoluLed at the IWTP. These volumes are based on existing disposal 
capacities. It should be noted that all additional effluent flows will be disposed of by sprnylields and 
recycled water uses developed nt other locations. All nows that arc in excess of the existing nows will 
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not be accommodated by increuscd percolation at the DWTP or IWTP. The Draft ElR identifies as 
mitigation an annu11l Compr1,,1hensive Effluent Disposal Plan (to be developed by the City and the District) 

that must identify adequate disposul capacity. The measure requires that "no vew wastewater service 

conncctiom, shall be pcnnitted unless adequate disposal capacity is identified to handle additional fl ows'' 
(Mitigation Measure 4.8.3(b) Draft EIR pg. 4.3-53). 

Comme11t 8-39 

The District asks if groundwater measurements from simulations are consistent wiU1 those from a recent 
geoteclmical investigation undertaken by the City of Hollister at the Hollister Municipal Airport. 

Respo,ise 8-39 

The groundwater model was revised to reflect data provided from a recent geotechnical inVCijtigation at 

the Hollister Municipal Airport. Assumptions on groundwater quali ty iind elevations were updated to 
reflect the new information. 

Comment 8-40 

The District states U1at it does not mointain an encroachment permit process. 

Response 8-40 

Clarification on this point has been added to Section 4.4 of the Final EIR. 

Comment 8-41 

The District suggests that obtaining a 404 permit is not mitigation, although there will likely be conditions 
required by the permit thut serve as mitigation. ln addition, the District suggests adding performance 

~tandards to the impact that discuses pipelines cro~sing jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

Response 8-41 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.5 has been revised to provide specific standards for implementation. 

Comment 8-42 

The District suggests that mitigation presented for pipeline construction impacts to special-status Rpecics 

rely on unknown feasibility and therefore cannot be relied on 10 reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
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Respo,isc 8-42 

Mitigation Measure 4.4.6 has been revised to ensure that impacts are reduced to a less than significant 
level. 

Commcr,t 8-43 

The District questions whether the mitigation measures identified to address impacts to spcci11l-status 
plant species from sprayfield development are feasible. The District specifically questions whether there 

is enough land to accommodate additional irrigution water if dilution is needed, and if there is enough 
land available to accommodate any buffers. 

Re11po,isc 8-43 

As discussed in Response 8-1, the EIR identifies as mitigation an nnnual Comprehensive Effluent 

Disposal Plan (to be developed by the City and the District) that must identify adequate disposal capacity 
for U1e DWTP. (Mitigation Measure 4.8.3(b) Draft BIR pg. 4.3-53). Under the measure, no new 

wastewater service connections shall be pemlitted unless adequate disposal capacity is identified to 
handle additional nows. This will ensure that adequate disposal capacity is provided through tho 

development of sprayfields and recycled water projects, and will necessarily factor in any limitations on 
that development, whether attributable to biological concerns or otherwise. 

Comme11t 8-44 

The District suggc~ts that the BIR does not consider potential power requirements for operation of an RO 
facility or welU1ead treatment, and states that even small RO plants typically require new substations. 

Respom;e 8-44 

As discussed in Re~ponsc 8-14, whether demineralization is provided 10 the water supply or to the DWTP 

effluent would be a significant factor in the power requirements for the facility. Because specific 
parameters on the size and energy requirements have yet to be determined, demineralization is analyzed at 

a program level in the EIR. The development of the demineralization facility will therefore require 

additional CEQA review, which will address energy supply and infrastructure requirements. Wellhead 

treatment is one option presented for mitigating impacts to adjacent groundwater wells. Due to the 
limited volume of water that would be treated, U1e power requirements are expected to be minimal. 

Comment 8-45 

The District suggests that the air quality analysis should be expanded to evaluate the construction and 

operation of a RO/demineralization facility. In addition, tho District suggests that when considered 
cumulatively with operation of the MBR facility, there is a potential to exceed air quality thresholds. 
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Respo11se 8-45 

As discussed in Responses 8-14 and 8-44, the size and infrastructure of the proposed demineralization 

facility have yet to be determined. Because these parameters have yet to be determined, demineralization 
is analyzed at a program level in the EIR. Future CBQA review will address air quality impacts from 

construction and operation of the facility. However, air quality impacts from the operation of the 
evaporation ponds associated with demineralization are addressed in Impact 4.8-1 l. 

