March 10th, City Council Meeting Comments
Christina Lai, Safewater Coalition
www.geocities.com/safewater94065

Good evening, Council members:

It's truly a pleasure to see council addressing the critical issue of water supply reliability as it relates to treated wastewater and sustainable growth, especially because it is apparent that so many profitable development projects are on-hold or are pending this analysis.  It is quite apparent from Attachments #1 and #2, that if we are to go with the wishes of these development interests we will be placing a significant demand on the Bay Area water supply with or without treated wastewater.   Just imagine 1900 at Marina Shores, a few thousand downtown, and some more here and there, and we'll have a lot more people depending on our existing water supply. 

So, should we go with treated wastewater, the only thing clear about health issues is that more research needs to be done.  Nothing is clear or concrete on safety.  We heard this first-hand from the State's own Recycled Water Task Force on Feb 26th.  As a result, on that day, Safewater Coalition challenged the task force and other proponents of treated wastewater to put their money where their mouth is.  I say we do the same here.  Should the city be interested in pursuing the use of treated wastewater in residential areas like our schools and parks, then the city should also step up to the plate and assume financial liability for health effects, short-term and long-term as well if it is that safe.

Now, if we go with treated wastewater, what is the real cost to the Redwood City Citizen in this time of statewide financial crisis?  How much will we be paying for this system, in taxes and bonds? (for those of you out there, remember bonds are also a form of tax).  On the issue of quality of life, how will we benefit in a drought by having more users on the water system?  Are we diverting money we could be using for other city services like public safety?

However, should we take a more rational, "sustainable growth" approach, it is obvious that through aggressive conservation programs, we can easily meet our water assurance targets for the next 10 years or more.  If accurate, the data clearly shows that we'll not only live comfortably within our means and probably be able to include critical priorities such as Kaiser and Sequoia but also not place our citizens at risk in residential areas.  The city currently proposes a 15% target for conservation.  However, it is very likely that we can achieve 30% with community cooperation and outreach.  We can make an even greater impact on both irrigation savings and indoor usage conservation.  At the State Task Force, the Deputy Director suggested that Redwood City look into a Radio Based ET Controllers for irrigation.  He even provided the phone number and the contact person for complete info. on the product at the State level!  There is even a workshop provided by California Urban Water Conservation Council on March 20th or 26th.  

From the city report, we are already quite successful on toilet rebates.  Let's keep up the good work and add other programs to the significant savings.  We can all benefit from this much more than the growth promised by developers.  I'd like to suggest you direct Mr. Ingram into more aggressive conservation programs with community outreach and partnership instead of this continued obsession with treated wastewater in residential areas.  As we've mentioned, for industrial, and commercial, especially closed looped, we have no issues.   

Now, for those of you in favor of affordable housing, who may see this as an attempt to thwart those efforts, I ask you to see through this rouse.   Let's be honest. How many people in this room really think $405K represents affordable for a 1 bedroom 1/bath unit?  How about $600K for a 2 bedroom/ 2 bath unit?  A comparable 2br/2ba unit in Redwood Shores is only $400K and that's not even considered affordable.  You think the average city employee or teacher can afford to raise their family at that price?  Is this even really "Smart Growth" being so far from the transit corridor?  As the county has shown, for a single mother with 2 kids to survive in this county, you need about $70K in income.  We need smarter affordable housing, not more costly projects like Marina Shores.  

Our point is if developers and their projects are truly the reason behind this treated wastewater project, then many of us in the Safewater Coalition are strongly opposed to having treated wastewater in residential parks and schools just to save 264.7 Acre-Feet so that we can have irresponsible growth at our citizen's expense.  As you know, we can save 458.8 acre-feet with Commercial/Businesses users.  HOA’s will most likely say no to recycled water but work closely with you to bring irrigation savings.  Even by saving enough water, new projects put us all at water sustainability risk or potential health risks in residential areas.


Once again, are we willing as a city to let developer interests or political ambitions stand in the way of the Redwood City citizen.   Let's develop a framework that addresses priorities for future development with the understanding of our constraints and community wishes.

