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8.4.1 Responses to Comments from California Coastal 
Commission 

CCC-1 The Lead Agencies acknowledge the California Coastal Commission’s commendation 
of the project applicant’s selection of subsurface intakes in order to avoid and minimize 
adverse effects on marine life. 

CCC-2 Alternatives that would avoid impacts on primary and/or secondary habitats were 
evaluated in the EIR/EIS. Although Alternative 1 is considered to result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact with respect to conflict with the North County LCP/LUP, as 
described on Draft EIR/EIS page 5.5-140, “It is noted that the Alternative 1 subsurface 
slant well construction would occur within the disturbed parking lot area and would not 
significantly disrupt habitat in this location; nonetheless, because the subsurface slant 
wells are not a resource-dependent use, they would conflict with this policy.” Thus, 
Alternative 1 (and for similar reasons, Alternative 5b) would avoid the impacts on 
primary and/or secondary habitat described for the slant wells under the proposed 
project since the intake system and source water pipeline would not be located in 
primary and/or secondary habitat. Additionally, each of the alternatives that include an 
open-water intake (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) would avoid the impact on primary and/or 
secondary habitat associated with the slant wells at CEMEX. However, these 
alternatives have different and more severe impacts on marine habitats; therefore, there 
are impact tradeoffs associated with the alternatives. 

Impacts on primary habitat would be common to some or all alternatives. Under 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5b, the Source Water Pipeline would not impact primary 
habitat. Under Alternative 5a, the Source Water Pipeline would impact primary habitat 
similar to the proposed project. The new Desalinated Water Pipeline and new 
Transmission Main, which are components of all alternatives, would have similar 
impacts on primary habitat as the proposed project. Therefore, while none of the action 
alternatives would fully avoid impacts on primary habitat, the Final EIR/EIS does 
thoroughly evaluate several alternatives that would minimize impacts within primary 
habitat. 
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8.4.2 Responses to Comments from California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 

CDFW-1 The Draft EIR/EIS does not evaluate Dudley’s lousewort (Pedicularis dudleyi). 
According to the best available information from the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) as of publication of 
the Final EIR/EIS, there are no extant or historical populations within approximately 
20 miles of the project area (the nearest population is in Big Sur), and therefore no 
compelling reason to include it as potentially occurring within the project area. 
Further, the species was not detected during multiple survey dates (see EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6.1.2, Information Sources and Survey Methodology, for a list of survey 
dates). 

CDFW-2 The Lead Agencies acknowledge CDFW’s comment regarding the environmental 
conditions in the project area in recent years. The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that 
sensitive plant species have potential to occur at the project site, but does not base its 
impact analysis solely on the results of surveys, but also relies on an evaluation of 
habitat conditions to determine whether there is potential for a special-status plant to 
occur within the project boundary. For example, for Hickman’s onion, described in 
Section 4.6.1.8 on page 4.6-51, the Draft EIR/EIS states, “This species has not been 
observed during project-related botanical surveys, but has potential to occur in 
grassland or grassland understory of coast live oak woodlands alongside the Ryan 
Ranch-Bishop and Main System-Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements sites.” 
Additionally, as described in Mitigation Measures 4.6-1e, focused surveys for 
special-status plants would be conducted in accordance with guidelines established 
by CDFW prior to commencement of ground disturbing activities to determine the 
location of any special-status plant species within the project area. 

CDFW-3 As described in Table F-1 in Appendix F, beach layia and Tidestrom’s lupine have a 
low potential to occur in the project area. The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes potential 
impacts on Seaside bird’s-beak, Menzies’ wallflower, Monterey gilia (described as 
sand gilia in the Draft EIR/EIS), and Pacific Grove clover as these species have a 
moderate or higher potential to occur in the project area. The Lead Agencies 
acknowledge that if take of any of these state-listed species cannot be avoided, 
CalAm would apply for an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) from CDFW prior to project 
implementation during the permitting process (see Table 3-8, Anticipated Permits 
and Approvals). CDFW’s specific comments on mitigation measures (which would 
be adopted at the time of approval of the project or an alternative) are addressed in 
responses to the following comments. 