Comment 8-46 
The District suggests that the number of trips and associated air quality effectS from vehicular traffic for 

biosolids disposal could be substantial for short-term disposal. 

Response 8-46 

Impact 4.8.3 of the Pinal BIR has been revised to include a discussion of the potential air quality impacts 
from traffic associated with biosolids disposal. Disposal would occur infrequently, once every 16 years, 

and would add less than 40 truck trips per day to the roadways for a 30-day period, resulting in less than 
significant air quality impacts. See Section 4.8.3 of the Final EIR. 

Comment 8-47 

The District suggests that the descriptions of the alternatives provides little justification for selecting the 
Proposed Project over other alternatives, and that including a matrix summarizing the screening criteria 

and resulls would be helpful. In addition, the District suggests arranging the analyses by alternative rather 
than resource area. 

Respo11se 8-47 

While the District's preferences on the ~tyle of presentation are appreciated, Section 6 of the EIR provides 

a clear discussion of the alternatives. The alternatives anulysis presents the range of alternatives 

examined by the City and District for tho treatment and disposal of wastewater, the criteria used in 

screening the alten,atives, and the basis of alternative selection. Additional reference to the evaluation of 

treatment and disposal alternatives provided in the LTWMP (Appendix D) has been provided in the Final 
EIR (Section 6). 

With respect to the basis for selecting the Proposed Project over the other alternatives, EJR Sections 6.2.2 

and 6.2.3 analyze the potential impacts of the Proposed Project relative to the wastewater treatment and 

effluent disposal alternatives for each environmental impact category. The .BIR notes that the comparison 

of the treatment alternatives, including the BAS, Oxidation Ditch, and SBR systems, determined that each 

ha~ !l sirni111r level of environmental impacts as the proposed MBR facility, although each produces a 

lesser quality effluent than the Proposed Project (DEIR p. 6-18). The comparison of the disposal method 
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alternatives, including a surface water discharse to the San Benito River and the construction of new 
percolation beds, detennined that while each alternative would have lesser impacts to some environmental 
categories, both alternatives would increase impacts to hydrology and waler quality, and biological 
resources (DEIR p. 6-19). Under the surface water discharge alternative, the dischurge of the quantity of 
water anticipated could lead to increases to surface and groundwater levels, and possibly contaminants; 
and, would require an extensive permitting process (DEIR p. 6-19). Under the new percolation pond 
altemative, disposal of wastewater effluent could contribute to high TDS levels in the groundwater basin 
(DEIR p. 6-19). As to the No Project Alternative, analyzed in BIR Section 6.2. l, although 
implementation of this alternative would result in fewer adverse environmental effects than would occur 
under the Proposed Project and other alternatives, the overall degree of adverse impacts to water quality 
would be more significant (DEIR p. 6-19). 

Comment 8-48 

The District suggests that the alternative treatment processes and effluent disposal alternatives should 
reference Appendix D, where this information is derived, and matrices on pages 6-10 and 6-11 , to clarity 
the selection of these particular alternatives for evaluation. 

Response 8-48 

As noted in Response 84 7, additional reference to the evaluation of treatment and disposal alteniatives 
provided in the LTWMP (Appendix D) has been provided in the Final BIR (Section 6). 

Comment 8·49 

The District suggests that program-level components not specifically covered under a project level of 
analysis should be identified. 

Response 8-49 
Clarification on this point has been added to Section 6.2.4 of the Final EJR. 

Comment 8-50 

The District suggests that Section 6.3 of the BIR provides no information thut shows how much less the 
difference is between the effluent quality of each alternative and that of the Proposed Project. The 
District suggests that additional information on the impacts of the alternatives be provided to support the 
identification of the environmentally superior alternative. 

