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= Cover a variety of topics and issues related to
water supply, wastewater, and water
resources
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ﬁep'neht review of DWWSP:

ion of alternatives
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= Timing of improvements
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-® Panel deliberations

* Prepared "Panel Report”



all Assessment of DWWSP~

S ' meets the stated project
ives:

' Pr OV|des reliable present and future water
“supplies
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i _ _-Improves quality of drinking water supply

= improves quality of wastewater effluents
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water rights to withdraw
ento River water
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= = ; of ability to purchase summer water
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0SS of funding opportunities

® Additional costs due to inflation
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ed costs to rewrite CEQA
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nel considered a prOJect alternatives:
e proposed DWWSP alternative was
med to meet the project objectives
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| :'o dfher alternative was identified that was capable
= ‘”’@f meeting the project objectives other than those
Ff = con5|dered by the PP:

e - Groundwater with well-head treatment
- Groundwater with centralized treatment

- Deep groundwater without demineralization
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'; jesign treatment processes specific to

ldual wells

~ "?'ght With Difficulties
_ | —Space constraints

—Cost of brine disposal — these costs alone rule out
the feasibility of this alternative.
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"is‘cency in water quality
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2SS maintenance than well-head treatment
-Ab Ilw to modify treatment processes to address
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- = ‘Disadvantages
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= - —Cost of brine disposal — these costs alone rule out
the feasibility of this alternative.
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)t require brine disposal

fol j' , carefully considered by Panel
C |I|ty of meeting project objectives

a -A _I costs savings:

__ 'ﬂ' 6derate compared to other options (Table 1, Appendix D)
'_:_; . Disadvantage:
= Wastewater effluent quality objective would not be met:
Could result in fines and litigation
to comply with NPDES permit
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sible subsidence

ncreased energy costs

55|b|I|ty of interference with U.C. Davis wells

; :éuallty of groundwater will deteriorate with time
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® "Fhé Panel concluded:

= This alternative appears infeasible and less attractive
than the alternative proposed for the DWWSP
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> commendatlons

nizing Cmﬁervatlon

TION.

d Reuse

'-'- | ant in a balanced portfolio

ren -Assembly Bill 2175 will require a 20 percent reduction in
r usage by 2021

_ —~=-é courage conservation and reuse to ensure a stable water
e G| pply during years of drought
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~ = DWWSP will greatly expand reuse potential of effluent due to
: - improvement in water quality

= Higher water quality yields more reuse options and greater
benefits
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of Water Recycling

vement in regional water supply
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.Ef':['_tural irrigation water reliability
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~— ® Potential for other uses in lieu of using
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- ground or surface water.
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Recommendatio —

R —
2 have benefited rrom some of the lowest water
|n Callfornla

 decision is made to proceed with the DWWSP,
the ew rates will be comparable to rates throughout
_ .j':..- State.

iblic Outreach Program:

~ = The PP are encouraged to develop an effective public
- outreach program that identifies the benefits the
DWWSP will provide to the public.
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onclusions of Panel”

 Resources Association and the PPs have
'-xemplary foresight in developing a

al plan and in submitting an application to
SWRCB for Water Rights to withdraw water from
_ acramento River.
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’W’thout this foresight, the PP would have had a
~much more difficult time in developing the
proposed DWWSP, which fully meets the three
stated project objectives.
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-Woodland Water
Greenhouse Calculations
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Energy Cost per Equivalents,

Year, thousands metric
ct Alternative of dollars tons/year
— 1,586 4,522
~ Surface Water 916 2,611
Treated
Groundwater 3,027 8,629
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ude impact on water rights, summer water
sing, meeting discharge requirements, relying
on aging infrastructure, and others.

e

= mme all viable means to cost-
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: rffectlvely design and implement DWWSP

= | ook at incorporating public-private partnerships that
do not sacrifice reliability, stability, and public health.

® Pursue grants, loans, and bonds to offset
costs minimize increases to water rates =