CDFW-4 Mitigation Measure 4.6-1e does not require reintroduction of sensitive plant species, 
nor recommend it as the primary measure to mitigate for take of such plants, but 
states that it may be one option to compensate for temporary or permanent loss of 
special-status plant occurrences and specifies that “Compensatory measures shall be 
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determined on a case-by-case basis in consultation with the resource agencies with 
jurisdiction over those species.” The Lead Agencies acknowledge that CDFW, as a 
resource agency that may have jurisdiction (depending on the species and location of 
compensatory habitat), would not recommend reintroduction. Subparts 1 and 2 of 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1e require the siting of project facilities to avoid permanent 
and temporary impacts on special-status plants and their required constituent habitat 
elements to the extent feasible, and to implement measures during construction to 
avoid take of special-status plants, as requested in the comment. 

As recommended in the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1e has been revised to 
require a minimum 2:1 compensation ratio for permanent impacts and to clarify the 
options for compensation. The measure has also been revised to clarify the applicable 
performance standards as recommended in this comment (i.e., that the restored 
population must have greater than the number of individuals of the impacted 
population(s), in an area greater than or equal to the size of the impacted 
population(s), for at least three consecutive years without irrigation, weeding, or 
other manipulation of the restored site). 

See response to comment CDFW-3 regarding the potential need for an ITP. 

CDFW-5 In response to this comment, the following text has been added to the discussion of 
the California Fish and Game Code in Final EIR/EIS Section 4.6.2.2, State 
Regulations: 

Additionally, as described in CCR Title 14, Section 786.9, CDFW may also 
permit take of state rare plants under the same conditions as take authorizations 
issued pursuant to Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code.  

Also in response to this comment, text regarding listed and non-listed species on 
Draft EIR/EIS page 4.6-4 in Section 4.6.1.1, Definitions, has been revised to 
acknowledged that listed special-status species refers to those species that are listed as 
threatened or endangered under FESA and/or CESA or as rare by the California Fish 
and Game Commission. 

Finally, the discussion of Pacific Clover has been moved from the heading “Other 
Special-Status Species” to “Federal or State Listed Species” in Table 4.6-2 and in 
Table F-1 in Appendix F in the Final EIR/EIS as recommended in this comment. See 
response to comment CDFW-3 regarding the potential need for an ITP. 

CDFW-6 As encouraged in this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1i describes that if ground-
disturbing activities must occur during the breeding season, then CalAm would 
implement measures to avoid impacts on nesting birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act or Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1i has been revised to incorporate CDFW’s 
recommendations in this comment, which include behavior monitoring for the first 
24 hours prior to any construction related activities and during the project, 
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consultation with CDFW, and using a 250-foot no disturbance buffer around active 
nests of non-listed bird species and a 500-foot no disturbance buffer around the nests 
of non-listed raptors. 

CDFW-7 Consistent with this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1h requires that impacts on 
occupied burrowing owl burrows be avoided by establishing a no ground-disturbing 
work buffer using buffer distances described in CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation. The measure also requires that CalAm implement preconstruction 
surveys described in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl, which is more detailed and 
specific than that required in the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing 
Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines. Also consistent with this comment, 
regarding compensation, the measure requires that “if burrowing owls are found on-
site, compensatory mitigation for loss of breeding and/or wintering habitat shall be 
implemented onsite or offsite in accordance with Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation guidance and in consultation with CDFW.” The measure addresses the 
requirements for relocation of owls in subparts 6 through 8, including through the 
development and implementation of a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan that must be 
approved by CDFW. Mitigation Measure 4.6-1h specifies that the plan must include 
relocation measures consistent with this comment (i.e., replacement of occupied 
burrows with artificial burrows at a ratio of 1:1, with passive relocation occurring 
only during non-breeding season). 

CDFW-8 As described in EIR/EIS Section 4.6.1.2, reconnaissance-level field surveys were 
conducted to determine the potential for special-status species, including the 
California tiger salamander, to occur within the project area. The EIR/EIS 
acknowledges that California tiger salamander have potential to occur in the project 
area in Section 4.6.1.8 and provides a detailed assessment of where this species has 
potential to occur. The EIR/EIS identifies potential habitat for California tiger 
salamander as non-native grassland within 1.2 miles of potential breeding ponds and 
assumes that this species may occur in these areas in the absence of protocol-level 
surveys. The EIR/EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of the potential direct and 
indirect (i.e., take) project impacts on California tiger salamander in Section 4.6.5 
based on where they have potential to occur. Construction-related impacts and 
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less than significant are described in 
Impact 4.6-1. There are no potential operational impacts on California tiger 
salamander. See response to comment CDFW-3 regarding the need for an ITP for 
construction activities. Because the project, as well as avoidance measures such as 
installation of exclusion fencing, has potential for take of California tiger salamander, 
the Lead Agencies anticipate that CalAm would need to obtain an ITP from CDFW 
prior to project implementation. Take authorization will also be sought from the 
USFWS. 