Response 8-50 

SecUon 6.3 of the EIR identifies the environmentally superior altemutive and explains the basis for the 
selection of the Proposed Project relative to the other alternatives. This discussion draws on the analysis 
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or alternatives presented in Sections 6.2.2 und 6.2.3, which charnc1crize the relative impacts of the 
alternatives. Clari fication on this p0int has been added to Scctioll 6.3 of the Final EIR. Please also see 

Response 8-47. Specific to effluent qunlily, sec LTWMP (Appendix D), Section 6.3, Wastewater 
Treatment Alternatives, which evaluated the MBR and three other treatment al ternatives a_nd determined 

the M BR produces extremely high quality effl uent, superior to the three alternatives (Appendix D, pp. 6-

23. Sec also, pp. 6-11, 6-17, and 6-29). 

LETTER 9. TERRY ROBERTS, DIRECTOR - STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'S 
OFFICE O•' PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND 
PLANNING UNIT 

Comment 9-1 
The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft BIR to selected ~tatc agencies for 

review. The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse has enclosed a list of state ageocics that 
reviewed the Dmrt ETR 11I1d the comments received from the responding agencies. 

The commenter provides a list of state agencies that reviewed the Drart BIR in the first attachment to the 

letter. The commenter provides comments submiued by the State Water Resources Control Board in the 

second attachment to the letter. 

Response 9-1 

All comments received during the public review period have been considered and responded to by the 
City of Hollister during the prcppration or this Final BlR. The comment letter submitted by tho State 

Water Resources Control Board hos been considered and responded to ns Letter 1. Refor to the discussion 

of Leiter l above. 

LRTI'ER 10. T ERRY ROB!l:RTS,DIRECTOR-STATEOF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR'S 
OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RF--SEARCH, STATE CLEARJNGHOUSF. AND 
Pl_,ANNING UNIT 

Comment 10-1 

Tho conunenter stale$ that the State Clearinghouse has enclosed comments received from responding 

agencies after the close of the state review period on September 8, 2006. The commenter states that 

although CEQA docs not require lead agencies to respond 10 late comments, u,e State Clearinghouse 

encourages that the enclosed comments be considered and responded to in the final environmental 

document. 
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The commenter provides comments submitted by the Department of Conservation, Division of Land 
Resources as an attachment to the letter. 

Respo11se 10-1 

All comments rcocivcd by the City of Hollister regarding the Draft EIR have been considered and 
responded during the preparation of this Final Bffi. The comment letter submitted by the Department of 
Conservation, Division of .Land Resources has been considered and responded to as Letter 6. Refer to the 
discussion of Letter 6 above. 

LETTER 11. PAUL BREEN 

Comme11t 11-1 

The commenter states that, as a member of the of the Hollister farming community with property west of 
the city limits, he supports the proposed development of a wastewater solution for Hollister, and the 
expansion of the wastewater treatment plant. The commenter expresses concern regarding the costs of 
modifying existing irrigation practices to eliminate runoff waters in areas that accept reclaimed water. 
The commenter states the project should evaluate additional public use of reclaimed water, including 
public landscaped areas. The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR should include additional 
infomtation on the economic impacts of the project to the cotrtmunily and proposed financing. 

Respo11se 11-1 

The City appreciate.~ the commenter's support and stated concerns. The costs of developing the l'roposed 
Project have been considered by the Cily. Additionally, the City has engaged in a series of public 
meetings to lnfonn residents of the increase in rates and to gather input form the community. Pursuant to 
CEQA rcqui_remcnts, the scope of environmental impact reports Is limited to physical changes to the 
environment that could occur as a result of a project. Therefore, economic impact~ are analyzed only Lo 
the extent that they would result in physical envir-onmental consequences. As it is not expected th11t the 
economic impacts of the project would result in physical environmental changes, this issue area is not 
analyzed in the EIR. 

With regards to the suggestion of utilizing recycled water to irr-igate public facilities, including 
landscaped areas, the City has analyzed this possibility within the Proposed Project. As identified in 
Section 3.4.4, urban uses - including public facilities such as parks and schoolyards - are being 
considered for recycled water use. 

