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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE

Office of National Marine Sanctuaries
1305 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

March 28, 2018

Dear Reviewer:

In accordance with provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), as co-Lead Agencies, enclose for your review, the Final
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Proposed Monterey
Peninsula Water Supply Project.

California American Water Company (CalAm) submitted a permit application for the construction and
operation of its proposed Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP). The purpose of the MPWSP
is to replace existing water supplies for CalAm’s Monterey District service area. The MPWSP includes
various proposed facilities and improvements including: a subsurface intake system; a 9.6-million-gallons-
per-day reverse osmosis desalination plant; desalinated water storage and conveyance facilities; and
expanded Aquifer Storage and Recovery facilities. Federal, state, and local agencies will use the Final
EIR/EIS to consider related permits or other approvals.

The Final EIR/EIS assesses the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and six
alternatives including a No Action Alternative. The Final EIR/EIS identifies Alternative 5a as the
environmentally superior/environmentally preferred alternative, assuming implementation of the Pure Water
Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project. Alternative 5a is also the NOAA-preferred alternative.

NOAA and the CPUC are not required to respond to comments received as a result of issuance of the Final
EIR/EIS. However, comments received will be reviewed and considered for their impact on the issuance of a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) or a Record of Decision (ROD) described in
Section 1.5.4. Please send comments to the decision makers below. The ROD will be made publically
available after a final agency action.

Responsible Officials:

Paul E. Michel John Forsythe

Superintendent; NEPA Lead Senior Environmental Planner; CEQA Lead
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary California Public Utilities Commission
Pacific Street, Bldg 455a c/o Environmental Science Associates
Monterey, CA 93940 550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
montereybay@noaa.gov San Francisco, CA 94108

MPWSP-EIR@esassoc.com

Sincerely,

ne==

Jonn Armor
Djrector
Enclosure


mailto:montereybay@noaa.gov
mailto:MPWSP-EIR@esassoc.com
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ES.1 Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) has been
prepared by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (Sanctuary or
MBNMS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This EIR/EIS analyzes the
potential environmental impacts of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP or
proposed project) proposed by the California American Water Company (CalAm). CalAm is
proposing the MPWSP to develop water supplies for CalAm’s Monterey District service area
(Monterey District). The MPWSP would include a subsurface source water intake system; a
desalination plant; a brine discharge system; product water conveyance pipelines, one pump
station, storage facilities; and improvements to the existing Seaside Groundwater Basin’s aquifer
storage and recovery (ASR) system (see Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project).

This EIR/EIS has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.)
and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 20, Div. 6, Ch. 3, 815000 et seg.), and with
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 84321 et seq.,) and its implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508).
For the purposes of this document, the CEQA lead agency for the MPWSP is the CPUC; the
NEPA lead agency is MBNMS. This EIR/EIS presents information to understand the potential
environmental consequences of the proposed project, proposed permit issuance by MBNMS, and
alternatives. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, this Final EIR/EIS includes responses to all
comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS that was published on January 13, 2017, and includes
revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS text that were made in response to comments (see Section 1.5.3 for
details) as well as Lead Agency-initiated changes.
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ES.2 Project Background

CalAm, the project applicant, is a privately owned public water utility that has served the
Monterey Peninsula since 1966. CalAm’s Monterey District encompasses most of the Monterey
Peninsula, including the cities of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific Grove,
Sand City, and Seaside, and the unincorporated areas of Carmel Highlands, Carmel Valley,
Pebble Beach, and the Del Monte Forest. Within this service area, CalAm provides water to
residential, commercial, industrial, and other customers. The water supply challenges facing
CalAm and the Monterey Peninsula are substantial and have been well-documented in a number
of venues including the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), the Monterey County
Superior Court, the CPUC, and the California Legislature.

In 2004, CalAm filed Application A.04-09-019 seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity from the CPUC for the Coastal Water Project. The Coastal Water Project (CWP) was
intended to replace existing Carmel River water supplies for the CalAm Monterey District service
area that are constrained by legal decisions. In general, the CWP involved the production of
desalinated water supplies (using existing intakes at the Moss Landing Power Plant), increasing
the yield from the Seaside Groundwater Basin ASR system, and building additional storage and
conveyance systems to move the replacement supplies to the existing CalAm distribution system.
The CWP was sized to meet existing water demand and did not include supplemental supplies to
accommodate growth. On January 30, 2009, the CPUC published a Draft EIR analyzing the
environmental impacts of the CWP and two project alternatives—the North Marina Project and
the Regional Project. The CPUC published the Coastal Water Project Final EIR (SCH No.
2006101004) in October 2009 and certified the Final EIR in December 2009 (Decision D.09-12-
017). A year later, in Decision D.10-12-016, the CPUC approved implementation of the Regional
Project alternative. The Coastal Water Project Final EIR is available for review at the CPUC, 505
Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California 94102.

Subsequent to approval of the Regional Project, CalAm withdrew its support for the Regional
Project in January 2012. As a result, in April 2012, CalAm submitted Application A.12-04-019 to
the CPUC for the MPWSP. The MPWSP includes many of the same elements previously
analyzed in the CWP EIR; however, key components, including the source water intake system
and desalination plant, have been relocated and/or modified under the current proposal. The
CPUC issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the proposed project on October 10,
2012. Hardcopies of the NOP were mailed to all federal, state, responsible, and trustee agencies
involved in approving or funding the project, as well as relevant local agencies and special
districts with jurisdiction in the project area. The mailing list also included organizations,
members of the public, and local, regional, and state agencies who commented on, or were
involved in, the CalAm Coastal Water Project Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2006101004,
concerning the predecessor proposed project to the MPWSP), or who have expressed interest in
participating in the CEQA process for the MPWSP. In addition, although not required by CEQA,
property owners and occupants of parcels located within 300 feet of proposed project components
were identified and sent NOP postcards with information about the project, scoping period, and
opportunities for submitting comments. The NOP was also made available at 13 local libraries
and was published in local newspapers and legal advertisements. Three scoping meetings were
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conducted in the project area in October 2012. A Draft EIR on the MPWSP was issued on

April 30, 2015. The MPWSP Draft EIR is available for review at the CPUC, 505 Van Ness
Avenue, San Francisco, California. In September 2015, after considering the Draft EIR comments
and based on conversations with MBNMS and internal CPUC deliberations, the CPUC Energy
Division announced that the April 2015 Draft EIR would be modified and recirculated as a joint
EIR/EIS in coordination with MBNMS.

On May 19, 2015, MBNMS received a permit application from CalAm and responded on

June 16, 2015, that the agency would initiate a NEPA review for the project. On August 26, 2015,
NOAA’s Office of National Marine Sanctuaries initiated the NEPA process by issuing a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the project (80 FR 51787, August 26, 2015). The NOI
solicited input on the issues to be analyzed in depth related to the portion of the proposed project
within the Sanctuary’s boundaries, and regarding the full spectrum of environmental issues and
concerns relating to the scope and content of the EIS. On September 10, 2015, MBNMS held a
NEPA scoping meeting for the project; the scoping period closed on October 2, 2015. A summary
of EIS scoping comments is provided in Appendix A.

On September 15, 2016, in Decision 16-09-021, the CPUC authorized CalAm to enter into a
Water Purchase Agreement, which provides that the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency (MRWPCA) will sell purified water from its advanced treated Pure Water Monterey
Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) Project to the Monterey Peninsula Water Management
District (MPWMD), which in turn will sell it to CalAm for extraction and distribution to
ratepayers in the Monterey District service area. The GWR Final EIR Project Description is
presented in Appendix H.

CPUC Decision 16-09-021 also authorized CalAm to construct the new Monterey Pipeline and
Pump Station.

ES.3 CEQA Project Objectives / NEPA Purpose and
Need

ES.3.1 Project Objectives

Based on review of information in CalAm’s application, the primary, or fundamental, objectives
of the proposed MPWSP are to:

1.  Develop water supplies for the CalAm Monterey District service area to replace existing
Carmel River diversions in excess of CalAm’s legal entitlement of 3,376 afy, in accordance
with SWRCB Orders 95-10 and 2009-0060;

2. Develop water supplies to enable CalAm to reduce pumping from the Seaside Groundwater
Basin from approximately 4,000 to 1,474 afy, consistent with the adjudication of the
groundwater basin, with natural yield, and with the improvement of groundwater quality;

3. Provide water supplies to allow CalAm to meet its obligation to pay back the Seaside
Groundwater Basin by approximately 700 afy over 25 years as established by the Seaside
Groundwater Basin Watermaster;
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4. Develop a reliable water supply for the CalAm’s Monterey District service area, accounting
for the peak month demand of existing customers;

Develop a reliable water supply that meets fire flow requirements for public safety;
Provide sufficient water supplies to serve existing vacant legal lots of record;
Accommaodate tourism demand under recovered economic conditions;

Minimize energy requirements and greenhouse gas emissions per unit of water delivered; and

© © N o O

Minimize project costs and associated water rate increases.

The secondary objectives of the MPWSP are to:

1. Locate key project facilities in areas that are protected against predicted future sea-level
rise in a manner that maximizes efficiency for construction and operation and minimizes
environmental impacts;

2. Provide sufficient conveyance capacity to accommodate supplemental water supplies that
may be developed at some point in the future to meet build out demand in accordance with
adopted General Plans; and

3. Improve the ability to convey water to the Monterey Peninsula cities by improving the
existing interconnections at satellite water systems and by providing additional pressure to
move water over the Segunda Grade.

ES.3.2 MBNMS Purpose and Need

Federal proposed actions consist of the following: 1) authorization of a Coastal Development
Permit for CalAm to drill into the submerged lands of MBNMS to install a subsurface seawater
intake system; 2) authorization of a Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) issued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to allow for
the discharge of brine into MBNMS via an existing ocean outfall pipe; and 3) issuance of a
special use permit to CalAm for the continued presence of a pipeline in MBNMS transporting
water to or from a desalination facility.

The purpose of these proposed actions is to authorize otherwise prohibited activities to occur
within MBNMS, to ensure that the State and Federal permits and the proposed project comply
with MBNMS regulations, and to ensure that MBNMS resources are protected by requiring terms
and conditions that may be necessary. The need for MBNMS action is to respond to CalAm’s
permit and authorization request in accordance with NMSA regulations and to protect sanctuary
resources.

ES.4 Public & Agency Involvement

ES.4.1 Public and Agency Involvement

This Final EIR/EIS is a public document for use by the CPUC, MBNMS, other governmental
agencies, and the public in identifying and evaluating the potential environmental consequences
of the proposed project and proposed federal actions, identifying mitigation measures to lessen or
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eliminate adverse impacts, and examining feasible alternatives to the proposed project. It is
expected that the CPUC, MBNMS, and other responsible, trustee, and relevant agencies will use
this EIR/EIS in deciding whether to approve the MPWSP or any alternative. The analyses
contained within this EIR/EIS will be used to determine any necessary regulatory permits,
authorizations, or approvals.

The Draft EIR/EIS was published on January 13, 2017 and was circulated to local, state, and federal
agencies as well as interested organizations and individuals who wished to review it. Copies of the
Draft EIR/EIS were made available at local libraries and water agencies, and it is available for
downloading at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/esa/mpwsp/comms_n_docs.html. Notice
of the Draft EIR/EIS availability was also sent directly to every agency, person, or organization that
commented on the CPUC’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) or the Sanctuary’s Notice of Intent (NOI).
The publication of the Draft EIR/EIS marked the beginning of a public review period that ran from
January 13, 2017 through March 29, 2017. The Lead Agencies held public meetings in the cities of
Marina and Seaside on February 15, 2017, and held a public hearing for the receipt of oral and
written comments on the Draft EIR/EIS in Carmel-by-the-Sea, on February 16, 2017.

The Lead Agencies received approximately 85 comment letters, plus 2 form letter submissions
(Form Letter 1 consists of 149 one-page letters, and Form Letter 2 consists of 791 one- or two-
page letters), sent through mail, hand-delivery, or email, as well as 18 oral comments received at
the public hearing. Chapter 8, Draft EIR/EIS Responses to Comments, includes a list of all
agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted comments, copies of all comment letters
and the transcript of oral comments, and responses to all comments.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and incorporation of public comments and responses to
comments (see Chapter 8), this Final EIR/EIS is being published by the CPUC and submitted into
the formal record of the Commission’s Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity proceeding
(A.12-04-019). Concurrently, NOAA is submitting the Final EIR/EIS to the USEPA and
publishing a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.

ES.4.2 Final EIR/EIS and Revisions Made to the Draft
EIR/EIS

Public and agency comments on the Draft EIR/EIS did not require changes in the conclusions of
the Draft EIR/EIS that resulted in any new or substantially more severe impacts for the proposed
project. Furthermore, there were no changes to the proposed project or to the circumstances under
which the proposed project will be undertaken or significant new information relevant to
environmental concerns that indicate the proposed project would result in impacts more adverse
than disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS or that additional feasible mitigation measures or alternatives
warrant consideration. The following key changes have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS,
consistent with minor modifications made to the proposed project, other clarifications requested
by comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, and Lead Agency-initiated changes:

o Removal of references to, and analysis of, the Terminal Reservoir, which CalAm has
indicated is not needed for project operation and no longer proposes as part of the project;
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° Addition of the Brine Mixing Box to the description and analysis of the proposed Brine
Disposal Pipeline by request of CalAm and Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency (MRWPCA);

° Inclusion of additional brine discharge dilution modeling and Ocean Plan Compliance
modeling in Section 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality, by request of
MRWPCA (also see Appendices D1 and D3);

. Inclusion of information from recent geophysical studies of seawater intrusion in the
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB) — Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT) and
Airborne Electromagnetics (AEM) — in Section 4.4.1.4, Groundwater Resources;

. Expansion of the SVGB Return Water/Ocean Water Percentage discussion in Section
4.4.1.5, Groundwater Resources;

. Clarification of the capture zone, the cone of depression, aquifer responses to the Deep
Aquifers and consistency of the proposed project with the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) in Section 4.4.5.2;

° Revision of Applicant Proposed Measure 4.4-3, Groundwater Monitoring and Avoidance of
Well Damage;

. Revision of several mitigation measures to clarify performance standards and provide
additional details for implementation;

. Revision of Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 in Section 4.11, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to
require net zero indirect emissions from electricity use during operation (reducing the
significance of all impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions from significant and
unavoidable to less than significant with mitigation);

° Revision of Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 in Section 4.13, Public Services and
Utilities, to address potential corrosion of the existing outfall as a result of MPWSP brine
discharge, including WEKO seal clamp replacement inside the existing offshore segment of
the outfall;

. Identification of a NOAA-preferred alternative in Section 5.6, in addition to the
environmentally superior/environmentally preferred alternative;

o Revision to Section 6.4, Project Consistency with MBNMS Desalination Guidelines, to
include alternatives described in Section 5.4 in the assessment of project conformity with
guidelines for desalination plants in MBNMS (see Table 6.4-1); and

° Addition of the Hydrogeologic Working Group’s Hydrogeologic Investigation Technical
Report as Appendix E3.

Other minor corrections, clarifications, and explanations have been made throughout the document.

ES.4.3 Use of this EIR/EIS in Decision Making

The assigned CPUC Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) will review the Final EIR/EIS and submit
a proposed decision to the Commission concerning certification of the EIR/EIS and approval of
the MPWSP. If the CPUC certifies the Final EIR/EIS, it will then decide whether or not to grant
the Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the MPWSP, as proposed or modified. In
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addition to environmental impacts addressed during the CEQA process, the Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity process will consider any other issues that have been established in
the record of the proceeding, including but not limited to economic issues, social impacts,
specific routing and alignments, and the need for the project.

This Final EIR/EIS will be used by MBNMS, along with other information developed in the
formal record (including interagency consultations and/or permits in compliance with the
Endangered Species Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act, Magnuson Stevens Act, and the
National Historic Preservation Act, among others), to decide whether or not: to authorize a
Coastal Development Permit to be issued by the City of Marina under its certified Local Coastal
Program, to authorize a NPDES permit to be issued by the Central Coast RWQCB, and to issue a
special use permit to CalAm for the continued presence of a pipeline conveying seawater to or
from a desalination facility. If MBNMS moves forward with a final action, a 30-day mandatory
waiting period will occur after issuance of the Final EIR/EIS, and then MBNMS may issue its
Record of Decision (ROD). The decision-making authority for the ROD under NEPA is NOAA’s
Assistant Administrator for the National Ocean Service (NOAA Administrative Order 216-6A;
NOAA, 2016).

ES.5 The Proposed Project
ES.5.1 Description of the Proposed Project

The project area extends approximately 18 miles, from the town of Castroville in the north to the
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea in the south (see Figure ES-1). The MPWSP would include a source
water intake system, which would consist of 10 subsurface slant wells! (eight active and two on
standby) extending offshore into the submerged lands of MBNMS and a Source Water Pipeline that
would convey the source water from the well sites to the desalination plant. The slant wells would
be constructed at the CEMEX sand mining site in the northern coastal area of the City of Marina
and would extract 24.1 million gallons per day (mgd) of source water through the seafloor in
MBNMS.

A 9.6 million gallons per day (mgd) capacity desalination plant would be constructed in
unincorporated Monterey County on Charles Benson Road, northeast of the City of Marina and
would produce approximately 10,750 acre-feet per year (afy) of desalinated water. Related facilities
would include pretreatment, reverse osmosis (RO), and post-treatment systems; backwash supply
and filtered water equalization tanks; treated water storage tanks; chemical feed and storage
facilities; brine storage and conveyance facilities; and other associated non-process facilities.

The proposed project would also include improvements to the existing Seaside Groundwater
Basin aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) system facilities, which would enable CalAm to inject
desalinated product water into the groundwater basin for subsequent extraction and distribution to
customers. The expanded ASR system would include two additional injection/extraction wells,
the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells, and three parallel pipelines, the ASR Conveyance Pipeline, ASR

1 The existing test slant well would be converted into a permanent well, and nine additional slant wells would be
built.
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Pump-to-Waste Pipeline, and ASR Recirculation Pipeline, and would improve the reliability of
the existing ASR system. The proposed project would also include a pump station in Carmel
Valley and about 21 miles of water conveyance pipelines.

CalAm’s application includes two capacity options or build-out scenarios. The first option,
addressed in this document as the "Proposed Project,” is a 9.6 mgd desalination plant and related
facilities designed to meet the full project objectives for a replacement water supply. The second
option would meet the project objectives by combining a reduced-capacity desalination plant
(6.4 mgd) with a water purchase agreement for 3,500 acre-feet per year (afy) of advanced treated
water from another source, the Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment (GWR)
project. This second capacity option in CalAm’s application is reflected in Alternative 5a, which
is analyzed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and Analysis. The MRWPCA certified the Final
EIR and approved the GWR Project in October 2015; the GWR Project is described in

Section 4.1 of Chapter 4, Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures and is one of the projects included in the cumulative scenarios. The GWR Final EIR
project description is presented in Appendix H.

To inform the final design of the subsurface slant wells and the MPWSP Desalination Plant
treatment system, and to collect geologic and hydrogeologic data needed for permitting the full-
scale project, CalAm constructed and operated a test slant well at CEMEX. Construction of the
test slant well and operation of the pilot program was covered under separate environmental
review.2 The test slant well was originally permitted to operate until February 2018, the permit
was extended in November 2017 to allow the test slant well to operate intermittently until
February 2019, and the test slant well is not part of the proposed project being evaluated in this
EIR/EIS; see Section 8.2.11.8. If the MPWSP with subsurface slant wells at CEMEX is not
approved and implemented, the test well will be decommissioned.

ES.5.2 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation
Measures for Proposed Project

Chapter 4, Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of
this EIR/EIS evaluates the environmental effects of implementing the proposed project and
presents mitigation measures that would reduce potentially significant impacts to less than-
significant levels, when feasible. Significant impacts may occur relative to: geology and soils;
surface water hydrology and water quality; groundwater resources; terrestrial biological
resources; hazards and hazardous materials; land use, land use planning and recreation; traffic and
transportation; noise and vibration; utilities; aesthetic resources; cultural and paleontological
resources; agricultural resources, and; energy resources. All impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels through the implementation of mitigation measures, with the exception of
impacts relative to terrestrial biology (inconsistency with City of Marina Local Coastal Land Use
Plan policy), air quality (during construction), noise (during construction), and indirect impacts

2 In October 2014, MBNMS finished its NEPA review of the construction of the test slant well and the operation of
the pilot program. In November 2014, the California Coastal Commission completed its review of environmental
impacts consistent with CEQA.
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from growth. Further, the proposed project may result in significant cumulative impacts when
viewed in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The
EIR/EIS identifies that with mitigation, the proposed project would not have a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts, and therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative
impacts would be less than significant, with the exception of cumulative impacts relative to
terrestrial biological resources (inconsistency with the City of Marina Local Coastal Land Use
Plan policy during operation), transportation and traffic (during construction), air quality (during
construction), noise (during construction), and indirect growth impacts.

ES.6 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

In addition to the proposed project, this EIR/EIS fully evaluates a No Project/No Action
alternative, reduced-size alternatives, alternatives with different seawater intake systems, and
additional complete desalination project alternatives being proposed by other entities.

ES.6.1 No Project/No Action Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, the CPUC would not issue a CPCN for the MPWSP or another
alternative; MBNMS would not issue authorizations or a special use permit for the components of
the project within MBNMS. No new facilities would be constructed and the test slant well would be
decommissioned. CalAm would continue to operate its Monterey District facilities in compliance
with the 2009 SWRCB Cease and Desist Order (CDO) as amended by SWRCB Order WR 2016-
0016 (together referred to herein as the Revised CDQO) and the Seaside Groundwater Basin
Adjudication.3 This would also benefit riparian species as discussed in SWRCB Order 95-10.
Mandatory rationing and conservation measures would likely be implemented. CalAm would
purchase and extract 3,500 afy of Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment (GWR)
Project water from the Seaside Groundwater Basin. The only construction related impacts under this
alternative would involve the decommissioning of the test slant well. Potential impacts associated
with decommissioning would be similar to the impacts associated with construction activities
such as mobilization, site clearance, grading, excavation, and other earthmoving activities in the
original construction footprint. However, slant well decommissioning would not involve drilling
or excavation but would involve cutting and removing a portion of the well casing, which may
result in significant but mitigable impacts on terrestrial biological resources, including:

. Special-Status Species. See Impact 4.6-1 in Section 4.6.5.1. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.6-1a through 4.6-1g, 4.6-1i, 4.6-1n, 4.6-1p, 4.12-1b, and 4.14-2 would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

° Sensitive natural communities and critical habitat. See Impact 4.6-2 in Section 4.6.5.1.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1a through 4.6-1d, 4.6-1n, 4.6-1p, 4.6-2a, and
4.6-2b would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

3 The April 2015 MPWSP Draft EIR included two No Project Alternatives: No Project A was consistent with the
CDO at the time; No Action B included an extension of the CDO timeframe. The No Project alternative in this
EIR/EIS is consistent with the Revised CDO.
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° Introduction or spread of invasive non-native species. See Impact 4.6-5 in Section 4.6.5.1.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1a and 4.6-1p would reduce impacts to a less-
than-significant level.

ES.6.2 Alternative 1 — Slant Wells at Potrero Road

Under Alternative 1, 10 new subsurface slant wells would be constructed at Potrero Road, rather
than at the proposed CEMEX site, the test slant well at CEMEX would be decommissioned, and
two new wells would be drilled at the existing ASR system. The desalination plant and brine
discharge/outfall facilities would be the same as the proposed project. Conveyance pipelines
would be the same as the proposed project, with an additional 5.5 miles of source water pipeline
extending to Potrero Road.

ES.6.3 Alternative 2 — Open-Water Intake at Moss Landing

Under Alternative 2, a new screened open-water intake with a 36-inch diameter subsurface intake
pipeline would be constructed offshore and southwest of Moss Landing in MBNMS, and the test
slant well at CEMEX would be decommissioned. The desalination plant and brine
discharge/outfall facilities would be the same as the proposed project and two new wells would
be drilled at the existing ASR system. Conveyance pipelines would be the same as the proposed
project, with an additional 6.5 miles of source water pipeline extending to Moss Landing.

ES.6.4 Alternative 3 — Monterey Bay Regional Water Project
(MBRWP or DeepWater Desal Project)

Under Alternative 3, a new screened open-water intake with two 42-inch diameter subsurface
intake pipelines and a 110-foot long x 30-foot wide x 12-foot tall intake structure would be
constructed offshore and southwest of Moss Landing in MBNMS, and the test slant well at
CEMEX would be decommissioned. The new outfall would consist of two 36-inch diameter
subsurface discharge pipelines and a 140-foot L x 10-foot W x 15-foot T discharge structure. The
22 mgd desalination plant and co-located data center would be constructed on a 110-acre site off
Dolan Road in Moss Landing. Product water would be delivered to CalAm at Dolan Road and
Highway 1 and two new wells would be drilled at the existing ASR system. Conveyance
pipelines would be the same as the proposed project, with an additional 6.5 miles of product
water pipeline, plus two new product water pipelines totaling 25 additional miles to serve Salinas
and Santa Cruz County (31.5 additional miles of pipeline, compared to the proposed project).

ES.6.5 Alternative 4 — People’s Moss Landing Water
Desalination Project (People’s Project)

Under Alternative 4, a new screened open-water intake with two 96-inch diameter screened
intakes and a 40-inch diameter discharge pipeline would be constructed offshore Moss Landing in
MBNMS, and the test slant well at CEMEX would be decommissioned. The new outfall at Moss
Landing would be an extension of an existing outfall with a 36-inch diameter pipeline and two
16-inch diameter diffuser ports. The 12 mgd desalination plant would be constructed at the
former National Refractories facility in Moss Landing. Product water would be delivered to
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CalAm at Dolan Road and Highway 1, with a 6.5 mile pipeline that connects with the proposed
project pipelines at Marina and two new wells would be drilled at the existing ASR system.

ES.6.6 Alternative 5a — Reduced Project 6.4 mgd
Desalination Plant (Intake Slant Wells at CEMEX)

Under Alternative 5a, fewer slant wells (7) would be constructed at CEMEX compared to the
proposed project; the brine discharge/outfall facilities would be the same as the proposed project,
and a 6.4 mgd desalination plant would be constructed at the Charles Benson Road site. CalAm
would purchase and extract 3,500 afy of GWR Project water from the Seaside Groundwater Basin.

ES.6.7 Alternative 5b — Reduced Project 6.4-mgd
Desalination Plant (Intake Slant Wells at Potrero
Road)

Under Alternative 5b, fewer slant wells (7) would be constructed at Potrero Road than
Alternative 1, and the test slant well at CEMEX would be decommissioned; the brine discharge/
outfall facilities would be the same as the proposed project and Alternative 1, and a 6.4 mgd
desalination plant would be constructed at the Charles Benson Road site. The conveyance
pipelines would be the same as the proposed project, with an additional 5.5 miles of source water
pipeline. CalAm would purchase and extract 3,500 afy of GWR Project water from the Seaside
Groundwater Basin.

ES.7 Comparison of Alternatives, Environmentally
Superior/Environmentally Preferred Alternative,
and NOAA-Preferred Alternative

Comparing the results of the analysis of alternatives presented in Chapter 5 (Alternatives
Screening and Analysis), with the results of the analysis of the proposed project presented in
Chapter 4 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures), provides a basis for
identifying the environmentally superior alternative under CEQA and the environmentally
preferred alternative under NEPA. Table ES-1 presents the impact conclusion for each impact
statement, for every topical area evaluated, for the proposed project and for all alternatives, and
provides a relative impact severity for each alternative (increased, decreased or same) compared
to the proposed project; beneficial impacts are highlighted in green.

ES.7.1 Key Impact Differences Between Alternatives

The following discussion summarizes key differences in the significant environmental impacts
among the alternatives.

Under the No Project Alternative, although impacts from project construction would be avoided,
impacts associated with decommissioning of the test slant well would be similar to the impacts
associated with construction activities such as mobilization, site clearance, grading, excavation,
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and other earthmoving activities in the original construction footprint. However, slant well
decommissioning would not involve drilling or excavation but would involve cutting and
removing a portion of the well casing. Under the No Project Alternative, it would not be possible
to meet the proposed project objectives; reliance on existing and planned water conservation and
recycling programs would continue. The implementation of mandatory rationing and
conservation measures would be likely. The lack of water supply would adversely affect the
region’s economic vitality. The reduction of available water supply by almost 40 percent could
lead to water shortages throughout the CalAm Monterey District service area, impacting all
economic sectors, including the County’s “four pillars” — agriculture, tourism, education, and
research — by substantially reducing the reliability of water resources and water infrastructure.

Under the No Project Alternative, current diversions from the Carmel River would continue,
consistent with existing conditions in the short-term. However, CalAm would not meet CDO
milestones associated with the construction and implementation of the MPWSP. As a result,
diversions from the Carmel River would be required to be reduced sooner than under the
proposed project and Carmel River flows would be restored by a total of 10,000 acre-feet over the
period of October 2018 through 2021. The increases to Carmel River flows under the No Project
Alternative would be beneficial to Carmel River steelhead habitat. Since no construction would
occur under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impacts on special-status species, such
as western snowy plover and Smith’s blue butterfly, that would be impacted by the proposed
project. However, decommissioning of the test slant well could result in potentially significant
but mitigable secondary impacts on terrestrial biological resources, including:

o Special-Status Species. See Impact 4.6-1 in Section 4.6.5.1. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.6-1a through 4.6-1g, 4.6-1i, 4.6-1n, 4.6-1p, 4.12-1b, and 4.14-2 would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level.

o Sensitive natural communities and critical habitat. See Impact 4.6-2 in Section 4.6.5.1.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1a through 4.6-1d, 4.6-1n, 4.6-1p, 4.6-2a, and
4.6-2b would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

. Introduction or spread of invasive non-native species. See Impact 4.6-5 in Section 4.6.5.1.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-1a and 4.6-1p would reduce impacts to a less-
than-significant level.

Alternative 2 (Open-Water Intake at Moss Landing), Alternative 3 (DeepWater Desal Project), and
Alternative 4 (People’s Project) would use screened, open water intakes, which would reduce or
avoid several potential proposed project impacts on groundwater because of the absence of slant
well pumping for source water, but would result in new significant impacts on marine biological
resources. Significant and unavoidable impacts on marine habitat and biological resources would
result from the in-water construction of new open water intakes. Operation of screened open-water
intakes for all three alternatives would result in impingement and entrainment of marine organisms,
resulting in significant long-term direct and indirect effects on marine biological resources within
MBNMS in Monterey Bay, even with implementation of mitigation measures.

For Alternative 3 (DeepWater Desal Project) and Alternative 4 (People’s Project), operation of a
new, brine-only outfall (no co-mingling with wastewater or other diluent flows) could result in

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project ES-14 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



Executive Summary

significant and unavoidable water quality impacts from increased levels of salinity and
concentrations of certain other constituents. Due to the proximity of live-aboard boats in Moss
Landing Harbor, construction activities would result in exposure of more sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations from construction equipment emissions, resulting in a
significant and unavoidable impact. Both of these alternatives would produce more desalinated
water than the proposed MPWSP, resulting in more water being available that would remove an
impediment to and potentially support increased growth in the three county-region.

Alternative 3 (DeepWater Desal Project) may result in significant and unavoidable impacts from
energy use from operation of the co-located data center that would constrain local or regional
supplies and require additional capacity. Operation of emergency generators would use large
amounts of fuel in a manner that would be unnecessary and wasteful, resulting in a significant
and unavoidable impact.

For Alternative 4 (People’s Project), construction of the desalination plant could impact
(currently unsurveyed) historical resources, resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact.
Operation and siting of the intake pumping facilities on top of the existing caisson at the existing
shoreline could result in long-term direct effects on coastal erosion and scour processes that could
expose adjacent properties to coastal flooding and a change in sediment transport, resulting in
potentially significant impacts. In addition, being within a 100-year flood zone could cause long-
term direct effects related to redirection of flood flows, resulting in a significant and unavoidable
impact. The intake pumping facilities on top of the existing caisson would result in impacts on the
visual quality of the shoreline in Moss Landing and interrupt views of MBNMS resources,
resulting in potentially significant impacts.

Alternatives 1 and 5b would include operation of the slant wells at Potrero Road (for a 9.6 mgd or
a 6.4 mgd desalination plant, respectively). Alternative 5b would lower groundwater levels in the
Dune Sands/Perched-A aquifers in the Moss Landing area. Operation of Alternative 1 would
additionally lower groundwater levels in the 180- and 400-foot aquifers, thereby capturing
groundwater that would have otherwise flowed into Elkhorn Slough. The direct and indirect
permanent effects on marine and terrestrial biological resources at Elkhorn Slough from the
operation of slant wells at Potrero Road (Alternatives 1 or 5b) and the lowering of groundwater
levels would result in significant and unavoidable impacts.

The proposed project and Alternative 5a would not affect Elkhorn Slough; there would be no
construction on the seafloor; and impacts on groundwater resources, surface water resources and
marine biological resources would be localized and less than significant. The proposed project
and Alternative 5a would use an existing outfall and would co-mingle brine with wastewater; they
would each meet Ocean Plan Water Quality objectives for salinity within a very short distance;
they would avoid impingement and entrainment of marine organisms associated with an open
water intake; and with mitigation, they would be consistent with the Ocean Plan and MBNMS
Desalination Guidelines. While the proposed slant wells at CEMEX would be inconsistent with
the City of Marina’s Local Coastal Plan Land Use Plan policy (and thereby would cause a
significant and unavoidable impact when considered with the test slant well at the CEMEX site),
Coastal Act Section 30260 encourages coastal-dependent industrial uses and provides for
resolution of conflicting Coastal Act policies where such development is concerned.
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ES.7.2 Environmentally Superior/Environmentally Preferred
Alternative and NOAA-Preferred Alternative

This Final EIR/EIS identifies Alternative 5a as the environmentally superior/environmentally
preferred alternative, assuming implementation of the GWR Project. Alternative 5a is also the
NOAA-preferred alternative. While the combined Alternative 5a and GWR Project would result
in a larger physical footprint than the proposed project alone, the pairing of Alternative 5a and the
GWR project would result in reduced operational energy use, reduced GHG emissions, and
reduced effects on groundwater levels influenced by fewer slant wells and less volume of
pumping, compared to the proposed project. The GWR project would also provide water to
growers through the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project that would benefit the groundwater
basin. In addition, Alternative 5a paired with the GWR project would be consistent with the 2016
California Action Plan seeking integrated water supply solutions, the Governor’s drought
proclamations, the CPUC Water Action Plan goal of promoting water infrastructure investment,
the Ocean Plan and MBNMS Desalination Guidelines.

ES.8 Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved

Pursuant to Section 15123(b)(1) of the state CEQA Guidelines and NEPA regulations (40 CFR
1502.12), an EIR/EIS shall identify areas of controversy known to the lead agency including
issues raised by agencies and the public and the issues to be resolved (including the choice among
alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects).

The following areas of controversy and issues to be resolved were raised through the scoping and
public meetings conducted in association with circulation of the NOP and NOI, comments
submitted on the 2015 MPWSP Draft EIR, and comments submitted on the 2017 MPWSP Draft
EIR/EIS.

° Demand to be Met by the Proposed Project and Desalination Plant Sizing

Comments were received advocating that the desalination plant be sized to provide supply to
replace the portions of CalAm’s existing Carmel River and Seaside Groundwater Basin
supplies that have been constrained by legal decisions (in compliance with SWRCB

Orders 95-10 and 2016-0016 and the adjudication of the Seaside Groundwater Basin) to meet
current service area demand only. Since demand has continued to decline over the past
several years, some comments suggest the proposed project should plan to serve a smaller
demand of current customers, and suggest that a desalination plant may not even be
necessary. Other comments expressed support for sizing the plant to accommodate differing
degrees of additional future demand (e.g., demand associated with the development of vacant
legal lots of record, demand associated with full general plan buildout, etc.). Chapter 2, Water
Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights, discusses existing service area demand and supplies
and the level of demand the MPWSP proposes to meet, and Section 6.3, Growth-Inducing
Impacts, evaluates the growth inducement potential of the water supply proposed to be
provided by the MPWSP that would exceed current customers’ demands. In addition, Master
Response 13, Demand (Project Need) and Growth, in Section 8.2.13, responds to comments
on the Draft EIR/EIS that concerned customer water demand, available water supplies, and
growth that could be induced by the proposed MPWSP water supply.
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° Groundwater Modeling, Impacts and Water Rights

CalAm’s proposed use of subsurface slant wells to withdraw source water for the MPWSP
Desalination Plant is the subject of two controversies: (1) whether CalAm has the legal
right to extract groundwater from the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB); and

(2) whether implementation of the MPWSP and operation of the subsurface slant wells
would exacerbate seawater intrusion in the SVGB and harm the existing water supply of
other users of the SVGB, particularly Marina Coast Water District (MCWD). The proposed
subsurface slant wells at CEMEX would be screened in aquifer units of the SVGB that
have long been intruded by seawater. Although the subsurface slant wells would draw
water (i.e., source water for the MPWSP Desalination Plant) from beneath the ocean floor,
a fraction of the source water would be drawn from inland portions of the SVGB; therefore,
the source water would at least initially be a combination of brackish groundwater and
seawater. After pumping begins, the wells would extract increasing proportions of
infiltrating recharge from the ocean. The ocean recharge would gradually replace the
ambient groundwater within what is defined as the capture zone, and would move within
the capture zone toward the well, but would not advance beyond the capture zone. This
EIR/EIS focuses the definitions of groundwater and seawater based on their chemical
properties rather than on their location; see Chapter 3 and Section 4.4.

In 2012, the CPUC asked the SWRCB to provide an opinion regarding whether CalAm has
the legal right to extract source water for the MPWSP Desalination Plant from offshore
aquifers of the SVGB. The SWRCB has indicated that for CalAm to appropriate
groundwater from the SVGB, the MPWSP EIR/EIS must demonstrate that the proposed
project will not harm or cause injury to other basin users (SWRCB, 2013) and made certain
recommendations for further study.

The recommendations of the SWRCB have been implemented by a Hydrogeologic
Working Group (HWG) comprised of licensed hydrogeologists with pertinent experience in
the Monterey Bay region. The HWG was a result of an August 2013 Settlement Agreement
between CalAm and 16 parties whereby CalAm agreed their hydrologist and technical team
would work with the Salinas Valley Water Coalition’s and Monterey County Farm
Bureau’s assigned hydrogeologists. The HWG developed a work plan in order to reach
agreement about the studies, well tests, field work, modeling, monitoring, and other data
analyses that is needed to assess and characterize whether and to what extent the proposed
operation of the MPWSP may adversely affect the SVGB and the water supply available to
legal water users thereof. The resulting hydrogeological study informed the analysis
presented in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources, as well as the corresponding analysis in
Chapter 5, Alternatives. Refer to Section 2.6 in Chapter 2, Water Demand, Supplies, and
Water Rights, for a discussion of water rights. The workplan and results of the work plan
are presented in EIR/EIS Appendix E3.

Furthermore, the groundwater model and results presented in the 2015 Draft EIR have been
revised to address questions about the accuracy and credibility of the groundwater
modeling work that was the subject of potential conflict of interest comments. The CPUC
made the groundwater data files used in the April 2015 Draft EIR available for public
review. The CPUC employed the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory to conduct an
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independent evaluation of that data; the results of that evaluation are provided in Appendix
E1. The CPUC hired a new hydrogeologist (HydroFocus) to revise the groundwater model;
see Appendix E2. The groundwater analysis from the 2015 Draft EIR has been updated to
reflect the results of the new and revised groundwater model.

Similar comments were received on the Draft EIR/EIS with regard to water rights, source
water, the HWG, and groundwater modelling. See Master Responses 2, 3, 5, 8, and 12 in
Chapter 8 for a full discussion of these issues.

° Private (Versus Public) Ownership of the Desalination Plant

A Monterey County ordinance (Health and Safety Code Section 10.72.030 [the Monterey
County Desalination Ordinance]) prohibits ownership of a desalination plant by a private
entity and at one point in time, Monterey County had filed a lawsuit against CalAm on the
issue. In October 2012 and July 2013, the CPUC concluded that the Monterey County
Desalination Ordinance is in conflict with California law and that the CPUC’s authority
preempts the Monterey County Desalination Ordinance to the extent that the ordinance
purports to apply to public utility facilities or operations. The CPUC’s 2013 decision noted
that the Court action initiated by the County had since been dismissed. The Settlement
Agreement entered into between CalAm and other parties in August 2013 includes provisions
that address project governance and financing that are intended to ensure the consideration of
community values and public agency representation in all the important aspects of the
MPWSP and to lower project costs, respectively. While the CPUC decisions and provisions
of the proposed Settlement Agreement address concerns related to the private ownership of
the MPWSP, it is expected that some concerns about this issue may remain.

° Brine Discharge

During scoping and evidentiary hearings, many commenters expressed concerns about the
proposed discharge of desalination plant brine to Monterey Bay within MBNMS.
Comments primarily focused on the potential effect of brine discharges on benthic habitats
and the marine environment, including impacts close to the point of discharge as well as
longer term impacts at greater distances associated with the migration of the brine plume.
In addition, concerns were expressed over the potential for hypoxia to occur near the
seabed as a result of proposed MPWSP operational discharges. Hypoxia, or oxygen
depletion, is an environmental phenomenon where the concentration of dissolved oxygen in
the water column decreases to a level that can no longer support living aquatic organisms.

Concerns were raised about the consistency of MPWSP brine discharges with MBNMS and
California Ocean Plan standards and requirements, the effects of combining brine with
wastewater effluent, and the reduction of effluent that would be available for use as an
alternative water source if effluent was used to dilute brine.

New brine discharge dilution modeling has been performed, resulting in refinements and
clarification of the modeling outcomes relative to the Ocean Plan water quality objectives.
The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of brine discharges on water quality are
addressed in Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality; the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of brine discharges on the marine environment are
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addressed in Section 4.5, Marine Biological Resources; and the effects of the proposed
project on outfall capacity are addressed in Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities.