As described in Mitigation Measure 4.6-1o, California tiger salamander would only 
be relocated with authorization from USFWS and CDFW (i.e., through Federal and 
California Endangered Species Act consultation or permits, respectively). 
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Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1o has been revised to clarify that installation 
of exclusion fencing for California tiger salamander also would be subject to such 
authorization. The measure has also been revised to specify that if take authorization 
for California tiger salamander is not obtained from CDFW and USFWS, then all 
small mammal burrows within dispersal distance of a known or potential breeding 
pond shall be avoided by a minimum buffer of 50 feet. 

CDFW-9 In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1c has been revised to 
incorporate CDFW’s recommendations regarding the use of natural-fiber, 
biodegradable meshes and coir rolls, and to prohibit the use of photodegradable and 
other plastic mesh erosion control products (see subpart 22). 

CDFW-10 As described in 4.6.2.1, Federal Regulations, a federal agency is required to consult 
with USFWS and NMFS if the proposed project may affect a federal listed species. 
ONMS has consulted with USFWS and NMFS through Section 7 of the Federal 
Endangered Species Act, as required. 

In response to this comment, the following text from Draft EIR/EIS page 4.6-122 has 
been revised in Section 4.6.5: 

The following impact analysis evaluates impacts of the proposed project as 
required by CEQA and NEPA. A Biological Assessment, which would 
evaluate the project’s impacts on federally listed species, would be prepared in 
support of FESA Section 7 consultation between the ONMS and USFWS and 
between the ONMS and NMFS. 
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8.4.3 Responses to Comments from California Department of 
Parks and Recreation 

CA Parks-1 The proposed project does not include the taking of any state park land. However, 
CalAm would need to seek an easement, right-of-entry, and/or a lease agreement 
with State Parks for any facility that would encroach upon State Parks property. A 
sentence has been added in Final EIR/EIS Section 5.4.3.1 to acknowledge this. 
Accordingly, CalAm would be required to comply with any conditions required as 
part of the easement, right-of-entry, and/or lease agreement with State Parks for 
such facility, including conditions described in this letter, such as repaving and 
maintaining parking lots following disturbance. 

CA Parks-2 The text in Draft EIR/EIS Section 4.8.2.2 that describes state regulations, including 
the Fort Ord Dunes State Parks General Plan on page 4.8-16, has been revised to 
read:  

“The new Transmission Main . . . would traverse an approximately 0.25-mile-
long band . . .”  

Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3.4 explains the width of the disturbance corridor for 
pipeline construction would vary typically from 50 to 100 feet and trenchless 
technologies could require wider corridors at entry and exit pits. See Figures 3-6, 3-7, 
and particularly Figure 3-8.  

CA Parks-3 CalAm will need to apply to State Parks for an easement, right-of-entry, and/or a 
lease agreement. As noted in Draft EIR/EIS Table 4.6-4, the installation of the new 
Transmission Main in the Fort Ord Dunes State Park would occur within central 
dune scrub. The potential impacts are addressed in Impact 4.6-2. In response to this 
and other comments, Mitigation Measure 4.6-2b has been revised to ensure that 
impacts on central dune scrub (among other plant communities and habitat types) 
will be restored to previous conditions or better at the end of construction, so that 
by the fifth year following restoration, native vegetation covers at least 70 percent 
of the baseline/impact area native vegetation cover, and so that there is no more 
cover by invasives than the baseline/impact area. Additionally, the Lead Agencies 
anticipate that conditions of approval of the State Parks easement, right-of-entry, 
and/or lease agreement may further define specific planting requirements within 
State Parks lands. 