With rcgurds to the stated concerns of the costs of modifying existing irrigation practices to uti lize 
recycled water, the City is aware that utilizing recycled w11tcr will require additional management. As the 
commenter states, precautions would be required to generally eliminate the runoff of recycled water. This 
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would require tailwater collection ditches, return pumps and other operational modifications. The City 

understands that there would be costs associated with these measures, but the recycled water is expected 

to provide a valuable source of irrigation that would offset these costs. As noted in Section 3.4.3 of the 
BIR, the location of irrigation projects would depend on landowner interest, infrastructure costs, 
feasibility and other concems. The use of recycled water for irrigation would be voluntary. 

LETTER 12. PAT LOE, CHAIR - SAN BENITO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Comme11t 12-1 

The commenter, the Sun Benito County Board of Supervisors (Board), states that the Board has reviewed 
the Draft BIR and appreciates the overall examination of issues and the desire to improve water quality in 

the project area over time. The l3oard states concerns that Phase I sprayfields could potentially affect tho 
quality and quantity of groundwater and is concerned that Phase lI improvements arc identified for 

implementation too far into the future. The Board suggests that unless concrete back-up plans are made 
in the event that water quality issuci; arise, the Draft EIR and project plans should be further developed as 

to a solution to move forw11rd with Phase II more quickly and minimize concepts such as sprayficlds in 

Phase I. The Board states that it docs not want the City to make decisions that could lead to further 
damage to the County's 1,rroundwater and aquifers. 

Respo11sc 12-1 

The City appreciates the Board's comments and will continue lo work with San Benito County to 

improve water quality. Through the lengthy planning process and the environmental review process the 

City has formulated a concrete plan that improves the manner in which treated wastewater will be 
di8posed. The Proposed Project has been designed specifically to address existing impacts to water 

quality and quantity as a result of wastewater dii;posal. The City coordinuted with the Water District and 

Sun Benito County during a lengthy evaluation of disposal alternatives. These evaluations led to the 
selection of the proposed Phase I disposal strategy, which involves the use of existing percolation and 

proposed sprayfield development, as the best interim solution to water quality concerns. All other options 

were eliminated due to a greater level of environmental impacts or because they were found to be 

infeasible. Through the CEQA process, the poten1i11l environmental impaclR of sprayfield development 

have been carefully analyzed and mitig11tion measures hove been identified for all potentially significant 
impacts. As shown in the ElR, with application of these measures, all impacts to groundwater will be 

mitigated to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measure 4.8.3(b) of the Draft ElR identifies as 

mitigation an annual Comprehensive Effluent Disposal Plan that is to be developed by the City in 

cooperation with the Water District. The measure requires that "no now wastewater service connections 

shall be permitted unless adequate disposal capacity is identified to handle additional flows." This 

disposal plan will require th11t adequate disposal capacity be identified prior to increasing the amount of 

wnstewuter treated al the DWTP. The language of this meusurc has been revised in the Final EIR lo 
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ensure chat San Benito County is consulLed during development of the Comprehensive Effluent Dispo~al 
Plan. Please sec Section 4.3.3, Mitigation Measure 4.8.3(b) of the Finni Em. 

The City would like to emphasize that it has committed to an aggressive schedule for the implementation 

of demfoeralization in Phase 11. The City would also like to point out 1hat San Benito County was equally 

involved with development of 1hc Phase 11 schedule and has agreed to that timing as a matter of policy. 
The proposed improvements to the DWTP would be operational in 2008, and City, San Benito County, 

and the San Benito County Water District have committed to implementing dcmineralizalion by 2015 
only seven years la1er. It should be noted that demineralization that will require extensive facilities will 
take years to plan und build. The City is already actively engaged in plunning these facilities through the 

identification and environmental review of deminem.lization facilities in this Em. Demineral ization is 
also being addressed through development of the Hollister Urban Area Water and Wastewater Master 

Plan, a joint planning effort being undenaken by the City, Water District, and San Benito County. 