° Alternatives

While this EIR/EIS evaluates the MPWSP as proposed by CalAm, other parties are pursuing
the development of other desalination projects to provide potable water supply to the
Monterey Peninsula and beyond. The Monterey Bay Regional Water Project, proposed by
DeepWater Desal, LLC, would provide up to 25,000 afy of potable water supply to serve
participating communities in the Monterey Bay region, potentially including the Monterey
Peninsula, Castroville, Salinas, and parts of Santa Cruz County. The People’s Moss Landing
Water Desalination Project (People’s Project), proposed by Moss Landing Commercial
Business Park, LLC, would provide 13,404 afy (11.97 mgd) of potable water supply to serve
North Monterey County and the Monterey Peninsula. Chapter 5, Alternatives, presents
information on these other desalination projects based on available information, and includes
analysis of these projects as alternatives to the proposed MPWSP project. In addition, Master
Response 15, Alternative Desalination Projects — Status, Information Sources, and
Cumulative Scenario in Section 8.2.15 responds to comments received on the 2017 Draft
EIR/EIS and provides clarification on the status of the DeepWater Desal Project and People’s
Project (to the extent that information is available), and also addresses questions on
assumptions used for considering cumulative impacts of these projects.

° Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) and De-Gassing

Comments on the 2015 Draft EIR raised concerns about GHG emissions from subsurface
intakes and requested that CO- degassing from intake water to the atmosphere be analyzed.
These issues are addressed in Section 4.11, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Furthermore, at the
time of publication of the 2017 Draft EIR/EIS, it was not possible to substantiate
numerically that the GHG emissions, resulting from construction and operation of the
proposed project, would be reduced to less than significant level. Since publication, a
detailed mitigation strategy was developed that enabled quantification of reductions with
sufficient certainty to support the determination of less than significant with mitigation.

° Coastal Erosion

Sea level rise is expected to continue over the next century, in turn accelerating coastal
erosion and resulting in the inland retreat of the Monterey Bay coastline. Concerns were
raised that coastal erosion could expose subsurface elements of the proposed project such
as the slant wells, slant well vaults, and associated infrastructure, potentially damaging
them and shortening their lifespan, while the exposed wells and associated structures could
also present a hazard to recreational activities. A project-specific coastal retreat study was
conducted to evaluate erosion impacts associated with project components in the coastal
zone and determined that the slant wells, in their originally-proposed locations, could be
undermined and exposed within the project lifetime. Consequently, the slant well sites were
moved farther inland. Section 4.2, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity, describes the issues
related to sea level rise and coastal erosion in more detail and evaluates the potential
impacts on coastal erosion resulting from the proposed slant wells and associated
infrastructure.
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° Intake Technologies

Several state and federal regulatory and permitting agencies (SWRCB, California Coastal
Commission (CCC)) will not consider permitting an open-water intake unless a subsurface
intake has been deemed infeasible or would result in greater environmental impacts. NOAA’s
MBNMS and National Marine Fisheries Service also established guidelines for discretionary
approvals for new intake structures stating that subsurface intakes should be used where
feasible and beneficial. CalAm has proposed subsurface intakes (slant wells) to supply source
water to the MPWSP. Chapter 4 of this EIR/EIS evaluates the potential impacts of the
proposed project and Chapter 5, Alternatives, presents an extensive analysis of alternative
intake technologies and locations. Section 8.2.11.8 discusses the evolving subsurface intake
technology and Appendix E3 presents the results of the test slant well long term pump test.

° Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, the Coastal Act and City of Marina Local
Coastal Land Use Plan

In order to implement the MPWSP-proposed subsurface intakes, CalAm will be required to
secure a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) under the California Coastal Act. The City of
Marina has an approved Local Coastal Program (LCP) and would be responsible for
issuing this permit. The CalAm Summer 2014 application to the City of Marina for a CDP
associated with the exploratory bore holes at CEMEX, and the City’s Fall 2014 denial of
CalAm’s application for a CDP associated with the test slant well, proved to be very
controversial. Even after the CCC approved the test well in November 2014, several
lawsuits were filed to stop the drilling and the associated pump test. Section 4.6, Terrestrial
Biological Resources, addresses the potential terrestrial biological impacts associated with
construction and operation of the proposed slant wells at CEMEX, including analysis of
potential inconsistencies with the City of Marina LCP Land Use Plan policy; and

Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources addresses the potential groundwater impacts
associated with construction and operation of the slant wells at CEMEX.

° Monterey Pipeline

Comments were received on the April 2015 Draft EIR and the 2015 Federal Register Notice
of Intent, expressing concerns about the Monterey Pipeline. Originally proposed by CalAm to
follow a coastal route, the new Monterey Pipeline was evaluated as an alternative route in the
April 2015 Draft EIR and in the October 2015 GWR Final EIR. The new 5.4-mile-long, 36-
inch-diameter pipeline would allow for bi-directional flows of potable water between the
GWR Project and the Monterey Peninsula and allow CalAm to maximize the benefits of
water produced by the GWR and, through utilization of the ASR, allow CalAm to reduce
reliance on Carmel River diversions. Concerns have been expressed about the construction
impacts and cost of the pipeline that would include right angle, 45-degree bends and welded
junctions. The CPUC approved the new Monterey Pipeline and Pump Station in September
2016, along with the Water Purchase Agreement for the GWR Project. In so doing, the
Commission found that benefits associated with the pipeline/pump station project outweighed
the significant and unavoidable impact to noise resources that will result from temporary
construction. Therefore, as approved projects with utility independent from the proposed
project, the Monterey Pipeline and Pump Station are evaluated as cumulative projects in this
EIR/EIS since they are no longer a part of the proposed project.
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TABLE ES-1
ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY
Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.2: Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact 4.2-1: Substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil during construction. LSM N¢I L?M L?M L?M L?M LiM
Impact 4.2-2: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to fault rupture. LS '\il L:S L:S L:S L:S L:S
Impact 4.2-3: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to seismically-induced LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
groundshaking. J = = = = =
Impact 4.2-4: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to seismically-induced LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
ground failure, including liquefaction, lateral spreading, or settlement. A2 = = = = =
Impact 4.2-5: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to landslides or other LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
slope failures. J = = = = =
Impact 4.2-6: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to expansive soils. LS 'il L=S L=S L=S L=S L=S
Impact 4.2-7: Exposure of structures to substantial adverse effects related to corrosive soils. LS N¢I L:S L:S L:S L:S L:S
. . . NI NI NI NI NI NI
Impact 4.2-8: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to land subsidence. NI i) - - - - -
Impact 4.2-9: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to alternative Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
wastewater disposal systems. J = J J J =
5a: LSM
Impact 4.2-10: Accelerate and/or exacerbate natural rates of coastal erosion, scour, or dune retreat, resulting LSM NI NI NI NI SuU =
in damage to adjoining properties or a substantial change in the natural coastal environment. 2 2 J J 0 5b: NI
2
Impact 4.2.11: Degrades the physical structure of any geologic resource or alters any oceanographic process, NI NI NI SuU SuU SuU NI
such as sediment transport, that is measurably different from pre-existing conditions. 2 = ) 1 1 =
Impact 4.2-C: Cumulative impacts related to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity. LSM '\il LEM STU LEM STU LEM
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.3: Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 4.3-1: Degradation of water quality associated with increased soil erosion and inadvertent releases of LS LS LS SuU SuU LS
; . . I LS
hazardous chemicals during general construction activities. NE T T 1) 1) J
Impact 4.3-2: Degradation of water quality from construction-related discharges of dewatering effluent from LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
open excavations and water produced during well drilling and development. J 1 = 1 J J
Impact 4.3-3: Degradation of water quality from discharges of treated water and disinfectant from existing 5a: LS
and newly installed pipelines during construction. Ls NI LS LS LS LS =
J T = T A3 5b: LS
T
Impact 4.3-4: Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or degrade water quality from LSM NI LSM LSM LSM SuU LSM
increased salinity as a result of brine discharge from the operation of the MPWSP Desalination Plant. J = = 0 0 =
Impact 4.3-5: Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or degrade water quality as a LSM NI LSM LSM LSM SuU LSM
result of brine discharge from the operation of the MPWSP Desalination Plant. J = = 1 1 =
Impact 4.3-6: Degradation of water quality due to discharges associated with maintenance of the subsurface Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
slant wells and the ASR -5 and ASR-6 Wells. J = 0 0 0 J
Impact 4.3-7: Alteration of drainage patterns such that there is a resultant increase in erosion, siltation, or the LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
rate or amount of surface runoff. 4 4 4 0 4 =
Impact 4.3-8: Alteration of drainage patterns such that there is an increase in flooding on- or offsite or the Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
capacity of the stormwater drainage system is exceeded. J 1T J 1T J J
Impact 4.3-9: Impedance or redirection of flood flows due to the siting of project facilities in a 100-year flood 5a: LS
hazard area. LS NI LS LS LS SuU =
{ { = { 0 5b: LS
{
Impact 4.3-10: Exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from flooding due LS NI LS LS LS SuU LS
to a tsunami. J J = J 0 =
Impact 4.3-11: Exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from flooding due Ls NI LS LS LS SuU LS
to sea level rise. J J = J 1 =
Impact 4.3-C: Cumulative impacts related to Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality. LSM N¢I LEM LEM LiM STU LEM
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.4: Groundwater Resources
Impact 4.4-1: Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that NI NI NI NI NI NI
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level during NI _ _ _ _ _ _
construction. B B B B B B
Impact 4.4-2: Violate any water quality standards or otherwise degrade groundwater quality during LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
construction. J = 0 0 A =
Impact 4.4-3: Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 5a: LS
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level during Ls NI LS LS LS LS J
operations so as to expose well screens and pumps. l l l l l 5b: LS
Impact 4.4-4: Violate any water quality standards or otherwise degrade groundwater quality during 5a: LSM
operations. LSM NI LS LS LS LS =
{ { { { 1 5b: LS
5a: LS
. S NI NI NI NI NI =
Impact 4.4-C: Cumulative impacts related to Groundwater Resources. LS 1) 1) 1) 1) 1) 50 NI
y
Section 4.5: Marine Resources
Impact 4.5-1: Result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, including
direct disturbance, removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or discharge, on any marine species, natural NI LS su su su LS
community, or habitat, including candidate, sensitive, or special-status species identified in local or regional LS 1) 1 1 1 1 1
plans, policies, regulations or conservation plans (including protected wetlands or waters, critical habitat,
essential fish habitat (EFH); or as identified by the CDFW, USFWS, and/or NMFS during construction
Impact 4.5-2: Threaten to eliminate a marine plant or animal wildlife community or cause a fish or marine LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels during construction. J 0 0 0 0 J
Impact 4.5-3: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native marine resident or migratory fish or NI LS LS LS LS LS
marine wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory marine wildlife corridors, or impede the LS 1) 1 1 1 1 1
use of native marine wildlife nursery sites during construction.
Impact 4.5-4: Result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, including 5a LS
direct disturbance, removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or discharge, on any marine species, natural NI su su su su _
community, or habitat, including candidate, sensitive, or special-status species identified in local or regional LS ! 1 1 1 1 5p: SU
plans, policies, regulations or conservation plans (including protected wetlands or waters, critical habitat, T
essential fish habitat (EFH); or as identified by the CDFW, USFWS, and/or NMFS during operations.
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.5: Marine Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.5-5: Threaten to eliminate a marine plant or animal wildlife community or cause a fish or marine LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels during operations. NE = 1) = = J
Impact 4.5 6: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native marine resident or migratory fish or
: s : ° . . : . h o ) h NI LS LS LS LS LS
marine wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory marine wildlife corridors, or impede the LS ! — 1 — — 1
use of native marine wildlife nursery sites during operations. B B B
Impact 4.5-C: Cumulative impacts on Marine Resources. LS N¢I L:S STU N¢I STU Lf
Section 4.6: Terrestrial Biological Resources
Impact 4.6-1: Result in substantial adverse effects on species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special- LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
status, either directly or through habitat modification, during construction. J = J 0 = =
Impact 4.6-2: Result in substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat, critical habitat, or other sensitive LSM LSM LSM LSM SuU LSM LSM
natural communities during construction. J = J 1 = =
Impact 4.6-3: Result in substantial adverse effects on federal wetlands, federal other waters, and/or waters of LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
the State during construction. J = = 1T 1T =
Impact 4.6-4: Be inconsistent with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a su NI SuU SuU SuU SuU SuU
tree preservation policy or ordinance with local tree ordinances. J J = = = =
Impact 4.6-5: Introduce or spread an invasive non-native species during construction. LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
¢ = = = = =
Impact 4.6-6: Result in substantial adverse effects on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species during LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
project operations. J = l = = =
Impact 4.6-7: Result in substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat, critical habitat, or other sensitive LSM 5a: LSM
natural communities during project operations LSM SuU LSM LSM = =
J T J = 5b: SU
T
Impact 4.6-8: Result in substantial adverse effects on federal wetlands, federal other waters, and waters of LSM NI LSM NI LSM LSM LSM
the State during project operations. J = J = = =
Impact 4.6-9: Introduce or spread an invasive non-native species during project operations. 5a: LSM
LSM NI NI NI NI NI =
{ { { { 3 5b: NI
{
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.6: Terrestrial Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.6-10: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, natural community LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
conservation plans or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. J = = = = =
Impact 4.6-C: Cumulative impacts related to Terrestrial Biological Resources. SuU Lf S:U S:U LiM S:U STU
Section 4.7: Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact 4.7-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
or disposal of hazardous materials during construction. J 1T 1T 1T 1T J
Impact 4.7-2: Encountering hazardous materials from other hazardous materials release sites during LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
construction. J = 0 0 0 =
Impact 4.7-3: Project facilities would be located on a known hazardous materials site. LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
y = 1 1 1 =
Impact 4.7-4: Handle hazardous materials or emit hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile of schools during Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
construction. l = = = = =
Impact 4.7-5: Increase risk of wildland fires during construction. LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
¢ = = = = =
Impact 4.7-6: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
disposal, or accidental release of hazardous materials during project operations. J = = 1 1 J
Impact 4.7-C: Cumulative impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials. LSM Lf LEM LiM LiM LiM LEM
Section 4.8: Land Use, Land Use Planning, and Recreation
Impact 4.8-1: Consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to land use and recreation LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
that were adopted for the purpose of mitigating an environmental effect. J = = = = =
Impact 4.8-2: Disrupt or preclude public access to or along the coast during construction. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ ) ) ) 1) 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.8-C: Cumulative impacts related to Land Use, Land Use Planning, and Recreation. LSM N¢I LiM LiM LiM LiM LiM
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.9: Traffic and Transportation
Impact 4.9-1: Temporary traffic increases on regional and local roadways due to construction-related vehicle 5a: LSM
trips. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ ) ) ) T 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-2: Temporary reduction in roadway capacities and increased traffic delays during construction. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ ) ) ) T 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-3: Increased traffic safety hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians on public roadways 5a: LSM
during construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ ) ) ) T 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-4: Impaired emergency access during construction. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ ) ) ) T 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-5: Temporary disruptions to public transportation, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities during 5a: LSM
construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ ) ) ) T 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-6: Increased wear-and-tear on the designated haul routes used by construction vehicles. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ t t t 0 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-7: Parking interference during construction. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
J 0 = = = 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.9-8: Long-term traffic increases on regional and local roadways during project operations and LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
maintenance. J = = = = =
Impact 4.9-C: Cumulative impacts related to Traffic and Transportation. SuU '\il S:U S:U S:U S:U S:U
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.10: Air Quality
Impact 4.10-1: Generate emissions of criteria air pollutants and contribute to a violation of an ambient air suU LSM SuU SuU SuU SuU SuU
quality standard during construction. J 1 1 1 = =
Impact 4.10-2: Construction activities could conflict with implementation of the applicable air quality plan. suU NI SuU SuU SuU SuU SuU
Y 1 1 1 = =
Impact 4.10-3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and/or Coccidioides immitis
oo ) : ; NI LS LS SuU SuU LS
(Valley Fever) spores or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people during LS ! 1 1 1 1 _
construction.
Impact 4.10-4: Long-term increase of criteria pollutant emissions that could contribute to a violation of an LS NI LS LS LSM LS LS
ambient air quality standard during operations. J = 0 0 0 J
Impact 4.10-5: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or create objectionable LS NI LS LS LSM LS LS
odors affecting a substantial number of people during operations. J = 1 1 1 J
Impact 4.10-C: Cumulative impacts related to Air Quality. SuU Lf STU STU STU STU S:U
Section 4.11: Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact 4.11-1: Incremental contribution to climate change from GHG emissions associated with the proposed LSM LSM LSM LSM SuU LSM LSM
project. J = = 0 = =
Impact 4.11-2: Conflict with the Executive Order B-30-15 Emissions Reduction Goal. LSM NI LSM LSM SuU LSM LSM
¢ = = T = =
Impact 4.11-3: Conflict with AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan. LSM NI LSM LSM SuU LSM LSM
¢ = = T = =
Impact 4.11-C: Cumulative impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions. LSM Lf LEM LEM STU LEM LEM
Section 4.12: Noise and Vibration
Impact 4.12-1: Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 5a: SU
vicinity during construction. suU NI SuU SuU SuU SuU =
{ 1) 1) ) 1) 5b: SU
T
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.12: Noise and Vibration (cont.)
Impact 4.12-2: Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 5a: LSM
general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies during construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ 1) 1) ) 1) 5h: LSM
T
Impact 4.12-3: Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration during construction. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ { { { 1 5h: LSM
{
Impact 4.12-4: Consistency with the construction time limits established by the local jurisdictions. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
J = = 1T = 5b: LSM
{
Impact 4.12-5: Substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
existing without the project during operations. J = = 1 1 =
Impact 4.12-6: Expose people to or generate operational noise levels in excess of standards established in Ls NI LS LS LS LSM LS
the local general plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies during operation. N3 = = = T =
5a: SU
. L . ) . NI SuU SuU SuU SuU =
Impact 4.12-C: Cumulative impacts related to Noise and Vibration. SuU 1) 1 1 1 1 5b: SU
T
Section 4.13: Public Services and Utilities
Impact 4.13-1: Disrupt or relocate regional or local utilities during construction. 5a: LSM
LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
y 1 1 1 1 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.13-2: Exceed landfill capacity or be out of compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and 5a: LSM
regulations related to solid waste during construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
y 1 1 1 1 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.13-3 Exceed landfill capacity or be out of compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
regulations related to solid waste during operations. J = = 0 J =
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.13: Public Services and Utilities (cont.)
Impact 4.13-4: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Central Coast RWQCB, or result in a
L . . . . NI LSM LSM LS LS LSM
determination by the wastewater treatment provider that it has inadequate treatment or outfall capacity to LSM i) _ _ 1 1 _
serve the project. - - -
Impact 4.13-5: Increased corrosion of the MRWPCA outfall and diffuser as a result of brine discharge LSM NI LSM LSM NI NI LSM
associated with project operations. J = = J J =
Impact 4.13-C: Cumulative impacts related to Public Services and Utilities. LSM N¢I LEM LEM LiM LiM LEM
Section 4.14: Aesthetic Resources
Impact 4.14-1: Construction-related impacts on scenic resources (vistas, roadways, and designated scenic LS NI LS LS LS LSM LS
areas) or the visual character of the project area and its surroundings. J = = = 0 =
Impact 4.14-2: Temporary sources of substantial light or glare during construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
y 1 1 1 1 =
Impact 4.14-3: Permanent impacts on scenic resources (vistas, roadways, and designated scenic areas) or LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
the visual character of the project area and its surroundings. J = J J = =
Impact 4.14-4: Permanent new sources of light or glare. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM
l = = 1 1 =
Impact 4.14-C: Cumulative impacts related to Aesthetic Resources LSM N¢I LiM LiM LiM LiM LiM
Section 4.15: Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact 4.15-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in NI NI NI NI NI SuU NI
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines or historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5 during construction. = = = = 1 =
Impact 4.15-2: Cause a substantial adverse change during construction in the significance of an 5a: LSM
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines or historic properties pursuant LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM =
to 36 CFR 800.5. 4 0 0 0 0 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.15-3: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site, or unique geological 5a: LS
feature during construction. Ls NI LS LS LS LS =
) t t t t 5b: LS
T
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.15: Cultural and Paleontological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.15-4: Disturbance any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, during 5a: LSM
construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM =
{ 1) 1) 1) 1) 5h: LSM
T
Impact 4.15-C: Cumulative impacts related to Cultural and Paleontological Resources. LS Lf L=S LiM LiM LiM LEM
Section 4.16: Agricultural Resources
Impact 4.16-1: Result in changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, could
U . - : . . NI LSM LSM LSM NI LSM
temporarily disrupt agricultural activities or result in the permanent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural LSM 1) _ _ 1 1) _
use.
Impact 4.16-2: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non- LS NI LS LS LS NI LS
agricultural use. J = = 0 J =
Impact 4.16-3: Conflict with zoning for agricultural uses or with Williamson Act contracts. LS '\il L:S L:S LTS '\il L:S
Impact 4.16-C: Cumulative impacts related to Agricultural Resources. LSM '\il LEM LEM LiM '\il LEM
Section 4.17: Mineral Resources
Impact 4.17-1: Loss of availability of known mineral resources that are of value to the region or residents of 5a: LS
the state or result in the loss of a locally-recognized important mineral resource recovery site. Ls NI LS LS LS LS =
{ { { { J 5b: LS
A2
5a: LS
. Lo . NI LS LS LS LS =
Impact 4.17-C: Cumulative impacts related to Mineral Resources. LS ! 1 1 1 1 5b: LS
A2
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:
10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:
Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s | Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Section 4.18: Energy Conservation
Impact 4.18-1: Use large amounts of fuel and energy in an unnecessary, wasteful, or inefficient manner 5a: LSM
during construction. LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LSM N3
{ 1 1 1 1 5b: LSM
T
Impact 4.18-2: Use large amounts of fuel and energy in an unnecessary, wasteful, or inefficient manner Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
during operations. J 0 0 0 0 J
Impact 4.18-3: Constrain local or regional energy supplies, require additional capacity, or affect peak and Ls NI LS LS SuU LS LS
base periods of electrical demand during operations. J 1 1 1 1 J
5a: LSM
Impact 4.18-C: Cumulative impacts related to Energy Resources. LSM T L?M L?M STU L?M 5b: LSM
{
Section 4.19: Population and Housing
Impact 4.19-1: Induce substantial population growth directly during project construction. Ls NI LS LS LS LS LS
J, = = = = =
Impact 4.19-2: Induce substantial population growth directly during project operations. LS NI LS LS LS LS LS
¢ = = = = =
Impact 4.19-C: Cumulative impacts related to Population and Housing. LS ’\il L:S L:S L:S L:S L:S
Section 4.20 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
Impact 4.20-1: Reductions in the rate of employment, total income, or business activity in Monterey County. SuU
T
Impact 4.20-2: Disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income or minority populations. LS SuU LS LS SuU SuU LS
1 = 0 1 1 0
Impact 4.20-C: Cumulative impacts related to Socioeconomics and/or Environmental Justice. LSM STU LEM LEM STU STU LiM
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

ALTERNATIVES IMPACT SUMMARY

Alt. 2:
Proposed Alt. 1: Open
Project Slant Water Alt. 3:

10 Slant Wells at Intake at Deep Alt. 4: Alt. 5:

Wells at No Potrero Moss Water People’s Reduced
Impact CEMEX Action Road Landing Desal Project | Size Desal
Growth Inducement
Impact 6.3-1: Secondary effects of planned growth. SuU 'il Lf STU STU STU Lf
Impact 6.3-C: Cumulative impacts related to growth inducement. SU N¢I STU STU STU STU S:U

NOTES:

T Increased severity of impact 4 Decreased severity of impact = Same severity of impact

NI — No Impact
LS = Less than Significant impact, no mitigation proposed
LSM = Less than Significant impact with Mitigation

SU = Significant and Unavoidable impact, even with implementation of mitigation
= Beneficial Impact
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGA'I-'I—IglEElLI\I/IEEiSSlZJRES — MPWSP PROPOSED PROJECT
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Section 4.2: Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Impact 4.2-1: Substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil during construction. ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LSM ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LSM ‘ LSM ‘ LS ‘ LSM ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LSM ‘ ‘ LSM
Mitigation Measures
4.6-2b: Avoid, Minimize, and Compensate for Direct Construction Impacts on Sensitive Communities. - - X - - X X - X - - - X
4.16-1: Minimize Disturbance to Farmland - - X - - X X - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-2: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to fault rupture. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI LS NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-3: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to seismically-induced groundshaking. LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
:Qf(eafgzﬁéiiﬁ;i)ﬁgrgg:sa%fir?gf)g:esg{tls;;gt:t{res to substantial adverse effects related to seismically-induced ground failure, including LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-5: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to landslides or other slope failures. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-6: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to expansive soils. NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-7: Exposure of structures to substantial adverse effects related to corrosive soils. NI LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS LS LS NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-8: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to land subsidence. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.2-9: Exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to alternative wastewater disposal systems. LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - MPWSP PROPOSED PROJECT
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Section 4.2: Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (cont.)
Impact 4.2-10: Accelerate and/or exacerbate natural rates of coastal erosion, scour, or dune retreat, resulting in damage to adjoining
. - ; ’ NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
properties or a substantial change in the natural coastal environment.
Mitigation Measures
4.2-9: Slant Well Abandonment Plan. X - - - - - - - - - - - -
Im 4.2.11: Degr: he physical stri re of an logic r rce or alters an nographic pr h iment tran
pgct eg _adest e physica §t gctu e of any geologic resource o alters any oceanographic process, such as sediment transport, NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
that is measurably different from pre-existing conditions.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

ImpaCt 42-C CumUIative impaCtS rEIated © GeO|ogy’ SOiIS’ and SelsmICIty _

Section 4.3: Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality

:jnl]ﬁr?gmgir?;élE:;i?\rs??ua;;%:] oafc\;\i/\a/\itt?ésc?uallty associated with increased soil erosion and inadvertent releases of hazardous chemicals LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.3-2:. Degradat.io.n of water quality from construction-related discharges of dewatering effluent from open excavations and water LS
produced during well drilling and development.
Mitigation Measures
4.7-2b: Soil and Groundwater Management Plan. - X X X X X X X - X X X X
Lmuﬁggtcifs-igﬁ)%r-adation of water quality from discharges of treated water and disinfectant from existing and newly installed pipelines NI NI LS LS LS LS LS LS NI LS LS LS NT LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impa_lct 4._3-4: Violate water quality standards or waste disc_harge requirements or degrade water quality from increased salinity as a result NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
of brine discharge from the operation of the MPWSP Desalination Plant.
Mitigation Measures
4.3-4: Operational Discharge Monitoring, Analysis, Reporting, and Compliance - - - - - - - - - - - -
1I‘|T) Fna;:r::(.)s;-esr:a\t/ii)or:a;fet;v:t&rpwglgy Ds:r;ﬁs:; '?erl\;anstt'e discharge requirements or degrade water quality as a result of brine discharge NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
Mitigation Measures
4.3-5: Implement Protocols to Avoid Exceeding Water Quality Objectives - X - - - - - - - - - - -
CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project ES-34 ESA /205335.01

Final EIR/EIS March 2018



Executive Summary

TABLE ES-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES — MPWSP PROPOSED PROJECT

'S a c d % 8' 3 .5 g’
2 g 4 p 5 o S © g8 | = 33 3 5%
3 £ a S < |5 ? x e & 25, T2, ¢ ” L =9
0 8 ) 3 £ g T = 2 Se s| fgE | esE| 3 < 8wo?l
o 4 g 5 a = o @ - ©s £/ G632 882 3 e 2082
2 o = 2 % @ = = < EELB g6 | 655 | = < | EZSy
S, | 8. 8 a ° | 8% s | F w, C&03 €8z sz | T5 | 2 | FSEQ
s (§: | 2 | £ 3 |38 & | 3§ G3v 855 SEo §25) FE | § 2588
IMPACT B2 So 3 o oy 22 S zs <2 |<<ac &EE|=TE| 86 » |8hAkL
Section 4.3: Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Impact 4.3-6: Degradation of water quality due to discharges associated with maintenance of the subsurface slant wells and the ASR -5 LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI NI Ls
and ASR-6 Wells.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Irrl?np:;;:t 4.3-7: Alteration of drainage patterns such that there is a resultant increase in erosion, siltation, or the rate or amount of surface LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI LS Ls
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.3-8: Altgratlon of drainage patterns such that there is an increase in flooding on- or offsite or the capacity of the stormwater LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI LS Ls
drainage system is exceeded.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.3-9: Impedance or redirection of flood flows due to the siting of project facilities in a 100-year flood hazard area. LS NI LS NI NI NI LS LS NI NI NI NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.3-10: Exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from flooding due to a tsunami. LS NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.3-11: Exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death from flooding due to sea level rise. LS LS LS NI NI NI LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.3-C: Cumulative impacts related to Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality.

Section 4.4: Groundwater Resources

Impact 4.4-1: Deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in

. - ; ; LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level during construction.

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.4-2: Violate any water quality standards or otherwise degrade groundwater quality during construction. LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Section 4.4: Groundwater Resources (cont.)
Imp_act 4.4-3: Deplete grc_)undwater supplies or interfere substantlall_y with grot_mdwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS Ls
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level during operations so as to expose well screens and pumps.
Applicant Proposed Measure
4.4-3: Groundwater Monitoring and Avoidance of Well Damage. X - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.4-4: Violate any water quality standards or otherwise degrade groundwater quality during operations. LSM NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI NI LSM
Mitigation Measures
4.4-4: Groundwater Monitoring and Avoidance of Impacts on Groundwater Remediation Plumes. X - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.4-C: Cumulative impacts related to Groundwater Resources. LS
Section 4.5: Marine Resources
Impact 4.5-1: Result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, including direct disturbance, removal,
fllllng, hydrological |_nte!'rupt|_o_n, or discharge, on any marine species, natu_ral community, or_habltat, |n_c|ud|ng candidate, sensitive, or LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI Ls
special-status species identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or conservation plans (including protected wetlands or
waters, critical habitat, essential fish habitat (EFH); or as identified by the CDFW, USFWS, and/or NMFS during construction
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.'5—'2: Threaten tp eliminate a marine plant or animal wildlife community or cause a fish or marine wildlife population to drop below LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS
self-sustaining levels during construction.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.5-3: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native marine resident or migratory fish or marine wildlife species or with
: ) : ) . S - . . ’ I, . . . LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS
established native resident or migratory marine wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native marine wildlife nursery sites during construction.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.5-4: Result in a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, including direct disturbance, removal,
fllllng, hydrological |_nte!'rupt|_o_n, or discharge, on any marine species, natu_ral community, or_habltat, |n_c|ud|ng candidate, sensitive, or LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI Ls
special-status species identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or conservation plans (including protected wetlands or
waters, critical habitat, essential fish habitat (EFH); or as identified by the CDFW, USFWS, and/or NMFS during operations.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4..5-.5: Threaten tp eI|m|nat§ a marine plant or animal wildlife community or cause a fish or marine wildlife population to drop below LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS
self-sustaining levels during operations.
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Section 4.5: Marine Resources (cont.)

Impact 4.5 6: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native marine resident or migratory fish or marine wildlife species or with

established native resident or migratory marine wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native marine wildlife nursery sites during LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS

operations.

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.5-C: Cumulative impacts on Marine Resources. LS

Section 4.6: Terrestrial Biological Resources

Impact 4.6-1: Result in substantial adverse effects on species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status, either directly or
through habitat modification, during construction.

Mitigation Measures

4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures.

4.6-1b: Construction Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program.

4.6-1c: General Avoidance and Minimization Measures.

4.6-1d: Protective Measures for Western Snowy Plover.

4.6-1e: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-status Plants.

4.6-1f: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Smith’s Blue Butterfly.

X | X | X | X | X |X|X
1

4.6-1g: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Black Legless Lizard, Silvery Legless Lizard, and Coast Horned Lizard.

4.6-1h: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Western Burrowing Owl. - -

4.6-1i: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Nesting Birds. X

X [ X [ X | X | X | X | X |X|X|X

X | X | X | X | X |X

4.6-1j: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for American Badger. - X

4.6-1k: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat. - -

x

X | X | X [ X | X | X |X|X
x

X | X | X [ X | X | X |X|X

x
x
x
x
x

4.6-11: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-status Bats. - X

4.6-1m: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Native Stands of Monterey Pine. - -

4.6-1n: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. X

X | X | X | X | X

X | X | X
x
x
X | X | X
X | X | X

X
4.6-10: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander. - X
X

4.6-1p: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants X

4.6-1q: Frac-out Contingency Plan - - - - - -

x

4.12-1b: General Noise Controls for Construction Equipment. X -

4.14-2: Site-Specific Construction Lighting Measures. X X X X X X X X X X - - - -
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Section 4.6: Terrestrial Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.6-2: Result in substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat, critical habitat, or other sensitive natural communities during LS LS
construction.
Mitigation Measures
4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures. X X X - - X X X X X
4.6-1b: Construction Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program. X X X - - X X X X X
4.6-1c: General Avoidance and Minimization Measures. X X X - - X X X X X X X X X
4.6-1d: Protective Measures for Western Snowy Plover. X - X - - - - - - - - - - -
4.6-1e: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-status Plants. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4.6-1n: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. X X X - - X X X X X X X
4.6-10: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for California Red-legged Frog and California Tiger Salamander. - - - - - - - - - - - -
4.6-1p: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants X X X - - X X X X X - - - -
4.6-1q: Frac-out Contingency Plan - - - - - - X - - - - - - -
4.6-2a: Consultation with Local Agencies and the California Coastal Commission regarding Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. X - X - - X X X - - - - - X
i.rz-azsb: Avoid, Minimize, and Compensate for Construction Impacts to Sensitive Communities and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat X X X R ) X X X X X X X X X
Impact 4.6-3: Result in substantial adverse effects on federal wetlands, federal other waters, and/or waters of the State during construction. LS LS
Mitigation Measures
4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures. X - X X X X X X - - -
4.6-1b: Construction Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program. X - X X X X X X - - -
4.6-1c: General Avoidance and Minimization Measures. X - X X X X X X - - -
4.6-1q: Frac-out Contingency Plan - - - - - - X - - - - - - -
4.6-3: Avoid, Minimize, and or Mitigate Impacts to Wetlands. - - - - - X X - - - X X X -

Impact 4.6-4: Be inconsistent with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance with local tree ordinances.

Mitigation Measures

4.6-1n: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. X - X - - X - X - - - - - X
4.6-4: Compliance with Local Tree Ordinances. - X X X X X X X X X X X X -
Impact 4.6-5: Introduce or spread an invasive non-native species during construction. _ NI NI --_ NI NI NI NI -

Mitigation Measures

4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures. X X X - - X X X X X - - - -
4.6-1p: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants. X X X - - X X X X X - - - -
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IMPACT

Subsurface Slant
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MPWSP Desalination

Plant

Source Water PL

Brine Discharge PL

PL to CSIP Pond

New Desalinated

Water PL

Castroville PL

New Transmission

Main

ASR-5 and ASR-6

Wells

ASR Conveyance PL,

ASR Pump-to-Waste

PL, ASR

Recirculation PL

Ryan Ranch-Bishop
Interconnection
Improvements

Main System-Hidden
Hills Interconnection

Improvements

Carmel Valley Pump

Station

Overall Impact
Determination for
Proposed Project

Staging Areas
Significance

Section 4.6: Terrestrial Biological Resources (cont.)

Impact 4.6-6: Result in substantial adverse effects on candidate, sensitive, or special-status species during project operations.

Mitigation Measures

Z

4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures.

4.6-1b: Construction Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program.

4.6-1c: General Avoidance and Minimization Measures.

4.6-1d: Protective Measures for Western Snowy Plover.

4.6-1e: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Special-status Plants.

4.6-1f: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Smith’s Blue Butterfly.

4.6-1g: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Black Legless Lizard, Silvery Legless Lizard, and Coast Horned Lizard.

4.6-1i: Avoidance and Minimization Measures for Nesting Birds.

4.6-1n: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.

4.6-1p: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants.

X [ X [ X | X | X | X | X |X|X|X

4.6-6: Installation and Monitoring of Bird Deterrents at the Brine Storage Basin.

4.12-1b: General Noise Controls for Construction Equipment.

4.12-5: Stationary Source Noise Controls.

4.14-2: Site-Specific Nighttime Lighting Measures.

Impact 4.6-7: Result in substantial adverse effects on riparian habitat, critical habitat, or other sensitive natural communities during
project operations

Mitigation Measures

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures.

4.6-1b: Construction Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program.

4.6-1c: General Avoidance and Minimization Measures.

4.6-1d: Protective Measures for Western Snowy Plover

4.6-1n: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.

4.6-1p: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants

4.6-2a: Consultation with Local Agencies and the California Coastal Commission regarding Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas.

4.6-2b: Avoid, Minimize, and Compensate for Direct Construction Impacts to Sensitive Communities.

X | X | X [ X | X | X |X|X
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Section 4.6: Terrestrial Biological Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.6-8: Result in substantial adverse effects on federal wetlands, federal other waters, and waters of the State during project - NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI -
operations.
Mitigation Measures
4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures. X - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4.6-1b: Construction Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program. X - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4.6-1c: General Avoidance and Minimization Measures. X - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.6-9: Introduce or spread an invasive non-native species during project operations. - NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
Mitigation Measures
4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures. X - - - - - - - - - - - - -
4.6-1p: Control Measures for Spread of Invasive Plants. X - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.6-10: Cor}ﬂlct with the provisions of an ad_opted Habitat Conservation Plans, natural community conservation plans or other NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
Mitigation Measures
4.6-1a: Retain a Lead Biologist to Oversee Implementation of Protective Measures. X
4.6-1n: Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. - - - - - - - X - - - - - -
4.6-2b: Avoid, Minimize, and Compensate for Direct Construction Impacts to Sensitive Communities. - - - - - - - X - - - - - -
4.6-8: Management Requirements within Borderland Development Areas along Natural Resource Management Area Interface. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
SU for cumulative impacts associated with inconsistencies with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.

Impact 4.7-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials during construction.

Section 4.7: Hazards and Hazardous Materials

LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.7-2: Encountering hazardous materials from other hazardous materials release sites during construction.

Mitigation Measures

4.7-2a: Health and Safety Plan. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.7-2b: Soil and Groundwater Management Plan. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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Section 4.7: Hazards and Hazardous Materials (cont.)
Impact 4.7-3: Project facilities would be located on a known hazardous materials site. ‘ NI ‘ NI ‘ NI NI NI NI ‘ NI ‘ LS ‘ NI ‘ NI ‘ NI ‘ NI NI ‘ ‘ LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.7-4: Handle hazardous materials or emit hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile of schools during construction. NI NI NI NI NI LS NI LS NI LS LS NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.7-5: Increase risk of wildland fires during construction. LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.7-6: Create a &gmflcant hazard .to the publl|c or the environment through the routine transport, use, disposal, or accidental LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI LS Ls
release of hazardous materials during project operations.

Mitigation Measures

None proposed.

Impact 4.7-C: Cumulative impacts related to Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Section 4.8: Land Use, Land Use Planning, and Recreation

Impact 4.8-1: Consistency with applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to land use and recreation that were adopted for the
purpose of mitigating an environmental effect.

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

LS LS

LS

LS

LS

LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed.

Impact 4.8-2: Disrupt or preclude public access to or along the coast during construction.

LS

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

Mitigation Measures

NI

NI

NI

NI

NI

4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan.

Impact 4.8-C: Cumulative impacts related to Land Use, Land Use Planning, and Recreation.

LS

Section 4.9: Traffic and Transportation

Impact 4.9-1: Temporary traffic increases on regional and local roadways due to construction-related vehicle trips.

s

s

LS

LS

LS

s |

LS

Mitigation Measures

s |

4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan.

Impact 4.9-2: Temporary reduction in roadway capacities and increased traffic delays during construction.

LS

Mitigation Measures

4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan.

iE
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Section 4.9: Traffic and Transportation (cont.)
Impact 4.9-3: Increased traffic safety hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians on public roadways during construction.
Mitigation Measures
4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan. X X X
Impact 4.9-4: Impaired emergency access during construction. LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures
4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan. - - X X X X X X - X X X - -
Impact 4.9-5: Temporary disruptions to public transportation, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities during construction. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI

Mitigation Measures

4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan.

Impact 4.9-6: Increased wear-and-tear on the designated haul routes used by construction vehicles.

Mitigation Measures

4.9-6: Roadway Rehabilitation Program. X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Impact 4.9-7: Parking interference during construction. NI NI LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

4.9-7: Construction Parking Requirements. - - - - - - - - - - - - - X

Impact 4.9-8: Long-term traffic increases on regional and local roadways during project operations and maintenance. LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.9-C: Cumulative impacts related to Traffic and Transportation.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-C: Construction Traffic Coordination Plan.

Section 4.10: Air Quality

Impact 4.10-1: Generate emissions of criteria air pollutants and contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standard during
construction.

Mitigation Measures

4.10-1a: Equipment with High-Tiered Engine Standards. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.10-1b: Idling Restrictions. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.10-1c: Construction Fugitive Dust Control Plan. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.10-1e: Off-site Mitigation Program X X X X X X X X X X X X X
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Section 4.10: Air Quality (cont.)

Mitigation Measures

4.10-1a: Equipment with High-Tiered Engine Standards. X X X X X X X X X X X X X

4.10-1b: Idling Restrictions. X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Impact 4.10-3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and/or Coccidioides immitis (Valley Fever) spores or

create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people during construction. LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

mepi:;toé;.:gtéil(;nl_song-term increase of criteria pollutant emissions that could contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standard LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS Ls

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.10-5: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial

> : NI LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS NI NI NI LS LS
number of people during operations.

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.10-C: Cumulative impacts related to Air Quality.

Section 4.11: Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact 4.11-1: Incremental contribution to climate change from GHG emissions associated with the proposed project.

Mitigation Measures

4.11-1: GHG Emissions Reductions Plan. X

4.18-1: Construction Equipment and Vehicle Efficiency Plan.

Impact 4.11-2: Conflict with the Executive Order B-30-15 Emissions Reduction Goal.

Mitigation Measures

4.11-1: GHG Emissions Reduction Plan. X

4.18-1: Construction Equipment Efficiency Plan.

Impact 4.11-3: Conflict with AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan.