CA Parks-4 The Fort Ord Dunes State Park Campground is recognized as a potential project in 
Draft EIR/EIS Table 4.1-2 as Project No. 46 that may contribute to cumulative 
impacts. The cumulative impacts on land use and recreation if the campground and 
MPWSP are constructed at the same time or sequentially are addressed in 
Impact 4.8-C in EIR/EIS Section 4.8, Land Use, Land Use Planning, and Recreation. 
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CalAm will need to apply for an easement from State Parks and is willing to 
negotiate maintenance and/or road agreements. 

CA Parks-5 See response to comment CA Parks-1. Table 3-8 has been revised to include State 
Parks, as follows.  

Agency or Department Permit or Approval Discussion 

California Department 
of Parks and 
Recreation 

Easement, right-of-entry (ROE), 
and/or lease negotiations for 0.25-mile 
portion of the new Transmission Main 
that would encroach on Fort Ord 
Dunes State Park 

• State Parks has jurisdiction and management 
authority over Fort Ord Dunes State Park and 
any easement, ROE, and/or lease if granted, 
will need to be appraised using DGS 
guidelines and be accompanied by State 
Parks-approved legal descriptions. 

 

CA Parks-6 As discussed on page 5.3-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS, only Intake Option 9 was 
carried forward into the development of whole alternatives. Likewise, as noted on 
page 5.3-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS, only the proposed use of the existing 
(MRWPCA] outfall was carried forward in the development of Alternatives 1 and 
5b; therefore, Intake Option 4 and Outfall Option 3 were screened out from further 
consideration in the EIR/EIS. 

Intake Option 3, described in Draft EIR/EIS Section 5.3.3 and evaluated in 
Section 5.3.6 that may occur on State Parks property, would be located in the parking 
lot at the end of Potrero Road. Table 5.3-4 considers the impact of this intake option 
on the Potrero Road parking lot. The alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS that 
include Intake Option 3 are described in Section 5.4.3 (Alternative 1, Slant Wells at 
Potrero Road) and Section 5.4.8 (Alternative 5b, Reduced Project Slant Wells at 
Potrero Road). All onshore construction activities and disturbance would occur in the 
parking lot at the western terminus of Potrero Road, and would not disturb the dunes 
or active beach area; the electrical control building would be located at the edge of 
the parking lot. The setting/affected environment at the Potrero Road parking lot is 
described in Section 5.5.8.1 and impacts of the alternatives on the parking lot and 
recreational resources are discussed in Sections 5.5.8.4 (Alternative 1), and 5.5.8.8 
(Alternative 5b). See response to comment CA Parks-1 regarding the need for an 
easement, right-of-entry, and/or lease agreement. 

CA Parks-7 With respect to coastal dune habitat and snowy plover habitat, the impacts of 
Alternatives 1 and 5b facilities on these and other sensitive terrestrial biological 
resources are described in EIR/EIS Section 5.5.6.4 (Direct and Indirect Effects of 
Project Alternative 1 – Slant Wells at Potrero Road), and Section 5.5.6.8 (Direct 
and Indirect Effects of Alternative 5 – Reduced Desal Project 5a [CEMEX] and 5b 
[Potrero Road]). The Alternatives 1 and 5b facilities that would be located within 
State Parks land would be constructed in a parking lot behind the sand dunes and 
would not directly impact sensitive natural communities or wetlands. Indirect 
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impacts on coastal sand dune habitat and snowy plover habitat would be reduced to 
a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measures listed in 
EIR/EIS Sections 5.5.6.4 and 5.5.6.8 (see Section 4.6, Terrestrial Biological 
Resources, for the full text of these measures). With regard to impacts from pump 
vibration, impacts from Alternatives 1 and 5b would be the same as described for 
the proposed project. Sections 4.6, 5.5.6.4, and 5.5.6.8 of the Final EIR/EIS have 
been revised to cross-reference the analysis in Section 4.12, Noise and Vibration, 
which concludes that operation of the slant wells under the proposed project would 
not produce groundborne vibration. Since there would be no groundborne 
vibration, there would be no impact from groundborne vibration on western snowy 
plover. This determination would be the same for Alternative 1 and Alternative 5b.  