Comment 12-2 

The Board questions whether the Ci Ly has a plan in the evenl 1hat Phase II of the Proposed Project can not 

be implemented. The Board questions how the schedule for implernenlntion of Phase II would be affected 
if contamination of wells or other issues were to occur In Phase I of the project. The Board states that a 

plan should be developed for polen! ial pr"Oblems along with the cost of moving to Phase IT sooner. The 
Bo11rd questions when the project will meet the water quality standards oullined in the MOU. 

Response 12-2 

The City's proposed strategy for wastewater disposal prior to implementn1ion of Phase ll includes the use 
of spruyfields in Phase I and continued percolo1ion at the DWTP and IWTP. The impacts of Phase I have 

been exhaustively analyzed wiLhin the EI_R and mitigution measures have been identified 10 protect 

groundwater quality. The ECR concluded that impacts to groundwater would be less than significant wiLh 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures. 

The EfR has specifically addressed the poteruinl impacts to wells from the operation of sprayfields. 

Mitigation for the potential contamination of wells includes the installation of monitoring wells, 

groundwater monitoring, and measures to address any substantial increases in groundwater salinity. 

These mensures include reducing or eliminating recycled water irrigation, blending recycled water with 
CVP water or groundwater to reduce the sul inity of irrigation water, and providing an alternative water 

supply for affected wells (Mitigation Measure 4.3.2). It is concluded that with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3.2, impacts to groundwater would be less lhun significant, and would not affect 

benefi cial uses. Therefore, contamination of wells is not expected to offect the implementation schedule 

of Phase ll of the Proposed Project. As identified in the ErR, the water quality standards detailed in the 

MOU would be met by 201 5, with implementation of demineralization. 
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Comment 12-3 

The Board slates that the Draft BIR discusses the Phase I development of sprayfields al the Hollister 
Municipal Airpot1, the San Juan Onks golf course, at the Pacific Sod Fann 1111d ureas north of Freitas 

Road, and lhe eastern portion of the Flint Hills. The Board states that they are concerned that the 
development of sprayfields at these locations in Phase l could result in damage to soils and groundwater. 

The Board notes that if heavy rainfall were lo occur, salts would not be absorbed by plants and could 

leach into the groundwater. The Board states concem that Phase II may not occur, and that additional 
options should be considered to treat/disperse the salts to uvoid groundwater problems. 

Response 12-3 

Impacts 10 soil and groundwater qu111ity as a result of Phase I sprayficld developments are exhaustively 

addressed in the BIR. The impact analysis of soil and groundwater impacts fully accounts for the effect 

of rainfall in leaching salts into the groundwater. Section 4.3.2 and Section 4.3.3 of the BIR conclude that 
impact11 to soil salinity and groundwater quality as n result of Phase l sprayfields would bo less than 

significant with implementation of recommended mitigation measures. Specifically, potentiai Impacts to 
soil will be addressed through monitoring and utilizing appropriate iZTigation methods (Final EIR 

Mitigation Measure 4.2.5). Potential impact.~ to groundwater quality from sprayficlds will be addressed 
through monitoring, reducing or eliminating recycled water irrigation and blending recycled water wit11 

CVP water or groundwater to reduce the salinity of irrigation water (Final EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2). 
It should be noted that the County was included and agreed to the use of sprayfields for Phase I disposal 

and that the County has been and will continue to be consulted in the selection of sites for sprayfield 
disposal. 

Again, the City ernphnsiics its commitment to implementing demineralization and other components of 
Phase II. As discussed in Response 12-1, the City is actively planning for de1nincrulization by the year 

2015. This commitment is memorialized in the language of the MOU between the City, Water District, 
and San Benito County and has been adopted as policy by all three agencies. 

Comment 12-4 

The Board states that the amount of acreage to be used for Phase II sprayfield projects is unclear. The 

Board states that the determined acreage for Phase II of the Proposed Project should be consistent 
between the BIR and the Recycled Water Project documents. 

Response 12-4 

In Section 3.4.2, the EIR states that II maximum of 1,200 acres of sprnyfields would be required by 2023. 