Mitigation Measures

4.11-1: GHG Emissions Reduction Plan. X

Impact 4.11-C: Cumulative impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
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Section 4.12: Noise and Vibration
Impact 4.12-1: Cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity during construction. ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ ‘ SuU ‘ LS ‘ LS ‘ LS - ‘ SuU

Mitigation Measures

4.12-1a: Neighborhood Notice and Construction Disturbance Coordinator. - - - - - X X X - - -
4.12-1b: General Noise Controls for Construction Equipment and Activities. - - - - - X X X X - - -
4.12-1c: Noise Control Plan for Nighttime Pipeline Construction. - - - - - X X X - - - - -
4.12-1d: Additional Noise Controls for ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells. - - - - - - - - X - - - -
4.12-1e: Offsite Accommodations for Substantially Affected Nighttime Receptors. - - - - - - - - X - - - -

Impact 4.12-2: Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise ordinance,
or applicable standards of other agencies during construction. LS LS LS LS LS NI LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

4.12-1b: General Noise Controls for Construction Equipment. - - - - - X X X - X - - -

4.12-1c: Noise Control Plan for Nighttime Pipeline Construction. - - - - - X X X - - - - -

Impact 4.12-3: Exposure of people to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration during construction. LS LS - LS LS -‘ LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

4.12-3: Vibration Reduction Measures. - - - - -

Impact 4.12-4: Consistency with the construction time limits established by the local jurisdictions. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI

Mitigation Measures

i iE B

4.12-1c: Noise Control Plan for Nighttime Pipeline Construction. - - - - - - - - X - - - -
4.12-4: Nighttime Construction Restrictions in Marina. X X
Impact 4.12-5: Substantial permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI - NI LS - LS
during operations.

Mitigation Measures

4.12-5: Stationary-Source Noise Controls. - - - - - - - - X - - X -

Impact 4.12-6: Expose people to or generate operational noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan, noise

ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies during operation. LS LS LS LS LS LS NI LS NI LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

SU for cumulative impacts associated with nighttime noise impacts during construction.
Impact 4.12-C: Cumulative impacts related to Noise and Vibration
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Section 4.13: Public Services and Utilities
Impact 4.13-1: Disrupt or relocate regional or local utilities during construction.
Mitigation Measures
4.13-1a: Locate and Confirm Utility Lines. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.13-1b: Coordinate Final Construction Plans with Affected Utilities. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.13-1c: Safeguard Employees from Potential Accidents Related to Underground Utilities. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.13-1d: Emergency Response Plan. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.13-1e: Notify Local Fire Departments. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
4.13-1f: Ensure Prompt Reconnection of Utilities. X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Impact 4.13-2: Exceed landfill capacity or be out of compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste during construction.

Mitigation Measures

4.13-2: Construction Waste Reduction and Recycling Plan. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Lmuﬁr?gtoéé.el;-t?oliéceed landfill capacity or be out of compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.13-4: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Central Coast RWQCB, or result in a determination by the wastewater NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
treatment provider that it has inadequate treatment or outfall capacity to serve the project.
Mitigation Measures

4.3-4: Operational Discharge Monitoring, Analysis, Reporting, and Compliance. - - - - - - - - - - - -

4.3-5: Implement Protocols to Avoid Exceeding Water Quality Objectives. - X - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.13-5: Increased corrosion of the MRWPCA outfall as a result of brine discharge associated with project operations. NI - NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI -
Mitigation Measures

81 t:i-?la: Replacement of WEKO Seal Clamps, Periodic Inspections and As-Needed Repairs for Offshore Segment of MRWPCA Ocean B X B B } } } } } B } ) )

utfall.
4.13-5b: Install Protective Lining in Land Segment of MRWPCA Ocean Ouftfall - X - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.13-C: Cumulative impacts related to Public Services and Utilities.

Section 4.14: Aesthetic Resources
:)T 5:}0; réldjti;laireC:gitc;uigcs)z-r:ifrt\z?ng?ads on scenic resources (vistas, roadways, and designated scenic areas) or the visual character LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS
Mitigation Measures

4.14-1: Maintain Clean and Orderly Construction Sites. ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X X X X X X X X X X X ‘
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Section 4.14: Aesthetic Resources (cont.)
Impact 4.14-2: Temporary sources of substantial light or glare during construction. ‘ ‘ ‘ NI ‘ NI ‘ NI ‘ NI ‘ -
Mitigation Measures
4.14-2: Site-Specific Nighttime Lighting Measures. X - X X X X X X X - - - -
Impact 4.14-3: P.ermanent |mpacts on scenic resources (vistas, roadways, and designated scenic areas) or the visual character of the LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LS
project area and its surroundings.
Mitigation Measures
4.14-3a: Facility Design. X - - - - - - - ‘ X ‘ - - - -
4.14-3b: Facility Screening. - - - - - - - - X - - - -
Impact 4.14-4: Permanent new sources of light or glare. NI LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI

Mitigation Measures

4.14-2: Site-Specific Nighttime Lighting Measures.

Impact 4.14-C: Cumulative impacts related to Aesthetic Resources

Section 4.15: Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact 4.15-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of the

CEQA Guidelines or historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5 during construction. NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI

Mitigation Measures

4.15-1: Avoidance and Vibration Monitoring for Pipeline Installation - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.15-2: Cause a substantial adverse change during construction in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines or historic properties pursuant to 36 CFR 800.5.

Mitigation Measures

4.15-2a: Establish Archaeologically Sensitive Areas. - - X - - - X - - - - - -
4.15-2b: Inadvertent Discovery of Cultural Resources. X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Impact 4.15-3: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site, or unique geological feature during construction. LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Impact 4.15-4: Disturbance any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, during construction.

Mitigation Measures

4.15-4: Inadvertent Discovery of Human Remains. X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ X ‘ ’

Impact 4.15-C: Cumulative impacts related to Cultural and Paleontological Resources. LS
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Section 4.16: Agricultural Resources
Impact 4.16-1: Result in changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, could temporarily disrupt agricultural
S f : ) NI LS NI NI NI NI NI NI NI NI
activities or result in the permanent conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
Mitigation Measures
4.16-1: Minimize Disturbance to Farmland. - - X - - X X - - - - - -
Impact 4.16-2: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. NI NI LS NI NI LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Impact 4.16-3: Conflict with zoning for agricultural uses or with Williamson Act contracts. NI NI LS NI NI LS LS NI NI NI NI NI NI LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed.

Impact 4.16-C: Cumulative impacts related to Agricultural Resources.

Section 4.17: Mineral Resources

Impact 4.17-1: Loss of availability of known mineral resources that are of value to the region or residents of the state or result in the loss
of a locally-recognized important mineral resource recovery site.

Mitigation Measures

None proposed.

Impact 4.17-C: Cumulative impacts related to Mineral Resources.

Section 4.18: Energy Conservation

Impact 4.18-1: Use large amounts of fuel and energy in an unnecessary, wasteful, or inefficient manner during construction.

Mitigation Measures

4.18-1: Construction Equipment and Vehicle Efficiency Plan.

4.10-1b: Idling Restrictions.

Impact 4.18-2: Use large amounts of fuel and energy in an unnecessary, wasteful, or inefficient manner during operations.

Mitigation Measures

None proposed.

Impact 4.18-3: Constrain local or regional energy supplies, require additional capacity, or affect peak and base periods of electrical
demand during operations.

Mitigation Measures

4.11-1: GHG Emissions Reduction Plan

Impact 4.18-C: Cumulative impacts related to Energy Resources.
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - MPWSP PROPOSED PROJECT
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Section 4.19: Population and Housing
Impact 4.19-1: Induce substantial population growth directly during project construction. LS
Mitigation Measures
None proposed. -
Impact 4.19-2: Induce substantial population growth directly during project operations. LS
None proposed. -
Impact 4.19-C: Cumulative impacts related to Population and Housing. LS

Section 4.20: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Mitigation Measures

4.9-1: Traffic Control and Safety Assurance Plan. X

Impact 4.20-2: Disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income or minority populations. LS

Mitigation Measures

None proposed.

Impact 4.20-C: Cumulative impacts related to Socioeconomics and/or Environmental Justice.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and Background

Sections

1.1 Introduction

1.2 Lead Agency Roles

1.3 Project Objectives and Purpose and Need

1.4 Project Setting and Background

1.5 Environmental Review Process and Use of This Document
1.6 Organization of EIR/EIS

1.1 Introduction

The California American Water Company (CalAm) is proposing to construct and operate the
Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP, or proposed project) in the Monterey Bay
area. CalAm is proposing the MPWSP to develop water supplies for CalAm’s Monterey District
service area (Monterey District) to replace existing supplies that have been constrained as a result of
legal decisions affecting the Carmel River and Seaside Groundwater Basin (SWRCB Order 95-10
and the Seaside Basin Adjudication; see Sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4). Based on the analysis presented
in Chapter 2, some of the supply provided by the proposed project would meet existing demands
and some of the supply would be available to serve future uses. Part of the project’s implementation
includes obtaining permits and authorizations from various federal, state, regional, and local
agencies.

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) is the lead State agency for the project.
Given that a portion of the project is proposed to occur within Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary (MBNMS or Sanctuary), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
(NOAA’s) MBNMS is the lead Federal agency considering through its authorization process,
whether or not to allow otherwise prohibited MPWSP activities within MBNMS.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that state, regional, and local
agencies analyze and disclose potentially significant environmental effects for activities that
involve governmental approval through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requires that Federal agencies
analyze and disclose the impacts of major Federal actions, including those projects regulated or
approved by the agency, significantly affecting the quality of the human environment through an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This Final Environmental Impact Report and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Cal.
Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Tit. 20, Div. 6, Ch. 3,
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1. Introduction and Background

815000 et seq.), and with NEPA (42 U.S.C. 84321 et seq.,) and its implementing regulations
(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). For the purposes of this document, the CEQA lead agency for the
MPWSP is the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC); the NEPA lead agency is MBNMS.

This EIR/EIS has been prepared to analyze and disclose potentially significant environmental
effects associated with the construction and operation of the MPWSP (see Chapter 4) proposed by
CalAm (also referred to throughout this document as the “proposed project”?) and with the
construction and operation of a range of alternatives to the proposed project (see Chapter 5). This
EIR/EIS provides the primary source of environmental information for the lead, responsible, and
trustee agencies to consider when exercising any permitting or approval authority related to
implementation of CalAm’s proposed project or alternatives. This Final EIR/EIS includes and
responds to all comments concerning CEQA/NEPA issues that were received on the January
2017 Draft EIR/EIS (see Chapter 8), and includes revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS text made in
response to comments as well as Lead Agency-initiated changes (see EIR/EIS Section 1.5.3
Revisions Made to the Draft EIR/EIS, for details).

The MPWSP would involve the construction and operation of various facilities and improvements,
including a subsurface source water intake system, a desalination plant, desalinated water storage
and conveyance facilities, and expanded Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) facilities. See
Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project, for a full description of the proposed facilities for
the desalination plant.

CalAm’s application includes two capacity options or build-out scenarios. The first option,
addressed in this document as the Proposed Project, is a 9.6 mgd desalination plant and related
facilities designed to meet the full project objectives. The second option would meet the project
objectives by combining a reduced-capacity desalination plant (6.4 mgd) with a water purchase
agreement for 3,500 acre-feet per year (afy) of advanced treated water from another source, the
Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) project. This second capacity option
in CalAm’s application is reflected in Alternative 5a. While both of these options were proposed
by CalAm (in an “either/or” fashion) and thus represent the project proposed by the applicant, the
larger desalination plant was selected to be analyzed as the Proposed Project in EIR/EIS
Chapter 4, since it is the larger project, and thus was expected to have greater impacts than the
smaller capacity option, which is fully examined as Alternative 5a in Chapter 5.

The EIR/EIS identifies alternatives consistent with NEPA and CEQA for the full capacity option
and for the reduced capacity options. Alternatives to the full capacity option include Alternatives
1 and 2 and assume that GWR would not be operational, whereas the reduced capacity options
reflected in Alternatives 5a and 5b assume that GWR would be operational. Alternatives 3 and 4
are desalination projects proposed by other entities and consist of different capacities; 22 mgd and
12 mgd, respectively. These alternatives are described and evaluated in Chapter 5.

1 Theterm “proposed project” is used when referring to CalAm’s proposed MPWSP. This term is used when discussing
impacts resulting from implementation of all federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and authorizations. The term
“proposed action,” more commonly used in NEPA documents, refers specifically to MBNMS’s * three federal
proposed actions described in Section 1.3.2.
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The Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) certified the Final EIR and
approved the GWR Project in October 2015; see Appendix H for the GWR project description. The
CPUC authorized CalAm to enter into a water purchase agreement for 3,500 afy from the GWR
Project, and to build the new Monterey Pipeline and associated pump station needed for the GWR
project, in September 2016. On March 30, 2017, the MRWPCA was issued a Water Quality
Certification pursuant to section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and construction has commenced, for
certain project components. However, additional permits will be needed for other project
components, including issuance of a NPDES permit from the RWQCB and authorization from
MBNMS. Therefore, presenting and evaluating both desalination capacity options allows the fullest
consideration of the scope of the potential project and alternatives that may be feasible to meet
project objectives under various scenarios, and furthers public transparency of the analysis of the
options proposed in CalAm's applications to the CPUC and MBNMS.

This EIR/EIS also evaluates a No Action/No Project alternative, alternatives with different source
water intake systems, and two additional complete desalination project alternatives being
proposed by other entities. The analysis in Chapter 5 concludes that the proposed MPWSP is the
environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives that produce at least 9.6 mgd of
water; Alternative 5a combined with the GWR Project is the environmentally superior alternative
if the GWR Project is able to produce water in a timely manner. The NEPA agency-preferred
alternative is also Alternative 5a.

This chapter describes the roles of the Lead Agencies, and provides the proposed project and
proposed action’s objectives, the purpose and need for agency actions, background information
on the proposed project’s setting, and an overview of the environmental review process
(including changes from the Draft to Final EIR/EIS) and the decisions to be made on the
proposed project and proposed action.

1.2 Lead Agency Roles

1.2.1 California Public Utilities Commission

The CPUC is a constitutionally established? state agency charged with regulating investor-owned
utilities (IOUs) in the transportation, energy, communications, and water industries. The
Commission3 consists of five commissioners who are appointed for six-year terms by the Governor.
The commissioners are served by an Executive Director and a staff of professional engineers,
economists, policy and industry analysts, attorneys, and administrative law judges (ALJs). The
CPUC provides regulatory oversight for IOUs in the areas of purpose and need, economic cost,
ratemaking, safety and reliability, and customer service, among others related to the four industries
mentioned above. The CPUC makes decisions by vote of its commissioners at regularly scheduled
public business meetings. More information on the CPUC is provided at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov.

2 State of California Constitution, Article XII.

3 The CPUC refers to the state agency as a whole, while the “Commission” refers to the decision-making body
consisting of the five commissioners.
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The CPUC regulates the construction and expansion of water lines, plants, and systems by such
private water service providers pursuant to Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity (Pub.
Util. Code §1001) and requires that water service providers charge their customers “just and
reasonable rates.” (Pub. Util. Code 88451 and 454). More specifically concerning Certificates of
Public Convenience and Necessity, “No . . . water corporation . . . shall begin the construction of. . .
a line, plant, or system, or of any extension thereof, without having first obtained from the
commission a certificate that the present or future public convenience and necessity require or will
require such construction.” (Pub. Util. Code 81001.) The CPUC may issue a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity as requested, refuse to issue it, or issue it for only part of a project, and
may attach terms and conditions to the exercise of the rights granted by the Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity to the extent that, in the CPUC’s judgment, the public convenience and
necessity so require. (Pub. Util. Code §1005.)

CalAm is a public utility under the CPUC’s jurisdiction, and has applied to the CPUC for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity under Public Utilities Code Section 1001 to
build, own, and operate all elements of the MPWSP, and also for permission to recover present
and future costs for the proposed project by short-term rate increases.

1.2.2 Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary

MBNMS was designated in 1992 as a federally protected marine area off of California's central
coast. It stretches from Marin to Cambria, encompasses a shoreline length of 276 miles and
4,601 square nautical miles of ocean, and extends an average distance of 30 miles from shore. Its
mission is to “understand and protect the coastal ecosystem and cultural resources of Monterey
Bay National Marine Sanctuary.” Its goals include:

. enhancing resource protection through comprehensive and coordinated conservation and
management tailored to the specific resources that complements existing regulatory
authorities;

. supporting, promoting, and coordinating scientific research on sanctuary resources, and
monitoring those resources to improve management decision-making in the sanctuary;

. enhancing public awareness, understanding, and ecologically sound use of the marine
environment; and

° facilitating multiple uses of the sanctuary, so long as those uses are compatible with the
Sanctuary's primary objective of resource protection, and so long as they are not otherwise
prohibited.

As federal Lead Agency, MBNMS has joined in the preparation of this EIR/EIS for purposes of
NEPA compliance and consideration of authorizations and permits for CalAm’s proposed project.
The authority for MBNMS actions is outlined in Section 1.3.2. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
and the U.S. Army are Cooperating Agencies under NEPA due to their discretionary approval
authority over some components of CalAm’s proposed project and alternatives. A complete list of
federal agencies and potential approval authorities is provided in Chapter 3, Table 3-8.
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1.3 Project Objectives and Purpose and Need

The MPWSP is proposed to replace existing water supplies that have been constrained by legal
decisions affecting the Carmel River and Seaside Groundwater Basin water resources. In 1995,
the California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) directed CalAm to reduce and
eventually terminate surface water diversions from the Carmel River in excess of its legal
entitlement of 3,376 acre-feet per year (afy). SWRCB Order 95-10 directed CalAm either to
obtain appropriative rights to the water that was being unlawfully diverted, or to obtain water
from other sources. In the meantime, to reduce diversions from the Carmel River to the greatest
practicable extent, the order directed CalAm to implement conservation measures to offset
demand and to maximize its use of the Seaside Groundwater Basin to serve existing customers.
(See Chapter 2 for more information on Order 95-10 and the subsequent Cease and Desist Order,
SWRCB Orders 2016-0016).

In 2006, the Monterey County Superior Court adjudicated the rights of various entities to use
groundwater resources from the Seaside Groundwater Basin. In its decision, the Court established
the adjudicated water rights of all the users of the Seaside Groundwater Basin, for the purpose of
avoiding long-term damage to the basin. The adjudication substantially reduced the amount of
groundwater available to CalAm (from approximately 4,000 afy to 1,474 afy). (See Section 2.2.4
in Chapter 2, Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights, for more information on the Seaside
Groundwater Basin adjudication.)

The need for the proposed MPWSP is predicated on the following:

1. SWRCB Order 95-10, which requires CalAm to reduce and terminate surface water
diversions from the Carmel River in excess of its legal entitlement of 3,376 afy;

2. SWRCB Order 2016-0016, which requires CalAm to terminate the diversions in excess of
its legal entitlement by December 2021; and

3.  The Monterey County Superior Court’s adjudication of the Seaside Groundwater Basin,
which effectively reduced CalAm’s pumping from the Seaside Groundwater Basin from
approximately 4,000 afy at the time of the adjudication to CalAm’s adjudicated right of
1,474 afy.

1.3.1 Project Objectives

Based on information in CalAm’s application to the CPUC#, the primary objectives of the
proposed MPWSP are to:

1. Develop water supplies for the CalAm Monterey District service area to replace existing
Carmel River diversions in excess of CalAm’s legal entitlement of 3,376 afy, in accordance
with SWRCB Orders 95-10 and 2016-0016;

4 The CPUC refined the general project objectives stated in CalAm’s application to provide a sound basis for
comparing alternatives.
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2. Develop water supplies to enable CalAm to reduce pumping from the Seaside Groundwater
Basin from approximately 4,000 to 1,474 afy, consistent with the adjudication of the
groundwater basin, with natural yield, and with the improvement of groundwater quality;

3. Provide water supplies to allow CalAm to meet its obligation to pay back the Seaside
Groundwater Basin by approximately 700 afy over 25 years as established by the Seaside
Groundwater Basin Watermaster;

4. Develop a reliable water supply for the CalAm Monterey District service area, accounting
for the peak month demand of existing customers;

Develop a reliable water supply that meets fire flow requirements for public safety;
Provide sufficient water supplies to serve existing vacant legal lots of record;
Accommodate tourism demand under recovered economic conditions;

Minimize energy requirements and greenhouse gas emissions per unit of water delivered; and

© © N o O

Minimize project costs and associated water rate increases.

The secondary objectives of the MPWSP are to:

1. Locate key project facilities in areas that are protected against predicted future sea-level
rise in a manner that maximizes efficiency for construction and operation and minimizes
environmental impacts; and

2. Provide sufficient conveyance capacity to accommodate supplemental water supplies that
may be developed at some point in the future to meet build out demand in accordance with
adopted General Plans; and

3. Improve the ability to convey water to the Monterey Peninsula cities by improving the
existing interconnections at satellite water systems and by providing additional pressure to
move water over the Segunda Grade.

1.3.1.1 MBNMS Purpose and Need for Proposed Actions

Three federal proposed actions are addressed in this document and consist of the following:

1) authorization of a Coastal Development Permit for CalAm to drill into the submerged lands of
the Sanctuary to install a subsurface source water intake system; 2) authorization of a Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit to allow for the discharge of brine into the Pacific Ocean
and MBNMS via an existing ocean outfall pipe, and; 3) issuance of a special use permit to CalAm
for the continued presence of a pipeline® in MBNMS transporting seawater to or from a
desalination facility.

5 The Applicant proposes to use subsurface intakes (slant wells) to supply the desalination plant with source water.
The well casings, or pipes, would extend seaward of mean high water and would require a special use permit to be
present within MBNMS.
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The purpose of these proposed actions is to authorize otherwise prohibited activities to occur
within MBNMS, to ensure that the State and Federal permits and the proposed project comply
with MBNMS regulations, and to ensure that MBNMS resources are protected by requiring terms
and conditions that may be necessary. The MBNMS proposed action was prompted by CalAm’s
request for National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA; 16 U.S.C. §1431 et seq.) authorizations and
a permit to construct, operate, maintain, and decommission subsurface intake facilities in the
Sanctuary, and to allow brine discharges through an existing ocean outfall facility within the
Sanctuary; these activities would be associated with CalAm’s proposed desalination plant.
Therefore, the need for MBNMS action is to respond to CalAm’s permit and authorization
request in accordance with NMSA regulations and to protect Sanctuary resources. Since MBNMS
has federal authority to issue authorizations and permits, impose additional conditions of
approval, or to deny authorizations or permits for CalAm’s proposed project, MBNMS qualifies
as the lead federal agency under NEPA. As part of its review, MBNMS has coordinated with
other government agencies that have jurisdiction over CalAm’s proposed project, including
NEPA cooperating agencies U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Army. A complete list of
federal agencies and approval authorities is provided in Chapter 3, Table 3-8. MBNMS actions
needed to approve CalAm’s project include two authorizations and a special use permit as
described below. While the ability to issue authorizations and special use permits is delegated to
the MBNMS Superintendent, the ultimate NOAA decision-maker for approval of the EIS and
Record of Decision for NEPA is the Assistant Administrator for the National Ocean Service.

1.3.1.2 Authorizations

The NMSA regulations identify activities that are prohibited in the sanctuaries and establish a
system of permits or authorizations to allow the conduct of certain types of activities that are
otherwise prohibited. Each sanctuary has unique regulatory prohibitions codified within a
separate subpart of Title 15, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 922 (i.e., 15 CFR Part 922).
Subpart M contains the regulations specific to MBNMS. Section 922.132 of the regulations lists
activities that are prohibited or otherwise regulated within the Sanctuary. Among the listed
prohibitions, the following prohibited activities relate to the proposed project and may qualify for
authorizations, pursuant to Section 922.132(e):

1. Discharging or depositing from within or into the sanctuary any material or other matter,
except as specified in A — F of this section. (15 CFR § 922.132(a)(2)(i)).

2. Drilling into, dredging, or otherwise altering the submerged lands of the sanctuary; or
constructing, placing, or abandoning any structure, material, or other matter on or in the
submerged lands of the sanctuary (15 CFR § 922.132(a)(4)).

One of the federal decisions to be made by MBNMS is whether or not to authorize two separate
state permits (or approvals) that would allow CalAm’s proposed drilling into the submerged lands
(for installation of the proposed subsurface slant wells) and discharge of brine produced during
the desalination process into the waters of the sanctuary.

The term *“authorization” is a specific approval tool described in the NMSA regulations at
15 CFR Section 922.49, which provides, in part, that:
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A person may conduct an activity prohibited by subparts L through P, or subpart R, if such
activity is specifically authorized by any valid Federal, State, or local lease, permit, license,
approval, or other authorization issued after the effective date of MBNMS designation, provided
that: 1) the applicant notifies the Director of the Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management, NOAA, or designee, in writing, of the application for such authorization; 2) the
applicant complies with the provisions of Section 922.49; 3) the Director notifies the applicant
and authorizing agency that he or she does not object to issuance of the authorization, and; 4) the
applicant complies with any terms and conditions the Director deems reasonably necessary to
protect sanctuary resources and qualities.

Upon completion of the review of the application and information received with respect thereto,
the Director shall notify both the agency and applicant, in writing, whether he or she has any
objection to issuance and what terms and conditions he or she deems reasonably necessary to
protect sanctuary resources and qualities.

1.3.1.3 Special Use Permit

NOAA has the authority in the NMSA (16 U.S.C. §1431 et seq.) to issue special use permits for
specific activities in national marine sanctuaries to establish conditions of access to, and use of,
any sanctuary resource or to promote public use and understanding of a sanctuary resource.
Section 310(d) of the NMSA (16 U.S.C. § 1441(d)) allows NOAA to assess and collect fees for
the conduct of any activity under a special use permit issued under that section. NOAA Office of
National Marine Sanctuaries (ONMS) recently approved a new category of special use permit
that allows the continued presence of a pipeline transporting seawater to or from a desalination
facility (82 FR 42298). In addition to the two authorizations listed above, the other decision to be
made by MBNMS is whether or not to issue that special use permit to CalAm for the continued
presence of the subsurface slant wells in MBNMS. The authority to issue a special use permit is
delegated to the MBNMS Superintendent.

1.4 Project Setting and Background

CalAm, the project applicant, is a privately owned public utility that has served the Monterey
Peninsula since 1966. CalAm’s Monterey District encompasses most of the Monterey Peninsula,
including the cities of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific Grove, Sand City,
and Seaside, and the unincorporated areas of Carmel Highlands, Carmel Valley, Pebble Beach,
and the Del Monte Forest. The water supply challenges facing CalAm and the Monterey
Peninsula are substantial and have been well-documented in a number of venues including the
SWRCB, the Monterey County Superior Court, the CPUC, and the California Legislature. Water
sources consist primarily of surface water from the Carmel River and groundwater from the
Seaside Groundwater Basin. Because of its geography and rainfall patterns, the area is prone to
severe droughts. Rainfall is the primary source of water and groundwater recharge within coastal
Monterey County.
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1.4.1 The Coastal Water Project

In 2004, CalAm filed Application A.04-09-019 seeking a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity from the CPUC for the Coastal Water Project (also referred to as the Moss Landing
Project). The Coastal Water Project was intended to replace existing Carmel River water supplies
for the CalAm Monterey District service area that are constrained by legal decisions described in
Section 1.3, above. In general, the Coastal Water Project involved producing desalinated water
supplies, increasing the yield from the Seaside Groundwater Basin ASR system, and building
additional storage and conveyance systems to move the replacement supplies to the existing
CalAm distribution system. The Coastal Water Project was sized to meet existing water demand
and did not include supplemental supplies to accommodate growth. The Coastal Water Project
proposed to use the existing intakes at the Moss Landing Power Plant to draw source water for a
new 10 mgd desalination plant at Moss Landing, to build conveyance and storage facilities, and
to make improvements to the existing Seaside Groundwater Basin ASR system. (Refer to
Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project, for more information on the existing ASR
system.)

On January 30, 2009, the CPUC published a Draft EIR analyzing the environmental impacts of
the Coastal Water Project, as well as the environmental impacts of two project alternatives, the
North Marina Project® and the Regional Project. The CPUC published the Coastal Water Project
Final EIR (SCH No. 2006101004) in October 2009 and certified the EIR in December 2009
(Decision D.09-12-017). A year later, in Decision D.10-12-016, the CPUC approved
implementation of the Regional Project alternative.

The Regional Project would have been implemented jointly by CalAm, Marina Coast Water
District (MCWD), and Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), and would have
been built in two phases. It included vertical intake wells on coastal dunes located south of the
Salinas River and north of Reservation Road; a 10-mgd desalination plant in North Marina
(Armstrong Ranch); product water storage and conveyance facilities; and expansion of the
existing Seaside Groundwater Basin ASR system. The second phase of the Regional Project,
which was evaluated at a programmatic level of detail, included water to meet demand under
buildout of the service-area cities’ general plans and water for areas of North Monterey County.

The Coastal Water Project Draft EIR and Final EIR are available for review during normal
business hours at the CPUC, 505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California.

6 The North Marina Project alternative included most of the same facilities as the previously proposed Coastal Water
Project and, like the previously proposed Coastal Water Project, would only provide replacement supplies to meet
existing demand. The key differences between the North Marina Project alternative and the previously proposed
Coastal Water Project were that the slant wells and desalination plant would be constructed at different locations
(Marina State Beach and North Marina, respectively), and the desalination plant would have a slightly greater
production capacity (11 mgd versus 10 mgd).
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1.4.2 The Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project

After the CPUC approved the Regional Project, CalAm withdrew its support for that project in
January 2012. On July 12, 2012, in Decision D.12-07-008, the CPUC closed the Coastal Water
Project proceeding.

In April 2012, CalAm submitted Application A.12-04-019 (CalAm, 2012), asking the CPUC’s
permission to build, own, and operate a desalination facility for water supply. This project is the
MPWSP. The MPWSP incorporates many of the same elements previously analyzed in the
Coastal Water Project EIR, including a modified version of the North Marina Alternative that
would include a desalination facility and subsurface slant wells at new locations. The MPWSP
would include many of the same Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) systems and most of the
conveyance and storage facilities that were evaluated for the North Marina Alternative in the
Coastal Water Project Final EIR. There are, however, changes to some of the project facilities.

The MPWSP includes the following proposed facilities, all of which are described in detail, and
locations shown on figures, in Chapter 3:

1.  Asource water intake system, which would consist of 10 subsurface slant wells (eight
active and two on standby) extending offshore into the submerged lands of Monterey Bay
at the CEMEX sand mining facility in the City of Marina, and a Source Water Pipeline;

2. A 9.6 mgd desalination plant located on a CalAm-owned parcel on Charles Benson Road,
which would produce an average of 9.5 mgd of desalinated water supplies. Other facilities
would be located with the plant, including pretreatment, reverse osmosis (RO), and post-
treatment systems; backwash supply and filtered water equalization tanks; treated water
storage tanks; chemical feed and storage facilities; brine storage and conveyance facilities;
and other associated non-process facilities;

3. Desalinated water conveyance facilities, including pipelines, pump stations, and clearwells;
and

4.  Anexpanded ASR system, including two additional injection/extraction wells (Wells ASR-5
and ASR-6) and three ASR pipelines (ASR Conveyance Pipeline, ASR Recirculation
Pipeline, and ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline).

1.4.3 Environmental Review: Context for this Final EIR/EIS

The previous MPWSP Draft EIR was issued on April 30, 2015, for a 60-day review period. The
MPWSP Draft EIR is available for review during normal business hours at the CPUC, 505 Van
Ness Avenue, San Francisco, California.

In a letter dated July 9, 2015, the CPUC Energy Division? extended the public comment period
on the Draft EIR until September 30, 2015 for three reasons:

! Energy Division is responsible for all large scale CEQA Compliance efforts at the CPUC, including water

infrastructure projects like this one.
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1.  To address a possible conflict of interest associated with one of the CPUC’s environmental
subconsultants, Geosciences;

2. To provide access to the data, models, and assumptions used by Geosciences in the
hydrogeologic modeling work; and

3. Toseek comments from the public on the advisability of recirculating the Draft EIR as a
joint state/federal environmental review document (EIR/EIS) that complies with both
CEQA and NEPA requirements, in coordination with the Sanctuary.

Approximately 150 comment letters from various federal, state, and local agencies, special
interest groups, and individuals were received during the 5-month Draft EIR public review
period. In September 2015, after considering the Draft EIR comments and based on conversations
with the Sanctuary and internal CPUC deliberations, the CPUC Energy Division announced that
the Draft EIR would be modified and recirculated as a joint EIR/EIS in coordination with
MBNMS; the groundwater modeling would be peer-reviewed and updated by a new groundwater
modeling consultant; and the recirculated document would further consider as alternatives the two
other active desalination proposals at Moss Landing: the Monterey Bay Regional Water Project
(aka DeepWater Desal) and the People’s Moss Landing Water Desalination Project (the People’s
Project).

On August 26, 2015, NOAA’s Office of National Marine Sanctuaries started the NEPA process
by issuing a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the project (80 Fed. Reg. 51787). The
NOI solicited input on the issues to be analyzed in depth related to the portion of the proposed
project within the Sanctuary’s boundaries, and regarding the full spectrum of environmental
issues and concerns relating to the scope and content of the EIS. On September 10, 2015,
MBNMS held a NEPA scoping meeting for the project; the scoping period closed on October 2,
2015. A summary of EIS scoping comments is provided in Appendix A.

To address questions about the accuracy and credibility of the groundwater modeling work that
was the subject of the potential conflict of interest comments, the CPUC made the groundwater
data files available for public review, and the CPUC employed the Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory to conduct an independent evaluation of that data. The results of that evaluation are

incorporated into the groundwater model that was used in the analysis in Chapters 4 and 5, and

are provided in detail in Appendix E1.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(1), regarding the treatment of comments when
recirculating a substantially revised, complete EIR, the CPUC need not provide individual
responses to comments received on the April 2015 Draft EIR, and such responses are therefore
not provided in this EIR/EIS. Instead, the comments received by September 2015 on the April
2015 Draft EIR will become part of the administrative record of this proceeding, and key
substantive comments and themes of comments received on the April 2015 Draft EIR have been
addressed in the appropriate sections of this EIR/EIS. See Section 1.5, Environmental Review
Process, for details about the CPUC’s and the Sanctuary’s joint CEQA/NEPA process for the
proposed project. Under Section 15088.5(f)(1), new comments were required to be submitted on
the Draft EIR/EIS and it is only these new comments that are responded to in this Final EIR/EIS.
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1.4.4 Revisions Made in the 2017 Draft EIR/EIS Compared to
the 2015 Draft EIR

On March 14, 2016, CalAm filed an Amended Application with the CPUC (CalAm, 2016) in
response to feedback from the community and resource agencies, the findings made in the April
2015 Draft EIR alternatives analysis regarding pipeline alignments, and increased technical
knowledge and experience resulting from the installation and operation of the test slant well.8 The
updated project description provided in Appendix H of CalAm’s Amended Application reflects
modifications to facilities analyzed in the 2015 Draft EIR. These modifications are included in
this EIR/EIS project description (Chapter 3). The most substantial modifications include:

1. Revised slant well layout at CEMEX:

a.  Revised slant well configuration: two sites with three slant wells each and four sites
with a single well. (The previous configuration had the 10 slant wells grouped at three
sites.)

b.  Six single-story electrical control cabinets. (The previous configuration included one
electrical control building for all wells.)

c.  Well Sites 1 through 6 would include the following facilities: aboveground
wellhead(s), a below-ground mechanical piping vault (12 feet by 6 feet by 6 feet) for
meters, valves, gauges, etc. per well, an aboveground electrical enclosure, and a
pump-to-waste basin. The electrical controls for operation of the slant wells would be
housed in a single-story, 17-foot-long by 10-foot-wide, 10-foot-tall fiberglass
enclosure located at each of the six well sites. All permanent slant wells and
associated aboveground infrastructure would be built on a 5,250- to 6,025-square-
foot graded pad located above the maximum high tide elevation on the inland side of
the dunes (no concrete pads would be constructed). Wellheads would be located
aboveground. (With the exception of the electrical control building, the previous
configuration located all of the wellhead facilities below grade.)

2. Revised alignments for the roughly 21 miles of conveyance pipelines.

a.  The “New” Transmission Main (product water pipeline south of Reservation Road
that was evaluated in the April 2015 Draft EIR as an Alternative Pipeline) becomes
the proposed pipeline.

8 In October 2014, MBNMS finished its NEPA review of the construction of the test slant well and the operation of
the pilot program, and issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). In September 2014, the City of Marina
declined to adopt its Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration and denied CalAm’s CDP application for
development of the test slant well, and in November 2014, the CCC approved the CDP application on appeal and
documented its compliance with CEQA requirements. The test slant well is permitted to operate until February
2019 (per a December 2017 permit amendment) and it is not part of the proposed project being evaluated in this
EIR/EIS. If the MPWSP with subsurface slant wells at CEMEX is not approved and implemented, the test well will
be removed as analyzed and approved pursuant to the CEQA and NEPA reviews of the test slant well project.
However, if the proposed subsurface slant wells at CEMEX are ultimately approved as part of the proposed project,
CalAm would convert the test slant well into a permanent well (forming one of the 10 wells) and operate it as part
of the proposed seawater intake system. The conversion and long-term operation of the well has not been covered
under previous approvals and is evaluated in this EIR/EIS as part of the proposed project.
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6.

b.  The Transfer Pipeline evaluated in the April 2015 Draft EIR has been eliminated,
since it is no longer necessary due to the alignment of the New Transmission Main
and the New Monterey Pipeline.

The “New” Monterey Pipeline (product water pipeline connecting Seaside and Pacific
Grove) is discussed in the Chapter 4 cumulative analysis for each topical area to which its
impacts are relevant, since the CPUC in Decision 16-09-021 on September 15, 2016,
authorized CalAm to build the Monterey Pipeline and Monterey Pump Station, subject to
compliance with a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

The ASR Pump Station has been eliminated. The Monterey (Hilby) Pump Station, like the
new Monterey Pipeline discussed above and for the same reason, is discussed in the
Chapter 4 cumulative analysis for each topical area where relevant.

The preferred method of returning water to the Salinas Valley now includes a new 5-mile-
long pipeline to the city of Castroville, with connections to the Castroville Community
Services District (CCSD) and Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) distribution
systems. Returning the water via the existing Salinas Valley Reclamation Project Storage
Pond (hereafter referred to as “CSIP pond”) is retained as a backup option. (Previously,
Salinas Valley return flows would be returned to the existing CSIP pond at the MRWPCA
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant.)

Revised construction assumptions, phasing, and schedule.

In addition to the project description changes, the Draft EIR/EIS included several other
substantive revisions to the 2015 Draft EIR. These include some re-organization of the document,
revised technical studies, and revisions to the analyses as a result of the revised technical studies,
including:

1.

MBNMS, as federal lead agency, has proposed federal actions pertaining to CalAm’s
application, including authorization of state permits and issuance of a special use permit for
otherwise prohibited activities within MBNMS. These proposed actions are discussed in
Section 1.3.2, above.

All topical sections (in Chapter 4) have been revised in response to the amended project
description (in Chapter 3).

Cumulative impacts are now addressed within each topical section in Chapters 4 and 5,
rather than being addressed in a separate chapter.

The Variant (Reduced Project) is now referred to as Alternative 5 and is evaluated in
Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and Analysis, rather than in a stand-alone chapter. The
DeepWater Desalination Project and the People’s Project are also addressed in Chapter 5,
Alternatives Screening and Analysis

Additional brine discharge modeling has been performed. It is included as Appendix D1
and reflected in the analyses in Section 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality,
and Section 4.5, Marine Biological Resources.

Revised Ocean Plan Water Quality Compliance analysis has been performed. It is included
as Appendix D3 and reflected in the analyses in Sections 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and
Water Quality, and Section 4.5, Marine Biological Resources.
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7. Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory has peer-reviewed the groundwater modeling
performed for the April 2015 Draft EIR (referred to as North Marina Groundwater Model
version 2015, or NMGWM?®*) and the review is included as Appendix E1.

8.  The North Marina groundwater model has been revised (referred to as North Marina
Groundwater Model version 2016, or NMGWM?%*%) and new groundwater modeling has
been performed. Modeling results are included as Appendix E2 and reflected in the
analyses in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources and Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and
Analysis.

9.  The coastal hazards analysis has been revised as a result of the re-located wells at the
CEMEX sand mine property. That analysis is included as Appendix C2 and reflected in
Section 4.2, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity.

10. Sensitive plant lists and calculations regarding energy consumption and air pollutant and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have been revised; see Sections 4.6, Terrestrial
Biological Resources, Section 4.10, Air Quality, Section 4.11, Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Section 4.18, Energy Conservation.

1.5 Environmental Review Process and Use of This
Document

This EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with CEQA (Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.) and
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 84321 et seq., and implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508). This
EIR/EIS is a public document for use by the CPUC, MBNMS, other governmental agencies, and
the public in identifying and evaluating the potential environmental consequences of the proposed
project and proposed federal actions, identifying mitigation measures to lessen or eliminate
adverse impacts, and examining feasible alternatives to the proposed project. The impact analyses
in this report are based on a variety of sources; references for these sources are listed at the end of
each technical section.

This Final EIR/EIS will be used primarily by the CPUC, as the CEQA Lead Agency, and by
MBNMS, as the NEPA Lead Agency, to evaluate environmental impacts of the proposed project
and its alternatives as part of the decision-making processes of these agencies. It is expected that
the CPUC, MBNMS, the U.S. Army, and other responsible trustees, and relevant agencies will
use this EIR/EIS in deciding whether to approve the MPWSP or any alternative to, or of, the
MPWSP. The analyses contained within this EIR/EIS would be used to determine any necessary
regulatory permits, authorizations, or approvals.

1.5.1 Notice of Preparation, Notice of Intent, and Scoping

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the CPUC issued a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) for the MPWSP and circulated it to local, state, and federal agencies, Native American
tribal organizations, as well as other interested parties, on October 5, 2012. The NOP solicited
both written and verbal comments on the document’s scope during a 30-day comment period and
provided information on the forthcoming public scoping meetings. Comments were requested by
November 5, 2012. The NOP provided a description of the MPWSP, a discussion of possible
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alternative projects being considered, a map of the project location and the area, and a summary
of the probable environmental effects of the project to be addressed.

In addition to the NOP, the CPUC published legal and display advertisements in the Monterey
Herald on October 10, October 21 and October 24, 2012; in the Carmel Pine Cone on

October 12, 2012; in the Salinas Californian on October 10 and October 25, 2012; and in Spanish
in the El Sol on October 12, 2012.

During the CEQA scoping period, the CPUC held a series of three scoping meetings in Monterey
County to discuss the proposed project and to solicit public input as to the scope and content of
this EIR. Scoping meetings were held on October 24, 2012 in Carmel, and on October 25, 2012 in
Seaside.

In accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA (42 U.S.C. § 4332), the NOAA Office of
National Marine Sanctuaries published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the
proposed project on August 26, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 51787). The NOI solicited input on the full
spectrum of environmental issues and concerns relating to the scope and content of the EIS,
including: the human and marine biological resources that could be affected, the nature and extent
of the potential significant impacts on those resources, a reasonable range of alternatives, and
mitigation measures. The NOI provided background information, information on possible
alternatives, explained the need for action, and disclosed federal consultation obligations. The
scoping period closed on October 2, 2015.

During the NEPA scoping period, MBNMS held a scoping meeting in Pacific Grove on
September 10, 2015 to discuss the proposed project and to solicit public input as to the scope and
content of the EIS.

Appendix A of this EIR/EIS contains a copy of the NOP and NOI, a description of public
outreach efforts, a summary of comments received during the scoping process and a Draft
EIR/EIS Distribution List.

1.5.2 Draft EIR/EIS and Public Review

A joint document constituting the Draft EIR/EIS was published on January 13, 2017. As provided
for in CEQA and NEPA, the Draft EIR/EIS was consistent with the February 2014 guidance
issued by the Executive Office of the President of the United States and the California Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research entitled, NEPA and CEQA: Integrating Federal and State
Environmental Reviews. The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated to local, state, and federal agencies as
well as interested organizations and individuals who wished to review it. Notice of the Draft
EIR/EIS was also sent directly to every agency, person, or organization that commented on the
CPUC’s NOP or the Sanctuary’s NOI. The January 13, 2017 publication of the Draft EIR/EIS
marked the beginning of a public review and comment period that was subsequently extended to
close on March 29, 2017. The Lead Agencies held two public meetings on February 15, 2017,
and a public hearing for the receipt of oral and written comments on the Draft EIR/EIS on
February 16, 2017.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 1-15 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



1. Introduction and Background

The Lead Agencies received approximately 82 comment letters, plus 2 form letter submissions,
sent through mail, hand-delivery, or email, as well as 18 oral comments from the public hearing.
On November 9, 2017, subsequent to the close of the Draft EIR/EIS comment period, MCWD
submitted additional comments to the Lead Agencies including a June 16, 2017 “Preliminary
Interpretation of SkyTEM Data Acquired in the MCWD”, a September 29, 2017 memo from
Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, and a June 22, 2017 memo from EKI, “Groundwater
Remedial Actions and Establishment of Remedial Goals at the Fort Ord Marina Coast Water
District, California. Comments Regarding Cal Am Monterey Peninsula Water Supply”. EIR/EIS
Chapter 8, Responses to Comments, includes a list of all agencies, organizations, and individuals
that submitted comments, copies of all letters and the transcript of oral comments, and responses
to all comments.

1.5.3 Final EIR/EIS and Revisions Made to the Draft EIR/EIS

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and incorporation of public comments and responses to
comments (see Chapter 8), the Final EIR/EIS is being published by the CPUC and submitted into
the formal record of the Commission’s Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity proceeding
(A.12-04-019). Concurrently, NOAA is submitting the Final EIR/EIS to the U.S. EPA and
publishing a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. This begins the 30-day waiting period
required under NEPA prior to signing a Record of Decision.

Public and agency comments on the Draft EIR/EIS did not require changes in the conclusions of
the Draft EIR/EIS that resulted in any new or substantially more severe impacts for the proposed
project. Furthermore, there were no substantial changes to the proposed project or to the
circumstances under which the proposed project would be undertaken, or significant new
information relevant to environmental concerns that indicate the proposed project would result in
impacts more adverse than disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS or that additional feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives warrant consideration. The following key changes have been
incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS, consistent with minor modifications made to the proposed
project and other clarifications requested by comments on the Draft EIR/EIS:

o Removal of references to, and analysis of, the Terminal Reservoir, which CalAm has
indicated is not needed for project operation and no longer proposes as part of the project;

o Revisions to Slant Well Sites 2 through 6 by making them graded pads rather than concrete
pads, thereby eliminating almost 25,000 square feet of new impervious surfaces;

o Addition of the Brine Mixing Box to the description and analysis of the proposed Brine
Disposal Pipeline by request of CalAm and Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency (MRWPCA);

o Inclusion of additional brine discharge dilution modeling and Ocean Plan Compliance
modeling in Section 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality, by request of
MRWPCA (also see revised Appendices D1 and D3);

o Inclusion of information from recent geophysical studies of seawater intrusion in the
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB) — Electrical Resistivity Tomography (ERT) and
Airborne Electromagnetics (AEM) — in Section 4.4.1.4, Groundwater Resources;
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o Expansion of the SVGB Deeper Aquifers discussion in Section 4.4.1.2 and the Return
Water/Ocean Water Percentage discussion in Section 4.4.1.5, Groundwater Resources;

° Clarification of the capture zone, the cone of depression, aquifer responses to the Deep
Aquifers and consistency of the proposed project with the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) in Section 4.4.5.2;

° Revision of Applicant Proposed Measure 4.4-3, Groundwater Monitoring and Avoidance of
Well Damage;

. Revision of several mitigation measures to clarify performance standards and provide
additional details for implementation;

° Revision of Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 in Section 4.11, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to
require net zero indirect emissions from electricity use during operation (reducing the
significance of all impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions from significant and
unavoidable to less than significant with mitigation);

. Revision of Impact and Mitigation Measure 4.13-5 in Section 4.13, Public Services and
Utilities, to address potential corrosion of the existing outfall as a result of MPWSP brine
discharge, including WEKO seal clamp replacement inside the existing offshore segment of
the outfall;

° Revision to Section 6.4, Project Consistency with MBNMS Desalination Guidelines, to
include alternatives described in Section 5.4 in the assessment of project conformity with
guidelines for desalination plants in MBNMS (see Table 6.4-1); and

. Addition of the Hydrogeologic Working Group’s Hydrogeologic Investigation Technical
Report as Appendix E3.

Other minor corrections, clarifications, and explanations have been made throughout the
document. A version of the Final EIR/EIS showing the revisions using strikethrough/underline is
available for download at: https://tinyurl.com/mpwsp-feireis.

1.5.4 Use of this EIR/EIS in Decision Making

1.5.4.1 CPUC Consideration of the EIR/EIS and Proposed Project

The assigned CPUC Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) will review the Final EIR/EIS and submit
a proposed decision to the Commission concerning certification of the EIR/EIS and approval of
the MPWSP. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, as CEQA Lead Agency, the CPUC
must certify that the Final EIR/EIS complies with CEQA and reflects the CPUC’s independent
judgment and analysis prior to approving the MPWSP or an alternative.

If the CPUC certifies the Final EIR/EIS, it will then decide whether or not to grant the Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity for the MPWSP, as proposed or modified. In addition to
environmental impacts addressed during the CEQA process, the Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity process will consider any other issues that have been established in
the record of the proceeding, including but not limited to economic issues, social impacts,
specific routing and alignments, and the need for the project. During this process the CPUC will
also take into account testimony and briefs from parties who have formally intervened in
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A.12-04-019, as well as the formal record of any hearings held by the ALJ in this case. The five
CPUC Commissioners will ultimately cast a vote on whether to approve the proposed decision
prepared by the ALJs. One or more Commissioners may also prepare alternate proposed decisions
that differ from the proposed decision of the ALJs. Whichever proposed decision — original or
alternate — garners at least a majority vote of the CPUC Commissioners will become the decision
of the Commission.

Should the CPUC decide in favor of the MPWSP, as proposed or as modified, the CPUC must
make findings on each significant environmental impact. As to each such impact, the Lead
Agency must find that either: (1) the environmental effect has been reduced through mitigation
measures to a less-than-significant level, essentially “eliminating, avoiding, or substantially
lessening” the expected impacts, or; (2) the residual significant adverse impact that cannot be
mitigated to less than-significant level is outweighed by project benefits. This latter finding is
called a Statement of Overriding Considerations. If the CPUC makes a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, it would be included in the record of the project approval and would be
mentioned in the notice of determination.

The CPUC may also deny the proposed project, but decide in favor of an alternative that may
require further action on the part of other parties and public agencies. The Commission’s final
decision may therefore include an order for CalAm to return to the Commission at a later time for
approval of either a specific project or some form of water purchase agreement, either of which
would resolve at a minimum the water supply issues raised by SWRCB Order 95-10 and the
Seaside Basin adjudication.

In addition, state law requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program for those changes to a project that it has adopted or made a condition of project approval
in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. CEQA does not require that
the specific reporting or monitoring program be included in the EIR. Throughout this EIR/EIS,
however, proposed mitigation measures have been clearly identified and presented in language
that will facilitate establishment of a monitoring program. All adopted measures will be included
in a mitigation monitoring and reporting program to verify compliance.

1.5.4.2 MBNMS Consideration of the EIR/EIS and Proposed Action

This Final EIR/EIS will be used by MBNMS, along with other information developed in the formal
record (including interagency consultations in compliance with the Endangered Species Act, Marine
Mammal Protection Act, Magnuson Stevens Act, and the National Historic Preservation Act,
among others), to decide whether or not to: authorize a Coastal Development Permit to be issued by
the City of Marina under its certified Local Coastal Program (or by the California Coastal
Commission on appeal, if the City of Marina denies the permit); authorize a NPDES permit to be
issued by the Central Coast RWQCB, and/or; issue a special use permit to CalAm for the continued
presence of a pipeline conveying seawater to or from a desalination facility. After MBNMS
completes the final NEPA analysis, a 30-day mandatory waiting period will occur after issuance of
the Final EIR/EIS, and then MBNMS may issue its Record of Decision (ROD). The decision-
making authority for the Record of Decision under NEPA is NOAA’s Assistant Administrator for
the National Ocean Service (NOAA Administrative Order 216-6A; NOAA, 2016).
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1.5.4.3 Other Agencies’ Consideration of the EIR/EIS and Proposed
Project

Several other agencies will rely on information in this EIR/EIS to inform their decisions over the
issuance of specific permits related to project construction or operation. In addition to the CPUC,
state agencies such as the SWRCB, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water
Boards), California State Lands Commission, California Coastal Commission, Department of
Parks and Recreation, Department of Transportation, California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
and State Historic Preservation Office would be involved in reviewing or approving the proposed
project. On the local level, the City of Marina would be reviewing and approving an application
for a Coastal Development Permit for the slant wells consistent with their certified Local Coastal
Plan and MRWPCA would be reviewing and approving CalAm’s use of the existing wastewater
outfall. On the federal level, agencies with reviewing or permitting authority include NMFS, the
U.S. Army, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
A complete list of agencies and required permits or other approvals is included in Chapter 3,
Description of the Proposed Project, Table 3-8.

1.6 Organization of Final EIR/EIS

The remaining chapters of this EIR/EIS are organized as follows:

Chapter 2 (Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights) provides background information on
CalAm’s existing water supply system; describes the water demand and supply information and
assumptions included in CalAm’s application; provides supplemental information about water
supply and demand, and factors affecting them in the area that would be served by the proposed
project; and addresses the topic of water rights as it pertains to project feasibility.

Chapter 3 (Description of the Proposed Project) describes the components of the MPWSP
proposed by CalAm, including construction, operations and maintenance. The information in this
chapter is intended to provide a common basis for the analysis of environmental impacts.

Chapter 4 (Environmental Setting [Affected Environment], Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) is
divided by issue area or topic, and addresses the proposed project. Each issue area section
describes the regional and local environmental setting (the “affected environment”); describes the
Sanctuary and sanctuary resources; summarizes applicable laws, regulations, plans, and standards
(the “regulatory framework™); identifies the thresholds and other criteria evaluated to determine
whether a potential impact would be significant; summarizes the analytical methodology used;
analyzes direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed project on the resource; identifies
mitigation measures to address adverse effects; and explains the residual impacts that would
remain after the implementation of all recommended mitigation measures. References cited in the
analyses are listed in each section.

Chapter 5 (Alternatives Screening and Analysis) describes the alternatives screening process,
identifies several alternatives to the proposed project that are being carried forward for full
analysis, including the No Action alternative, and summarizes alternatives identified but removed
from consideration. This chapter also includes the impact analysis for each alternative and a
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detailed comparison of the alternatives to the proposed project. References cited in the analyses
are listed in each topical section. An environmentally superior alternative and a NEPA-agency
preferred alternative are identified and they are one and the same (see Section 5.6).

Chapter 6 (Other Considerations) addresses other CEQA and NEPA issues, including significant
unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible changes, short-term versus long-term uses, growth-
inducing impacts, and project consistency with MBNMS Desalination Guidelines.

Chapter 7 (Coordination, Consultation, and Report Preparation) outlines the federal agency
consultation process conducted for the project and identifies the authors of the EIR/EIS.

Chapter 8 (Comments and Responses on the 2017 Draft EIR/EIS) provides Master Responses
that address common issues raised during the public review period, as well as copies of all
comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and responses to these comments.

Chapter 9 (Index) includes an alphabetical list of key words and their associated page numbers
within the EIR/EIS.

The Appendices include a scoping summary, a Draft EIR/EIS distribution list, technical reports
and other supporting information.
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CHAPTER 2

Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights

Sections Tables
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2.4 Available Supplies 2-3 Other Demand Assumptions
2.5 Other Supply and Demand Considerations 2-4 CalAm Monterey District Water Supplies with Proposed
MPWSP
2.6 Water Rights . R
2-5 Future Water Demand — Service Area Jurisdictions

As a result of comments received on the January 2017 Draft EIR/EIS, revisions have been made
to this EIR/EIS section. Those changes include:

. The existing Pebble Beach water entitlement of 325 acre-feet per year has been included in
the Existing System Demand.

2.1 Introduction

In its application to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for the Monterey
Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP, or proposed project), California American Water
(CalAm) proposes either to build a desalination plant with the capacity to produce up to

9.6 million gallons per day (mgd) of desalinated product water, or to build a smaller project that
would include the purchase of product water from the proposed Pure Water Monterey
Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) project and construction of a 6.4 mgd desalination plant
(CalAm, 2016a). This chapter provides background information on CalAm’s existing water
supply system; describes the water demand?! and supply information and assumptions included in
CalAm’s application; provides supplemental information about water supply and demand, and
factors affecting them in the area that would be served by the proposed project; and addresses the
topic of water rights as it pertains to project feasibility.

CalAm initially filed its application for the MPWSP (Application A.12-04-019) with the CPUC
in April 2012 (CalAm, 2012a). The application requests a Certificate of Public Convenience and

1 Unless otherwise noted, “demand” as used in this chapter refers to system demand (sometimes known as
production), which is the total amount of potable water produced from supply sources. Demand does not refer to
the amount of water delivered and billed to customers, which is typically referred to as consumption or the amount
of water consumed. System demand includes “unaccounted-for” or “non-revenue” water, such as water used for
flushing water system pipes and fire fighting, and water lost to leaks within the delivery system.
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Necessity2 and approval to build, own, and operate the MPWSP. In January 2013, CalAm
submitted supplemental testimony that updated and superseded the water demand and supply
estimates that had been provided in the original April 2012 application; the January 2013
testimony proposed a 9.6 mgd desalination plant that would produce approximately 10,627 acre
feet per year (afy) of desalinated product water to meet estimated service area demand of
15,296 afy and provide return water for the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB return
water),3 or a project variant consisting of a 6.4 mgd plant in conjunction with the purchase of
GWR water (Svindland, 2013a). In March 2016, CalAm submitted an amended application and
updated project description. The 2016 amended application and associated testimony confirmed
the project sizing and overall demand assumptions described in the January 2013 supplemental
testimony while updating estimates of the quantities of desalinated product water that would be
delivered to CalAm’s service area and returned to the SVGB. The demand and supply
information presented below is based on data provided in CalAm’s January 2013 supplemental
testimony, as updated or revised by CalAm since then. The information below also includes
relevant supply and demand data collected independently from other sources such as the
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD).

CalAm is proposing this project to replace part of its existing water supplies, which have been
constrained by legal decisions affecting CalAm’s diversions from the Carmel River and pumping
from the Seaside Groundwater Basin. State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board)
Order 95-10, State Water Board Order 2009-0060 and State Water Board Order 2016-0016 (also
referred to as the 2009 and 2016 Cease and Desist Orders [CDOs], or 2009 and 2016 CDOs,
respectively), and the Monterey County Superior Court’s adjudication of the Seaside Groundwater
Basin in 2006 substantially reduced CalAm’s rights to use these two primary sources of supply.
Section 2.2 provides background on CalAm’s existing water system and historical sources of supply
as well as information about the State Water Board and Superior Court decisions. Section 2.3
discusses the components of demand that CalAm proposes to meet with the proposed project in
conjunction with CalAm’s portfolio of other water supply sources, and Section 2.4 describes the
water supply sources that would be used to meet those demands. Section 2.5 describes other factors
that could affect future water supplies and demand in the Monterey District. Section 2.6 discusses
the topic of water rights as it pertains to project feasibility.

2.2 Background
2.2.1 Existing Water System

The proposed project would develop supplemental water supplies to serve CalAm’s Monterey
District service area (Monterey District). CalAm’s Monterey District encompasses most of the
Monterey Peninsula, including the cities of Carmel-by-the-Sea, Del Rey Oaks, Monterey, Pacific
Grove, Sand City, and Seaside; the Monterey Peninsula Airport District; and the unincorporated

2 Ppublic Utilities Code Section 1001 et seq. requires that investor-owned utilities seeking to build certain specified
infrastructure obtain a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity from the CPUC demonstrating that the
proposed infrastructure is necessary for the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the public.

3 Refer to Section 2.5.1 and Section 2.6 for more information on SVGB return water.
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areas of Carmel Highlands, Carmel Valley, Pebble Beach, and the Del Monte Forest. The
Monterey District’s main distribution system is located within these areas. The main system
primarily relies on water supplies from the Carmel River and groundwater from the Coastal
subarea of the Seaside Groundwater Basin. CalAm’s Monterey District also includes five small
satellite water systems along the Highway 68 corridor east of the City of Monterey: the Ryan
Ranch, Bishop, Hidden Hills, Toro, and Ambler systems. Because the Toro and Ambler areas
would not be served by the proposed project, these areas are not included in the proposed
project’s demand and supply assumptions.4

2.2.1.1 Existing Water Supply Facilities

Facility Overview

CalAm’s existing Monterey District water supply infrastructure includes the following:

. extraction wells in the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer

. groundwater production wells in the Seaside Groundwater Basin
. a surface water reservoir on the Carmel River®

. Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) facilities

o various water treatment facilities

. a conveyance and distribution system consisting of over 500 miles of pipelines and water
mains ranging in size from 2 to 36 inches in diameter

° a portion of the supply produced by Sand City’s 300 afy Coastal Desalination Plant

The majority of the Monterey District water supply comes from 21 extraction wells screened® in the
upper alluvial deposits of the Carmel River in Carmel Valley known as the Carmel Valley Alluvial
Aquifer. CalAm’s supply also includes groundwater production wells in the Seaside Groundwater
Basin. Monterey District water supplies are generally treated to remove iron, manganese, and
hydrogen sulfide, to control corrosion, and to adjust pH. Sodium hypochlorite is used for primary
and secondary disinfection at each treatment facility that provides water to the distribution system.

Distribution and Conveyance

The CalAm Monterey District’s distribution and conveyance system is an assemblage of smaller
systems that have merged over time, starting with the Carmel Valley and Monterey Peninsula
areas and eventually expanding to include the Seaside, Del Rey Oaks, and Sand City areas. The
system encompasses several distinct urban areas and water pressure zones and is divided into four
distinct districts:

There is an existing emergency interconnection between the Toro and Hidden Hills systems; the project would not

change the use of this emergency interconnection.

5 Until recently CalAm operated two reservoirs on the Carmel River, the San Clemente and the Los Padres Reservoirs.
Section 2.2.2 provides additional information on these reservoirs.

6 A well screen is a filtering device that serves as the intake portion of wells constructed in unconsolidated or semi-

consolidated aquifers. The screen permits water to enter the well from the saturated aquifer, prevents sediment from

entering the well, and serves structurally to support the aquifer material.
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° Upper Carmel Valley

° Lower Carmel Valley and Monterey Peninsula
o Seaside

. Upper Lift Zones

Water produced from wells along the upper and lower reaches of the Carmel River in the Carmel
Valley is conveyed in two directions: westward and clockwise around the Monterey Peninsula to
the city of Monterey; and northward over the hills via the Segunda Reservoir, Segunda Pipeline,
Segunda Pump Station, and Crest Tank facilities to the city of Seaside.

2.2.2 Historical Sources of Supply

2.2.2.1 Carmel River

San Clemente Dam was built on the upper Carmel River in 1921 to form the San Clemente
Reservoir. Surface water diverted at San Clemente Dam was the sole water supply for the Monterey
Peninsula until the 1940s. Starting in the 1940s and continuing into the early 1990s, multiple
production wells were installed in the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer along the lower reach of the
Carmel River. In 1949, Los Padres Dam, which forms Los Padres Reservoir, was built about

6 miles upstream of San Clemente Dam to control the inflow of water into San Clemente Reservoir.
CalAm has owned and operated both reservoirs since 1966. Over the years, sediment that
accumulated behind San Clemente and Los Padres Dams significantly reduced the usable storage in
both reservoirs. As a result, by 1995 CalAm relied primarily on the multiple wells in the alluvial
aquifer along the lower Carmel River for its Carmel River supplies and more recently CalAm has
relied entirely on these wells for its Carmel River supply. The San Clemente Dam was removed in
2015, after two years of construction work to reroute the river and prepare the site for dam removal,
and the Carmel River currently flows around the former dam site (California Coastal Conservancy,
National Marine Fisheries Service, CalAm, et al., 2016). Summer releases from the Los Padres
Reservoir continue to recharge a portion of the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer and maintain fish
habitat between the Los Padres Dam and San Clemente Dam site. MPWMD and CalAm are
currently studying options for use or removal of the Los Padres Reservoir (MPWMD, 2015g;
CalAm et al., 2016a).”

2.2.2.2 Seaside Groundwater Basin

In addition to Carmel River supplies, CalAm operates several production wells for its main
system in the Coastal subarea of the Seaside Groundwater Basin. The Seaside Groundwater
Basin, which encompasses 24 square miles and consists of several subareas, is generally bounded
by the Pacific Ocean to the west, the Salinas Valley to the north, the Toro Park area to the east,
and Highways 68 and 218 to the south.

7 The CPUC’s General Rate Case for 2015-2017 authorized CalAm to co-fund studies with the MPWMD to develop
a long term management plan for the Los Padres Dam and Reservoir, and in April 2016 the MPWMD approved a
contract for preparation of the first such study, a Los Padres Dam fish passage study (MPWMD, 2016a). In January
2017, the MPWMD approved a contract for preparation of an alternatives study for Los Padres Dam and sediment
management in the reservoir (MPWMD, 2017).
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East of the main system along the Highway 68 corridor, in the Laguna Seca subarea of the
Seaside Groundwater Basin, CalAm operates wells that supply the Ryan Ranch, Bishop, and
Hidden Hills satellite systems (WSC, 2012). CalAm also provides Carmel River water to the
Ryan Ranch system during fires and emergencies via an emergency interconnection between the
Crest Tank and Ryan Ranch. In addition, in June 2015 MPWMD approved CalAm’s application
for an interconnection between the Bishop and Ryan Ranch systems that would allow water to be
conveyed from the Bishop system to Ryan Ranch for emergency use only (i.e., when Ryan Ranch
supplies were insufficient to meet demand) (MPWMD, 2015b). As a result of the adjudication of
the Seaside Groundwater Basin (see Section 2.2.4), these satellite systems will lose all of their
allocated Seaside Groundwater Basin supplies by 2018. Therefore, the demand assumptions
presented below in Section 2.3 include demand for the Ryan Ranch, Hidden Hills, and Bishop
systems. (See Section 3.2.3.9 and Figures 3-2 and 3-10a and 3-10b in Chapter 3, Project
Description, regarding interconnections proposed as part of the MPWSP to enable water delivery
to these small systems when CalAm no longer has rights to pump from the Laguna Seca subarea.)

CalAm’s Toro and Ambler satellite systems lie east of the Laguna Seca subarea, on the south side
of Highway 68. There are no existing or proposed direct infrastructure interconnections between
CalAm’s main system and the Toro and Ambler systems, which rely on groundwater supplies
from the Corral de Tierra Subbasin of the SVGB. There is an existing emergency interconnection
between the Hidden Hills and Toro systems.

2.2.2.3 Allocation Program

The MPWMD augments, manages, and regulates surface and groundwater resources in the
Carmel Valley and the greater Monterey Peninsula. MPWMD’s jurisdiction includes the area
served by CalAm’s Monterey District (shown in Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, Description of the
Proposed Project) and CalAm’s sources of supply (the Seaside Groundwater Basin and Carmel
Valley Alluvial Aquifer), which MPWMD defines as the Monterey Peninsula Water Resource
System (MPWMD, 2015b). The Monterey Peninsula Water Resource System includes supplies
for non-CalAm pumpers in the Seaside Basin and Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer, as well. The
MPWMD was established by state statute in 1978 to provide integrated management of all water
resources for the Monterey Peninsula; among its functions is the allocation of water supply within
its boundaries. MPWMD’s initial, interim allocation, adopted in 1981, set CalAm’s production
limit (from the Carmel River system and the Coastal subarea of the Seaside Groundwater Basin)
at 20,000 acre-feet (af), of which a net of 18,600 af was allocated among the jurisdictions in
CalAm’s service area. With the adoption of its current allocation program in 1990, MPWMD set
CalAm’s production limit at 16,744 afy. MPWMD has adjusted CalAm’s production limit several
times since then, most recently in 1997 when it set the production limit at 17,641 afy. Before the
2006 adjudication of the Seaside Groundwater Basin (described below in Section 2.2.4), the
MPWMD assumed CalAm’s yield from the Coastal subarea of the Seaside Groundwater Basin to
be 4,000 afy (MPWMD, 2006a). In 2008, MPWMD expanded the regulated area it defines as the
Monterey Peninsula Water Resource System to include the Laguna Seca subarea of the Seaside
Groundwater Basin (through adoption of MPWMD Ordinance 135).
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2.2.2.4 Carmel River Flow Agreements

In addition to MPWMD’s allocation program and State Water Board Orders 95-10, 2009-0060,
and 2016-0016 (discussed below in Section 2.2.3), CalAm’s use of its Carmel Valley wells is also
restricted by agreements with state and federal wildlife agencies.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Annual Memorandum of Agreement

An annual Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) developed and entered into each year by CalAm,
MPWMD, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife provides an annual guideline to
minimize localized drawdown from the use of wells located along certain reaches of the Carmel
River, and limits surface water diversions from April to October. Before the San Clemente Dam
was removed, the MOA specified minimum releases to the river from San Clemente Reservoir
(CalAm, 2007). In 2015 the parties established minimum flow targets below the Los Padres Dam,
which were expected to produce estimated minimum flows at the gaging station near the San
Clemente Dam site (MPWMD, 2015c).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Agreements

Two species listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act, the California red-legged
frog and the South-Central California Coast distinct population segment of steelhead (S-CCC
steelhead), inhabit the Carmel River.8

. The California red-legged frog was listed as threatened under the Federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) in 1996. In 1997, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) issued
an ESA-4(d) rule that allowed it to prosecute for “take™? of the frog.

. The S-CCC steelhead was listed as threatened under the ESA in 1997, reaffirming that
status in 2006 and 2014. In 2000 NMFS issued an ESA-4(d) rule allowing it to prosecute
for take of steelhead, and revised it in 2005.

USFWS and NMFS have taken the position that any entity that pumps water from the Carmel
Valley Aquifer may be liable for a take because the pumping may alter the habitat, affect the
steelhead’s ability to migrate in the river, and affect the frog’s ability to grow to maturity. In 1997,
CalAm entered into an agreement with USFWS to further regulate its well production activities in
an attempt to avoid or mitigate impacts on the frog and has renewed that agreement several times.
In 2001, CalAm negotiated a Conservation Agreement with NMFS that included various changes in
operations, with the long-term goal of procuring an alternative water supply source to reduce
withdrawals from the Carmel River Alluvial Aquifer. In 2009, Cal-Am entered into a Settlement
Agreement with NOAA that updated the expired 2001 Conservation Agreement. In 2017, CalAm
entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with NMFS that incorporates provisions of the 2009
Settlement Agreement and requires additional measures to conserve S-CCC steelhead.

8 Refer to Section 4.6, Terrestrial Biological Resources in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures, for more information on biological resources in the project area.

9 As defined in the ESA, to "take" means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or
to attempt to engage in any such conduct.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 2-6 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



2. Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights

If CalAm fails to satisfy USFWS and NMFS concerns regarding ESA, those agencies could bring
enforcement actions against CalAm and its customers. The consequences could include further
reduction of the water supply obtained from the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer, and fines that
could be in the millions of dollars.

2.2.3 State Water Board Order 95-10 and Cease and Desist
Orders 2009-0060 and 2016-0016

State Water Board Order 95-10, issued in July 1995, substantially limited the supplies available to
CalAm from the Carmel River. In the order, the State Water Board established that CalAm has a
legal right to 3,376 afy (equivalent to about 3 mgd) from the Carmel River system, including
surface water diversions from the river and subsurface flow pumped from the Carmel Valley
Alluvial Aquifer. Prior to Order 95-10, CalAm’s average annual use during non-drought years
was approximately 14,106 afy (12.6 mgd).10 The order found that CalAm was diverting
approximately 10,730 afy of surface and/or subsurface flow from the Carmel River without a
valid basis of right and directed CalAm to diligently undertake the following actions to terminate
its unlawful diversions: obtain appropriative rights to the Carmel River water that was being
unlawfully diverted; obtain water from other sources and make one-for-one reductions of the
unlawful diversions; and/or contract with other agencies that had appropriative rights to divert
and use water from the Carmel River. Order 95-10 directed CalAm, during its pursuit of an
alternative supply, to implement conservation measures to offset 20 percent of demand?!! and
restricted CalAm to an annual diversion of 11,285 afy (10.1 mgd) from Carmel River sources.
This amount represented a 20 percent reduction from CalAm’s average usage at the time of
14,106 afy. The order also prohibited CalAm from diverting water from San Clemente Dam when
streamflows reach a predetermined low flow. The order directed CalAm to maximize use of the
Seaside Groundwater Basin for the purpose of serving existing connections, honoring existing
commitments (allocations), and to reduce diversions from the Carmel River to the greatest
practicable extent (State Water Board, 1995).12

In October 2009, the State Water Board adopted Cease and Desist Order 2009-0060, based on the
State Water Board’s conclusion that Order 95-10 did not authorize CalAm to divert water from
the Carmel River in excess of its water rights and that CalAm was illegally diverting water from
the Carmel River in violation of Order 95-10 and Water Code Section 1052. The CDO requires
that CalAm “diligently implement actions to terminate its unlawful diversions from the Carmel
River and ... terminate all unlawful diversions from the river no later than December 31, 2016.”
The CDO prohibits CalAm from diverting water from the Carmel River for new service
connections or intensified water use at existing connections, and required CalAm to reduce
diversions by 5 percent, or 549 afy, starting in October 2009, with further annual reductions

10 14,106 afy was CalAm’s average use of Carmel River water from 1979 to 1988, according to Order 95-10 (citing

information provided by CalAm).

Order 95-10 required a conservation reduction, in combination with conservation measures required by the

MPWMD, of 15 percent in the 1996 water year and a reduction of 20 percent in each subsequent year.

12 \Water supply projects that were considered by CalAm and the CPUC in response to Order 95-10 prior to the
currently proposed project are described in Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and Analysis.

11
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starting in October 2011 and “continu[ing] until all unlawful CalAm diversions from the river
have been terminated” (State Water Board, 2009).

In July 2016 the State Water Board adopted Order WR 2016-0016, which amends Orders 95-10 and
2009-0060. Order 2016-0016 extends the date by which CalAm must terminate all unlawful
diversions from the Carmel River from December 31, 2016, to December 31, 2021. The Revised
CDO set an initial diversion limit of 8,310 afy for Water Year 2015-2016 (October 1, 2015-
September 30, 2016) and establishes annual milestones that CalAm must meet in order to maintain
the 8,310 afy diversion limit through 2021. The milestones would demonstrate tangible progress in
developing alternative water supply that would enable CalAm to reduce and terminate its unlawful
diversions. If CalAm fails to meet a milestone, the Revised CDO specifies that the annual diversion
limit will be reduced by 1,000 afy. The Revised CDO also provides that “[i]f the State Water Board
determines that the cause [for failing to achieve a milestone] is beyond Applicants’ control, it may
suspend any corresponding reductions under [the specified CDO condition] until such time as the
Applicants can reasonably control progress towards the Milestone.”13 Section 5.4.2, No Project
Alternative, provides further discussion on the CDO and the milestones.

2.2.4 Seaside Groundwater Basin Adjudication

Another purpose of the proposed project is to reduce CalAm’s reliance on the Seaside Groundwater
Basin, which is currently CalAm’s other principal source of supply for the Monterey District. In
March 2006, the Monterey County Superior Court issued a decision in California American

Water v. City of Seaside, (Super. Ct. Monterey County, 2006, No. M66343), setting forth the
adjudicated water rights of the various parties who produce groundwater from the Seaside Basin.
The court amended that decision in February 2007.

In August 2003, CalAm sued a number of parties who held, or potentially held, water rights in the
Seaside Groundwater Basin, and asked the court to adjudicate those rights. CalAm also asked the
court to establish a plan for the coordination of groundwater management within the Seaside
Groundwater Basin. Most of the defendants then cross-claimed against CalAm, and the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency both
intervened.

By adjudicating the water rights for all users of the basin, the court intended to protect the basin
from long-term damage associated with potential seawater intrusion, subsidence, and other
adverse effects that commonly result from overpumping. The Decision identified the “natural safe
yield”14 for the basin as a whole, and individually for the Coastal and Laguna Seca subareas, and
found that production in each of the preceding 5 years had exceeded the natural safe yield
throughout the basin and in each of its subareas. The Decision also found (and noted that all
parties agreed) that continued production in excess of the natural safe yield would result in
seawater intrusion and deleterious effects on the basin.

13 Order WR 2016-0016 Schedule and Condition 3(b)(viii).

14 The Decision defines “natural safe yield” as the quantity of groundwater in the Seaside Basin that occurs solely as a
result of natural replenishment. The estimate of natural safe yield assumes no action is taken to capture subsurface
flow exiting the northern boundary of the basin.
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The Decision established a physical solution to basin management that was intended to reduce
aquifer drawdown to the level of the natural safe yield; to maximize potential beneficial uses of the
basin; and to provide a means of augmenting water supply for the Monterey Peninsula. In addition
to allocating groundwater rights to the various users, the Decision established an initial “operating
safe yield,” to be decreased incrementally over time until withdrawals are equal to the identified
natural safe yield.15 The Decision also established the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster,
consisting of representatives of the parties to the complaint, to administer and enforce the provisions
of the Decision. CalAm’s 2007 allocation under the initial operating safe yield was 3,504 afy from
the Coastal subarea and 345 afy from the Laguna Seca subarea. CalAm’s current (water year16
2016) operating yield allocation is 2,254 afy from the Coastal subarea and 48 af from the Laguna
Seca subarea (Watermaster, 2015). CalAm’s eventual allocation, when withdrawals pursuant to the
adjudication equal the natural safe yield of the basin, will be 1,474 afy from the basin overall
(Watermaster, 2009). Although this quantity was calculated based on the basin as a whole, by the
time withdrawals have been reduced to equal the natural safe yield, the entire natural safe yield of
the Laguna Seca subarea will be allocated to other producers with overlying groundwater rights that
are superior to CalAm’s appropriative rights (Svindland, 2013a); therefore, CalAm’s adjudicated
right to 1,474 afy from the basin will be drawn from the Coastal subarea.

Table 2-1 summarizes key determinations contained in the Decision and the initial and current
production allocations prepared by the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster (Watermaster,
2007, 2015). For comparison, Table 2-1 also shows CalAm’s production from the Seaside
Groundwater Basin prior to Order 95-10, CalAm’s average production for the years following
Order 95-10 prior to the adjudication, and the MPWMD allocation for CalAm prior to the
adjudication.

The Decision also requires that production from the Seaside Groundwater Basin in excess of the
natural safe yield (i.e., the difference between the natural safe yield and the interim operating
yield limits) be replenished. CalAm and the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster have agreed
to a replenishment schedule of 25 years at a replenishment rate of 700 afy (Watermaster and
CalAm, 2014). The replenishment volume, which may occur as in-lieu or artificial
replenishment, 17 will be based on a running 5-year average. Based on this replenishment
schedule, CalAm’s proposed sizing of the MPWSP Desalination Plant assumes that, over the
25-year “repayment period,” available supply from the Seaside Groundwater Basin will be
limited to 774 afy (700 afy less than CalAm’s adjudicated right of 1,474) (Svindland, 2013a).

15 The Decision defines *“operating safe yield” (also referred to as operating yield) as the maximum amount of
groundwater resulting from natural replenishment that the Decision, based upon historical usage, allows to be
produced from each subarea for a finite period of years, unless such level of production is found to cause material
injury. In general, the initial operating yield for each subarea was to be maintained for the first three water years;
starting in the fourth water year and triennially thereafter, it is to be decreased by 10 percent until the operating
yield is equivalent to the subarea’s natural safe yield.

16 A water year runs from October 1 through September 30 of the following year, and is named for the year it ends.
For example, water year 2016 extends for October 1, 2015, through September 30, 2016.

17" “In-lieu replenishment” refers to programs in which groundwater producers agree to refrain, in whole or in part, from
exercising their right to produce their full production allocation with the intent to replenish the Seaside Groundwater
Basin through forbearance, in lieu of injection or spreading of non-native water. “Artificial replenishment” refers to the
addition of non-native water to the groundwater supply of the Seaside Groundwater Basin, through spreading or direct
injection, to offset cumulative over-production from the basin (Monterey County Superior Court, 2007).
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TABLE 2-1
SEASIDE GROUNDWATER BASIN ADJUDICATED OPERATING AND NATURAL SAFE YIELDS
WITH CALAM’S PRE-ADJUDICATION PRODUCTION

Basin Management Element Quantity
Initial operating safe yield — entire basin 5,600 af?
Total initial (2007) operating safe yield — Coastal subarea (CalAm and other producers) 4,611 af®
CalAm’s initial (2007) standard production allocation of operating safe yield — Coastal subarea 3,504 af®
CalAm'’s current (water year 2016) operating yield allocation — Coastal subarea 2,254 af
Total initial (2007) operating safe yield — Laguna Seca subarea 989 af?
CalAm’s initial (2007) standard production allocation — Laguna Seca subarea 345 afP
CalAm'’s current (water year 2016) operating yield allocation — Laguna Seca subarea 48 af
Natural safe yield — entire basin 2,581 — 2,913 afy
Natural safe yield — Coastal subarea 1,973 — 2,305 afy
Natural safe yield — Laguna Seca subarea 608 afy
Natural safe yield — CalAm'’s eventual allocation — entire basin 1,474 afy®
MPWMD allocation for CalAm for the Coastal subarea prior to the adjudicationd 4,000 afy
CalAm Seaside Basin production when Order 95-10 was issued 2,700 afy
CalAm average annual production, water years 1996-2006, Coastal subarea 3,695 afy
CalAm average annual production, water years 1996-2006, Laguna Seca subarea 432 afy

NOTES: af = acre feet; afy = acre feet per year.

a

The initial operating safe yield was established for the first three water years (changed from administrative years in the 2007 Amended
Decision); at the beginning of the fourth water year and triennially thereafter, it is to be decreased by 10 percent until it is equivalent to
the natural safe yield. The adjudication provides for possible revisions of the established operating safe yield based on the findings of
the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster.

CalAm'’s initial standard production allocations are based on the table, “Seaside Basin Groundwater Account Per Amended Decision,
Dated February 9, 2007,” prepared by the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster.

This Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster estimate (Watermaster, 2009) revises the MPWMD’s 2006 estimate that CalAm'’s
eventual allocation would be 1,494 afy from the Coastal subarea and zero from the Laguna Seca subarea. Because other Laguna Seca
subarea producers have water rights that are superior to those of CalAm, the entire natural safe yield of the Laguna Seca subarea will
be allocated to other producers (Svindland, 2013a, pp. 16—17); therefore, CalAm’s adjudicated right to 1,474 afy at natural safe yield
would be drawn from the Coastal subarea.

At the time, MPWMD's definition of the Monterey Peninsula Water Resource System did not include the Laguna Seca subarea;
therefore, a corresponding allocation was not provided for that subarea.

SOURCES: Monterey County Superior Court, 2007; MPWMD, 2006a; Watermaster, 2007, 2009, 2015; State Water Board, 1995; Svindland,

2013a.

2.3 CalAm Service Area Demand

Based on State Water Board Orders 95-10, 2009-0060, and 2016-0016 and the Seaside
Groundwater Basin adjudication, CalAm must develop a replacement water supply to meet
existing demand in its Monterey District service area. CalAm’s existing demand includes existing
water service required by existing customers as well as demand associated with existing Pebble
Beach water entitlements in the Del Monte Forest area, as described below. In addition, CalAm
proposes to provide sufficient supply to meet demand associated with the development of existing
legal lots of record and tourism demand under improved economic conditions within its service
area.
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2.3.1 Existing System Demand

2.3.1.1 Annual Demand

Annual demand for CalAm’s Monterey District main system plus the Bishop, Ryan Ranch, and
Hidden Hills satellite systems between 2006 and 2015 is shown in Table 2-2. Average annual
demand over this period was 12,351 afy. This estimate of average annual demand is about

940 afy lower than the estimated service area demand CalAm provided in its 2013 testimony
(13,291 afy) based on years 2007 through 2011.

TABLE 2-2
EXISTING DEMAND? 2006-2015 (acre-feet)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

b
SZE;J:rIId 14,176 | 14,596 | 14,439 | 13,198 | 12,270 | 12,129 | 11,549 11,356 10,250 | 9,545

10-Year Average (2006-2015): 12,351

NOTES:

& Demand values are for the Monterey District main system plus the Ryan Ranch, Hidden Hills, and Bishop satellite water systems.
Demand shown is for the calendar year.

SOURCE: California American Water, 2016b

CalAm anticipates that by the time the desalination plant is operational, the average 10-year and
maximum year demand will be lower than the current 10-year average, most notably due to the
continuing decline in per capita water use. As discussed below in Section 2.3.1.2, CalAm has
concluded that demand in 2010, 12,270 afy, represents an appropriate estimate of annual demand
for CalAm to use in assessing the adequacy of its water supplies to meet peak demands and
regulatory supply capacity requirements.

