To: Redwood City Council Mentbers
From: Colleen Jordan
Re: Motion to implement Counail Policy

on Recycled Water Use in Residential Areas

Policy: Redwood City will not make the use of Recycled Water
Mandatory to Current Home Owners or their Associations

Fellow Council Members,

Tonight I would like to ask you to make a2 commitment in the form of a Council Policy, as stated
above, not to force recycled water use on current homeowners.

The following are the reasons why this policy is logical, rational and reasonable.

1) QUESTION OF SAFELY,
a. We will never have Absolute Proof, Whether or not treated effluent is “safe” is

currently a hotly debated issue. As you can see in the attached report from the

Cahforma Recycled Water Task Force, “despite a long history of water rexse in California,
define...” We will never be able to

provevnth absolute conﬁdence that there will never be negative consequences as a
result of it’s intended use in Redwood City.

b. What is Acceptable today can become Unacceptable tomorrow. Both the State
and the EPA are studying the potential health risks of recycled water. Even if one or
both agencies declare a certain “acceptable” level of risk, we've seen vatious '
examples in history where government agencies have had to backtrack. The most
recent example takes place in Mountain View (see attached articles) where the EPA
had to backtrack on what they thought was an “acceptable” level of a compound in
the ground. This compound is now known by the EPA to be 60 times more
dangerous than they previously thought.

2) Equitability. The primary goal of Redwood City s Water Shortage Contingency plan is to
“Share bardships equitably among all water user dasses.” Yet, so far, the primary, biggest, most
expensive proposal in our Water Supply Reliability plans, is to force ONE CLASS of
residential water users (those with common landscaping) to disproportionately carry the
burden of a potential drought by mandating the use of treated sewage on their lawns near
their children and pets. The irony is that residents with HOAs (condos, townhomes and
many single-family homes) are already using less water than single-family homes without
HOASs because they have, on average, much less lawn and landscaping per family.

J3) Benefit of the doubt. The debate about the safety of recycled water s, for the time, 2 no-
win debate. The point here is that there is a substantial amount of residents in Redwood
Shores that do not want the thousands of unregulated substances found in treated
wastewater around thetr homes, their children and their pets. If the health of the rest of
Redwood City were at stake (i.e. probable or even possible death or illness for single-family
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homeowners as a result of water rationing), then the use of recycled water is worth the risk.
But that is not the case.

The benefit of the doubt cught to be given to the potential for adverse health consequences
regardless of drought over the potential for brown lawns in case of drought.

Devaluation of Property. With realtors compelled to disclose the use of recycled water,
the debate of safety becomes irrelevant with regard to property sales. Perception is reality —
and with a disclosure requirement regarding the use of recycled water — the reality will be
that buyers will understand that homes under mandatory recycled water use are inferior to
those using potable water.

Buyers in New Developments will have Choice. Making NEW developments subject to
recycled water use is fair. Those consumers will be able to choose whether or not to buy ot
rent 2 home where recycled water is being used.

Enclosures

L.
2.
3.

Letter from The Safewater Coalition
Two Newspaper Articles regarding EPA Backtracking on “Acceptable levels of risk”
Report from California Recycled Water Task Force
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Jan. 27, 2003

The Safewater Coalition
164 Monaco Dx.
Redwood City, CA 94063

Tor City Council Meeting Agenda,K Feb. 3, 2003

Redwood City Council

City of Radwood City

1017 Middlefield Rd.
P.0.Box 391

Redwood City, CA $4064-0391

Dear Redwood City Council Members,

Today, February 3rd, at our city council meeting you are going to make
another dec¢ision about recycled wastewater and how this city is going
to move forward on the process. In that context, the Safewater
Cealition has a few thoughts for you to review and respond. We

respactfully request that this letter be place in the City Council
moeting agends.

The 2002 State of California Recycled Water Task Force has stated that
there is no absolute proof of any health concerns. However, the
Chairman of this California State Recycled Water Task Force stated
clearly that there is health risks associated with treated wastewater.
In the report he states, “recent studies in environmental toxicology
and pharmacology have revealed potential long-term health risks
associated with chemical compounds such as disinfecticn byproducts,
pharmaceutically active compounds, pesticides, and personal care
products at low concentrations.” Said another way, our own state
ileaders cannot guarantee our health concerns when using treated
wastewater. How do you respond?

Locally, realtors are starting to require a new disclosure form from
Redwood City residents, specifically in Redwood Shores. This new
disclosure form requires a selling party to disclose that the
possibility of recycled wastewater will be used on local properties.
Your decision tonight will move the city closer to the possibility of
this water being used on private property, thereby risking decreased
property values and ultimately lower tax revenues to the c¢ity. How do
you respond?

You have pledged to NOT move the city forward on a recycled wastewater
project until all health concerns have been addressed and now you are
voting to move forward. How do you respond?

Mr. Ingram uses a drought as a ploy to get our city to meve forward on
this project. Yet, there is no drought. How do you respond?

Our vice mayor, Mr., Jeff Ira, sent a letter dated January 25th in which
he assured the residents of Redwood Shores that no project would move
forward into Redwood Shores with the vote on February 3" on recycled
water-pipelines. How do you respond?
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Mr. Ira also confirms the 2002 State Task Force has not finalized its
report. There are other scurzces nationally that discuss the health and
safety issues surrounding recycled wastewater. Ultimately, you will
need to state that there are absolutely no health risks to the
residents of Redwood City in order to approve the use of recycled
wastewater at our homes. Absent this statement and its basis, the City
Council will be in a vulnerable position. How do you respond?

Moving forward with the recycled water-pipeline moves the city a step
closer to later approval for its use right at our homes. Yet you
stated on the record in December that no decisions would be made until
all health concerns were mitigated. Did you mean what you said then or
have you changed your mind now? How do you respond?

The simple fact is that the decision to establish a large recycled
wastewater project is all about money.

The Safewater Coalition respectfully requests that you give due
consideration to this entire project. As it appears you are going to
approve this recycled water-pipelines tonight, we Tequest that you also
state on the record that no re lad water will be used in our
residential areas.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter and we all await your
public response tonight and continuing commitment to the citizens of
Redwood City,

Founder of Safewater Coalit .on
€°0-508-9688
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