As noted, this figure does not take Into account recycled water projects that would be developed in Phase 
I and TI. Additionally, it is not possible to identify the exuct quantity of acreage that will be utilized for 

disposal as this is dependant on a number of factors including crop types, soils types, and other 
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conditions. As described in the EIR, the use of sprayfields would be phased out as the 11gricultural use of 

recycled water becomes increasingly feasible with improved water quality from demineralization. It 
should be noted that the acreage that is identified to be available for recycled water use in the Recycled 
Water Feasibility Study far outweighs anticipated wastewater disposal needs. 

Comme,,t 12-5 

The Board states that the discussion in Section 4.1 requires further investigation regarding whether or not 
public services ca.n be implemented on Williamson Act contracted land. The Board states that the EIR 

should contain specific language stating whether or not there will be an issue or remedy ossociatcd with 
developing public facilities on Williamson Act contracted land. 

Response 12-5 

Impacts associated with the potential future location of an off-site storage basin and evaporation ponds on 

Williamson Act Lands arc discussed under Impact 4.1.10 of the EIR. In response to comments received 
on the Draft BIR, it was determined that termination of a Williamson Act contract would be considered a 

potentially significant impact under CEQA and that although the City may follow statutory requirements 
in terminating a contract, the impact of the terminntlon ill not reduced. As a result, Impact 4.1.1 O of the 

Final EIR was revised to state that potential impacts to Williamson Act land~ resulting fmm the 
development of off-site facilities are considered potentially significant. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 

4.1.10 has been added to the Final EIR to require that the development of the storage basin and 
evaporation ponds avoid parcels under Williamson Act contract, thereby reducing the impact to a Jess 
than significant level. 

Comment 12-6 

The Board states that the County is concerned that the eJdsting wastewater treatment planlll contribute to 

some of the water quality degradation in the San Juan Valley. The Board requests discussion and 
thoughts as to how this issue should be addressed in the EIR. 

Rcspo11se 12-6 

The discussion of existing water quality impacts associated wHh the existing operation of the DWTP and 

IWTP has been expanded within the Pinal BIR. Refer to Section 4.3 of the Final EIR for detailed 
infonnation on existing impacts to water quality as a result of operation of the DWTP and IWTP. The 

Proposed Project was designed to address existing impacts through improving the quality of the treated 

effluent and developing sprayfields and irrigation projects to decrease the amount of water that is being 
disposed of at the DWTP and IWTP. 
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PUBLIC MEETING, AUGUST 15, 2006 

A public meeting was held to address questions and issues regarding the Drafl EIR for the Proposed 
Project at the Veteran's Memorial Building in the City of Hollister on August 151

", 2006. Much of the 
discussion at this meeting was in reg!lfds to potential increases in sewage rates as a result of the proposed 
improvements at the DWTP. City staff was on hand to address these issues. However, this topic is not 
included withjn the scope of environmental review required by CEQA and is therefore not discussed 
further within this Ellt Relevant issues discus6ed at the public meeting that relate to environmental 
Issues within the scope of this document are surmnarized and responded to below. These comments are 
numbered according to the order of discussion ut the meeting. The complete transcript of the public 
meeting is provided as Attachment B of th.is Final EIR, Volume I. 

Meeting Comment 1 - Hazardous Materials and Sludge Disposal 

Several questions were raised regarding the production and disposal of hazardous waste and sludge 
resulting from the project. One commenter expressed conccm regarding health risks associated with 
sludge disposal. See discussion provided i11 the transcript page 2 line 2 through page 4 lilw 20. 

Respo11se 

Hazardous materials generated by the Proposed Project would be limited to minor amounts associated 
with the use of chemicals during operation of the plant, 1111d potentially salt concentrate generated in 
evaporaLion ponds as II byproduct of demincrnlization in Phase II. Impacts associated with the handling 
of chemical substances and the disposal of salt concenlrate arc discussed in Section 4.6.3 of the Final EIR. 
The BIR concluded that impacts associaLed with hazardous waste would be less than sii;nific11nt with 
incorporation of recom1nended mitigation measures. 