2.3.1.2 Peak Demands

While annual water demand characterizes the overall system demand expected to occur within a
service area, actual water use fluctuates over the course of a day, month, season, and year. For
example, people use less water in the middle of the night and more around dinnertime; they use
more during the warmer and drier months and seasons than in the cooler and wetter ones; and
they typically use more in dry years than in average or wet years — at least until conservation
measures kick in. The California Department of Public Health’s California Waterworks
Standards18 require that public water system’s water sources have the capacity to meet the
system’s maximum day demand and (for systems with 1,000 or more service connections) peak
hour demand, and specify that maximum day demand and peak hour demand are to be determined
based on the most recent ten years of operation. CPUC General Order 103-A also requires that
water utilities within its jurisdiction meet these standards. CalAm considers peak month demand a
more critical consideration for its operations than peak day demand because the Monterey
District’s portfolio of supplies provides sufficient flexibility to meet such short term peak

18 california Code of Regulations Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 16, Section 64554.
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demand. By contrast, peak month demand represents more sustained elevated demand, over
multiple days, which needs to be considered as a factor in plant sizing (Svindland, 2013b).
CalAm hopes to bring the desalination plant on line in 2020. By that time, the 10-year demand
record would cover the period from 2010 through 2019, and the 2007, 2008 and 2009 demands
will have dropped off the 10-year historical record period. CalAm assumes that demand in years
2016 through 2019 will not exceed demand in 2010 and that 2010 would, therefore, represent the
maximum-demand year for this period (Svindland, 2016). CalAm also assumed that peak month
demand in 2010 (July 2010), which was the highest month demand of the years 2010 through
2015, adequately represents peak month demand for planning purposes.

2.3.1.3 Pebble Beach Water Entitlements

In 1989, the MPWMD granted water entitlements totaling 380 afy to the Pebble Beach Company
and two other fiscal sponsors for underwriting the development of a wastewater reclamation
project that is estimated to save substantially greater amount of potable water. The wastewater
reclamation project was jointly undertaken by the Carmel Area Wastewater District, the Pebble
Beach Community Services District, and the MPWMD to provide recycled water in lieu of
potable water to golf courses in the Del Monte Forest, which includes Pebble Beach. The
MPWMD subsequently authorized the Pebble Beach Company to sell a portion of the remaining
water entitlements to other Del Monte Forest property owners as a means of financing part of the
project. The project now provides 100 percent of the irrigation water for all of the golf courses
and some open space areas in the Del Monte Forest. The MPWMD estimates that the project
saves approximately 1,000 afy of potable water (Stoldt, 2011).

Recognizing that the wastewater project reduced demand on the Carmel River by more than the
amount of the water entitlements, SWRCB has stated that the 380 afy represented by the water
entitlements is available to serve the Del Monte Forest properties when they are developed and
that increased diversions from the Carmel River by CalAm to satisfy the Pebble Beach
entitlements would not be counted as part of CalAm’s diversion limit but instead added to the
adjusted base against which CalAm’s compliance was measured. Likewise, the properties
developed using these entitlements would not be subject to the prohibition on new service
connections contained in the SWRCB CDOs (Anton, 1998; SWRCB, 2009; SWRCB, 2016). As
stated in Order 2016-0016, CalAm must terminate all illegal diversions from the Carmel River by
December 31, 2021 and thus may not serve the Del Monte Forest properties using illegal
diversions from the river after that time. However, the water entitlements constitute an existing
commitment by MPWMD and obligation to serve by CalAm when the properties are developed,
and are therefore considered part of CalAm’s existing demand.

Of the 380 afy, entitlements totaling about 325 afy had not been used (i.e., had not been
exchanged for water permits allowing actual water system connections) at the time CalAm
revised its estimate of system demands in 2013; the remaining unused entitlements represented
water demand that was not reflected in the existing demand figures shown in Table 2-3.

As of the end of 2012, MPWMD reported it had issued water permits totaling 58.419 afy and that
remaining Pebble Beach water entitlements totaled 321.581 afy (MPWMD, 2013a). Testimony by
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the MPWMD during the CPUC proceedings on the proposed MPWSP in February 2013
confirmed these figures and noted that a portion of the 58.419 afy of issued permits had probably
not yet been connected to the CalAm system. The MPWMD testimony concluded that the
estimated 325 afy of demand associated with the Pebble Beach water entitlements was reasonable
(Stoldt, 2013). Since 2013, MPWMD has issued additional water permits associated with the
Pebble Beach water entitlements and, as of May 2016, the remaining entitlement for all Pebble
Beach entitlement holders stood at 303.768 afy (MPWMD, 2016b). Because the recently issued
permits may not immediately translate to water connections and water use, the estimate of

325 afy should remain a reasonable estimate of the portion of the Pebble Beach entitlements not
reflected in existing system demands.

2.3.2 Other Service Area Demand Assumptions

In addition to meeting existing annual demand and demand associated with the Pebble Beach
water entitlements, CalAm proposes that the MPWSP be sized to provide, in conjunction with
other supply sources, sufficient supplies to also meet the water demands associated with the
anticipated economic recovery (or “rebound”) of the local hospitality industry, resulting in
increased water demand by existing businesses compared to current levels, and demand
associated with the development of existing legal lots of record in jurisdictions served by the
project (Svindland, 2013a). Table 2-3 shows existing system demands together with demands
associated with economic recovery and lots of record, which total approximately 1,680 afy; these
demand components are discussed further below.

TABLE 2-3
OTHER DEMAND ASSUMPTIONS
Annual Demand
Demand Component (acre-feet)
Existing Annual Service Area Demand 12,270
Pebble Beach Water Entitlements 325
Hospitality Industry Rebound Economic Recovery 500
Legal Lots of Record 1,180
Total to Service Area 14,275

SOURCE: RBF Consulting, 2013; Svindland, 2016.

2.3.2.1 Hospitality Industry Rebound

The hospitality industry, which includes hotels, restaurants, and other visitor-serving businesses,
experienced reductions in occupancy and visitation rates during the economic recession that
began in late 2007. Since then, the industry has been recovering slowly: industry representatives
expect that occupancy and visitation rates will soon rebound to pre-recession levels. So they
feared that CalAm's previous demand estimate, which was based on recession-era numbers,
would not accurately reflect demand in a healthy economy. In response to this concern, CalAm’s
January 2013 revised demand estimate allocated an additional 500 afy to meet demand associated
with the future rebound of the local hospitality industry (Svindland, 2013a). CalAm based its
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estimate on discussions with hospitality industry representatives in the region (RBF, 2013)
without providing additional documentation. As discussed below, MPWMD conducted its own
assessment of CalAm’s estimate using available data (MPWMD, 2013b). The MPWMD
compared occupancy and water-use levels for several periods over the last 15 years, finding that
the average occupancy level in 2011 was just below 68 percent (compared to 75 percent for the
period of 1998 through 2001, when the economy was robust). The analysis noted that if the
economy improved, occupancy rates would go up, and the demand for water would rise. So the
proposed project should be sized to accommodate an increase in water use. The MPWMD’s
comparison of commercial-sector water use found that:

. Average annual demand in 2000 was about 440 afy greater than the average annual demand
for 2009 through 2011,

. Average annual demand for 2006 through 2008 was 236 afy greater than the average
annual demand for 2009 through 2011; and

o A 7 percent increase in the average annual demand in 2009 through 2011 (based on the
7 percent difference in occupancy rates between the 1998-2001 period and 2011) would
increase water demand by 194 afy.

The MPWMD’s direct testimony to the CPUC in February 2013 concluded that CalAm’s
estimate of demand related to tourism rebound was reasonable (Stoldt, 2013).19

CalAm’s 2016 amended application and the testimony supporting it updated the existing service
area demand estimate, providing information on average 10-year demand over the period 2006
through 2015, and using demand in 2010 as the basis for its analysis of system operations and the
adequacy of anticipated supplies under the project. As in 2013, CalAm’s current estimate of
system demand includes 500 afy to meet future demand of the existing hospitality industry under
recovered conditions. While the current estimate is based on consideration of a longer time frame,
and while the region has recovered to some degree from the economic recession, the 10-year
period CalAm considered for its demand estimate includes the past four years of drought, during
which water use has dropped significantly. Therefore, even if the region’s economy has largely
recovered, water demand of existing businesses reflected in recent demand data may be lower
than would be expected under normal weather conditions. As discussed in more detail in

Section 6.3, Growth Inducement, this EIR/EIS assumes that some of the economic recovery for
which this 500 afy CalAm estimate is intended has already occurred, and that some of this supply
would be available for other uses.

2.3.2.2 Lots of Record

CalAm has repeatedly testified that the proposed project would also provide an estimated 1,181 afy
of water to meet demand resulting from the development of vacant legal lots of record in the service
area (Svindland, 2012; 2013a; 2016). CalAm had previously included this demand estimate in its

19 For additional review of CalAm’s estimate of this component of demand refer to Section 6.3, Growth Inducement.
Refer to Section 2.6 of this chapter regarding assumptions about the allocation of water supply provided by the
MPWSP.
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2006 Urban Water Management Plan (Management Plan). The 2006 Management Plan cited a
2001 analysis by MPWMD staff as the source for the estimate of 1,181 afy (CalAm, 2006).

In February 2013, the MPWMD reviewed its analyses of water demand related to legal lots of
record and found no documentation to support the 1,181 afy estimate. The summary of the results
of the documentation review, prepared for the MPWMD Board of Directors (MPWMD, 2013c),
defines a legal lot of record as “a lot resulting from a subdivision of property in which the final
map has been recorded in cities and towns, or in which the parcel map has been recorded in
Parcels or Maps or Record of Surveys. Not all legal lots are buildable.”20 The summary states that
“[t]he District does not certify that the estimate of 1,181 afy [for demand associated with vacant
lots of record] is a valid value” and does not recommend its continued use.

The summary identifies two reports on the topic of lots-of-record water demand that were prepared
for the MPWMD in 2000 and 2002, and notes that the 2001 estimate cited in CalAm’s 2006
Management Plan was from an interim period between these two reports. The 2000 report, which
had identified demand of 1,166.3 afy for vacant lots and remodels, was not adopted by the
MPWMD Board because it did not include estimates for the city of Monterey or the unincorporated
county; the revised 2002 report, which identified demand of 1,211 afy, included estimates for the
city of Monterey but not for the unincorporated county (MPWMD, 2013c). The MPWMD’s direct
testimony to the CPUC in February 2013 reiterated these observations, stating that the MPWMD
does not consider the 1,181 afy estimate a valid value and that the higher 2002 estimate did not
account for vacant lots on improved parcels in the unincorporated areas (Stoldt, 2013). While
MPWMD testified that CalAm’s estimate may therefore underestimate the actual demand for lots of
record (Stoldt, 2013), MPWMD observed in 2017 that development of lots of record has occurred
since the estimates were prepared in the early 2000s and that some vacant lots on improved parcels
that were included in MPWMD’s vacant lot study may never be split from the main property and
developed (MPWMD, 2017). Whether development of lots of record since the early 2000s has
offset, or more than offset, the number of uncounted lots that should have been included in the 2002
study, and by how much, cannot be determined from available data.

Another factor affecting the estimate of demand associated with lots of record is water use rates.
Comment on the 2015 MPWSP Draft EIR suggested that water demand per lot has likely
decreased in years since those reports were prepared. It may be the case that per-lot water demand
is somewhat lower than 15 years ago, considering the general trend in lower per capita demand in
the service area and throughout the state; however, the extent of such reductions may not be
quantifiable based on available data. (Refer to Section 6.3, Growth Inducement, for additional
discussion of this demand component.)

20 An exhibit filed in conjunction with MPWMD testimony in December 2013 states that “[i]t is generally considered
that [legal lots of record] are considered buildable by, and have the approval of, the local land use jurisdiction....”
(MPWMD, 2013d).
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2.3.3 2010 Urban Water Management Plan Demand Estimates

Under the Urban Water Management Planning Act,2! CalAm is required to provide information
on existing and projected future demand in the Monterey District. The information presented in
CalAm’s 2010 Management Plan, which was completed in September 2012 (WSC, 2012), is
summarized here for informational purposes. The Urban Water Management Planning Act
requires all urban water suppliers to prepare a Management Plan (and update it every 5 years) for
the purpose of “actively pursu[ing] the efficient use of available supplies.” As part of their long-
range planning, urban water suppliers must make every effort to meet their customers' needs
during normal, dry, and multiple dry water years. So although CalAm did not cite the 2010
Management Plan as the basis for the proposed project’s demand estimates, the evaluation of
service area demands presented in the Management Plan provides insight into CalAm’s
expectations regarding population growth and water demand in the Monterey District using a
different projection methodology from that used for the proposed MPWSP (summarized above in
Sections 2.3.1 through 2.3.3).

2.3.3.1 Urban Water Management Plan Service Area Population

Senate Bill 7, enacted in November 2009,22 requires all water suppliers in the state to increase
water use efficiency. In particular, urban water suppliers must achieve a 20 percent reduction in
urban per-capita water use by 2020, and must include in their 2010 Management Plans their
baseline per-capita water use; their 2020 per-capita water use target; and an interim (2015)
per-capita water use target. Consequently, CalAm performed an assessment of its service area
population to calculate per-capita water use and project future service area demands for its 2010
Management Plan.

To determine the population of the Monterey District, which includes portions of unincorporated
Monterey County, CalAm took geographic information system (GIS) shapefiles containing 2010
population data by census block obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau, compared those data with
their service area boundaries, and determined how much of the service area was within each
census block. Based primarily on the area of the Monterey District within each census block,23
the 2010 Management Plan analysis estimated the population of each of the Monterey District’s
distribution systems and the District as a whole. The Management Plan indicates that the
population of CalAm’s entire Monterey District was 99,396 in 2010 and that the combined
population of the main system and the Bishop, Hidden Hills, and Ryan Ranch satellite
distribution systems, which would also be served by the proposed project, was 95,972. The
Management Plan estimated future population growth for each distribution system based on the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments’ 2008 forecast, which the Management Plan
analysis adjusted to incorporate 2010 census data (WSC, 2012).

21 california Water Code Section 10610 et seq.

22 Codified at California Water Code Sections 10608 and 10800-10853.

23 The UWMP population analysis found that, for the most part, population distribution was generally uniform within
each census block; where population was not uniformly distributed, the distribution was adjusted based on visual
inspection of recent aerial photographs.
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2.3.3.2 Urban Water Management Plan Demand Estimates

According to the CalAm 2010 Management Plan, total water use — that is, water delivered to
customers and non-revenue water24 — in the Monterey District in 2010 was 12,809 af. Total water
use in the main system and the Bishop, Hidden Hills, and Ryan Ranch satellite systems in 2010
was 12,270 af. The Management Plan presents CalAm’s calculation of baseline, interim (2015)
target, and 2020 target per-capita water use rates for the Monterey District as required by Senate
Bill 7: the baseline, 2015, and 2020 per-capita use rates are 144, 131, and 118 gallons per-capita
per day (gpcd), respectively. But the Monterey District’s actual 2010 per-capita water use was
115 gpcd, which was less than its 2020 reduction target, and the Management Plan projections of
future water demand between now and 2030 assumed the 115 gpcd rate.

The 2010 Management Plan estimates of non-revenue water are based on information CalAm
submitted to the CPUC. The Management Plan indicates that non-revenue water for the Monterey
main system decreased from 2,332 afy in 2005 to 1,389 afy in 2010 and was projected to decrease
to 1,251 afy in 2030. Non-revenue water data for the satellite systems are not provided for 2005.
In 2010, non-revenue water for the main system plus the Bishop, Hidden Hills, and Ryan Ranch
satellite systems was 1,445 afy and was projected to decrease to 1,290 afy in 2030. (Refer to
Section 2.5.3.3, below, for additional discussion of non-revenue water.)

The 2010 Management Plan projects total water demand in the Monterey District in 2030 to be
13,936 afy, and projects total demand in the main system and the Bishop, Hidden Hills, and Ryan
Ranch satellite systems to be 13,544 afy (WSC, 2012). This amount is less than CalAm’s current
demand estimate for the proposed project service area (14,275 afy) and the supply that would be
provided with implementation of the proposed project in conjunction with Carmel River, Seaside
Groundwater Basin, and other assumed supplies (discussed in Section 2.4). Demand assumed for
the MPWSP differs from that of the Management Plan because CalAm determined that an
additional supply and demand analysis was needed to address the repayment of the Seaside
Groundwater Basin, the potential for tourism in the area to recover, the Pebble Beach water
entitlements, and water for lots of record. These factors are included in CalAm’s current
assumptions regarding service area demand, as described in Section 2.3.3.

2.4 Available Supplies

Table 2-4 shows the individual supply sources, both with and without the GWR project.25 These
supply sources are described below. As the table shows, available supplies range from 16,211 afy
to 16,994 afy, depending on whether the proposed 6.4 mgd or 9.6 mgd plant is built and whether
Seaside Groundwater Basin replenishment is in progress or completed. The “Supply Available for
Other Uses” in Table 2-4 is the difference between Total Supplies and Service Area Demand. It

24 Non-revenue or unaccounted-for water refers to the difference between the total water produced in a system and the
total water billed to customers (i.e., water consumed). Non-revenue water includes water lost to leaks in the
distribution system, water use that is not billed or tracked in the system, such as water used for firefighting and system
flushing, and unauthorized uses.

25 The GWR project would convey advanced treated water from the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
to the Seaside Groundwater Basin, where it could be injected for storage and subsequent recovery by CalAm.
MRWPCA, the Lead Agency for the GWR EIR certified the Final EIR and approved the GWR project in October 2015.
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represents water from the MPWSP that could be available for other uses, such as returning water
to the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, or supporting growth. Both uses are discussed in
Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts.

TABLE 2-4
CALAM MONTEREY DISTRICT WATER SUPPLIES WITH PROPOSED MPWSP
(acre-feet per year)

During Replenishment of the Seaside After Replenishment of the Seaside
Groundwater Basin Groundwater Basin
Without GWR With GWR Without GWR With GWR
(9.6 mgd? (6.4 mgd® (9.6 mgd? (6.4 mgdP
Desalination Desalination Desalination Desalination
Supply Source Plant) Plant) Plant) Plant)
Carmel River® 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376
Seaside Groundwater Basind 774 774 1,474 1,474
Aquifer Storage and
1,300 1,300 1,300 1,300

Recovery (ASR)®
Sand .C|ty- Coastalf 04 94 94 04
Desalination Plant
Groundwater Replenishment
Project (GWR)? 0 3,500 0 3,500
MPWSP D lination Plant

_ Opsalination Fan 10,750 7,167 10,750 7,167
Production
Total Supplies 16,294 16,211 16,994 16,911
Service Area Demand (from 14,275 14,275 14,275 14,275
Table 2-3)
Supply Available for Other
Use (Total Supplies Minus 2,019 1,936 2,719 2,636
Service Area Demand)

NOTE: mgd = million gallons per day

& 9.6 mgd is the rated capacity of the desalination plant CalAm proposes to build for the MPWSP, and is typically used to characterize the
size of the plant; operating at full capacity a 9.6 mgd plant would produce 10,750 acre feet of desalinated water per year. (That is, the
conversion factor is 893 gallons per day per acre-foot per year, or about 1,120 acre-feet per year per 1 million gallons per day.)

6.4 mgd is the rated capacity of the desalination plant CalAm proposes to build if the GWR project is successfully implemented. The
6.4 mgd rated capacity is typically used to characterize the size of the smaller plant proposed in conjunction with the GWR water
purchase. Operating at full capacity a 6.4 mgd plant would produce 7,167 acre feet per year.

CalAm'’s recognized right to Carmel River water established in Order 95-10.

CalAm’s adjudicated water right in the Seaside Groundwater Basin is 1,474 afy; in-lieu recharge of 700 afy would occur during 25-year
Seaside Groundwater Basin replenishment period.

Assumed average annual yield with completion of Phase Il of the ASR; Phase | of the ASR is currently in operation, and Phase Il is
nearing completion.

Quantity shown is CalAm’s long-term share of plant production pursuant to agreements between CalAm and the city of Sand City.

9 The Final EIR for the GWR project was certified and the GWR project approved by the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency, the lead agency, in October 2015.

Assumes 9.6 mgd and 6.4 mgd desalination plants operating at full capacity.

SOURCE: CalAm, 2016b; Svindland, 2016.

2.4.1 Carmel River System

As described above in Section 2.2.3, State Water Board Order 95-10 established that CalAm has a
legal right to divert a total of 3,376 afy from the Carmel River system, including surface water
diversions from the Carmel River and water pumped from the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer.
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2.4.2 Seaside Groundwater Basin Supplies

As described in Section 2.2.2.2, CalAm’s adjudicated right to Seaside Groundwater Basin
groundwater at the natural safe yield of the basin is 1,474 afy. CalAm and the Seaside
Groundwater Basin Watermaster have agreed to a 25-year replenishment schedule for CalAm

to pay back the volume of groundwater CalAm has withdrawn in excess of its adjudicated right.
CalAm will start to pay back the basin once it has new water supplies. While repayment could
occur as either in-lieu or artificial replenishment, CalAm’s supply assumption for the sizing of its
MPWSP Desalination Plant is that repayment over the 25-year period will occur as in-lieu
replenishment at the rate of 700 afy, based on a 5-year running average. Therefore, supply
assumed to be available from the Seaside Basin over this period would be limited to 774 afy,
again, based on a 5-year running average.

2.4.3 Aquifer Storage and Recovery

The MPWMD and CalAm have implemented Phase | and Phase 11 of the Seaside Groundwater
Basin Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) project. The ASR project entails diverting and
conveying Carmel River water during periods of high flow that occur between December and
May of each year to the Seaside Groundwater Basin, where it is injected into the aquifer for
storage and subsequently recovered for delivery to customers. The Phase | project, which was
completed in 2007, includes two ASR injection/extraction wells (the ASR-1 and ASR-2 Wells,
also known as Santa Margarita Wells #1 and #2) and a chemical/electrical building that includes a
disinfection system for treating extracted water. The ASR-1 and ASR-2 wells are located at the
former Fort Ord military base, on the east side of General Jim Moore Boulevard near Eucalyptus
Road. ASR water supplies that are extracted from the Seaside Groundwater Basin are disinfected
onsite before being conveyed via an existing 16-inch diameter pipeline beneath General Jim More
Boulevard to the CalAm distribution system (MPWMD, 2005). In water year 2011, which was
wetter than average, 1,117 af of Carmel River water was injected into the groundwater basin. In
water year 2012, 132 af was injected; in 2013, 295 af was injected, in 2014, no Carmel River
water was injected, and in 2015, 215 af was injected. The estimated average annual yield from the
Phase | injection/extraction wells is 920 afy.

The Phase Il ASR project has been built and will start running when treatment facilities are
completed at the Phase | site. Phase Il includes two additional injection/extraction wells (ASR-3
and ASR-4 Wells) at Seaside Middle School, located on the west side of General Jim Moore
Boulevard. Together, the ASR-3 and ASR-4 Wells provide the capacity to yield an additional
1,000 afy from the ASR system, resulting in a total capacity of 1,920 afy for Phases | and |1
combined (Denise Duffy & Associates, 2012). The Phase I and Phase Il ASR projects correspond
to MPWMD and CalAm’s existing State Water Board Permits 20808A and 20808C, which
authorize the diversion of up to 2,426 afy for ASR Phase I, and up to 2,900 afy for ASR Phase Il
(State Water Board, 2007, 2011). Permit conditions establish limits on diversions to the ASR
system, including a requirement that minimum mean daily instream flows in the Carmel River be
maintained for the protection of fisheries, wildlife, and other instream uses. Because diversions
for the ASR system are contingent on maintaining minimum daily instream flows, and
precipitation and streamflow can vary substantially from year to year, for the purposes of
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CalAm’s water supply assumptions, the estimated combined long-term average annual yield from
ASR is 1,300 afy for the Phase | and Phase Il projects (RBF, 2013). In addition to the
injection/extraction wells and treatment facilities, the Phase | and Phase 1l ASR facilities include
two pump stations, a backflush percolation basin,26 and conveyance pipelines.

As part of the MPWSP, CalAm proposes two additional injection/extraction wells, ASR-5 and
ASR-6 Wells. The purpose of the proposed ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells is to increase the
injection/extraction capacity for both desalinated product water and Carmel River supplies and to
improve system reliability. The proposed ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would not increase CalAm’s
yield from injected Carmel River supplies; consequently, the average annual yield from Carmel
River supplies that are diverted to underground storage would remain at 1,300 afy. The proposed
MPWSP ASR facilities are described in Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project, and
evaluated throughout this EIR/EIS.

2.4.4 Sand City Coastal Desalination Plant

The Sand City Coastal Desalination Plant, which began operations in April 2010, is owned by the
City of Sand City and operated by CalAm. The plant’s total capacity is 300 afy, of which
CalAm’s long-term share is 94 afy. The balance of the plant’s capacity is reserved by Sand City
to support its future growth. Sand City is served by CalAm’s distribution system, consistent with
the MPWMD’s allocation program.

2.4.5 Groundwater Replenishment Project

As described in more detail in Chapter 5, Alternatives, CalAm’s MPWSP Application includes a
variant of the MPWSP that would combine a reduced-capacity desalination plant (6.4 mgd
compared to 9.6 mgd under the MPWSP) with the purchase of 3,500 afy of product water from the
GWR project, a joint project proposed by Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
(MRWPCA) and MPWMD. The MRWPCA would inject up to 3,500 afy of purified water from a
new advanced water treatment plant into the Seaside Groundwater Basin. Under a purchase
agreement with the MPWMD, CalAm would later extract the 3,500 afy for delivery to customers.

If CalAm is able to purchase water from the GWR project, the size of its MPWSP Desalination
Plant could be reduced. MRWPCA certified the Final EIR for the GWR and approved the project
in October 2015. Because of uncertainties pertaining to project timing and cost at the time CalAm
submitted its application for the MPWSP, CalAm’s project application proposes a 9.6 mgd plant,
but also seeks authorization to reduce the size of the proposed plant to provide 6.4 mgd, and to
enter into a water purchase agreement if the cost of the GWR water is reasonable. CalAm would
then supplement its supplies with water purchased from the GWR project.

26 The backwash percolation basin receives discharges produced during routine backflushing and operation of the
ASR injection/extraction wells.
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On September 15, 2016, the CPUC issued a Decision (D. 16-09-021) authorizing CalAm to enter
into a Water Purchase Agreement with the MRWPCA and the MPWMD for the purchase of
3,500 afy. The CPUC Decision also authorizes CalAm to build the new Monterey Pipeline and
Monterey Pump Station (CPUC, 2016).27

2.4.6 Other supplies

2.4.6.1 Table 13 Water

In 1993, CalAm applied to the State Water Board (Application No. 30215A) for a permit
authorizing CalAm to divert from the Carmel River water above its existing rights under Order 95-
10 and the ASR permits. This additional water is known as Table 13 water. In October 2013, the
State Water Board issued water-right Permit 21330 in response to this application. The permit
conveys to CalAm the right to divert a maximum of 1,488 af annually from December 1 of each
year to May 31 of the succeeding year, subject to prior rights, the adequacy of daily instream flow,
and other provisions and requirements.

In MPWSP testimony submitted to the CPUC in February 2013, before the Table 13 permit was
issued, CalAm stated that the Table 13 water would be subject to flow criteria similar to criteria
that applied to water diversions for the ASR, and that the Table 13 diversions would, therefore, be
constrained by the limited timeframe in which they could occur and by the existing production
capacity of the wells and treatment plant on the Carmel River. CalAm also noted that, unlike the
ASR diversions, Table 13 water could only be used within the Carmel River watershed. Based on
its analysis of customer water use in the watershed at times of year when Table 13 water would
be available, CalAm estimated that, during wet years, a maximum of 600 afy of Table 13 water
could be used. Because Table 13 water would not be available during dry years, CalAm did not
assume the availability of Table 13 water for purposes of sizing the proposed plant (Svindland,
2013c). CalAm reiterated this perspective in testimony provided in 2016.

According to quarterly reports posted at CalAm’s website under the State Water Board’s Cease
and Desist Order, CalAm began reporting diversions of Table 13 water with its reporting of
monthly water diverted to ASR storage under Permits 20808A and 20808C in October 2015
(reported in Table 2 of the quarterly reports). According to the October 2015 report, CalAm
diverted 42.2 af of Table 13 water for use in water year 2015 and diverted a total of 214.7 af to its
four ASR injection wells in Seaside under its ASR permits 20808A and 20808C (CalAm, 2015).
According to its April 2016 quarterly report, CalAm diverted 164.2 af of Table 13 water in the
first half of water year 2016 (through March 2016), and diverted 647 af of water to storage under
its ASR permits (CalAm, 2016c¢).

27 On October 30, 2017, the Board of Directors of the MRWPCA adopted an Addendum to the GWR Final EIR to
allow for an increase in the peak output of purified recycled water from 4 mgd to 5 mgd. This expansion of the
GWR Project would be achieved by utilizing redundancies built into the approved 4 mgd GWR Project and would
enable the delivery of 600 afy of purified recycled water to Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) for MCWD
customers to use for urban landscape irrigation. The expansion, however, would not result in any potential
additional yield for use by CalAm, and it would not impact CalAm’s purchase price for water.
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2.4.6.2 Malpaso Water Company LLC

In 2015, the State Water Board issued Water Right License 13868A (License 13868A) to
Malpaso Water Company, LLC. License 13868A authorizes Malpaso to divert up to 85.6 afy
from the Carmel River and to have this water conveyed by CalAm through its water distribution
system to property owners that have entered into subscription agreements with Malpaso, for
beneficial uses on their properties.2® License 13868A authorizes use of the diverted water in
CalAm’s service area in the Carmel River watershed or in the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea. In its
decision issuing License 13868A, the State Water Board determined that diversions of water from
the Carmel River under the new license for the benefit of Malpaso Water Company Water Use
Permit subscribers (Malpaso subscribers) would not be classified as water diverted by CalAm for
new service connections or for increased use of water at existing service connections that are
prohibited under terms of the CDO.

Malpaso has since contracted with CalAm for the conveyance of water diverted under License
13868A to Malpaso subscribers through CalAm’s distribution system, and for the temporary use
of the portions of License 13868A that are not used each year by Malpaso subscribers to supply
water to CalAm.2° Excess water not used by Malpaso and diverted for CalAm’s use pursuant to
this agreement offsets CalAm’s Carmel River diversions (CalAm, 2017).

In August 2015, MPWMD adopted Ordinance 165, which gives Malpaso a water entitlement of
80 afy through the CalAm distribution system. The size of the entitlement reflects anticipated
production and conveyance losses compared to 85.6 afy diversion permitted by License 13868A.
MPWMD will only issue a water permit to a property owner after the person has purchased the
water and received plan approval (Locke, 2016).

License 13868A thus increases supplies available to the CalAm Service area from 16,294 afy to
16,380 afy (during the Seaside Basin replenishment period, assuming a 9.6 mgd desalination
plant, and from 16,994 afy to 17,090 afy after the replenishment period).

2.4.6.3 Rancho Canada Golf Course Retirement

In April 2016, a coalition of conservation organizations3° announced plans to acquire 140 acres
of the Rancho Canada Golf Club, whose lease expired in April 2017. Under the plan, a large
portion of the land, which is located along the Carmel River near Palo Corona Regional Park,
would ultimately be turned over to the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District. The Trust for
Public Land would acquire and hold the property until summer of 2017, while raising funds that
would enable the Trust to convey the property to the park district. The parties expect to finance
the deal through a variety of sources, including state grants, private donations, and support from
CalAm (Monterey County Herald, 2016). As part of the plan, CalAm and the Trust executed a
water diversion forbearance agreement in April 2016 to reduce pumping from the Carmel River
and retire irrigation of two golf courses at the golf club. That irrigation now uses about 381 afy of

28 MPWMD Ordinance 165.

29 MPWMD Ordinance 165.

30 The organizations include the Trust for Public Land, the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District, the Santa
Lucia Conservancy, and Trout Unlimited.
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Carmel River water. CalAm has agreed to pay the Trust for its forbearance of diversion during
the CDO extension period, which will help CalAm offset its unauthorized diversions and help the
Trust acquire the property. Because the acquisition plan anticipates converting much of the
acquired land to riparian habitat, a substantial portion of water previously used to irrigate the golf
courses should remain in the river permanently (CalAm et al., 2016a).

Because the forbearance agreement between CalAm and the Trust is temporary, and future water
use at the site is uncertain, this analysis does not assume that this project would necessarily make
the offset supply, formerly used for irrigation, available for other future use.

2.5 Other Supply and Demand Considerations

To meet projected system demand along with the other supply sources discussed above, CalAm
proposes to build a 9.6 mgd desalination plant. The plant would include six 1.6 mgd reverse
osmosis modules and one 1.6 mgd standby module. As noted above in Section 2.3.2, water
demand fluctuates over the day, season, and year. Similarly, the availability of some water
supplies that would be used along with the proposed desalination plant also varies over the course
of the year. For example, while CalAm has a right to an annual quantity of Carmel River water,
the river produces more water in the winter and less in the summer. So to provide adequate
service, any water system must be sized to ensure it can meet anticipated peak demands, and it is
standard engineering practice to do so. Therefore, anticipated monthly operations were analyzed
as part of the development of the proposed project (RBF Consulting, 2013). In addition to CalAm
service area water demand, plant operations include CalAm’s SVGB return water obligation: the
volume of water that would be returned to the SVGB based on the percentage of SVGB
groundwater that was produced as source water by the subsurface slant wells. SVGB return water
is discussed below in Section 2.5.1 and in Section 2.6, Water Rights.

This section also describes other factors that could affect future water demand and supplies in
CalAm’s Monterey District.

2.5.1 Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin Return Water

MPWSP source water would include some brackish groundwater from the SVGB. As part of the
proposed project, CalAm would return to the SVGB a volume of desalinated product water equal
to the amount of SVGB groundwater included in the source water. While CalAm’s SVGB return
water obligation will be based on the amount of fresh water in the source water, in order to
consider the effect of the return water for this EIR/EIS, groundwater modeling simulated
scenarios with return water obligations representing 0, 3, 6, and 12 percent of the source water
(see Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources). The amount of SVGB groundwater included in the
source water is expected to decrease over time (CalAm et al., 2016b).

In June 2016, several parties involved in the current proceeding asked the CPUC to approve their
proposed “Settlement Agreement on MPWSP Desalination Plant Return Water” (CalAm et al.,
2016b). The settlement describes how CalAm would fulfill its annual SVGB return water
obligation. As the settlement explains:

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 2-23 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



2. Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights

o Delivering return water by injecting desalinated water from the proposed project into the
SVGB is considered less desirable than delivering return water for beneficial use in the
SVGB.

. The Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) may not have sufficient capacity to
accommodate all of the MPWSP SVGB return water under some conditions.

° The Castroville Community Services District (CCSD), which provides municipal and
domestic water service to the Town of Castroville, currently relies on about 780 afy of
SVGB groundwater to meet Castroville’s water demands, and increasingly has experienced
water supply challenges because the water is getting saltier.

° The CCSD wants to take delivery of a SVGB return water supply to replace all or part of
CCSD’s current reliance on groundwater from the SVGB.

To fulfill its SVGB return water obligation, CalAm would make return water available for other
water suppliers to use instead of pumping groundwater from the SVGB. The return water
settlement requires CalAm either to make 800 afy of return water available for delivery to CCSD,
assuming they build the 9.6 mgd plant, or to make 690 afy available if they build the 6.4 mgd
plant. CCSD’s avoided cost — that is, what they would have had to pay to produce enough
groundwater to meet demand — will determine the price that CCSD would pay for the return
water. If there is any return water left after CCSD takes its share, CalAm would deliver it to the
CSIP. The pipeline that would need to be built to convey return water to Castroville is described
in Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project, and its potential impacts are evaluated in
subsequent chapters of this EIR/EIS. See Section 2.6, below, for more on this topic.

2.5.2 Potential Future Changes in Supply

2.5.2.1 Los Padres Reservoir

State Water Board Order 95-10 reduced CalAm’s right to divert surface water to storage at Los
Padres Reservoir from 3,030 afy to 2,179 afy, because the legal right to divert water to storage is
limited by the physical ability to store the water. In a 2006 study, the MPWMD noted that the
State Water Board could revisit Order 95-10 and, by applying the same logic, further reduce
CalAm’s right to divert water to storage based on additional losses in reservoir capacity due to
ongoing sedimentation (MPWMD, 2006a). A 2008 bathymetric study by the Watershed Institute
at California State University at Monterey Bay determined that the usable storage capacity of the
reservoir in 2008 was 1,669 af. Based on the 2008 study, MPWMD estimated that the long-term
sedimentation rate of the reservoir was 21 afy and that more than 510 af of replacement supply
would likely be needed to offset the lost capacity (MPWMD, 2015b). A 2016 resurvey conducted
for MPWMD determined that although the reservoir can hold up to 1,810 af at the spillway level,
the safe usable storage was less than 1,400 af due to concerns about releasing anoxic water or
water with hydrogen sulfide in the lowest portion of the reservoir (MPWMD, 2017). MPWMD
currently estimates that sedimentations rates could range from 11 to 19 afy. Based on the 2016
resurvey and changes in reservoir operation, MPWMD currently believes that the previous
estimate of needed replacement supply may be low. However, because the need for this
replacement supply is long-term, MPWMD believes that water supply available from the Seaside

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 2-24 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



2. Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights

Groundwater Basin at the end of CalAm’s in-lieu replenishment period (discussed in Section
2.2.4) may be adequate to offset losses in supply from the Los Padres Dam and Reservoir
(MPWMD, 2017).31 As noted in Section 2.2.2, MPWMD and CalAm are currently studying the
long term options for the Los Padres Dam and Reservoir.

2.5.2.2 Conclusion of Seaside Groundwater Basin Replenishment
Period

As discussed in Section 2.2.4, the proposed project assumes the availability of 747 afy of water
supply from the Seaside Groundwater Basin. At the conclusion of the 25-year replenishment
period, CalAm would have access to its total adjudicated right of 1,474 afy, thus augmenting
available supply by 700 afy.

2.5.3 Potential Future Changes in Demand

Several recent and planned projects and actions could serve to reduce or offset demand assumed
by CalAm during the planning and sizing of the proposed MPWSP Desalination Plant.
Conversely, growth within the Monterey District service area that is consistent with adopted
general plans could increase demand beyond that assumed for the proposed project. This section
describes other projects and actions that were not explicitly accounted for in CalAm’s demand
estimates but that could affect future service area demand.

As the price of water changes, customers’ behavior may change as well. When water is less
expensive, people typically use more of it; when water is more expensive, people typically conserve
more. But no one knows how much water will cost in the future, or how the CPUC wiill structure
CalAm’s water rates. Also, people in CalAm’s Monterey District have a long history of water
conservation, and already use very little water compared to the rest of the state. But if the MPWSP
comes on line, that would make CalAm's water supply more reliable, and would probably lift the
constraints imposed by Order 95-10 and the CDO, which might induce people to use more water,
even if that water is also becoming more expensive. Given the number of variables involved,
speculating about what effect future water prices might have on behavior is futile.

2.5.3.1 Pacific Grove Local Water Project

The City of Pacific Grove wants to create a new supply of non-potable water. In the first phase of
the Pacific Grove Local Water Project, the city will build and operate a 0.25 mgd satellite recycled
water treatment plant that would provide up to 125 afy of recycled water primarily to the Pacific
Grove Municipal Golf Links and the EI Carmelo Cemetery.32 The recycled water would replace
potable supply currently used for these facilities. Pacific Grove certified an EIR on the project in
November 2014. In October 2015, the city certified a supplemental EIR on a modified project, and

31 The estimate of safe useable reservoir capacity based on the 2016 resurvey is 779 af less than the capacity identified in
Order 95-10 (2,179 af), and an additional 700 afy will be available to CalAm at the end of the Seaside Groundwater
Basin in-lieu replenishment period.

2 Subsequent phases of the PGLWP could provide up to 600 afy of recycled water to sites within the cities of Pacific
Grove and Monterey and unincorporated areas of Pebble Beach (City of Pacific Grove, 2014).
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approved the project as modified. The modified project includes a water entitlement for the city
from MPWMD for up to 90 afy of the potable water saved by the PGLWP, to be used to serve a
portion of Pacific Grove's anticipated buildout water demand (City of Pacific Grove, 2015).

The State Water Board approved Clean Water State Revolving Fund financing for the project in
November 2015. The approval includes a condition that prohibits the allocation of potable water
saved by the project for new uses until the State Water Board gives consent to use the water for
new connections. In January 2016, MPWMD adopted Ordinance No. 168, which establishes an
entitlement for Pacific Grove of 66 afy for consumption from CalAm’s distribution system;
permanently suspends from use 13 afy, for the benefit of the Carmel River system; and reserves
9 afy for the MPWMD for its exclusive use for allocation to other jurisdictions. MPWMD
established the entitlement so that it would be available to Pacific Grove when the State Water
Board authorizes use of the saved water for new connections (MPWMD, 2016c; State Water
Board 2015). The project is expected to be operational and delivering up to 125 afy by the end of
2017 (MPWMD, 2016c; 2017). Although the MPWMD has issued the City of Pacific Grove a
permit to receive potable supply from CalAm’s system, when available, and MPWMD has
reserved for itself, for future allocation, an entitlement for a portion of the saved water, the
combined permits for Pacific Grove and MPWMD associated with this project are less than the
amount of potable water currently used for irrigation that the project would offset. So the project
should reduce demand when it is operational.

In 2013, CalAm and several other parties asked the CPUC to approve a settlement agreement on
plant sizing and operations. The Settling Parties agreed that the Pacific Grove project would be a
valuable part of a comprehensive solution to water issues in CalAm’s Monterey District when
integrated with the MPWSP, the GWR Project, and ASR (CalAm et al., 2013a).