Although groundborne vibration would not result in incidental take of the western 
snowy plover, the USFWS will be consulted with reagrding potential impacts from 
construction and maintenance activities. As part of that permitting process, ONMS 
is consulting with USFWS through the Section 7 consultation process as necessary 
for potential impacts on snowy plover. In response to comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS and to this ongoing consultation process, Mitigation Measure 4.6-1d 
(Protective Measures for Western Snowy Plover) has been revised to specify 
performance standards for the fifth year following restoration of temporarily 
impacted snowy plover habitat and to require a minimum 3:1 ratio of permanent 
compensation for permanent loss of western snowy plover habitat (see Final 
EIR/EIS Section 4.6). These revisions are consistent with the comment’s requests. 

With respect to paving and maintenance of parking lots and installation of utility 
lines, see response to comment CA Parks-1. 

CA Parks-8 See response to comment CA Parks-6. 

CA Parks-9 Impacts of Alternatives 1 and 5b on public coastal access and parking at Potrero 
Road are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS Sections 5.5.8.4 and 5.5.8.8. Existing access 
and parking at the Potrero Road parking lot would temporarily be precluded during 
construction, and parking options for Salinas River State Beach visitors would be 
limited to two of three existing options (Sandholdt Road lot or Monterey Dunes 
Way lot). The EIR/EIS includes Mitigation Measures REC-1a and REC-1b, which 
would require public notice regarding closure and implementation of a plan for 
maintaining safe beach access during construction. Mitigation Measure REC-1b 
has been revised to require that CalAm submit the Beach Access Management Plan 
to State Parks for review and approval prior to construction. Potrero Road parking 
access would be fully restored following construction. 

Impacts of Alternatives 1 and 5b on coastal dune habitat are discussed in 
Sections 5.5.6.4 and 5.5.6.8. Mitigation Measure 4.6-2b described in response to 
comment CA Parks-3 would apply to these alternatives. 
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CA Parks-10 Draft EIR/EIS Section 5.5.14.1 describes the aesthetic setting/affected environment 
at the Potrero Road parking lot. Impacts of Alternatives 1 and 5b on the visual 
resources at Potrero Road are discussed in Sections 5.5.14.4 and 5.5.14.8. 
Permanent structures would not require security fencing and would not be visible 
from the beach or block coastal views. See Draft EIR/EIS pages 5.5-279 and 
5.5-292 for a discussion of nighttime light and glare. Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 
(Site-Specific Nighttime Lighting Measures), which would require lighting fixtures 
to be cast downward and shielded to prevent light from spilling onto adjacent 
offsite uses (including into adjacent offsite habitat) would apply to these 
alternatives. 

CA Parks-11 See responses to comments CA Parks-5 through CA Parks-10. EIR/EIS 
Section 5.5.12 addresses impacts from noise and vibration and Section 5.5.3 
addresses surface water runoff and discharges. 
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8.4.4 Responses to Comments from California State Lands 
Commission 

CSLC-1 As described in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.4, the proposed project, including the 
conversion of the test slant well to a permanent well and use of the existing outfall, 
could require discretionary permits from federal, state, and local jurisdictions. 
Table 3-8, Anticipated Permits and Approvals, lists the State Lands Commission 
requirement for a New Land Use Lease and Amended Land Use Lease for the uses 
described in the comment, among the many approvals CalAm is expected to pursue 
prior to project implementation (see Draft EIR/EIS page 3-65). 

CSLC-2 In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, the quoted text in the 
comment has been deleted from Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 and the measure has been 
revised as shown in response to comment USEPA-4 in Section 8.3.5. Based on these 
revisions to the mitigation measure, the analysis also has been revised to conclude 
that, with mitigation, the proposed project’s impacts with respect to GHG emissions 
would be less than significant. 
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8.4.5 Responses to Comments from State Water Resources 
Control Board 

SWRCB-1 As summarized in the comment and discussed in detail in EIR/EIS Sections 4.3.5 and 
4.5.5, the use of slant wells is consistent with the Ocean Plan’s preferred technology 
for desalination plant intakes since they minimize or eliminate marine life mortality 
during operations over the project life-time. Additionally, construction of the 
proposed project would avoid and/or minimize impacts associated with marine life 
mortality and such impacts would be less than significant. Implementation of a 
retrofit of the existing MRWPCA outfall diffuser to increase the dilution of 
operational discharges is described under Impact 4.3-5 and Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 
in Section 4.3.5. The potential secondary construction-related impacts on marine 
biological resources from implementing Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 are assessed and 
described in Section 4.3.5.4. Secondary impacts on benthic organisms and other 
marine biological resources associated with retrofitting the outfall diffuser with 
inclined jets would be less than significant. 