As discussed in the meeting and described in Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIR, biosolids are considered a 
non-hazardous was!c. On a ten to fifteen year basis, biosolids would be collected at the DW'rP and 
disposed of at a certified locution or reused for a beneficial purpose. Compliance with USEPA 
regulations would ensure human health hazards would not occur. Potential impacts to landfill operations 
associated with the disposal of biosolids arc discussed under Impact 4.7. 1.. The BIR concluded that 
impacts would be less than significant, 

Meeting Comment 2 - Wastewater treatment technologies 

One commenter asked whether any wastewater treatment facilities similar to the Proposed Project are 
locuted in the general area, and who! types of wastewater treatment technologies are being utilized in 
public facilities near the project area. See disc11ssion provided i11 the transcript page 4 line 21 through 
page 7 line 20. 
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Response 

As discussed in the meeting, membrane biorenctor (MBR) technology has been used for the treatment of 
wastewater at various public facilities in California for the last three or four years. 'fhe use of this 
relatively new technology is becoming increasingly common due to new state regulations und 5cveral 
advantages including the smaller footprint and amount of concrete required when compared to other types 
of treatment facilities. Some examples of California municipalities that utilize MBR technology for 
wastewater treatment include the City of American Canyon, the City of Corona, and the City of Redlands. 

Meeting Comment 3 - Sprayficl,l selection anti locations 

One conunenter questioned how sprayfield sites were selected and how far they would be located from 
the plant. See discussion provided in Ille lranscripl paf:e 7 line 21 through page 7 line 20. 

Response 

The area identified for the potential development of sprayfield sites is shown in Figure 3.3 of the BIR. As 
discussed in the meeting and described in Section 3.4 of the EIR, San Juan Oaks Golf Course and the 
Hollh;tcr Airport arc being evaluated at a project specific level for the development of sprayfield. 
Additional selection of sprayfield sites will consider factors such us crop suitability, proximity to the 
DWTP, and other environmental factors. In Phase 11 of the Proposed Project, it is anticipated that as the 
salinity level of the treated effluent improves, sprayf1eld sites will gradually be eliminated and treated 
wastewater would be used primarily for the irrigation of agricultural crops. This use would offset the use 
of CVP water. 

Meeting Comment 4 - Spray.field impacts to groundwater levels at the Hollister Airport 

One conunenter questioned how sprayf1eld sites would effect groundwater levels at the Hollister 
Municipal Airport. See discussion provided in the transcript page 1 I li11e 21 though page J .3. 

Response 

Potential impacts to water levels associated with development of Sprayfields at the Hollister Municipal 
airport are discussed under lmpact 4.3-l l of the Final EIR. As discussed in the BIR, although the 
increase in groundwater levels !Is II result of sprayfield operation at the Holli~ter Airport is not expected to 
affect the root zone of plants or future construction activities, because groundwater levels are rising in the 
11rc11 mJtigation has been recommended to avoid potential impacts. These measures will include 
measuring of groundwater levels at several monitoring wells down gradient of the sprayfields. If 
significant changes in groundwater levels arc observed, increased pumping of municipal wells in the area 
would bo used to bring the water table down. 
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Meeti11g Comme11t 5 -Cavacity and locatiori of seaso11al storage /Jasi11s 

One commenter questioned where seasonal storuge basins would be located, and what capacity of storage 
would be provided. Sac tllsc11ssion provided in the transcript page 15 lines 3-19. 

Respo11se 

As shown in Figure 3-1 of the BIR, the Proposed Project would include the construction of an on-site 
seasonal storage reservoir, which would be developed west of Highway 156 at rhe existing DWTP site. 
This reservoir would provide approximately 1,500 acre-feet of storage capacity for treated wastewater 
during the winter months when agricultural irrigation and sprayfield 11pplication is not feasible. 
Additionally, Phase II of the Proposed Project could potentially involve the development of a 670 acre 
foot capacity off-site seasonal storage reservoir, The location of this storage reservoir has not been 
identified. This aspect of the Proposed Project is evaluated on 11 programmatic level within the EIR as 
specific plans have not yet been developed. Construction of an off-site storage bnsin will involve 
additional environmental review. 