2.5.3.2 Pebble Beach Recycled Water Project Phase Il

The Carmel Area Wastewater District-Pebble Beach Community Services District reclamation
project provides recycled water to irrigate Del Monte Forest golf courses and other open space
areas. Phase | of the project, completed in 1994, offset demand for about 70 percent, or 700 af, of
the potable water previously used for this purpose (Sweigert, 2008). Phase Il of the project,
which was completed in 2009, eliminated the need to mix any potable water with the recycled
water; the project now supplies 100 percent of the water used at the area golf courses and is
estimated to save approximately 1,000 afy of potable water (Stoldt, 2011). In planning for the
MPWSP, CalAm based its current estimate of service area demand on the 10-year average of
years 2006 through 2015. Assuming Phase |1 of the reclamation project became operational
midway through 2009, the additional 300 afy demand reduction it achieved would be reflected in
demand data for more than half that baseline period; therefore, although additional reductions in
service area demand may occur as a result of this project it is expected such reductions would be
minor.
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2.5.3.3 Non-revenue Water Reduction

The Final EIR for the Coastal Water Project and the Regional Project33 noted that improvements
in CalAm’s distribution system could reduce demand by reducing non-revenue water.
Non-revenue water, also known as unaccounted-for water, is the difference between a water
system's metered production and metered consumption.

In its 2009 CDO, the State Water Board observed that the industry standard for non-revenue
water was 10 percent; that CalAm’s non-revenue water was about 12 percent of production; and
that the MPWMD had required CalAm to reduce non-revenue water to 7 percent (State Water
Board, 2009). The State Water Board concluded that CalAm should be required to reduce its
system losses by about 549 afy and should immediately start to reduce the losses. Similarly, in
2009, the CPUC addressed CalAm’s acute need to reduce non-revenue water in the Monterey
District. The CPUC ordered CalAm to develop and implement a program for reducing
unaccounted-for water in its Monterey main system and associated subsystems and, to provide a
financial incentive, the CPUC created a penalty/reward program to be calculated based on a

9 percent non-revenue water target (CPUC, 2012). A June 2012 CPUC rate case decision
(D.12-06-016) also found that non-revenue water in the Monterey District needed to be reduced.

CalAm has often described the company's efforts to reduce non-revenue water in its Monterey
District (Sabolsice, 2012; CalAm et al., 2016a). These efforts include:

. investigating and analyzing main breaks and service leak data and evaluating pressure-
control methodologies

. replacing older water mains and service lines in areas shown to be more prone to leaks
° replacing meters

. deploying acoustic leak-detection devices throughout the system

. implementing operational fixes such as pressure reduction

CalAm submits quarterly compliance reports to the State Water Board under the CDO (CalAm,
2011, 2012b, 2013, 2014, 2015). Those reports show that between the 2011 and 2015 water years,
CalAm reduced system losses by an average of 506 afy compared to the base year system losses
in water year 2009, and that by the end of this period the reductions in water losses exceeded the
reduction target of 549 afy that had been established in the 2009 CDO: the reduction in system
losses ranged from 752 af in water year 2013 to 919 af in water year 2015. System losses (i.e., the
amount of non-revenue or unaccounted-for water), as opposed to the reduction in losses, for the
period October 2014 through September 2015 (water year 2015) totaled to 357 af and system
losses for the period January through December 2015 (calendar year 2015) totaled to 247 af
(CalAm, 2016d). Since then, through March 2017, system losses were less than 200 afy in all

33 As described in Chapter 1 (Section 1.4), CalAm previously proposed the Coastal Water Project to replace existing
Carmel River supplies to which CalAm no longer has a recognized legal right pursuant to Order 95-10 (discussed in
Section 2.2.3 above). The Regional Project emerged as an alternative to the Coastal Water Project during the
environmental evaluation of the Coastal Water Project. The CPUC certified the EIR in 2009 and approved the
Regional Project, which would have been jointly implemented, in two phases, by CalAm and the Marina Coast
Water District, in 2010. CalAm eventually withdrew its support for the Regional Project due to the inability to
resolve issues that arose related to its implementation, and in 2012 proposed the MPWSP as an alternative.
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12-month periods except one (April 2016 to March 2017), when non-revenue water totaled

271 af. CalAm notes that the actual components of unaccounted-for water are difficult to identify
because unaccounted-for water represents a combination of system leaks and unmetered water
use. Savings from system repairs and line replacements and the like through 2015 are reflected in
CalAm’s system demands data discussed in Section 2.3.1.

CalAm’s program to address system losses will continue under the CDO and the CPUC’s decisions.
While additional reductions in demand can be expected from continuing efforts to address system
losses, data are not available to quantify potential additional future savings from such efforts. Over
time, the size of additional reductions in system losses will inevitably decrease as CalAm replaces
the oldest and most leak-prone lines and implements other efforts to reduce losses.

2.5.3.4 General Plan Buildout

CalAm is not proposing that the MPWSP meet future demands associated with general plan
buildout, although the proposed project does include water for some future development (e.g.,
development of vacant lots of record). Phase 2 of the Regional Project34 included water to meet
projected future service area demands; the MPWMD prepared that estimate of future water needs
in 2006 based on information obtained from the service area jurisdictions (MPWMD, 2006b).
Each jurisdiction provided estimates of the number of residential units and nonresidential square
footage that would be developed under buildout of the currently adopted general plan as well as
anticipated residential remodels. Because not all jurisdiction submitted estimates for lots of
record as a distinct category, that aspect of general plan buildout in the 2006 estimate does not
compare to CalAm’s current estimate for lots of record. The MPWMD estimated that 4,545 afy
would be needed to meet future water demands (MPWMD, 2006b).

Since the 2006 estimate was prepared, the future water needs of four jurisdictions have been
revised, reducing the total:3%

° Monterey County adopted a new general plan that revised their water demand estimates
(Monterey County, 2010);

° The City of Pacific Grove testified on the MPWSP in 2013, revising its estimate of water
needed to accommodate general plan buildout (Hardgrave, 2013);

° The City of Seaside commented on the April 2015 MPWSP Draft EIR, updating its future
water needs, and noting that full buildout of the West Broadway Urban Village Specific
Plan would require a net increase of 80 afy of water (City of Seaside, 2015).

34 Referto Chapter 1 for more information on the Regional Project.

35 The EIR prepared for the Monterey County General Plan provides two estimates of future water demand for the
Greater Monterey Peninsula: one for the general plan planning horizon, which extends to 2030, and one for complete
buildout under the general plan, which the EIR projected would occur in 2092. The estimate assumed in this analysis
(1,005 afy) is for the 2030 planning horizon. Total buildout demand under the general plan is much higher (4,439 afy,
not including unincorporated Carmel and Del Monte Forest, for which buildout estimates are not provided). Because
the general plan EIR estimate of demand used a substantially higher per-capita water use rate than is currently
assumed, and projected a higher population level than is currently assumed by the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments, there is reason to believe that the 2092 buildout projection overstates both future population and water
demand,; therefore, the shorter term planning horizon was considered a more reasonable estimate for this analysis.
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. Sand City built the 300-afy Sand City Coastal Desalination Plant. In consideration for the
delivery of 300 afy of potable water from this plant to the CalAm system, MPWMD
Ordinance 132 establishes a water entitlement of 206 afy from the CalAm system for Sand
City, separate from the city’s current water allocation, and indicates that the remaining
94 afy will be permanently added to CalAm’s system (as shown above in Table 2-4). The
estimated future demand for Sand City is therefore revised to reflect that 206 afy of the
city’s future demand will be offset by supply from the city’s desalination plant (which is
not included in the supplies assumed for the MPWSP in Table 2-4).

With these revisions, future demand would total 3,526 afy. Table 2-5 shows the MPWMD’s 2006
future demand estimates, with and without the four revisions. In addition, Pacific Grove may
reduce its future demand estimate by 66 afy because of the Pacific Grove Local Water Project
(see Section 2.5.3.1). However, the city has not submitted a formal revision to its demand
estimate since the 2013 revision noted above.

TABLE 2-5
FUTURE WATER DEMAND — SERVICE AREA JURISDICTIONS
(acre-feet per year)

Future Supply Needs Future Supply Needs
Jurisdiction (2006 Estimate)? (Revised Estimate)
City of Carmel 288 288P
City of Del Rey Oaks 48 48
City of Monterey 705 705
City of Pacific Grove 1,264 5004
City of Sand City 386 1808
City of Seaside 582 6621
Monterey County (Unincorporated) 1,135 1,005b*g'h
Monterey Peninsula Airport District 138 138
Total 4,545 3,526
NOTES:
a

Based on the MPWMD'’s “Estimated Long-Term Water Needs by Jurisdiction Based on General Plan Build-out in Acre-Feet,” Exhibit 1-C
of Special Meeting/Board Workshop Agenda Item 1, MPWMD Board of Directors Packet, May 18, 2006b.

State Water Board License 13868A, issued in 2015, authorizes Malpaso Water Company to divert 85.6 afy from the Carmel River for
delivery to property owners in CalAm’s service area in the Carmel River watershed or the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea who have entered
into subscription agreements with Malpaso Water Company. Provision of this water supply could therefore reduce system demand in the
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea and unincorporated Monterey County by a total of 86.6 afy if the water available from Malpaso Water
Company is fully subscribed.

Revised based on testimony submitted to the CPUC by the City of Pacific Grove revising its 2006 estimate as shown.

Future supply needs by the City of Pacific Grove may be reduced by an additional 66 afy in recognition of the 66 afy water entitlement
established for the city by MPWMD in consideration of its Pacific Grove Local Water Project (see Section 2.5.3.1).

Sand City’s 300 afy desalination plant, which was constructed after preparation of the 2006 estimate of future supply needs, provides Sand
City a water entitlement of 206 acre-feet (pursuant to MPMWD Ordinance 132) to meet future demand in the city, thereby offsetting the
original demand estimate by 206 afy. (Because this portion of the Sand City plant’s production is not included in the supplies assumed by
CalAm, shown in Table 2-4, it is also not shown here, in order to avoid double counting demand that will be met by another source.)

Revised based on the City of Seaside comment on April 2015 Draft EIR and attached water supply assessment indicating that full
buildout of the West Broadway Urban Village Specific Plan would require a net increase of 80 afy of water (City of Seaside, 2015;
Schaaf & Wheeler, 2008); the specific plan was adopted in 2010.

9 Revised based on the Final EIR prepared for the 2010 Monterey County General Plan; the estimate shown is for the unincorporated
county areas served by the Carmel River and Seaside Basin aquifer in the general plan horizon year (2030), rather than general plan
buildout (which is not expected until 2092).

The estimate provided in the 2010 General Plan Final EIR for the unincorporated county area served by the Carmel River and Seaside
Basin aquifer includes 492 acre feet for the Highway 68/Airport affordable housing overlay, as well as supply for Greater Monterey
Peninsula area (316 acre feet), the Carmel Mid-Valley affordable housing overlay (75 acre feet), Cachagua (partial) (5 acre feet), Carmel
Valley (60 acre feet), unincorporated Carmel (37 acre feet), and Del Monte Forest (20 acre feet).

b

o

SOURCES: MPWMD, 2006b; Monterey County, 2010; Hardgrave, 2013, City of Seaside, 2015; Shaaf & Wheeler, 2008.
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As discussed in Section 2.3, the proposed MPWSP would provide water supply to meet a
projected total service area demand of about 14,275 afy, which is 1,680 afy more than CalAm’s
estimate of current annual demand (12,270 afy) and existing Pebble Beach water entitlements
(325 afy). Part of this 1,680 afy is intended to serve existing service area customers in the
hospitality industry under improved economic conditions and part is intended to serve future
development of lots of record. Analysis presented in Section 6.3 indicates CalAm might have
overestimated the amount needed to serve existing hospitality industry customers under improved
economic conditions (500 afy) by about 250 afy and that the other 250 afy designated for
hospitality industry recovery may therefore be available to serve future growth. Assuming that
revised estimate for the hospitality industry, about 1,430 afy of the 14,275 afy would be available
to serve additional development in the CalAm service area. Although the project proposes to meet
a narrower range of future development than was assumed for Phase 2 of the Regional Project,
the amount of water provided by the proposed project to serve additional development represents
about half of the revised estimate of future service area demands. As the revised estimate in Table
2-5 indicates, the proposed project would provide 2,096 afy less than would be needed to meet
water demand associated with general plan buildout (3,526 afy) and the other future water
demand considered in the 2006 analysis.36

The MPWMD, the Monterey Peninsula Regional Water Authority, Monterey County, and CalAm
plan to determine an accurate estimate of the added capacity needed to meet the General Plan
buildout projections for communities served by CalAm. The findings from this process, which
will be undertaken separately from the current A. 12-04-019 proceeding, will be reported to the
CPUC either within a subsequent rate design phase of A. 12-04-019 or as part of the general rate
case process (CalAm et al., 2013b).

2.5.4 Assumptions about the Allocation of MPWSP Water

As discussed in Section 2.3, CalAm proposes to size the MPWSP Desalination Plant to provide,
along with other sources, sufficient supply to meet service area demand of 14,275 afy. This amount
is 1,680 afy more than the 12,270 afy annual demand of existing customers and existing Pebble
Beach water entitlements (325 afy) (shown in Table 2-3), and without Seaside Basin replenishment,
it would be 2,380 afy more than existing annual demand and entitlements. In addition to meeting
existing service area demands, CalAm proposes sizing the plant to meet demand associated with the
development of vacant legal lots of record and, if the economy improves, demand from increased
water use at existing hospitality businesses. While such increases in water demand can reasonably
be expected, estimating future water demand necessarily entails the use of assumptions about
demand factors that cannot be predicted with absolute certainty. (As discussed in Section 2.3.3,

36 The estimated difference could be less considering ongoing conservation programs that MPWMD and CalAm have
been implementing in response to SWRCB Order 95-10 (in 1995) and the more recent CDOs. The California Water
Conservation Act of 2009 (adopted after the general plan estimates were prepared in 2006) requires a 20 percent
reduction in per capita water use statewide by the year 2020 (Water Code Section 10608). Assuming the conservation
programs implemented in CalAm’s Monterey District — in response to SWRCB orders as well as this 2009 law —
reduced water use and projected demand by 20 percent, the corresponding future general plan buildout demand would
be about 2,870 afy, and the difference between the MPWSP supply and this future demand would be about 1,400 afy.
MPWMD states that the appropriate estimate of future water needs is 3,526 afy (shown in Table 2-5), not further
reduced by 20 percent, because MPWMD’s 2006 estimate assumed efficient plumbing fixtures that meet or exceed the
requirements of Water Code Section 10608 (MPWMD, 2017).
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MPWMD’s review of the factors included in CalAm’s estimate produced somewhat different
results. For example, MPWMD’s review indicated that supply needed for future development of
vacant lots of record may be underestimated and the supply needed for economic recovery of the
hospitality industry may be overestimated.) Moreover, under past and current allocation programs,
once a given supply has been allocated to a jurisdiction, whether or not the jurisdiction reserves its
allocation for specific uses and at specific levels that CalAm assumed for project sizing would be up
to the jurisdiction. It is the jurisdiction’s responsibility to determine, subject to applicable plans,
policies, laws, and regulations, whether or not to approve a new or intensified water use within its
boundaries. In addition, with other supply sources the MPWSP would provide total supply of
16,294 afy during the Seaside Basin replenishment and 16,994 afy after the replenishment period,
as shown in Table 2-4. Available supply after 14,275 afy of anticipated demand was met may need
to be returned to the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, or may be available for growth within
service area jurisdictions, depending on the return water obligation.

One of the MPWMD'’s key functions is to allocate water supply within its boundaries. The water
supply that the proposed project would provide, along with other existing and planned supplies,
would continue to be subject to MPWMD'’s allocation program. Although MPWMD has not yet
begun to address allocation of the proposed MPWSP supply, this analysis assumes that the same
considerations that informed the past and current allocations will be relevant to the allocation of the
MPWSP supply. This EIR/EIS assumes for purposes of the impact analyses presented in Chapters 4
through 6 that water provided by the proposed project will be used to meet existing demand and that
any water left over would be allocated in general proportion to projected growth in the CalAm
service area jurisdictions. MPWMD recently confirmed that the future allocation process has not
been defined and that MPWMD will update its 1990 Allocation Program EIR only when it is clear
that CalAm will complete construction of a project to provide replacement supplies [for the
reductions that resulted from SWRCB Order 95-10 and related CDOs and the Seaside Basin
adjudication] (MPWMD, 2017). MPWMD states that it may not allocate all the water, choosing
instead to retain some for future allocation to jurisdictions, “as general plans change over time,” or
to “retain a reserve for public benefit projects, maintain a reserve to offset Pebble Beach
entitlements, maintain a buffer for fluctuating demand due to economic or climate issues, or retain
allocable water to allow a lower plant capacity factor for operations” (MPWMD, 2017). In the
absence of definitive commitments as to how water provided by the project would be allocated (or
not), the assumption that water provided by the project not needed for existing demands or Salinas
Valley return water would be used to meet demand associated with future growth, distributed in
general proportion to projected planned growth in the CalAm service area, is a reasonable and
appropriately conservative assumption for the impact analysis.

2.6 Water Rights

The topic of water rights is not one typically addressed in an EIR/EIS. It is a state legal matter that
is rarely relevant to the question of whether a proposed project being evaluated under CEQA or
NEPA will generate impacts on the environment. Additionally, consideration of these issues is not
required for MBNMS's permit/authorization process and the federal government takes no opinion
on these matters of state law. Here, however, the issue of water rights is addressed as one of project

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 2-31 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



2. Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights

feasibility. The proposed project (MPSWP) and Alternative 5a are designed to take supply water via
underground slant wells that would draw water from aquifers that extend underneath Monterey Bay,
and at this location, would eventually be recharged primarily by seawater. The wells would be
located at the western edge of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB, or the “Basin”), a
large basin that extends approximately 100 miles between Monterey Bay (in the northwest) to the
Salinas River headwaters (in the southeast). Details concerning the Basin conditions and
stratigraphy (geologic conditions) are set forth in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources, of this
EIR/EIS. Particularly because the project supply wells could draw some source water from the
landward area of the Basin, concerns have been expressed as to whether CalAm does or will hold
legal rights to use the water that would be taken by the slant wells, treated at the desalination plant
and supplied to CalAm customers located outside the Basin.

The CPUC is not the arbiter of whether CalAm possesses water rights for the project and nothing in
this EIR/EIS should be construed as the CPUC’s opinion regarding such rights, except to the extent
that the CPUC must determine whether there is a sufficient degree of likelihood that CalAm will
possess legal rights to pump and desalinate the source water that would supply the desalination
plant such that the proposed project can be deemed to be feasible. Indeed, no government agency
will formally grant water rights to CalAm for the proposed project. In California, groundwater
rights are established by diversion/pumping and use, and groundwater — other than subterranean
streams and underflow of surface water — is regulated through common law (court cases) rather than
through the issuance of permits by government bodies. The SVGB is not an adjudicated
groundwater basin, so use of the groundwater in the Basin is not subject to existing court decree,
written agreements or oversight by an impartial watermaster.3” There are three relevant types of
groundwater rights: (1) overlying rights whereby those who own land atop the Basin may make
reasonable use of groundwater on such overlying land; (2) prescriptive rights whereby a water user
has acquired another’s rights to use water via an open, adverse and sustained use under a claim of
right that such user would otherwise not be entitled to; and (3) appropriative rights whereby the
groundwater may be used outside the Basin or for municipal purposes. While CalAm owns 46 acres
of land (the proposed desalination plant location) overlying the Basin, that land would not support
sufficient water for the project and would not entitle CalAm to use the water beyond the property
that it owns. CalAm has no prescriptive groundwater rights in the Basin. Thus, CalAm would take
any Basin water for the project via appropriative rights. Appropriative groundwater rights are
developed subject to, and are thus junior to, existing appropriations and use by overlying users. If
the proposed project is approved and any dispute arises as to whether or not CalAm possesses legal
water rights, such dispute likely would be resolved through court action. Naturally, however, if
CalAm does not have the right to the supply water for the proposed project, the proposed project
could not proceed and would thus prove infeasible. This section examines whether, based upon the
evidence currently available, the CPUC could conclude that there is a sufficient degree of likelihood
that CalAm will possess rights to the water that would supply the desalination plant such that the
proposed project can be deemed to be feasible.

37 An adjudicated groundwater basin is one in which a court has determined the amount of groundwater that each
party may extract per year, often based upon studies of the basin and a determination of the safe yield of the basin
to sustain it in the long-term. Adjudicated groundwater basins have court-appointed watermasters, who oversee
basin operations. The Seaside Basin is an example of an adjudicated groundwater basin.
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Numerous court decisions have enunciated that an EIR prepared under CEQA for a large scale
land use development project must analyze the reasonably foreseeable impacts of supplying water
to the project.38 Such an EIR should show a reasonable likelihood that water will be available
from an identified source and must evaluate environmental impacts from likely future water
sources to serve the proposed project. Those cases arise in a different context than the MPWSP.
Those cases are concerned with whether there will be enough water to support construction of
land use projects and to supply the operational needs of the project occupants for drinking,
cooking, bathing, waste water, industrial processes, irrigation, etc. Quite conversely, the MPWSP
is itself a water supply project, aimed primarily at creating the water supply to replace current
water supplies to which CalAm is not legally entitled. From a physical perspective, it is more than
reasonably foreseeable that sufficient water is available to supply feedwater for the MPWSP
desalination plant. There is knowledge as to where the water will come from and certainty that a
sufficient quantity of water will be available. The physical effects of MPWSP’s withdrawal of
water are fully analyzed in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources, of this EIR/EIS.

The primary purpose in requiring an EIR to identify the water supply source for a project and to
analyze the effects of supplying water to the project is to ensure that land use development
projects that will use water are not built without consideration of water supply. Unlike with land
use development projects, here, if CalAm did not possess legal rights to use the feedwater for the
MPWSP desalination plant, then the desalination plant simply could not operate and the project
would not go forward. That is why water rights factors in as a key project feasibility issue.

2.6.1 State Water Resources Control Board Report

Questions have been posed in the CPUC’s proceeding as to whether CalAm could demonstrate
water rights to the MPWSP supply water. Furthermore, as noted above, CalAm’s right to the
project feedwater is a basic feasibility issue for the project. The SWRCB is the state agency
authorized to exercise advisory, expert, adjudicatory and regulatory functions in the areas of
water rights, water quality and safe and reliable drinking water. By letter dated September 26,
2012, the CPUC asked that the SWRCB assist the CPUC and issue an opinion as to whether
CalAm has a credible legal claim to the supply water for the MPWSP. The SWRCB carefully
considered the then-available facts and evidence concerning the MPWSP, prepared a draft report
on water rights, circulated that draft for public comments and ultimately issued its July 31, 2013,
Final Review of California American Water Company’s Monterey Peninsula Water Supply
Project (Report). The Report is attached to this EIR as Appendix B2.

First off, the Report confirms that “Cal-Am needs no groundwater right or other water right to
extract seawater from Monterey Bay.” Report at 33. Thus, CalAm does not need a water right for
the vast majority of the MPWSP supply water because most of the supply water for the 9.6 mgd
desalination plant with supply wells at the proposed CEMEX location is projected to be seawater3®

38 These decisions include Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007)
40 Cal. 4th 412, and Cherry Valley Pass Acres and Neighbors v. City of Beaumont (2010) 190 Cal.App.4th 316.

39 The term “seawater” in this EIR/EIS means water that originated in the ocean, identified as containing 33,500 mg/L
of TDS, which represents current salinity levels in Monterey Bay.
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from the Monterey Bay. No water right need be secured for the seawater element of the MPWSP
supply water.

Next, as to water that may be derived from the Basin itself rather than from the ocean, the Report
explains (as discussed above) that there are three types of groundwater rights: (1) overlying rights
for those who own land above the Basin; (2) prescriptive rights for those who have adversely
established a pattern of use of Basin water; and (3) appropriative rights. CalAm would need an
appropriative groundwater right to retrieve and export water from the Basin. The Report sets forth
the view of the SWRCB as to the set of circumstances under which CalAm would have the
requisite appropriative rights to groundwater to support the project. Essentially, if otherwise
unusable (i.e., brackish49 or contaminated) Basin groundwater could be extracted without harm to
existing lawful water users and any fresh groundwater4! extracted is returned to the Basin to
avoid injury to existing legal water users, then CalAm would have rights to the portion of
feedwater that comes from the Basin because the MPWSP product water that contains such Basin
water would be “developed water.”

Developed water is water that was not previously available to other legal users and that is added
to the supply by the developer through artificial means as a new water source. “The key principle
of developed water is if no lawful water user is injured, the effort of an individual to capture
water that would otherwise be unused should be legally recognized.” Report at 37. Due to long-
term seawater intrusion (where the seawater has moved inland) in the Basin, large areas of the
Basin groundwater are impaired and unsuitable for drinking and agricultural uses. The geographic
areas from which the project supply wells could draw water from inland of the sea are indeed
intruded by seawater. (See Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources) “Since this groundwater is
reportedly impaired, it is unlikely that this water is, or will be put to beneficial use.” Report at 15.
In fact, in response to concerns over seawater intrusion and historic overdraft in the Basin, the
County adopted Ordinance No. 3709, which precludes the installation of new groundwater wells
and prohibits groundwater pumping between mean sea level and 250 feet below mean sea level in
certain areas.

The Report concludes that the project’s proposed withdrawal of some brackish groundwater for
creating developed water is appropriate so long as no injury is incurred by existing legal water
users of the Basin. Setting up the test to discern whether CalAm possesses water rights for the
proposed project, the Report states:

[1]n developing a new water source Cal-Am must establish no other legal user of water is

injured in the process. Even if Cal-Am pumps water unsuitable to support beneficial uses,
the water could not be considered developed water unless users who pump from areas that
could be affected by Cal-Am’s MPWSP are protected from harm.

40 The term “brackish water” in this EIR/EIS means water that is a combination of seawater and fresh water, and thus
contains Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) levels between 500 mg/L and 33,500 mg/L.

41 The term “fresh water” in this EIR/EIS means water that originated in a groundwater basin through precipitation or
rivers and streams; in the context of the project, fresh water is water that originated within the SVGB, identified as
containing TDS concentrations of less than 500 mg/L, consistent with the secondary drinking water standards
established by the SWRCB in Title 22 California Code of Regulations, section 64449, as recommended levels of TDS.
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Cal-Am proposes a replacement program for the MPWSP water that can be attributed to
fresh water supplies or sources in the Basin. If Cal-Am can show all users are uninjured
because they are made whole by the replacement water supply and method of replacement,
export of the desalinated source water would be permissible and qualify as developed
water. In the future, this developed water would continue to be available for export even if
there are additional users in the Basin. Developed waters are available for use by the party
who develops them, subject to the “no injury” standard discussed previously.

Report at 38. The Report specifies three categories of foreseeable injuries that conceivably could
be experienced by overlying water users within the area of influence of the MPWSP supply wells:
“(1) a reduction in the overall availability of fresh water due to possible incidental extraction by
the MWPSP; (2) a reduction in water quality in those wells in a localized area within the capture
zone; and, (3) a reduction in groundwater elevations requiring users to expend additional
pumping energy to extract water from the Basin.” Report at 45. Each of these possible forms of
injury is examined below.

State water policy favors enhancement of beneficial uses of water. Specifically, Article X,
section 2 of the California Constitution requires “that the water resources of the State be put to
beneficial use to the fullest extent to which they are capable, and that the waste or unreasonable
use or unreasonable method of use of water be prevented.” In addition, Water Code sections
12946 and 12947 proclaim it state policy to economically convert saline water to fresh water,
stating, “Desalination technology is now feasible to help provide significant new water supplies
from seawater, brackish water and reclaimed water.”

In light of these legal requirements, the Report discusses the physical solution doctrine of water
rights law, which could come into play if the MPWSP would beneficially develop water, but
would in so doing cause injury absent one or more mechanisms to address and ameliorate such
injury. In such a circumstance, physical solutions could be employed by CalAm to alleviate the
harm effected by the MPWSP and make whole the injured water rights holders. The types of
physical solutions would be dictated by the actual harm caused by the MPWSP, but could include
such actions as providing replacement water supplies or funding improvements or additional
pumping costs needed to ensure that the senior water users in the Basin remain in the same
position as they were prior to construction and implementation of the MPWSP. The Report stated
that, “Under the physical solution doctrine, although the Basin continues to be in a condition of
overdraft, to maximize beneficial use of the state’s waters Cal-Am may be allowed to pump a
mixture of seawater, brackish water, and fresh water and export the desalinated water to non-
overlying parcels.” Report at 42. As discussed above, the key criteria are that existing water users
will not be injured by CalAm’s use of Basin groundwater and that any fresh water component
withdrawn by the MPWSP supply wells will be returned to the Basin for beneficial use.

In summary, to appropriate groundwater from the Basin, the burden is on Cal-Am to show
no injury to other users. Key factors will be the following: (1) how much fresh water
Cal-Am is extracting as a proportion of the total pumped amount and how much
desalinated water is thus available for export as developed water; (2) whether pumping
affects the water table level in existing users’” wells and whether Cal-Am can avoid injury
that would otherwise result from any lowering of water levels through monetary
compensation or paying for upgraded wells; (3) whether pumping affects water quality to
users’ wells within the capture zone and whether Cal-Am can avoid or compensate for
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water quality impacts; (4) how Cal-Am should return any fresh water it extracts to the
Basin to prevent injury to others; and (5) how groundwater rights might be affected in the
future if the proportion of fresh and seawater changes, both in the larger Basin area and the
immediate area around Cal-Am’s wells.

Report at 46. The Report concluded that further data were needed in order to apply the facts and
evidence to the criteria set forth in the Report for determining CalAm’s water rights. The Report
noted that information was needed pertaining to the depth of the project supply slant wells, the
hydrogeologic conditions of the site and the area, updated modeling to evaluate the impacts of the
project, aquifer testing, and studies to help determine how extracted fresh water would be replaced.
These studies and activities have been undertaken and the results are described and reflected in
Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources. CalAm has supplied details about its proposed supply wells
and return water proposal. Test borings have helped to characterize the hydrogeologic framework
within which the project would operate. Groundwater modeling has been conducted. CalAm also
obtained approval to construct a test well on the CEMEX site. That well is in place (and core
samples taken during the drilling of the well confirmed the assumptions about hydrogeologic
conditions) and test pumping is occurring. Information obtained through test slant well pumping
and monitoring was used to refine the aquifer properties represented in the revised version of the
groundwater model to test the model's reliability for simulating drawdown from slant well pumping.
This preliminary analysis of water rights is based upon detailed and extensive groundwater aquifer
characterization and groundwater modeling that has been undertaken by the EIR/EIS preparers to
assess the effects of the project on Basin groundwater users.42

2.6.2 Project Water Rights

As noted above, CalAm extraction of seawater does not require water rights. However, CalAm
extraction of Basin water does require appropriative water rights, as discussed above. The question
presented is thus whether Basin water rights holders would be injured or harmed by virtue of
withdrawal from the Basin of any amount of water that is not purely seawater. The extensive
groundwater modeling conducted for this EIR/EIS and discussed in detail in the Groundwater
Resources section and in Appendix E2 is different from that conducted for the 2015 Draft EIR on
the MPWSP. As explained in Chapter 4.4, Groundwater Resources, the modeling is specifically
targeted to isolating the change in groundwater levels that would be generated by the MPWSP. This
modeling, however, cannot project the amount of Basin water that is expected to be drawn into the
supply wells. Due to decades of well-documented seawater intrusion in the area, the technical
record shows that any Basin water extracted by the supply wells would be brackish water, which is
a combination of ocean water and water that originated from the inland aquifers of the Basin.
CalAm proposes as part of the MPWSP and to meet the applicable requirements of the Monterey
County Resources Agency Act to return to the Basin (in the manner further described below) the

42 The EIR/EIS preparers have also had the benefit of working closely with, and receiving input from, the Hydrogeologic
Working Group (HWG) that was formed as a result of the proposed settlement in the CPUC proceeding on the
MPWSP. The HWG is composed of experts representing myriad parties in the CPUC proceeding with diverse interests
related to the Basin, including but not limited to the Monterey County Farm Bureau, the Salinas Valley Water
Coalition and CalAm. The EIR/EIS preparers obtained feedback from the HWG as to the groundwater aquifer
characterization and the groundwater modeling assumptions. In addition, the HWG has prepared a detailed report that
evaluates the results of the test slant well operations and the expected small percentage of project source water that
would be fresh water. Input from the HWG work is reflected in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources.
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fresh water portion of the brackish source water. In other words, although the groundwater
modeling indicates that the Basin water that could be withdrawn by the supply wells would be
brackish and thus not fresh, potable water, the MPWSP would return to the Basin desalinated
product water in the amount of the fresh water molecules that make up the withdrawn brackish
Basin water. In that the quantity of such fresh water component of the supply water is not currently
known, the modeling and the EIR/EIS analysis assess a range of return water between 0 and 12
percent of the source water. As discussed in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources, the HWG
analysis estimates that the long term amount of fresh water within the source water (stabilizing over
the first several years of project operation) would be between 1 and 4 percent.

The concept of significant effect under CEQA or NEPA is not necessarily synonymous with harm
or injury to water rights holders. In other words, physical change caused by the project might not
rise to the level of a significant environmental impact under CEQA or NEPA, but could still cause
some harm or injury to a Basin water user (for instance, if the cost to a Basin water rights holder of
withdrawing water were to rise even though the environment would not suffer significant impacts).
The converse may also be true, that a significant environmental effect under CEQA or NEPA may
not cause legal injury in the water rights context. Here, though, the Groundwater Resources section
of this EIR/EIS strives to and does in fact effectively and meaningfully analyze two of the three
precise concepts of “harm” or “injury” set forth in the Report. These two criteria are reduction in the
availability of fresh water and reduction of water quality. In addition, the analysis in the
Groundwater Resources section (based upon the groundwater modeling) provides an answer to the
third concept of injury set forth in the Report, that of a reduction in groundwater levels that requires
users to spend additional funds to extract water.

The impact evaluation in the Groundwater Resources section of this EIR/EIS applied the
following relevant thresholds of significance, determining that the project would generate a
significant adverse environmental impact if any of the following would occur:

. Substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or substantial interference with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing land uses or planned land uses for which permits
have been granted).

. Extraction from the subsurface slant wells were to lower groundwater levels in the Dune
Sand Aquifer or the 180-Foot Equivalent Aquifer such that nearby municipal or private
groundwater production wells were to experience a substantial reduction in well yield or
physical damage due to exposure of well pumps or screens.

. Extraction from the subsurface slant wells would substantially deplete groundwater in the
SVGB such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume.

. Extraction from the subsurface slant wells would adversely affect groundwater quality by
exacerbating seawater intrusion in the SVGB.

. Violation of any water quality standards or degradation of water quality.

. Extraction from the subsurface slant wells would interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge.
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Applying the thresholds stated above, the analysis concludes that the MPWSP would not result in
a significant impact to groundwater resources. It would not reduce, or affect at all, the availability
of fresh water (only brackish water from the Basin is projected to be drawn into the MPWSP
supply); would not lower groundwater levels in the Basin so as to affect the water supply of any
groundwater users or substantially deplete aquifer volume; and would not alter or reduce
groundwater quality.

Due to the ongoing and legacy seawater intrusion in the Basin within the radius of influence (the
area within which the project could affect groundwater levels), there are few active wells that could
potentially be affected by the project. As discussed in detail in the Section 4.4, Groundwater
Resources, there are only three active supply wells with well screens across the Dune Sand Aquifer
or 180-Foot Equivalent Aquifer within the area where the project may cause groundwater levels to
decrease by more than 1 foot but no more than 5 feet.43 These three wells are located at the
Monterey Peninsula Landfill and are used for dust control. Given that the well pumps and the
screens are set at least tens of feet below the existing groundwater level, a decrease in the levels of
less than 5 feet would not cause injury to this groundwater user. There are six active wells with well
screens in the 400-Foot Aquifer. These include the South Well on the CEMEX property, a well on
land owned by Ag Land Trust that is used to supply water for dust control, and four private wells.
Due to the brackish quality of the groundwater within the 400-Foot Aquifer, these wells would not
be expected to supply drinking water. The Groundwater Resources section concludes as to all active
wells that a water level decline between 1 and 5 feet would not expose well screens, cause damage,
or reduce yield in the groundwater supply wells that could be influenced by the MPWSP. All in all,
the project was determined not to result in a significant impact in terms of groundwater supplies
either quantitatively or qualitatively.#4 Thus, it appears reasonable to conclude that the MPWSP
would not result in harm or injury to the water rights of legal users of water in the Basin in terms of
fresh water supply or water quality, two of the Report’s three injury criteria relative to the
development of legal water rights.

Turning to the third of the three injury criteria set forth in the Report — increased pumping costs —
as noted above, the water levels in seven potentially active wells could drop by somewhere
between 1 and 5 feet, thus requiring marginally more energy to extract the water from those
wells. Any increased pumping costs are not physical effects on the environment under CEQA or
NEPA. However, to ensure that those well owners are not injured by MPWSP implementation,
CalAm could compensate the well owners for any increased pumping costs causally tied to the
MPWSP. Assuming that CalAm were to compensate the owner of these wells for any increased

43 This is based upon an assumption that no return water (0 percent) is supplied to the Basin, and thus represents a
worst case, conservative scenario given that, as discussed in detail in the Groundwater Resources section, the more
water that is returned to the Basin as envisioned by the proposed project, the less total impact there would be on the
groundwater levels.

Furthermore, as detailed in Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources, the feedwater for the project would be extracted
out of the capture zone, which contains highly brackish to saline groundwater, and is adjacent to the coast and is
recharged by the ocean. Though these potentially affected wells are in the area of influence (also referred to as the
cone of depression), which is the area of draw down caused by project pumping, the actual water that would be
drawn into the slant wells would not originate from those areas where the wells are outside the capture zone. Water
is only drawn into the slant wells in the capture zone. This further supports a conclusion that the project would not
injure other Basin users by drawing supply from the inland portion of the aquifers,

44
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pumping costs sustained due to the MPWSP, the slant wells’ operation would not result in, or
would avoid, injury under the Report’s third injury criteria.

Furthermore, CalAm has proposed a mitigation measure (set forth in Section 4.4, Groundwater
Resources as Mitigation Measure 4.4-3) to further ensure that Basin groundwater users are not
injured. Working with the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, CalAm has agreed to fund
the installation of monitoring wells to expand the County’s network of groundwater monitoring
wells so as to be better able to monitor on an on-going basis the effect of the project slant wells on
groundwater within the radius of influence. If the monitoring efforts were to demonstrate that the
project were affecting any existing neighboring active wells, CalAm would coordinate with the
affected well owner and take both interim and long-term steps to avoid harm (possibly including
improving well efficiency, providing a replacement water supply and/or compensating the well
owner for increased costs).

In light of the foregoing, it seems reasonable to conclude that the MPWSP would not result in harm
or injury to Basin water rights holders such that CalAm would possess the right to withdraw water
from the Basin as “developed water.”

Substantial evidence in the record indicates that the entirety of the geographical area of the Basin
that may be affected by the project contains brackish water rather than fresh water. Based on the
groundwater modeling and as discussed in the Groundwater Resources section, while the project
may actually improve the Basin’s seawater intrusion issue by slowing the seawater interface line
from advancing more inland, the project is not forecasted to draw any fresh water through the
MPWSP source water supply wells over the life of the project. If indeed no fresh water is
withdrawn by the project, then no physical solution in the form of return to the Basin of fresh water
(or other off-setting mechanism to alleviate the harm) would be required in order for CalAm to
secure and maintain water rights for the project feedwater. If the water in the Basin were to become
fresher in the future such that the MPWSP supply wells were drawing fresh water from the Basin,
then a physical solution (such as the proposed return component of the project, discussed below)
may be needed in order for CalAm to maintain rights to the Basin water for the project.4>

In any event, the proposed project does include a return water component. CalAm proposes to
return to the Basin the percentage of supply water that is determined to have originated from the
inland aquifers of the Basin rather than the ocean, i.e., the fresh water component of the brackish
water that is extracted by the slant wells as if the brackish water could be segregated between its
ocean (seawater) and inland (fresh water) elements. This plan would further protect against injury
to Basin groundwater users, and in fact the Basin and its groundwater users could be benefitted
by the return of fresh water to the seawater-intruded Basin for use in lieu of groundwater.

45 The Report addresses the effects on the water rights equation of possible changed conditions in the Basin over time.
See Report at pages 43-45. Appropriate physical solutions in the event that the MPWSP wells draw a higher proportion
of fresh water in the future may vary depending on whether the higher amount of fresh water results from the MPWSP
itself or is due to other causes. The Report states that if increased availability of fresh water were not attributed to the
MPWSP and the fresh water extractions could not be returned to the Basin in sufficient quantities, CalAm may have to
limit extractions or otherwise modify its project so as to avoid harm to Basin water users.
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The Report stated in this regard:

Cal-Am could use one or more of several possible methods to replace any fresh water it
extracts from the Basin. Cal-Am could return the water to the aquifer through injection
wells, percolation basins, or through the CSIP. Cal-Am would need to determine which of
those methods would be the most feasible, and would in fact, ensure no harm to existing
legal users. The feasibility analysis would depend on site-specific geologic conditions at
reinjection well locations and at the percolation areas. These studies need to be described
and supported in detail before Cal-Am can claim an appropriative right to export surplus
developed water from the Basin.

Report at 39. The Report further provides that percolation basins or injection wells would need to
be located “where the underlying aquifer does not contain degraded water” (Report at 45); “it
would not be appropriate to inject or percolate desalinated water in [the] intruded area, as the
water would essentially be wasted.” Report at 32.

CalAm has worked with other stake-holders to develop its current proposal for returning water to
the Basin. The construct proposed was not an identified option at the time that the SWRCB
Report was prepared and thus was not specifically addressed therein, but the proposal appears to
advance the goals stated in the Report for returning water to the Basin. CalAm proposes to deliver
fully desalinated water to end users for use in lieu of existing groundwater production from the
SVGB. The two points of delivery would be (i) to the Castroville Community Services District
(CCSD) to supply water for municipal purposes (e.g., typical drinking, bathing, sewer, watering
and other non-agricultural water uses) and (ii) to the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project
(CSIP) pond or directly into the reclaimed water CSIP pipe for use by the agricultural users that
obtain water through CSIP. Under these return water locales, the clean desalinated water would
be provided for municipal or agricultural use (respectively) in lieu of pumping Basin water in an
amount equal to the quantity of return water. The return water would be supplied as follows:

1.  Atthe start-up of the MPWSP, 175 acre feet of return water would be provided to CSIP.

2. Each year, 805 acre feet of return water would be provided to CCSD, even if the calculated
amount of Basin water withdrawn by MPWSP is less than that amount.

3. To the extent that the calculated amount of Basin water withdrawn by MPWSP exceeds
805 acre feet, that excess amount would be provided to CSIP.