SWRCB-2 As summarized in the comment and discussed in detail in Sections 4.3.5 and 4.5.5, 
the proposed project has been sited and designed in a manner that adheres to the 
requirements of the Ocean Plan regarding the use of multiport diffusers and the 
comingling brine from the MPWSP with wastewater to protect marine life and 
water quality within the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. 

SWRCB-3 Two potential sources of mortality of marine organisms associated with discharges 
of brine were considered in EIR/EIS Section 4.5.5.2: increased salinity and 
turbulence shear stress. Salinity-related and shear stress-related marine life 
mortality for brine-only and comingled operational discharges is assessed in detail 
under Impact 4.5-4. The review of available literature presented in Table 4.5-9 
found no reported cases of mortality in experiments that tested organisms at 
salinities as low as the maxima predicted in the brine discharges at the points of 
contact with the seafloor. Consequently, the EIR/EIS concluded that no mortality 
would occur due to the elevated salinities in the brine discharge and no mitigation 
is necessary. 

As described in detail under Impact 4.5-4, the EIR/EIS concluded that for the 
worst-case brine-only discharge scenario, roughly 0.23 to 0.86 percent of total 
numbers of plankton flowing over the diffuser could be killed by shear stress, 
estimated to be roughly 892 million organisms per day or 0.00261 percent of the 
total area around the edge of Monterey Bay at the depth of 35 meters. As noted in 
EIR/EIS Appendix D1, the volumes entrained into the proposed brine discharges 
are much less than are entrained into the existing discharges that only include 
secondary treated wastewater. This is mainly because the dilution of the treated 
wastewater is much higher. For the brine-only discharges, the entrainment rates 
range from 7 to 22 percent of those for the baseline case. Therefore, organism 
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mortality for the proposed project brine discharges would also be expected to be 
about 7 to 22 percent of the baseline case. Because the CEQA/NEPA analysis 
determined that the impacts would be less than significant for discharge related 
mortality, no mitigation is proposed. 

However, while the EIR/EIS does not require mitigation for salinity-related or 
shear stress-related mortality, the SWRCB might want to impose conditions 
(mitigation) as part of the permitting process. In order to do so, the area of 
production foregone (APF) would need to be calculated and it is typically 
calculated as a percentage of the entrainment losses resulting from the intake 
analysis. But since the project proposes to utilize subsurface intakes, Empirical 
Transport Modeling (ETM) was not performed, and Area of Production Foregone 
(APF) was therefore, not included in that calculation. The APF from the discharge 
could be estimated by assuming the area between the diffuser port and the edge of 
the zone of initial dilution (ZID) on both sides of the outfall that exceed 2 ppt 
above ambient salinity could settle on the seafloor (which model results indicate it 
would not). That area is calculated to be approximately 2,010 to 7,800 square 
meters of seafloor (21,635 to 85,800 square feet) or 0.5 to 2 acres. See EIR/EIS 
Section 4.5.5.2, Impact 4.5-4. 

SWRCB-4 The use of additional source water from the intake slant wells is not proposed for 
flow augmentation to increase the dilution of operational discharges. As described 
in Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 in Section 4.3.5.2, flow augmentation would be 
achieved by adding water with densities (i.e., salinity) closer to fresh water. This 
would decrease the density difference between the operational discharge and the 
receiving ocean waters and result in increased dilution and mixing. As modeled by 
Roberts (see EIR/EIS Appendix D1), adding 2.3 to 4.8 million gallons per day (mgd) 
of freshwater flows, depending on the discharge scenario, could substantially 
increase minimum dilution at the edge of the ZID, and thus ensure compliance with 
the water quality objectives defined in the California Ocean Plan. See response to 
comment MRWPCA-7 in Section 8.5.9 for further discussion regarding the use of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 flow augmentation to increase the dilution of operational 
discharges at the outfall diffuser and for further discussion regarding the use of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 flow augmentation to increase the dilution of operational 
discharges at the outfall diffuser. 
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