Meeting Comme11t 6 - Odor of treated efflueut 

One commenter questioned whether or not the treated effluent would have an offensive odor. See 
discussion provided in the transcript page 15 line 20 through page 17 line 21. 

Response 

As discussed in the meeting nnd SecUon 4.8 of the BIR, the tertiary treated effl uent that would result from 
the proposed MBR facility would be higher quality and produce a lower level of odor compared to the 
existing treatment process. A detailed discussion of odor related impacts associated with development of 
the Proposed Project is included under Impact 4.8.5 of the E.LR. The EIR concluded Urnt the prciposed 
odor control technologies that would be developed with the MBR facility would be sufficient to reduce 
odors to a less than signiticant level. 

Meetin.g Comment 7 - Groundwater quality improvements 

One commenter questioned how long after implementation of the Proposed Project would it take to sec 1111 

improvement in the groundwater quality of the San Juan Valley aquifer. Sec di.vcussior1 provided /11 the 
transcript page 17 line 24 through page 19 line 5. 

Respo11se 

Section 4.3.2 of the ETR provides a detailed discussion of existing impacts to water quality as a result of 
operation of the DWTP and percolation of treated effluent. Anticipated impacts as a result of 
implementation of the Proposed Project arc discussed under Section 4.3.3 of the Final BIR. As discussed 
in the meeting, decreased percolation and improvements to the quality of the treated effluent that would 
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occur in Phase I would assist in improving the groundwater quality in the San Juan Valley aquifer. 

However, it is expected that qual ity of the treated effluent would significantly improve with 

demineralization in Phase II of the Proposed ProjGCt. At this time it is expected that a no1iceablc,1 
improvement to groundwater qu!ility would occur. 

Meeting Comme11t 8 - Phase II implementation 

One conunenter questioned when Phase TI of the Proposed Project would occur and what would be 
accomplished during this time. See discussion provided i11 the transcript page 19 line 7 through page 22 
line 12. 

Response 

A detailed description of :Phase Hof the Proposed Project is provided in Section 3.4.2, Section 3.4.4, and 

Table 3-1 of the Em. As described in the EIR and discussed in U1e meeting, Phase TT of the Proposed 
Project is expected to begin approximately in 2014, with implementation of demineralization occu1Ting in 

the year 2015. Demineralization in Phase 11 is expected to improve U1e quality of the treated emuent to a 
level sui table for agricultunil irrigation in the San Juan Valley and elsewhere. Additionally. 

dcmincraliz.ation combined with other elements of the Salt Management Program, including the proposed 
water softener ordinance, is expected to improve the quality of groundwater over time. 

Phase II of the Proposed Project would also consist of upgrading the treatment capacity of the DWTP 

from 4.0 MOD to 5.0 MGD. The timing of this upgrade is dependent upon increased demand for 
treatment at the DWTP. 

Meeting Comment 9 - Water quality standards 

One commenter questioned what types of standards are provided for salt content in water. See cl/sc11ss/on 
provided i11 the transcript page 25, line 18 through page 27, line 5. 

Respo11se 

As stated in the meeting, the EPA sets federal standardR for drinking water quality. These standards arc 

reflected in the Basin Plan water quality objectives for San Benito County. The secondary standard for 

drinking water is 500 mg per liter. This is not considered a health standard, but rather an aesthetic 

standard. The salt content for agricultural irrigation purposes can be much higher. Additionally, the 

Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal Basin (Basin Plan) provides water quality objectives 
to serve as a baseline for evaluating water quality management in the basin. The Proposed Project has 

been identified to comply with the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board's requirements in 
implementing the Basin Plan. The proposed project's consistency with water quality objectives outl ined 

in the basin plan is discussed under Impact 4. 1.3 of the ElR. The EIR concluded that the Proposed 
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Project would be consistent with water quality objectives. A detailed discussion of water quality 
rcgulutions is provided in Section 4.3. l of the BIR. 
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