Water is expected to be returned between May and November of the same calendar year as it is
withdrawn (see Chapter 3, operating table). As examined by the groundwater modeling and
explained in the Groundwater Resources section, this proposed return water plan would improve
groundwater conditions in the 400-Foot Aquifer underlying the CSIP, CCSD and adjacent areas
because water levels would increase as a result of in-lieu groundwater recharge, and would
benefit each of the aquifers by either reducing the area of influence of the MPWSP or by
increasing groundwater levels in other areas. Since this return water option would essentially put
the Basin in a “no net loss” position in terms of fresh water quantity and would benefit legal
water users by providing fresh water for beneficial use in lieu of Basin pumping, the return water
plan appears consistent with the Report and enhances the preliminary conclusion that CalAm
would likely possess water rights for the project.
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2.6.3 Effect of Monterey County Water Resources Agency Act

In 1990, the State Legislature enacted the Monterey County Water Resources Agency Act (the
Agency Act), creating the MCWRA as a flood control and water agency. The jurisdictional
boundaries of the MCWRA are coterminous with County of Monterey boundaries. Per the
Agency Act, MCWRA is charged with preventing the waste or diminution of the water supply in
its territory by, among other things, controlling groundwater extractions and prohibiting
groundwater exportation from the Salinas River Groundwater Basin. When it enacted the Agency
Act, the California State Legislature expressly provided that: “no groundwater from that basin
may be exported for any use outside the basin, except that use of water from the basin on any part
of Fort Ord shall not be deemed such an export. If any export of water from the basin is
attempted, [MCWRA] may obtain from the superior court, and the court shall grant, injunctive
relief prohibiting that export of groundwater.” Agency Act at Section 21. The Agency Act further
empowers the MCWRA to prevent extraction of groundwater from particular areas of the Basin if
needed to protect groundwater supplies. Accordingly, MCWRA adopted Ordinance 3709 (the
“Ordinance”) prohibiting well drilling and/or groundwater extraction within certain portions of
the northern Salinas Valley between the depths of 0 mean sea level and -250 mean sea level.

This section evaluates the proposed project’s consistency with the Agency Act (and the
Ordinance) such that the application of the Agency Act or the Ordinance would not undermine
the project’s right to withdraw and supply water and thus, impair the feasibility of the project
from water rights and legal feasibility perspectives.

First, the State Water Resources Control Board Report, discussed in detail above, raises the
question as to whether the Agency Act would apply to all of the proposed project groundwater
extractions given the location of some screens of the slant wells outside the jurisdictional
boundaries of the County:

The applicability of the Agency Act to the MPWSP is unclear. As currently proposed, the
project would use slanted wells and have screened intervals located seaward of the beach.
Although the project would serve areas within the territory of the MPWSP, the points of
diversion for these proposed wells may be located outside the territory of MCWRA as
defined by the Agency Act.

Report at 39. The Agency Act’s effect on project feasibility may be minimized by virtue of its
application only to water drawn through well screens located within County jurisdiction.
Assuming, however, that the Agency Act would apply to the entire project, the Report (while
acknowledging that the SWRCB is not the body charged with interpreting the Agency Act)
opines that the project would appear consistent with the Agency Act given that the project would
return to the Basin any quantity of fresh water withdrawn from the Basin. The Report states:

Based on the State Water Board’s analysis, as reflected in the Report, the Project as proposed
would return any incidentally extracted usable groundwater to the Basin. The only water that
would be available for export is a new supply, or developed water. Accordingly, it does not
appear that the Agency Act or the Ordinance operate to prohibit the Project. The State Water
Board is not the agency responsible for interpreting the Agency Act or MRWCA'’s
ordinances. It should be recognized, however, that to the extent the language of the Agency
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Act and ordinance permit, they should be interpreted consistent with policy of article X,
section 2 of the California Constitution [declaring that the waters of the state shall be put to
maximum beneficial use], including the physical solution doctrine . . .

Report at 40. As to Ordinance 3709 specifically, since the CEMEX parcel within which the
proposed slant wells would be located is not within the boundaries of Ordinance 3709, the
Ordinance would not apply. Therefore, it appears reasonable to conclude that the project would
be consistent with the Agency Act and the Ordinance such that those laws would not impair
project feasibility.

2.6.4 Effect of Annexation Agreement

In 1996, the MCWRA, the MCWD, the City of Marina, the owners of Armstrong Ranch and then
owners of the CEMEX property (RMC Lonestar) entered into an Annexation Agreement and
Groundwater Mitigation Framework for Marina Area Lands (“Annexation Agreement”).46 The
agreement established a framework for management of groundwater from the Basin and included
terms and conditions for the annexation of lands (including the Armstrong Ranch and CEMEX
properties) to MCWRA’s benefit assessment zones as a financing mechanism to fund
groundwater resource protection and reduction of seawater intrusion (MCWD, et al. 1996).

Under the Annexation Agreement, MCWD’s authority to withdraw potable groundwater from the
Basin would be limited to 3,020 afy year until such time as a plan for development of a long-term
potable water supply capable of mitigating seawater intrusion was developed and implemented. If
and when the Armstrong Ranch property were annexed to MCWD’s benefit assessment zones,
non-agricultural use of Basin groundwater withdrawn from that property would be capped at

920 afy. If and when the CEMEX property was annexed to MCWD’s benefit assessment zones,
withdrawal of groundwater from that property would be capped at 500 afy.

The Armstrong Ranch property is not included as part of the proposed MPWSP. However, at the
CEMEX property (where CEMEX currently conducts sand mining operations), CalAm proposes
construction of subsurface slant wells extending offshore under Monterey Bay and other
infrastructure to support the MPWSP Seawater Intake System. Consequently, this section addresses
the Annexation Agreement to assess its effect on MPWSP feasibility. Specifically, this section
examines: (1) whether annexation of the CEMEX property has occurred, triggering the 500 afy
groundwater withdrawal limitation; and (2) whether that withdrawal limitation (if effective) would
apply to water withdrawn by the MPWSP slant wells and affect CalAm’s right to pump water for
the project.

Section 7.3 of the Annexation Agreement provides that “Lonestar Property annexation to the
Zones will not take effect until the Lonestar Property has been approved for prior or concurrent
annexation into MCWD” (MCWD, et al. 1996). Annexation of the property, now owned by
CEMEX, requires compliance with CEQA and discretionary approval by the Monterey County
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). At its June 12, 2012 regular board meeting, the
MCWD Board adopted a resolution (No. 2012-42) to initiate CEQA studies and submit to

46 The MRWPCA was not a party to the Annexation Agreement. However, an Addendum attached as Exhibit G to the
Annexation Agreement provides that MRWPCA could later elect to become a party to that Agreement.
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LAFCO an application for the annexation of the CEMEX property into the MCWD. However, at
its November 30, 2012 meeting, counsel for the MCWD Board reported that no application to
LAFCO for annexation of the CEMEX property had been submitted (MCWD, 2012). At that
same meeting, the MCWD Board adopted Resolution 2012-88, which requires a super majority
vote of 4 of 5 MCWD Board members or a majority of the voters within the 1975 jurisdictional
boundaries of MCWD to approve any future land annexation (MCWD, 2012).

The MCWD Board considered the status of this possible annexation at its February 17, 2015
meeting. As of that date, no requisite CEQA document for annexation of the CEMEX property
had been started and no LAFCO annexation application for the CEMEX property had been
submitted. The Agenda Transmittal from the MCWD staff for the February 17, 2015 Board
meeting identified several issues and hurdles that would impair MCWD’s ability to move forward
with annexation of the CEMEX property. Specifically, based upon meetings with the LAFCO
Executive Director and CEMEX officials, the MCWD staff reported that annexation would also
require approval of a sphere of influence amendment by LAFCO; such an amendment would
need to be consistent with the City of Marina General Plan, which does not envision development
of the CEMEX property in a manner that would require MCWD water service; CEMEX does not
envision developing its land so as to justify provision of urban-level services by MCWD;4" and
CEMEX would not be willing to pay to the County the fee for annexation to MCWD. In light of
these facts, MCWD staff concluded that submitting the required application to LAFCO would be
“costly and potentially not achievable in the end.” (MCWD, 2012). As of the end of 2017, neither
CEMEX nor MCWD have taken further action to pursue annexation of the CEMEX property.
MCWND’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, adopted June 6, 2016, notes that the Annexation
Agreement would not take effect until the CEMEX property were annexed. The annexation does
not appear likely to occur in the foreseeable future.

Per the terms of the Annexation Agreement, it appears that the 500 afy groundwater withdrawal
limitation may currently apply to the CEMEX parcel, though annexation has not occurred.
However, even if the 500 afy groundwater withdrawal limitation does currently or were in the
future to apply to the CEMEX land, it appears that operation of the MPWSP would still be
feasible. First and foremost, the purpose and intent of the withdrawal limitation in the Annexation
Agreement is to limit groundwater pumping from the deeper aquifers; the Annexation Agreement
is not intended to limit brackish water pumping from the shallow aquifers. Second and also key,
the Annexation Agreement places a limit on the overlying water rights of the owner of the
CEMEX property, but was not intended to and does not affect “developed water” rights upon
which CalAm would rely for the MPWSP. In addition, any return of fresh water to the SVGB,
such as the return water program proposed as part of the MPWSP, would keep the Basin whole,
serving the purpose of the Annexation Agreement as set forth in Section 1.1 of that Agreement by
reducing seawater intrusion and protecting the groundwater resources of the Basin, thus arguably
being consistent with the Annexation Agreement.

47 In addition, in the interim, CEMEX has agreed with the California Coastal Commission to cease mining operations
and make its land available for conservation instead.
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3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 Introduction to Project Description

This chapter describes the components of the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project
(MPWSP) proposed by the California-American Water Company (CalAm). The information in
this chapter is intended to provide the reader with an understanding of the construction and
operational aspects of CalAm’s proposed project! and provide a common basis for the analysis of
environmental impacts in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts,
and Mitigation Measures.

The term “proposed project” is used when referring to CalAm’s proposed MPWSP. This term is used when discussing
impacts resulting from implementation of all federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and authorizations. The term

“proposed action,” more commonly used in NEPA documents, refers specifically to MBNMS’ three federal proposed

actions described in Section 1.3.2.
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CalAm is proposing the MPWSP to develop a new water supply for CalAm’s Monterey District
service area (Monterey District) (see Figure 3-1). Section 2.2 of Chapter 2, Water Demand,
Supplies, and Water Rights describes the legal decisions and Section 2.3 describes the project
demand assumptions that are the basis for the MPWSP’s capacity.

CalAm’s application to CPUC contained two capacity options, or build-out scenarios — a 9.6 mgd
desalination plant and related facilities, and a reduced-capacity desalination plant (6.4 mgd) with
a water purchase agreement for 3,500 acre-feet per year (afy) of advanced treated water from
another source, the Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) project. For the
purposes of analysis, this EIR/EIS defines the full-capacity option as the “Proposed Project”
analyzed in Chapter 4 and addresses the reduced-capacity option as Alternative 5a in Chapter 5.
The proposed project assumes that GWR would not be operational.

The project area extends approximately 18 miles, from Castroville in the north to the city of
Carmel-by-the-Sea in the south (see Figure 3-2). The MPWSP would include construction of a
desalination plant located in unincorporated Monterey County on Charles Benson Road,
northeast of the City of Marina, and up to nine new subsurface slant wells and conversion of the
existing test slant well at the CEMEX active mining area in the northern area of the City of
Marina for a total of 10 wells to produce approximately 10,750 afy of desalinated product water.
The proposed MPWSP Desalination Plant would have a rated capacity of 9.6 million gallons per
day (mgd).

The proposed MPWSP would also include improvements to the existing Seaside Groundwater
Basin aquifer storage and recovery (ASR) system facilities, which would enable CalAm to inject
desalinated product water into the groundwater basin for subsequent extraction and distribution to
customers. The proposed improvements to the ASR system would also increase the efficiency and
long-term reliability of the ASR system for injecting Carmel River water into the groundwater
basin. The proposed project also includes pump stations, storage tanks, and about 21 miles of
water conveyance pipelines.

To inform the final design of the subsurface slant wells and the MPWSP Desalination Plant
treatment system, and to collect geologic and hydrogeologic data needed for Federal, state,
regional, and local permits for the full-scale project, CalAm built a test slant well at the same
location as the subsurface intake system for the proposed project. CalAm operated the test slant
well between April 2015 and December 2017 as a pilot program to collect data. Construction of
the test slant well and operation of the pilot program was covered under separate environmental
review.2 The test slant well is currently permitted to February 2019 by the CCC and MBNMS,
and as a result, CalAm will be allowed to conduct limited periodic maintenance pumping
necessary to maintain the test slant well. If the MPWSP with subsurface slant wells at CEMEX is
not approved and implemented, the test well would be removed. However, if the proposed

2 In October 2014, Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary finished its NEPA review of the construction of the test
slant well and the operation of the pilot program and issued an authorization (NOAA-NOS-2014-0078). In
September 2014, the City of Marina declined to adopt its Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration and
denied CalAm’s CDP application for development of the test slant well, and in November 2014, the CCC approved
the CDP application on appeal and documented its compliance with CEQA requirements.
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subsurface slant wells at CEMEX are ultimately approved as part of the proposed project or
Alternative 5a, CalAm would convert the test slant well into a permanent well and operate it as
part of the subsurface intake system. The conversion and long-term operation of the test slant well
as a production well has not been covered under previous approvals and is evaluated in this
EIR/EIS as part of the proposed project.

3.1.1.1 Source Water Components and Definitions

Several terms describing source water components are used in this chapter and throughout the
EIR/EIS and definitions of these terms are provided here to assist the reader. To begin with,
groundwater and ocean water can be described in simple geographic, locational terms as follows:

Groundwater: water located beneath the earth’s surface.

Ocean water: water located above the seafloor.

The water chemistry indicates where the water came from (i.e., whether it started as groundwater
or ocean water) and how usable it is for domestic and other purposes. In the context of the
proposed MPWSP and for purposes of this EIR/EIS, the source water components are defined
and used in the EIR/EIS as follows:

Fresh water: water that originated in a groundwater basin through precipitation or rivers and
streams; in the context of the MPWSP, fresh water is water that originated within the Salinas
Valley Groundwater Basin, identified as containing total dissolved solids (TDS)
concentrations of less than 500 milligrams per liter (mg/L), consistent with the secondary
drinking water standards established by the SWRCB in Title 22 California Code of
Regulations, section 64449, as recommended levels of TDS. TDS is the quantity of dissolved
materials in a water sample and is used to quantify the amount of salts in a sample.

Seawater: water that originated in the ocean, identified as containing 33,500 mg/L of TDS,
which represents current salinity levels in Monterey Bay.

Brackish water: water that is a combination of seawater and fresh water, and thus contains
TDS levels between 500 mg/L and 33,500 mg/L.

Source water (also referred to as feed water): water that would be drawn into the
proposed project slant wells and conveyed to the desalination facility. This water would be
a combination of brackish groundwater representing the ambient conditions in the water-
bearing sediments of the Dune Sand and 180-FTE Aquifers at the coast, and the seawater
that is drawn in through the aquifer sediments to recharge the capture zone. The capture
zone is the localized region that would contribute source water to the slant wells.

3.1.2 Summary of Changes Made by CalAm to Project
Description
Following publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, CalAm proposed several changes to the project

description. These changes are reflected in this chapter and in the analysis throughout this Final
EIR/EIS. Changes include:
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. Removal of the Terminal Reservoir from the proposed project (no longer proposed by
CalAm);

. Removal of pump capacity upgrades at Upper Tierra Grande Booster Station from the
proposed project (no longer proposed by CalAm);

o Addition of Brine Mixing Box and appurtenances to Brine Disposal Facilities based on
discussions with Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency;

. Clarification of Brine Discharge Pipeline diameter (36 inches rather than 30 inches);

. Clarification of pre-treatment building size (4,000 square feet rather than 6,000 square feet)

Other changes have been made throughout the document as a result of public comment and
authors’ changes. These are described in the introduction to topical sections in Chapter 4.

3.2 Project Components

The MPWSP comprises the following facilities:

. The source water intake system, which would consist of 10 subsurface slant wells3 (eight
active and two on standby) extending into submerged lands of Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS), and a Source Water Pipeline

. A full build out 9.6 mgd desalination plant option and related facilities, including
pretreatment, reverse osmosis (RO), and post-treatment systems; backwash supply and
filtered water equalization tanks; treated water storage tanks; chemical feed and storage
facilities; brine storage and conveyance facilities; and other associated non-process
facilities

. Desalinated water conveyance facilities including pipelines and a stand-alone pump station

. An expanded ASR system, including two additional injection/extraction wells, the ASR-5
and ASR-6 Wells, and three parallel pipelines, the ASR Conveyance Pipeline, ASR Pump-
to-Waste Pipeline, and ASR Recirculation Pipeline. These expanded pipelines would
convey water to and from the new ASR injection/extraction wells and backwash effluent
from the wells to an existing settling basin

Table 3-1 summarizes the proposed MPWSP facilities; for detailed descriptions of the facilities and
definitions of technical terms contained in Table 3-1, see Sections 3.2.1 through 3.4. As discussed
in Section 1.1, Introduction, CalAm’s application for the proposed project also includes an option
that would meet all of the project objectives by combining a reduced-capacity desalination plant
(6.4 mgd) with a water purchase agreement for 3,500 acre-feet per year (afy) of advanced treated
water from another source, the GWR project. That option is discussed in Chapter 5 as Alternative 5;
the project description for the GWR is provided as EIR/EIS Appendix H.

3 The existing test slant well would be converted into a permanent well, and nine additional slant wells would be
built.
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TABLE 3-1
FACILITIES SUMMARY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Facility Description Purpose

Source Water Intake System

Subsurface Slant Wells e Ten slant wells (one existing test slant well converted into a permanent The slant wells would draw water from groundwater aquifers
well plus nine new wells), with up to eight wells operating at any given that extend beneath the ocean floor (the Dune Sands Aquifer
time and two wells on standby. and the 180-Foot-Equivalent Aquifer of the Salinas Valley

Groundwater Basin) for use as source water for the MPWSP

e Each slant well would be up to 970 feet long with a diameter of 22 to S
Desalination Plant.

36 inches, and extend beneath the coastal dunes, sandy beach, and the
surf zone, terminating 63 to 257 feet seaward of the Mean High Water
(MHW) line (i.e., within MBNMS, except SW-10 which would not extend
past the MHW line; see Table 3-2 and Figure 3-3a) and at depths of about
200 feet below the seafloor.

e The wellheads (surface components) for the ten slant wells would be
located at six sites inland of the dune face: two sites with three slant wells
each and four sites with one slant well each.

e Each slant well would be equipped with a 2,500 gpm, 300 hp submersible
well pump for a total feedwater supply of 24.1 mgd from 8 active slant wells.

e Each well site would have one wellhead (Sites 1, 3, 4, and 5) or three
wellheads (Sites 2 and 6), below-ground mechanical piping vault (meter,
valves, gauges), one electrical control cabinet, and one pump-to-waste
basin.

o Except for Site 1 (test slant well site), the aboveground facilities (at Sites 2
through 6) would be built on a graded pad ranging between 5,250 and
6,025 square feet in area.

Source Water Pipeline e 2.2-mile-long, 42-inch-diameter pipeline This pipeline would convey the source water from the slant

e Two hydraulic surge tanks would be located near the collector pipe/Source wellhe_ads_ located inland of the dunes, to the MPWSP

Water Pipeline connection point, south of the CEMEX access road and Desalination Plant.

inland of the dunes. The surge tanks would protect the wells and pipeline infrastructure
from hydraulic surge events (i.e., power loss) that could occur in
the Source Water Pipeline.

Desalination Facilities

Pretreatment System e Pressure filters or multimedia gravity filters would be partially housed The pretreatment system would treat source water to remove
within a 4,000-square-foot pretreatment building. suspended and dissolved contaminants that could damage the

« Two 300,000-gallon backwash supply and filtered water equalization tanks 28 gzim thus increasing the efficiency and lifespan of the

e Two 0.25-acre, 10-foot-deep, lined backwash settling basins with : N ) . )
decanting system Cartridge filters would remove fine particulates from the filtered

ki _ | <t of h water and protect the RO membranes.
e Multi-purpose pump station wou d consist of an outdoor concrete pad, witl Filtered water pumps would direct process water through the
an area of approximately 8,000 square feet, located central to the process - .
o - ; ; - cartridge filters to RO system.
facilities, and include the following equipment:
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TABLE 3-1 (Continued)

FACILITIES SUMMARY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Facility

Description

Purpose

Desalination Facilities (cont.)

Pretreatment System (cont.)

— Seven cartridge filters

— Four filtered water pumps: Two 12-mgd, 350-horsepower (hp) pumps,
and two 6-mgd, 200-hp pumps

— Two backwash supply pumps (16 mgd, 150 hp each)

Backwash supply pumps would be used to clean the media in
the pressure filters.

Reverse Osmosis (RO) System

First-pass seawater RO system comprising seven modules (six active and
one standby), with each module producing 1.6 mgd of “permeate,” that is,
the purified water produced through the RO membrane.

e Partial second-pass brackish water RO system comprising four modules
(three duty and one standby), with each module producing 1.3 mgd of
permeate.

e The RO units and cleaning systems and chemical storage tanks would be

housed within a 30,000-square-foot process and electrical building
(membrane process building).

The RO system would remove salts and other minerals from
pretreated source water.

Post-treatment System

« Ultraviolet disinfection system (if required) comprising three reactors (two
active and one standby) that would be housed in the membrane process
building.

e Carbon dioxide system comprising one 120-ton storage tank and feed
equipment in a concrete enclosure that would be located next to membrane
process building

e Lime system comprising two 20,000-gallon storage tanks and feed
equipment in a concrete enclosure that would be located next to membrane
process building

If required by the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) Division of Drinking Water, the UV Disinfection
system would provide additional primary disinfection.

The carbon dioxide and lime systems would adjust the

hardness, pH, and alkalinity of the desalinated product water in
accordance with drinking water requirements.

Chemical Storage
(Membrane Process Building)

The following treatment chemicals would be housed in the membrane
process building. The storage tanks/drums would sit on concrete stalls with
secondary containment curbs to contain inadvertent spills of hazardous
treatment chemicals:

e Sodium hypochlorite - two 6,500-gallon storage tanks
e Sodium hydroxide - one 5,200-gallon tank

e Sulfuric acid -one 10,000-gallon tank

e Sodium bisulfite - one 6,000-gallon tank

e Zinc orthophosphate -one 5,600-gallon tank

e Anti-scalant - one 6,300-gallon tank

¢ Non-ionic polymer — multiple 55-gallon drums

The sodium hypochlorite system would generate low-
concentration chlorine solution using salt and electricity; and the
chlorine would provide primary and residual disinfection for
drinking water.

The sodium hydroxide system would adjust the pH and alkalinity
of the desalinated product water and disinfect the water in
accordance with drinking water requirements.

The sulfuric acid system would be used to clean the RO
membranes.

The sodium bisulfite system would be used to dechlorinate
process waters and brine in the treatment, cleaning and disposal
processes.

The zinc orthophosphate system would be used as a corrosion
inhibitor in the treated water to protect the distribution system.
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3. Description of the Proposed Project

TABLE 3-1 (Continued)

FACILITIES SUMMARY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Facility

Description

Purpose

Desalination Facilities (cont.)

Chemical Storage
(Membrane Process Building)
(cont.)

The anti-scalant system would be used in the treatment process
to reduce fouling and protect the RO membranes.

The non-ionic polymer system would be used in the treatment
process to improve settling of particulates in the used washwater
from the pressure filters before the clarified washwater was
returned to the plant for treatment or disposed of with the brine.

Administrative Building

4,000- to 6,000-square-foot building

This building would house restrooms, locker rooms, break
rooms, conference rooms, electrical controls, laboratory
facilities, equipment storage and maintenance, and electrical
service equipment.

Brine Storage and Disposal Facilities

Brine Storage and Disposal

3-million-gallon brine storage basin

1-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter Brine Discharge Pipeline with Brine Mixing
Box and appurtenances

Two 6 mgd, 40 hp brine disposal pumps
Brine aeration system

Brine concentrate produced during the RO process would be
conveyed to the brine storage basin located at the MPWSP
Desalination Plant. The Brine Discharge Pipeline would convey
decanted effluent from the pretreatment filtration backwash cycle
and RO concentrate produced by the RO system (both located in
the membrane process building) and brine stored in the brine
storage basin to the Brine Mixing Box before being conveyed to
the headworks of the existing MRWPCA outfall. The brine
aeration system would maintain dissolved oxygen concentrations
in the brine at acceptable levels.

MRWPCA Ocean Outfall
Pipeline and Diffuser (existing)

Existing 2.3 mile-long, 60-inch diameter pipe (onshore portion)

Existing 2.1-mile-long, 60-inch and 48-inch-diameter pipe (offshore
portion)

Existing 1,100-foot-long diffuser with 172 ports, each 2 inches in diameter
and spaced 8 feet apart

Brine and pretreatment backwash effluent from the desalination
plant would be conveyed from the headworks, to the existing
ocean outfall pipeline. The existing outfall terminates at a
diffuser located offshore in MBNMS that would discharge the
brine concentrate or brine blended with treated wastewater
effluent to Monterey Bay.

Desalinated Water Conveyance and Storage Facilities

Treated Water Storage Tanks

Two approximately 103-foot-diameter, 1.75-million gallon above ground
treated water storage tanks (with a total combined storage volume of
3.5mg).

The treated water storage tanks would serve as holding tanks
from which water would be pumped to either the CalAm water
system, the existing CSIP pond or the Castroville Pipeline.

Desalinated Water Pumps

Desalinated water pumps and equipment would be located at a multi-
purpose pump station and would include the following equipment:

— Two 4.8 mgd, 600 hp treated water pumps
— Two 2.4 mgd, 300 hp treated water pumps
— Two 1.4 mgd, 10 hp Salinas Valley return flow pumps

The treated water pumps would pump desalinated water from
the MPWSP Desalination Plant through distribution pipelines to
the customers in the Monterey District service area.

The Salinas Valley pumps would direct desalinated water (i.e.,
Salinas Valley return flows) from the MPWSP Desalination Plant
to the Castroville Community Services District (CCSD) and/or
CSIP system.
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3. Description of the Proposed Project

TABLE 3-1 (Continued)

FACILITIES SUMMARY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Facility

Description

Purpose

Desalinated Water Conveyance and Storage Facilities (cont.)

New Desalinated Water Pipeline

e 3.3-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter pipeline

This pipeline would convey desalinated water from the treated
water storage tanks at the MPWSP Desalination Plant to the
new Transmission Main at Reservation Road.

New Transmission Main

e 6-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter pipeline

This pipeline would convey desalinated water between the new
Desalinated Water Pipeline at Reservation Road, crossing

U.S. Army-owned property along General Jim Moore Blvd. to
the existing Phase | ASR Facilities where it would connect to
CalAm’s existing water supply distribution system at the General
Jim Moore Boulevard/Coe Avenue intersection.

Carmel Valley Pump Station

e 3 mgd, 100 hp pump station

This 500-square-foot facility would provide the additional water
pressure needed to pump water through the existing Segunda
Pipeline into Segunda Reservoir.

Interconnection Improvements

for Highway 68 Satellite Systems

a) Ryan Ranch-Bishop
Interconnection

b) Main System-Hidden Hills
Interconnection

e 1.1-mile-long, 8-inch-diameter pipeline
e 1,200-foot-long, 6-inch-diameter pipeline
e One new 350 gpm pump

These interconnection pipelines and associated improvements
would allow CalAm to convey MPWSP water supplies to the
Ryan Ranch, Bishop, and Hidden Hills satellite water systems.

Castroville Pipeline

e 4.5-mile-long, 12 inch-diameter pipeline extending from MPWSP
Desalination Plant to Castroville (see Figures 3-11 and 3-12)

This pipeline would convey desalinated water from the MPWSP
Desalination Plant to the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project
(CSIP) distribution system and the CCSD Well #3. Desalinated
water would be delivered to the CSIP system via a new
connection point located approximately halfway along the pipeline
alignment at Nashua Road and Monte Road. At the northern
pipeline terminus, desalinated water would be delivered to the
CCSD Well #3 at Del Monte Avenue and Merritt Street.

Pipeline to CSIP Pond

e 1.2-mile-long, 12-inch-diameter pipeline (see Figure 3-5)

This pipeline would convey desalinated water from the MPWSP
Desalination Plant to the CSIP pond for subsequent delivery to
agricultural users in the Salinas Valley.

ASR System

Two new ASR
Injection/Extraction Wells,
referred to as ASR-5 and ASR-6
Wells

e Two proposed 1,000-foot-deep injection/extraction wells (ASR-5 and ASR-
6 Wells) with a combined injection capacity of 2.2 mgd and extraction
capacity of 4.3 mgd

The proposed new ASR injection/extraction wells would be used
to inject Carmel River supplies and desalinated water into the
Seaside Groundwater Basin for storage. The two proposed ASR
wells would be located on U.S. Army-owned property in the
Fitch Park neighborhood of the Ord Military Community. The
four existing ASR wells would also be used for these purposes.
During periods of peak demand, the stored water would be
extracted and delivered to customers.
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3. Description of the Proposed Project

TABLE 3-1 (Continued)

FACILITIES SUMMARY FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Facility

Description

Purpose

ASR System (cont.)

ASR Pipelines:
1. ASR Recirculation Pipeline
2. ASR Conveyance Pipeline

3. ASR Pump-to-Waste
Pipeline

e Three parallel 0.9-mile-long, 16-inch-diameter pipelines

ASR Recirculation Pipeline would be used to convey water from
existing conveyance pipelines and infrastructure at Coe Avenue
and General Jim Moore Boulevard to the new ASR-5 and ASR-6
Wells for injection.

ASR Conveyance Pipeline would be used to convey extracted
ASR water supplies to the existing infrastructure at Coe
Avenue/General Jim Moore Boulevard.

ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline would convey backflush effluent
produced during routine maintenance of the ASR-5 and ASR-6
Wells to the existing Phase | ASR settling basin.

Portions of the ASR Recirculation, ASR Conveyance, and ASR
Pump-to-Waste pipelines would be located on U.S. Army-owned
property between the proposed ASR wells and the southern end
of U.S. Army property located north of the Coe Avenue/General
Jim Moore Boulevard intersection.
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3. Description of the Proposed Project

3.2.1 Source Water Intake System

3.2.1.1 Subsurface Slant Wells

The source water intake system would include 10 subsurface slant wells at the coast (eight active
and two on standby at any given time) that would draw water from aquifers that extend beneath
the ocean floor, for treatment at the MPWSP Desalination Plant. When compared to vertical
wells, dant wells are a new and evolving technology that allows for a substantially increased
screen length in the target water source, resulting in higher production rates than vertical wells.
The subsurface slant wells would be located in the city of Marina, about 2 miles south of the
Salinas River, in the retired mining area of the CEMEX sand mining facility (see Figure 3-3a).
The dlant wells would be built south of the existing CEMEX access road.

Test Slant Well and Long-Term Aquifer Pump Test

Asdescribed in Section 3.1, CalAm built atest dant well in the CEMEX retired mining area and
operated the test dant well for over two years as a pilot program to collect data. The environmental
effects associated with construction and operation of the test dant well were evaluated in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) and
MBNMS in November 2014, respectively. Thetest dant well was originally permitted to operate
until February 2018, but CalAm requested and was granted an extension from the CCC and
MBNMS. Asaresult, CdlAm will be allowed to conduct limited periodic pumping necessary to
maintain the test dant well, through February 2019. Theinstallation and operation of the test dlant
well is not part of the proposed project being evaluated in this EIR/EIS due to the separate
environmenta review conducted in 2014. If the MPWSP with subsurface dant wellsat CEMEX is
not approved and implemented, the test well will be decommissioned.

The site-specific field data collected during the pilot program are intended to inform the final
design of the subsurface slant wells, the overall source water intake system, and the MPWSP
Desdlination Plant treatment system. The test slant well facilities include the test well, a
submersible well pump, awellhead vault, electrical facilities and controls, temporary flow
measurement and sampling equipment, monitoring wells, and atemporary pipeline connection to
the adjacent MRWPCA ocean outfall pipeline for discharges of the test water. The test slant well
was drilled at 19 degrees below horizontal, is 685 feet long, and is screened*for 450 linear feet at
depths corresponding to both the Dune Sand Aquifer and the underlying 180-Foot-Equivalent
(FTE) Aquifer of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (see Section 4.4, Groundwater
Resources, for aquifer descriptions).

Upon completion of the aquifer pump testing, CalAm proposes to convert the test dant well into a
permanent well and operate it as part of the MPWSP source water intake system. Both the
construction of the additional conveyance and treatment facilities needed to convert the test dant
well into a permanent well and the long-term operation and maintenance of the converted test dant

4 A well screen isaperforated steel or plastic device placed within the well casing that draws water from the
surrounding geologic formations but which minimizes sediment from entering the well. The depth of the screenis
based on geologic and hydraulic criteria.
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3. Description of the Proposed Project

well are part of the proposed project, and are thus evaluated in this EIR/EIS. Sections 3.2.1.2
through 3.2.2.6, below, describe the conveyance and treatment facilities for the source water
produced at the subsurface slant wells during long-term operations.

Permanent Slant Wells

Each of the 10 subsurface slant wells (the converted test slant well and nine new wells) would
have a submersible pump to provide a total combined 24.1 mgd of feedwater when eight wells are
operating. The slant wells would be drilled from an onshore location and would extend under the
seafloor within MBNMS using a 36-inch- to 22-inch-diameter steel casing. The completed pump
columns and wellheads would be 10 to 12 inches in diameter.

The nine new permanent slant wells would be up to 970 feet long and drilled at approximately

14 degrees below horizontal to extend offshore to a distance of 63 (Slant Well-2) to 257 (Slant
Well-8) feet seaward of the 2020 MHW line (except #10, which would not extend past the MHW
line) and to a depth of 190 to 210 feet beneath the seafloor. This means that although all
construction activities and ground disturbance would occur above mean sea level and landward of
the MHW line, the well casings would extend subsurface and seaward of the MHW line and below
the seafloor within MBNMS. Each well would be screened for approximately 400 to 800 linear feet
at depths corresponding to both the Dune Sand Aquifer and the underlying 180-Foot-Equivalent
(FTE) Aquifer of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. CalAm would operate eight wells at a time
at approximately 2,100 gallons per minute (gpm) per well and maintain the other two wells on
standby.

Table 3-2 presents the total length of each slant well extending seaward of the MHW line. Because
the slant wells would be drilled at a 14-degree angle, the horizontal distance to which the wells
would extend seaward of the MHW line would be slightly shorter than the length of the well casing.
This is illustrated in Figure 3-3b, lllustrative Cross-Sectional View of Subsurface Slant Wells.

The 10 slant wells would be located at six sites inland of the dune face: four sites (the test slant
well site and three new sites) would each have one slant well, and two sites would have three
slant wells (see Figure 3-3a). The well sites are numbered sequentially, with Site 1 being the
northernmost site and Site 6 the southernmost site. The test slant well would be converted into a
permanent well at Site 1. The nine new permanent wells would be drilled over a total distance of
about 900 feet at Sites 2 through 6. The wellheads of the three new permanent wells at Site 2
would be located about 600 feet south of Site 1. Sites 3, 4, and 5 would be spaced approximately
250 feet apart and would have one slant well each. Site 6 would have three wells.

Sites 1 through 6 would include the following facilities: aboveground wellhead(s), a below-
ground mechanical piping vault (12 feet by 6 feet by 6 feet) for meters, valves, gauges, etc. per
well, an aboveground electrical enclosure, and a pump-to-waste basin. Each wellhead would be
located aboveground for ease of maintenance. Each slant well would be equipped with up to a
2,500 gpm, 300 hp submersible well pump. The electrical controls for operation of the slant wells
would be housed in a single-story, 17-foot-long by 10-foot-wide, 10-foot-tall fiberglass enclosure
located at each of the six
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3. Description of the Proposed Project

LENGTH OF PERMANENT SLANT WEEEIS_ESSA%WARD OF MEAN HIGH WATER LINE
2020 2040 2060
Total
Well Length Offshore Onshore Offshore Onshore Offshore Onshore
wen sw 685 166 519 290 395 423 262
SW-2 970 63 907 219 751 385 585
SW-3 966 202 764 325 641 455 511
SW-4 961 162 799 292 669 431 530
SW-5 961 130 831 254 707 385 576
SW-6 961 174 787 298 663 428 533
SW-7 957 225 732 347 610 479 478
SW-8 955 257 698 379 576 510 445
SW-9 970 228 742 357 613 500 470
SW-10 970 0 970 0 970 262 708
NOTES:

All lengths in feet.

MHW = Mean high water - A tidal datum. The average of all the high water heights observed over the National Tidal Datum Epoch. The
2020 MHW at the Monterey Tide Gauge NOAA#9413450 equals 1.53 m (5.02 ft) NAVD88, considering a high sea level rise scenario of
8.1 cm (3.2 in) by 2020 (5.46 ft by 2100). See also Appendices C1 and C2.

The lengths provided in this table indicate the total length of the well casing extending seaward of the MHW line. Because the slant wells
would be drilled at an approximately 14-degree angle, the total horizontal distance seaward of the MHW line would be slightly shorter than
the length of the well casing. The total horizontal distance seaward of the MHW line can be determined by dividing the length by 1.03.

SOURCE: Geoscience, 2017

well sites. Each site would also have a pump-to-waste basin for the percolation of turbid water
produced during slant well startup and shutdown. The pump-to-waste basin would be constructed
of rip rap material, approximately 1 to 2 feet deep and 12 feet by 8 feet in size. The new
permanent slant wells and associated infrastructure at Sites 2 through 6 would be constructed on a
5,250- to 6,025-square-foot graded pad. A 750-foot-long, 42-inch-diameter buried pipe would
collect the source water pumped from Sites 2 to 6 and convey it to the proposed buried Source
Water Pipeline located at the existing CEMEX access road.

3.2.1.2 Source Water Pipeline

The approximately 2.2-mile-long, 42-inch-diameter buried Source Water Pipeline would convey
the source water from the well sites to the MPWSP Desalination Plant at Charles Benson Road.
From the slant wells, the proposed Source Water Pipeline would generally follow the CEMEX
access road and would run parallel to the MRWPCA'’s existing outfall pipeline for approximately
0.7 mile (see Figure 3-3a). Approximately 500 feet east of Highway 1, the Source Water Pipeline
would veer northeast along a dirt path for roughly 1,000 feet to Lapis Road. There, a jack and
bore method would be used to install the pipeline under the existing railroad tracks. The
alignment would continue north within the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC)
right-of-way (ROW), along Lapis Road for about 0.5 mile. Just south of where Lapis Road meets
Del Monte Boulevard, the pipeline would turn east across Del Monte Boulevard and continue east
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for 0.8 mile to the MPWSP Desalination Plant site at the east end of Charles Benson Road. This
0.8-mile-long segment of pipe would be installed parallel to, and north of, the Charles Benson
Road right-of-way (i.e., outside of the paved road). The land that borders Charles Benson Road to
the north is separated from Charles Benson Road by a row of mature Monterey cypress and
eucalyptus trees and a portion of this land is currently under agricultural production. The pipeline
would be installed east-to-west along the north side of the row of trees and along the southern
boundary of the agricultural land (see Figures 3-4 and 3-5a). CalAm is negotiating an easement
with the landowners for installation of the Source Water Pipeline, as well as the new Desalinated
Water Pipeline and the Castroville Pipeline, outside of the paved roadway.

Source Water Pipeline — Optional Alignment

In case CalAm is unable to secure an easement from the landowners along the north side of Charles
Benson Road, this EIR/EIS also evaluates an optional alignment for the Source Water Pipeline. The
optional alignment would be identical to the alignment described above, except that the 0.8-mile-
long segment along Charles Benson Road would be installed within the paved Charles Benson
Road right-of-way (as opposed to north of and outside of the right-of-way) (see Figures 3-4 and
3-5a). Construction activities within Charles Benson Road would be limited to after-hours/
nighttime construction, to avoid conflicts with the operations of the Waste Management District.

3.2.2 MPWSP Desalination Plant

CalAm would build the MPWSP Desalination Plant in unincorporated Monterey County, on the
upper terrace (approximately 25 acres) of a 46-acre vacant parcel on Charles Benson Road,
northwest of the MRWPCA Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant and the Monterey Regional
Environmental Park (see Figure 3-5a). In 2012, CalAm bought this parcel for the MPWSP
Desalination Plant. The facilities to be built at the MPWSP Desalination Plant include a pretreatment
system, an RO system, a post-treatment system, backwash supply and filtered water equalization
tanks, desalinated product water storage and conveyance facilities, brine storage and disposal
facilities, and an administration building and laboratory facility. Existing roads would provide access
to the site. The proposed project would create approximately 15 acres of impervious surfaces
associated with the desalination facilities, buildings, driveways, parking, and maintenance areas. The
subsections that follow describe these facilities. Figure 3-5b presents the preliminary site plan.

The MPWSP Desalination Plant would have a rated production capacity of 9.6 mgd and a
maximum production capacity® of 11.2 mgd.

3.2.2.1 Pretreatment System

Source water from the subsurface intake wells would be conveyed directly to the pretreatment
system. The purpose of the pretreatment system would be to improve the quality of source water

5 Maximum production capacity (11.2 mgd) is the full physical capacity of the MPWSP Desalination Plant with all
seven RO modules in service. As described in Section 3.4.1, after shutdown periods, CalAm may need to operate
the desalination plant at maximum production capacity of 11.2 mgd to catch up on production; however, the total
annual production would not exceed an average of 9.6 mgd (Svindland, 2014).
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being treated by the RO system, described in Section 3.2.2.2, below, in order to increase the
efficiency of RO treatment. The pretreatment requirements for seawater collected by the proposed
slant wells will be determined through the operation of the test slant well and pilot program, and
would include pressure filters or multimedia gravity filters, a backwash supply storage tank, and
backwash settling basins. The pretreatment system could also include coagulation, flocculation,®
or membrane filtration. The pretreatment system would have the capacity to process 24.1 mgd of
seawater.

The pressure filters or multimedia gravity filters would be located within the MPWSP Desalination
Plant site. If pressure filters are used, multiple parallel fiberglass or lined steel tanks would be
partially enclosed in a 30-foot-tall, 4,000-square-foot building. If gravity filters are used, they would
be installed in below-grade, multi-cell concrete structures. A low dosage of chlorine would be
added to the source water to separate out iron and manganese, and the precipitate would be removed
by the filters. In addition, the pretreatment system could play an important role in pathogen
removal. Because a portion of the source water supply would be groundwater under the influence of
surface water as defined under the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Surface Water
Treatment Rule,’ the source water would be subject to the Surface Water Treatment Rule and the
Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule.

The pretreatment process would produce approximately 23.6 mgd of pretreated, filtered source
water. The pretreated source water would be conveyed to two 300,000-gallon backwash supply
and filtered water equalization tanks. The majority of the pretreated source water would then be
pumped directly to the RO system (see Section 3.2.2.2, below).

Pretreatment filters would require backwashing about once each day. A portion of the pretreated
source water would be used for this purpose. The backwash supply water would be conveyed from
the backwash supply and filtered water equalization tanks to the pretreatment filters by gravity flow.
Chlorine may be added to the backwash supply to control bacterial growth on the filters.

Waste effluent produced during routine backwashing would flow via gravity from the pretreatment
filters to two 0.25-acre, 6-foot-deep open backwash settling basins with impermeable liners to
prevent the waste effluent from infiltrating into the ground. Suspended solids in the waste effluent
would settle to the bottom of the basins, and the clarified water would be decanted. Approximately
0.4 mgd of decanted and dechlorinated backwash water would be blended with brine produced by
the RO system, and discharged to the existing MRWPCA ocean outfall and diffuser for disposal
into the waters of MBNMS. The decanted backwash water could be blended with source water
before undergoing pretreatment and the RO process. Sludge formed by the solids in the waste
effluent would be periodically removed from the backwash settling basins and disposed of at a
sanitary landfill.

6 Flocculation is a process used to separate suspended solids from water. Flocculation involves the addition of an
agent to water to promote the aggregation of suspended solids into particles large enough to settle or be removed.

7 The USEPA Surface Water Treatment Rule (40 CFR 141.70-141.75) seeks to prevent waterborne diseases caused
by viruses, Legionella, and Giardia lamblia. The rule requires that water systems filter and disinfect water from
surface water sources to reduce the occurrence of unsafe levels of these microbes.
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A multi-purpose pump station located near the center of the MPWSP Desalination Plant would be
built on an outdoor concrete pad with an approximate area of 8,000 square feet. The pump station
would include pumping equipment related to pretreatment as well as other processes described
later in this section (e.g., treated water and Salinas Valley return water conveyance). Equipment
would include seven cartridge filters; four filtered water pumps (two 12 mgd and 350 hp each;
and two 6 mgd and 200 hp each); two backwash supply pumps (16 mgd and 150 hp each); four
treated water pumps (two 4.8 mgd and 600 hp each; and two 2.4 mgd and 300 hp each); two
Salinas Valley return pumps (1.4 mgd and 10 hp each); and associated piping, valves, and
instruments.

3.2.2.2 Reverse Osmosis System

RO is an ion separation process that uses semipermeable membranes to remove salts and other
minerals from saline water. Pretreated source water is forced at very high pressures through

RO membranes. Water molecules, which are smaller than salt and many other impurities, are able
to pass through the membranes. A portion of the source water passes through the RO membranes
to produce “permeate,” or desalinated water; the source water that does not pass through the
membranes increases in salt concentration and is discharged as brine, as described in more detail
below.

The RO system would be housed in an approximately 30-foot-tall, 30,000-square-foot membrane
process building located in the central portion of the MPWSP Desalination Plant site. This
building would also house the UV disinfection system (if required) and the cleaning system for
the RO membranes (see descriptions below).

The RO process would consist of a first-pass system and a partial (40 to 50 percent) second-pass
system. The first-pass RO system would comprise RO modules (six active and one standby), each
sized to produce 1.6 mgd of permeate. Variable-speed, low-pressure pumps would pump
pretreated source water to variable-speed, high-pressure, first-pass RO feed pumps. The high-
pressure RO feed pumps would deliver flow to the first-pass membrane arrays.

Low-pressure, variable-speed pumps would be used to pump the 40 to 50 percent of the first-pass
permeate that has a higher concentration of dissolved solids than the rest of the permeate to the
second-pass membrane arrays. The second-pass system would reduce the concentrations of these
dissolved solids (boron, chloride, and sodium) and would comprise four RO modules (three
active and one standby), each sized to produce 1.3 mgd of permeate. The second-pass permeate
would then be blended with the bypassed portion of the first-pass permeate to meet required
desalinated water quality standards. Approximately 23.6 mgd of pretreated source water would be
needed to produce 9.6 mgd of desalinated water.

The RO process would incorporate an energy recovery system that uses pressure-exchange
technologies. The use of high-pressure pumps to force saline water through the RO membranes
would produce a concentrated brine solution, known as RO concentrate, in a continuous high-
pressure stream. Pressure exchangers would be employed to transfer the energy from the
high-pressure brine stream to the source water stream to reduce energy demand and operating costs.
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The accumulation of salts or scaling (from to microbial contamination, turbidity, and other
contaminants such as iron and manganese) on the RO membranes causes fouling, which reduces
membrane performance. The pretreatment system described above would reduce fouling of the
RO membranes, increasing the efficiency of the RO system and extending the useful life of the
RO membranes. However, the RO system still would require cleaning two to three times per year.
The RO cleaning system would be housed in the same building as the RO system and would
include chemical storage, chemical feedlines, and a collection tank. System operators would clean
the RO membranes by circulating a cleaning solution, made of strong bases or acids, through the
membranes and then flushing the membranes with clean water to remove the spent cleaning
solution and waste effluent from the RO system. The spent cleaning solution and waste effluent
would be discharged into a collection tank, chemically neutralized, and discharged to the sanitary
sewer system at the eastern portion of the MPWSP Desalination Plant site.

CalAm would install a 750-kilowatt (kW) (1,000 hp) emergency diesel fuel-powered generator
and a 2,000-gallon, double-walled, aboveground diesel storage tank next to the process building.
The generator would provide backup power for critical desalination plant facilities (e.g., lights,
electrical controls, and high-service pumps to empty the clearwells) during power outages.
Electrical power service and facilities for normal (non-emergency) operations are described
below in Section 3.2.5.

3.2.2.3 Post-treatment System

After leaving the RO system, the desalinated water would pass through a post-treatment system to
make the water more compatible with the other water supply sources in the CalAm system and
provide adequate disinfection prior to distribution to customers. Facility operators would use
metering pumps and chemical feedlines to dose the post-treatment chemicals through the proper
injection points along the post-treatment system. Post-treatment facilities would include chemical
feedlines and injection systems for lime and carbon dioxide. Carbon dioxide would be added to
adjust alkalinity; lime would be added to adjust calcium hardness; sodium hydroxide would be
used to adjust pH; and sodium hypochlorite would be added for disinfection. In addition, an
ultraviolet disinfection system may be required to comply with pathogen removal/inactivation
standards established by the Surface Water Treatment Rule and Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface
Water Treatment Rule. If required, the ultraviolet disinfection system would comprise three
reactors, two active and one standby, housed in the membrane process building. The final design
of post-treatment facilities would be based on the water quality data collected during operation of
the test slant well and pilot program and the results of a geochemical mixing study.® Any
adjustments made to the post-treatment system during final design of the MPWSP Desalination
Plant within the 25-acre development area would not affect any of the analyses or conclusions in
this EIR/EIS. All treatment chemicals would be transported, stored and used in accordance with
regulatory requirements.

8 The geochemical mixing study will identify water quality parameters for the desalinated product water to ensure
that any desalinated product water injected into underground storage via the ASR system would not adversely
affect groundwater quality in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. Refer to Impact 4.4-4 in Section 4.4, Groundwater
Resources, for additional discussion of the geochemical mixing study.
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3.2.2.4 Chemical Use and Storage

As noted in previous sections, facility operators would use various chemicals to treat the water as
it passes through the pretreatment, RO, and post-treatment processes to ensure the water meets
drinking water quality requirements and is compatible with native groundwater in the Seaside
Groundwater Basin.? The chemicals used during the desalination process would be stored onsite
in accordance with applicable regulatory requirements. Chemical storage facilities would include
secondary concrete containment, alarm notification systems, and fire sprinklers. Table 3-3
summarizes the chemicals that would be used during the desalination process and the projected
annual usage amounts. The pre-treatment and post-treatment chemicals would be housed in
various 5,000- to 10,000-gallon bulk storage tanks located inside or next to the membrane process
building. RO cleaning chemicals would be stored in smaller containers. Sumps and sump pumps
within the chemical containment area and loading areas would collect and contain any chemicals
accidentally released during operations.

TABLE 3-3

DESALINATION CHEMICALS AND ANNUAL USAGE
Chemical Application Annual Usage (pounds)
Sodium Hypochlorite Pretreatment / post-treatment 140,000 / 55,000
Sodium Bisulfite Pretreated source water 85,000
Carbon Dioxide Post-treatment 420,000
Lime Post-treatment 960,000
Sodium Hydroxide Post-treatment 55,000
Zinc Orthophosphate Post-treatment 30,000
RO Cleaning Chemicals (various) RO membrane cleaning To be determined
Coagulant (if needed) Pretreatment To be determined

SOURCE: RBF Consulting, 2013b; CalAm, 2014a.

3.2.2.5 Brine Storage and Disposal

The RO process would generate approximately 14 mgd of brine, including 0.4 mgd of decanted
backwash water as noted in Section 3.2.2.1, Pretreatment System. The brine storage and disposal
system would consist of an uncovered 3-million-gallon brine storage basin with two impermeable
liners; two 6 mgd, 40 hp brine discharge pumps; and a brine aeration system to maintain
dissolved oxygen concentrations in the brine at 5 mg/L. When full, the brine storage basin would
have a surface area of about 1.25 acres. Brine from the RO system would be conveyed through
the 1-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter Brine Discharge Pipeline to a new connection with the existing
MRWPCA ocean outfall that discharges into the waters of MBNMS. When temporary storage is
needed, brine would be directed to the brine storage basin where it could be stored for up to

6 hours, then pumped to the Brine Discharge Pipeline.

9 As discussed in Section 3.4.2, below, during periods of low demand, desalinated product water could be injected
into the Seaside Groundwater Basin for storage. The post-treatment system would be designed to ensure that
desalinated product water that is injected into underground storage would not adversely affect groundwater quality.
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During some times of the year, brine would be mixed with varying volumes of treated wastewater
from the MRWPCA Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant before being discharged through the
ocean outfall. During the irrigation season, April through October, the treated wastewater is
diverted to the Salinas Valley Reclamation Project’s tertiary treatment facility for additional
advanced treatment and then used to irrigate crops as part of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion
Project (CSIP). During this time period, as long as MRWPCA treated wastewater flows are equal to
or less than the CSIP demand for irrigation water, the project’s brine stream would be discharged to
Monterey Bay without dilution. During the non-irrigation season, November through March, when
the CSIP is not operating, the brine stream would at all times be mixed with treated wastewater
from the MRWPCA Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant before being discharged to the ocean.

Proper disposal of waste streams requires that the different type of flows be thoroughly mixed
prior to discharge to the outfall to prevent stratification in the outfall and to optimize the mixing
of the discharge with ocean water. In addition to brine generated by the MPWSP Desalination
Plant, the proposed Brine Mixing Box would accept secondary effluent from the MRWPCA
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, and trucked brine waste collected from individual water
softeners and private desalination facilities. The proposed Brine Mixing Box and appurtenances
would be located at the southern terminus of the proposed Brine Discharge Pipeline, in a
currently undeveloped portion of the MRWPCA property, approximately 0.5 acre in size as
shown on Figure 3-5a. The principal components include a diversion structure, piping between
the diversion structure and the brine mixing basins, four below-grade mixing basins with
mechanical mixers, a laboratory and control building, and a flow meter to measure the total
mixed flow returned from the mixing basins to the diversion structure and outfall. Proposed
ancillary facilities include a flow bypass system to carry wastewater flows in the outfall during
construction of the diversion structure, and to enable future maintenance, a trucked brine station
and access road, sampling pumps, a flow bypass system for the brine waste streams in the event
the diversion structure is out of service for maintenance, and a fresh water pipeline and
appurtenant facilities. The only aboveground components include the laboratory and control
building, and a new 22-foot-wide access road (MRWPCA, 2017). A range of possible mixtures of
brine and treated wastewater is described in Section 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water

Quality.

The existing 2.1-mile-long MRWPCA outfall pipeline ends with a 1,100-foot-long, underwater
diffuser that rests on ballast rock. The ports are approximately 6 inches above the ballast rock and
nominally 54 inches above the seafloor, although this varies. For the dilution calculations, they
are assumed to be 4 feet above the seafloor at approximately 90 to 110 feet below sea level. The
diffuser is equipped with 172 ports (129 open and 43 closed), each 2 inches in diameter and
spaced 8 feet apart.

3.2.2.6 Administrative Building

A 4,000- to 6,000-square-foot single-story administrative building at the MPWSP Desalination
Plant site would house visitor reception, offices, restrooms, locker rooms, break rooms,
conference rooms, a control room, a laboratory, an equipment storage and maintenance area, and
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monitoring and control systems for the RO system, post-treatment system, chemical feed systems,
and related facilities.

3.2.3 Desalinated Water Conveyance

Desalinated product water from the MPWSP Desalination Plant would flow south through a
series of proposed pipelines (i.e., the new Desalinated Water Pipeline and new Transmission
Main), including surface equipment such as valves and blowoffs, to existing CalAm water
infrastructure, as described in Sections 3.2.3.3 through 3.4.3.9.

3.2.3.1 Treated Water Storage Tanks

Following post-treatment, desalinated product water would flow to two covered, aboveground
tanks. Each tank would be approximately 103 feet in diameter and 35 feet tall, constructed of
steel or concrete, and provide 1.75 million gallons of storage, for a total storage volume of
3.5 million gallons.

3.2.3.2 Desalinated Water Pumps

The proposed desalinated water pumps would be located at the multi-purpose pump station
described in Section 3.2.2.1, near the center of the MPWSP Desalination Plant. Separate systems
would pump desalinated product water to the CalAm water system and to the Salinas Valley.
Consistent with the capacity of the MPWSP Desalination Plant, a 9.6 mgd capacity pump system
would pump desalinated product water to the CalAm water system. There would be two 4.8 mgd,
600 hp treated water pumps and two 2.4 mgd, 300 hp treated water pumps. Unless the final
results of the aquifer pump tests at the existing test slant well dictate otherwise, two 1.4 mgd,

10 hp Salinas Valley return flow pumps would pump desalinated product water (i.e., Salinas
Valley return flows) to the Castroville Community Services District (CCSD) and CSIP water
distribution systems as described in Sections 3.2.3.6 and 3.2.3.7.

3.2.3.3 New Desalinated Water Pipeline

For conveyance to the CalAm water system, the desalinated water pump station would pump
desalinated water through the new Desalinated Water Pipeline and new Transmission Main. From
the pump station, the 3.3-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter buried new Desalinated Water Pipeline
would extend west for approximately 0.8 mile parallel to the north side of the Charles Benson
Road right-of-way. As described above in Section 3.2.1.2, the new Desalinated Water Pipeline
would be installed alongside the Source Water Pipeline on the north side of the row of trees and
would traverse agricultural land. At Del Monte Boulevard, the new Desalinated Water Pipeline
would turn north on Del Monte Boulevard for approximately 800 feet to Lapis Road, and
continue south within TAMC right-of-way along Lapis Road for approximately 1.3 mile to
another Lapis Road/Del Monte Boulevard intersection. From this intersection of Lapis Road and
Del Monte Boulevard, the new Desalinated Water Pipeline would be built under the Monterey
Peninsula Recreational Trail and TAMC right-of-way using trenchless construction, then
continue south along the west side of the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail and TAMC
right-of-way for approximately 1.4 mile to Reservation Road (see Figures 3-4 through 3-7). For
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the purposes of this EIR/EIS, south of Reservation Road this pipeline is referred to as the new
Transmission Main (see Section 3.2.3.4).

New Desalinated Water Pipeline — Optional Alignment

Similar to the optional alignment for the Source Water Pipeline (see Section 3.2.1.2), the optional
alignment for the new Desalinated Water Pipeline would be identical to the alignment described
in the paragraph above, except that the 0.8-mile-long segment along Charles Benson Road would
be installed within the Charles Benson Road paved right-of-way (as opposed to north of and
outside of the right-of-way, along private agricultural lands) (see Figure 3-4). Construction
activities within Charles Benson Road would be limited to after hours/nighttime construction, to
avoid conflicts with the operations of the Waste Management District.

3.2.3.4 New Transmission Main

At Reservation Road, water in the new Desalinated Water Pipeline would enter the 6-mile-long,
36-inch-diameter new Transmission Main and continue south along the west side of the Monterey
Peninsula Recreational Trail and TAMC right-of-way. At a point approximately 750 feet north of
Highway 1, it would cross east under the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail and TAMC right-
of-way using trenchless construction and continue south on the west side of Del Monte Boulevard
and beneath the Highway 1 overpass where it would follow between the Monterey Peninsula
Recreational Trail and TAMC right-of-way for approximately 2 miles. At approximately 1,000 feet
north of the Lightfighter Drive overpass, the new Transmission Main would cross under Highway 1
and continue southeast for approximately 1,400 feet, making two turns before reaching the south
side of Lightfighter Drive, just east of the intersection of Lightfighter Drive and 1st Avenue. The
Highway 1 crossing would require an entry pit at the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail and
TAMC right-of-way, and an egress pit on the opposite side of Highway 1, between the highway and
1st Avenue. Each of these pits would be approximately 150 feet long by 50 feet wide. The new
Transmission Main would continue east along Lightfighter Drive for approximately 0.4 mile to
General Jim Moore Boulevard, turn south along the east side of General Jim Moore Boulevard to
Normandy Road. South of Normandy Road the pipeline would be located along the west side of
General Jim Moore Boulevard for approximately 1.9 miles, ending at the existing Phase | ASR
Facilities (see Figures 3-7 through 3-9a) where it would connect to CalAm’s existing water supply
distribution system at the General Jim Moore Boulevard/Coe Avenue intersection.

New Transmission Main — Optional Alignment

The optional alignment for the new Transmission Main would slightly modify the Highway 1
crossing. Roughly 1,200 feet of the new Transmission Main Optional Alignment would be
installed beneath Highway 1 via horizontal directional drilling. The entry pit would be located at
the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail and TAMC right-of-way, approximately 415 feet north
of the Highway 1 and Lightfighter Drive interchange, and an egress pit at the southeast corner of
Lightfighter Drive and 1st Avenue (see Figure 3-8).
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3.2.3.5 Carmel Valley Pump Station

The Valley Greens pressure zone, in Carmel Valley south of the Segunda Reservoir, does not have
sufficient hydraulic head to fill the existing Segunda Reservoir, which is located at the southern end
of the existing Segunda Pipeline. The proposed Carmel Valley Pump Station, with a pumping
capacity of 3 mgd (2,100 gpm), would provide the additional pressure needed to fill Segunda
Reservoir. The pump station would be enclosed in a 500-square-foot, single-story building on a site
located approximately 240 feet south of Carmel Valley Road near the intersection of Rancho

San Carlos Road (see Figure 3-10c). A 50 kW (68 hp) portable diesel-fuel powered generator
would be stored onsite for use in the event of a power outage. A separate 100-square-foot electrical
control building would be constructed outside of the pump station building.

3.2.3.6 Castroville Pipeline

The 4.5-mile-long, 12-inch-diameter Castroville Pipeline would convey desalinated Salinas Valley
return water from the MPWSP Desalination Plant to the CSIP distribution system and the CCSD
Well #3. As described in Chapter 2, Water Demand, Supplies and Water Rights, the portion of the
water drawn from the subsurface slant wells that is determined to be groundwater originating from
the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, would be delivered to CCSD as desalinated water in lieu of
CCSD pumping an equivalent amount of groundwater. Under the proposed project, the first 800 afy
would go to the CCSD and the remaining water would go to the CSIP.

From the MPWSP Desalination Plant, the Castroville Pipeline would head west along the north
side (outside of the paved roadway, through agricultural land) of Charles Benson Road to Del
Monte Boulevard, at which point the pipeline would head north. The pipeline would be installed
along Del Monte Boulevard to Lapis Road and then along the west side of Lapis Road within the
TAMC right-of-way and along Monte Road, and would cross over the Salinas River at Monte
Road by being attached to the underside of the Monte Road Bridge. On the north side of the
Salinas River bridge, the pipeline would continue northeast along the TAMC right-of-way and
Monte Road to Nashua Road. A new pipe connection to the CSIP distribution system would be
built at the northern end of Monte Road, where it meets Nashua Road. The Castroville Pipeline
would continue north along a dirt agricultural road and the Union Pacific Railroad, crossing under
Tembladero Slough to Highway 183 (Salinas Road). From Highway 183, the pipeline would
continue north between Del Monte Avenue and Union Pacific Railroad, turn west across Del
Monte Avenue and connect to CCSD Well #3 at the north corner of Del Monte Avenue and
Merritt Street (see Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-11, and 3-12).

Castroville Pipeline — Optional Alignment 1

Optional Alignment 1 would provide an alternate pipeline route from the intersection of Monte
Road and Nashua Road to CCSD Well #3. From the intersection of Monte Road and Nashua
Road, Optional Alignment 1 would turn northwest along Nashua Road to the Monterey Peninsula
Recreational Trail. It would continue northeast along the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail
on the east side of Highway 1 for approximately 1.5 mile to Merrit Way and continue southeast
on Merritt Street for 0.5 mile to CCSD Well #3 (see Figures 3-11b, 3-12, and 3-13).
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Castroville Pipeline — Optional Alignment 2

Similar to the way it evaluates the optional alignments for the Source Water Pipeline and new
Desalinated Water Pipeline in Sections 3.2.1.2 and 3.2.3.3, above, this EIR/EIS also evaluates an
alternate route for the 0.8-mile-long segment of the Castroville Pipeline along Charles Benson
Road to provide a backup plan in the event that CalAm is unable to secure an easement from the
agricultural land owners. Under Optional Alignment 2, the segment along the Charles Benson
Road would be installed within the paved Charles Benson Road right-of-way, instead of north of
and outside of the paved road right-of-way, on private agricultural land (see Figure 3-4).
Construction activities within Charles Benson Road would be limited to after hours/nighttime
construction, to avoid conflicts with the operations of the Waste Management District.

3.2.3.7 Pipeline to CSIP Pond

As described in Chapter 2, Water Demand, Supplies and Water Rights, and Section 3.2.3.6 above,
the portion of the water drawn from the subsurface slant wells that is determined to be
groundwater originating from the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, would be delivered to
agricultural users in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin in lieu of an equal amount of
groundwater pumping. The portion of the Salinas Valley return water destined for the CSIP
would be delivered via a new connection along the Castroville Pipeline at Nashua Road and
Monte Road, this EIR/EIS also evaluates a Pipeline to the CSIP Pond if engineering constraints
preclude the new Castroville Pipeline connection. Note that only the return flows to the CSIP
pond may have constraints; no issues are anticipated for the connection to the CCSD distribution
system. For purposes of CEQA/NEPA environmental review, this analysis conservatively
assumes that CalAm would build both the Castroville Pipeline and the Pipeline to CSIP Pond. If
CalAm does so, it would pump some of the Salinas Valley return water from the MPWSP
Desalination Plant through a new 1.2-mile-long, 12-inch-diameter pipeline to the existing CSIP
pond at the southern end of the MRWPCA Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. The CSIP pond
holds 80 af. From the CSIP pond, water would be delivered to agricultural users in the Salinas
Valley through existing infrastructure (see Figures 3-4 and 3-5a).

3.2.3.8 Interconnections with Highway 68 Satellite Systems

The proposed project would also improve existing interconnections at three satellite water
systems in the unincorporated communities of Ryan Ranch, Bishop, and Hidden Hills, which are
located along the Highway 68 corridor (see Figure 3-10).

Ryan Ranch-Bishop Interconnection Improvements

Project improvements to the interconnection between the main system and the Ryan Ranch and
Bishop systems would involve building a 1.1-mile-long, 8-inch-diameter pipeline from an
existing interconnection between the main system and Ryan Ranch at Highway 68 and Ragsdale
Drive, through the Ryan Ranch community, to a new connection with the Bishop system. The
pipeline would be installed within the rights-of-way of Ragsdale Drive, Lower Ragsdale Drive,
and Wilson Drive.
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Main System—Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements

The existing interconnection between the main CalAm distribution system and the Hidden Hills
system would be improved by installing approximately 1,200 feet of 6-inch-diameter pipeline
along Tierra Grande Drive. In addition, the existing pump capacity of the Middle Tierra Grande
Booster Station, located on lower Casiano Drive, would be upgraded from 161 gpm to 400 gpm
by adding a new 350 gpm pump (CalAm, 2013a).

3.2.4 Proposed ASR Facilities

As part of the MPWSP, CalAm proposes to expand the existing Seaside Groundwater Basin ASR
system to provide additional injection/extraction capacity for both desalinated product water and
Carmel River supplies, and to increase system reliability.

ASR is the storage of water in an aquifer during times when water is available, and recovery of
the stored water from the same aquifer when it is needed. ASR provides a storage solution for the
project, storing water during times of excess Carmel River flow as well as desalinated water in
excess of customer demand, and recovering it later to meet peak summer water demands when
the excess flow is not available. Water is stored in an existing groundwater aquifer, reducing or
eliminating the need to construct large and expensive surface reservoirs. The ASR system
comprises water transmission facilities, aquifer storage and recovery facilities including four
existing injection/extraction wells (ASR-1 through ASR-4), storage reservoirs, and booster pump
stations.

The proposed improvements to the ASR system include adding two injection/extraction wells,
ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells, and adding three parallel 0.9-mile-long ASR pipelines. With the
addition of these two wells, the ASR system would consist of a total of six injection/extraction
wells. The proposed ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would be located along General Jim Moore
Boulevard on U.S. Army owned property, currently under lease to Monterey Bay Military
Housing (MBMH), north of the Phase | and Phase Il ASR facilities in Seaside (see Figure 3-9).
These improvements would not affect CalAm’s maximum allowable surface water diversions
from the Carmel River for injection into the groundwater basin.

3.2.4.1 ASR Injection/Extraction Wells (ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells)

CalAm would build two additional injection/extraction wells (ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells) on two
U.S. Army-owned parcels located east of General Jim Moore Boulevard and south of its
intersection with Ardennes Circle, in the Fitch Park MBMH area (see Figure 3-9a). The new
injection/extraction wells would be drilled to a depth of approximately 1,000 feet and screened in
the Santa Margarita sandstone aquifer. Each well would have a permanent 500 hp multi-stage
vertical turbine pump, Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (commonly called SCADA)10
controls for remote operation, and various pipes and valves. Each well pump and electrical control
system would be housed in a 900-square-foot concrete pump house. A low-voltage, 480-volt, three-

10 scaDA (Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition) is a system for remote monitoring and operations of water
supply facilities.
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phase electrical transformer would be installed at each well site to power the electrical control
system. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), the local electrical utility, would own and
operate the electrical transformers. Security fencing would encompass an approximately 0.4- and
0.5-acre area around the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells, respectively (RBF Consulting, 2010). One
20-foot-wide access driveway would be constructed within currently undeveloped land between
General Jim Moore Boulevard and each of these fenced areas, as shown in Figure 3-14.

The existing ASR disinfection system is housed within the chemical/electrical control building at
the site of the existing ASR-1 and ASR-2 Wells.11 The existing disinfection system has sufficient
capacity to treat ASR product water extracted from all six ASR injection/extraction wells (i.e., the
four Phase | and Phase Il wells and the two new wells proposed under the MPWSP). The
disinfection system consists of a 5,000-gallon bulk sodium hypaochlorite storage tank, chemical
metering pumps, and chlorine residual analyzer. The disinfection system includes double
containment for all chemical storage and dispensing equipment, protective vent-fume
neutralizers, safety showers for operations personnel, and a forced-air ventilation system.

The ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would have a combined injection capacity of 4.3 mgd (3,000 gpm)
and the same combined extraction capacity (approximately 4.3 mgd). The ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells
would operate in conjunction with the existing ASR-1, ASR-2, ASR-3, and ASR-4 Wells. With
implementation of the MPWSP, any of the six ASR injection/extraction wells could be used to
inject desalinated product water and Carmel River supplies.

Maintenance of the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would involve routine backflushing of the two
wells. Backwash effluent containing elevated levels of sediment and turbidity would be conveyed
through the proposed ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline (see description below) to the existing
settling basin for the Phase | facilities at the intersection of General Jim Moore Boulevard and
Coe Avenue, and would infiltrate into the ground. As part of ongoing operations of the ASR
system, sediment that accumulates in the settling basin is periodically removed and disposed of at
an appropriate disposal site to prevent the settling basin from clogging.

3.2.4.2 ASR Pipelines

Three parallel 0.9-mile-long, 16-inch-diameter ASR pipelines — the ASR Recirculation Pipeline,
the ASR Conveyance Pipeline, and the ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline — would extend along
General Jim Moore Boulevard between the proposed ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells at the Fitch Park
MBMH area and the intersection of Coe Avenue and General Jim Moore Boulevard. The ASR
Recirculation Pipeline would convey water between existing conveyance pipelines and
infrastructure at Coe Avenue and General Jim Moore Boulevard to the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells
for injection. The ASR Conveyance Pipeline would convey water that is extracted from the
ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells to the same facilities at the intersection of Coe Ave and General Jim
Moore Boulevard. The ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline would convey backflush effluent from the

11 The existing ASR-1 and ASR-2 Wells are also known as Santa Margarita Wells #1 and #2 in other information
sources.
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ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells to the existing settling basin for the ASR-1 and ASR-2 Wells, which is
about 2 miles south of the intersection of General Jim Moore Boulevard and Coe Avenue (see
Figure 3-9a). Each of the three 16-inch-diameter ASR pipelines would connect to each of the two
new ASR wells; the 36-inch diameter Transmission Main would also connect to each of the two
new ASR wells with 16-inch diameter connector pipes (see Figure 3-14).

3.2.5 Electrical Power Facilities

Although CalAm may eventually use renewable energy sources to power the MPWSP
Desalination Plant (see Section 4.18, Energy Conservation, for a description), this EIR/EIS
assumes that all electrical power for the proposed facilities would be provided via new
connections to the local PG&E grid. New underground and aboveground power lines would be
installed at CEMEX for the subsurface slant wells, at the MPWSP Desalination Plant site, the
ASR-5 and ASR-6 Well sites, and Carmel Valley Pump Station to connect the new facilities to
the existing power grid.

3.3 Construction

3.3.1 Site Preparation and Construction Staging

3.3.1.1 Site Clearing and Preparation

Construction workers would clear and prepare the construction work areas in stages as construction
progresses. Before construction starts, the contractor would clear and grade portions of the
project area, removing vegetation and debris, as necessary, to provide a relatively level surface
for the movement of construction equipment. After construction, the contractor would contour
the construction work areas to their original profile, and hydroseed or pave the areas, as
appropriate.

3.3.1.2 Staging Areas

Construction equipment and materials would be stored within the construction work areas to the
extent feasible. Construction staging for the subsurface slant wells at CEMEX, the MPWSP
Desalination Plant, and the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would be accommaodated entirely within the
project area boundary shown in Figures 3-3, 3-5, and 3-9a. For construction of all other facilities
and pipelines, construction workers would use nine strategically located staging areas in the project
area vicinity. The proposed staging areas are sited with the intent of avoiding sensitive riparian
areas or critical habitat for protected species. With the exception of the staging areas at Seaside
Middle School and the MRWPCA property, the designated staging areas are primarily paved,
gravel, or dirt parking lots located in highly disturbed areas. Table 3-4 summarizes the staging area
locations and current site conditions. The staging areas are shown as hatched polygons in

Figures 3-3 through 3-12.
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TABLE 3-4
CONSTRUCTION STAGING AREAS

Location

Site Description

Monte Road/Neponset Road in unincorporated Monterey
County

Paved parking lot (semi-trucks) at Dole Vegetable
Processing Plant

MRWPCA Property

In open area to the east of the proposed Brine Mixing Box

Beach Road in Marina

Paved parking lot at Walmart

Highway 1/1st Street in Marina

Gated paved parking lot

2nd Avenue, between Lightfighter Drive and Divarty
Street, in Seaside

Paved parking lot at the Cal State University at Monterey
Bay Athletic Fields

2nd Avenue/Lightfighter Drive in Seaside

Paved parking lot

West side of General Jim Moore Boulevard, near Gigling
Road, in Seaside

Paved parking lot

East side of General Jim Moore Boulevard, near Gigling
Road, in Seaside

Paved parking lot

West side of General Jim Moore Boulevard, near
Seaside Middle School, in Seaside

Sandy area

Because all of the staging areas are paved, gravel, or dirt, CalAm’s contractors would not need to
remove trees or vegetation to use the sites for staging. They would not lay gravel in dirt staging
areas. Except for heavy machinery that is operated solely to move lighter-duty machinery in and
out of the staging area, and for the use of a front-loaded backhoe to load and unload material onto

transportation vehicles for delivery to the construction sites, heavy machinery would not be
operated at the staging areas. Only motion-sensored nighttime lighting would be installed at

staging areas.

3.3.2 Well Drilling and Development and Related Site

Improvements

3.3.2.1 Subsurface Slant Wells

Well installation consists of a two-part process: well drilling and well development. Well
development occurs after the wells have been drilled, and is the process of optimizing the water
quality and flow into the well. Both are described below.

All construction activities associated with the subsurface slant wells would occur several hundred
feet inland of the maximum high-tide elevation and in previously disturbed areas. Surface
construction activities would occur outside of MBNMS. Slant well construction would take
approximately 15 months to complete, and could take place anytime throughout the overall
24-month construction duration for the proposed project. Construction activities associated with
installation of the nine additional subsurface slant wells, including staging, materials storage, and
stockpiling, would temporarily disturb approximately 9 acres of land (approximately 1 acre of
disturbance per slant well) within the project area boundary shown in Figure 3-3a. Construction
activities would occur 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, with multiple slant wells being built
simultaneously. Construction-related trucks and vehicles would access the slant well site via
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Del Monte Boulevard, Lapis Road, and existing access roads in the CEMEX active mining area.
The construction contractor would use a temporary field office (mobile trailer) in the southern
portion of the project area throughout slant well construction activities. The field office and
materials receiving and storage would be contained within the 9-acre construction disturbance area.

The proposed slant wells would be built using a dual rotary drilling rig, pipe trailers, portable
drilling fluid tanks, Baker tanks (portable holding tanks), haul trucks, flatbed trucks, pumps, and
air compressors. The slant wells would be drilled at approximately 14 degrees below horizontal.

Drilling fluids, such as water, bentonite mud, or environmentally inert biodegradable additives,
would be used to drill through the first 100 feet or so of the dry dune sands to prevent the sand
from locking up the drill bit inside the conductor casing. The bentonite mud used in this initial
portion of the borehole would be recirculated into and out of the boring using a mud tank located
next to the drill rig. Drill cuttings would be removed from the drilling mud using a shaker table
and then the drilling mud would be re-used. Once the drill bit reaches groundwater, the
construction contractor would pump out all of the sand-bentonite mud slurry and put it in a
storage container for off-site hauling and disposal. The elevation of the groundwater surface will
be determined from the existing monitoring wells (MW-1S and MW-3S).

Below the top of the groundwater table, the remaining 900 feet of borehole would be drilled using
water already present in the sand and some potable water; no bentonite mud or other additives
would be used to drill this portion. The water and sediment mixture generated during the lower
portion of slant well drilling and construction would be placed in settling tanks, as necessary, to
allow sediment to settle out. The volume of water produced during this drilling phase would be
small enough that the construction contractor would dispose of the clarified effluent by percolating
it into the ground at the CEMEX retired mining area. Drilling spoils generated during the lower
portion of slant well drilling (i.e., not containing bentonite mud or other additives) would be spread
within the construction disturbance area and would not require offsite disposal.

The slant wells would be completed using telescoping casing ranging from 22 to 36 inches in
diameter and super-duplex 12- to 20-inch diameter stainless steel well screens. A submersible
pump would be lowered several hundred feet into each well. To develop the slant wells, each well
would be pumped for 2 to 6 weeks during slant well completion and initial well testing. The water
pumped from the wells during well development would be discharged to the ocean within the
waters of MBNMS via the test slant well discharge pipe and the existing MRWPCA ocean
outfall. CalAm would need to obtain permission from the MRWPCA to accept the well
development water (a combination of brackish groundwater and seawater) into its outfall during
this time, since use of the outfall may be precluded during relocation of the existing beach
junction structure (see cumulative Project No. 61 in Table 4.1-2). This well development process
would produce a volume of water too great to percolate into the ground at the CEMEX mining
area, as compared to the drilling phase described above. Once built, each well would include up
to 12-inch-diameter mechanical discharge piping (i.e., flow meter, isolation valve, check valve,
pump control valve, air release valve, and pressure gauge). This discharge mechanical piping
would be located in a below ground vault (12 feet by 6 feet). The electrical controls would be
located in a fiberglass enclosure. The discharge piping would then transition underground via
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trenching and connect to the buried source water pipeline. The wellheads would be accessible at
grade level once completed.

3.3.2.2 ASR Injection/Extraction Wells

Construction activities for new ASR injection/extraction wells would include grading, installation
and removal of temporary sound walls; well drilling, installation of pipeline connections to the
proposed ASR Conveyance Pipelines along General Jim Moore Boulevard, and installation of
electrical equipment and pumps. Construction equipment would include drill rigs, water tanks, pipe
trucks, flatbed trucks, and several service vehicles. The new ASR injection/extraction wells would
be drilled using the reverse rotary drilling method. Bentonite drilling fluids would not be used
during well drilling, but non-corrosive, environmentally inert, biodegradable additives might be
used to keep the borehole open if necessary. Construction of the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells and
associated facilities would take approximately 12 months. Most construction activities would
extend from 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., 5 days per week, with the exception of 4 weeks of 24-hour
construction for each new ASR injection/extraction well during well development and completion
(total of 8 weeks of 24-hour construction), until final depth is reached and the borehole is stabilized.
This would prevent the borehole from potentially collapsing in on itself, filling the borehole with
the surrounding geologic materials, and/or binding up the drill bit and trapping it in the borehole.

Water produced during development of the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells at the Fitch Park MBMH
housing area would be conveyed to a 1.4-acre natural depression located east of the intersection
of San Pablo Avenue and General Jim Moore Boulevard via the pump to waste pipeline and
percolated into the ground. The well development water would be disposed of in accordance with
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Resolution No. R3-2008-0010,
General Waiver for Specific Types of Discharges (RWQCB, 2008). Any waste material generated
during construction of the proposed ASR facilities that requires off-site disposal would be
transported to an approved landfill facility.

3.3.3 Desalination Plant Construction

Construction workers would access the MPWSP Desalination Plant site via Charles Benson Road
and existing access roads. Construction activities would include cutting, laying, and welding
pipelines and pipe connections; pouring concrete footings for foundations, tanks, and other support
equipment; building walls and roofs; assembling and installing major desalination process
components; installing piping, pumps, storage tanks, and electrical equipment; testing and
commissioning facilities; and finish work such as paving, landscaping, and fencing the perimeter of
the site. Construction equipment would include excavators, backhoes, graders, pavers, rollers,
bulldozers, concrete trucks, flatbed trucks, boom trucks, cranes, forklifts, welding equipment, dump
trucks, air compressors, and generators. Pretreatment, RO, and post-treatment facilities would be
prefabricated and delivered to the site for installation. Approximately 25 acres of the 46-acre site
would be disturbed during construction (see Figure 3-5). No import or export of fill material would
be necessary. Construction activities at the desalination plant site are expected to occur over

24 months.
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3.3.4 Pipeline Installation

Approximately 21 miles of pipelines would be installed within the paved roadway or adjacent to
roads and the Monterey Peninsula Recreational Trail. Most pipeline segments would be installed
using conventional open-trench technology; however, where it is not feasible or desirable to
perform open-cut trenching, trenchless methods would be used.

Typical construction equipment for pipeline installation would include flatbed trucks, backhoes,
excavators, pipe cutting and welding equipment, haul trucks for spoils transport, trucks for materials
delivery, compaction equipment, Baker tanks, pickup trucks, arch welding machines, generators, air
compressors, cranes, drill rigs, and skip loaders. Pipeline segments would typically be delivered and
installed in 6- to 40-foot-long sections. Soil removed from trenches and pits would be stockpiled
and reused, to the extent feasible, or hauled away for offsite disposal. Under typical circumstances,
the width of the disturbance corridor for pipeline construction would vary from 50 to 100 feet,
depending on the size of the pipe being installed. Trenchless technologies could require wider
corridors at entry and exit pits. Multiple pipelines would be built simultaneously. Although most
pipeline construction would occur over a 15-month period, pipeline construction could occur any
time throughout the entire 24-month construction period. As shown in Table 3-5, the construction
durations for most individual pipelines would be much shorter than 15 months. Pipeline installation
would be sequenced to minimize land use disturbance and traffic disruption to the extent possible.

3.3.4.1 Open-Trench Construction

For pipeline segments to be installed using open-trench methods, the construction sequence
would typically include:

o clearing and grading the ground surface along the pipeline alignments;

° excavating the trench;

. preparing and installing pipeline sections;

. installing vaults, manhole risers, manifolds, and other pipeline components;
. backfilling the trench with non-expansive fills;

. restoring preconstruction contours; and

. revegetating or paving the pipeline alignments, as appropriate.

A conventional backhoe, excavator, or other mechanized equipment would be used to excavate
trenches. The typical trench width would be 6 feet; however, vaults, manhole risers, and other
pipeline components could require wider excavations. Work crews would install trench boxes or
shoring or would lay back and bench the slopes to stabilize the pipeline trenches and prevent the
walls from collapsing during construction. After excavating the trenches, the contractor would
line the trench with pipe bedding; that is, sand or other appropriate material shaped to support the
pipeline. Construction workers would then place pipe sections (and pipeline components, where
applicable) into the trench, weld the sections together as trenching proceeded, and then backfill
the trench. Most pipeline segments would have 8 feet of cover. Open-trench construction would
generally proceed at a rate of about 150 to 250 feet per day. Steel plates would be placed over
trenches to maintain access to private driveways. Some pipeline installation would require
construction in existing roadways and could result in temporary lane closures or detours.
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CONSTRUCTION ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

TABLE 3-5

Project Component(s)

Total Excess Spoils and
Construction Debris
(cubic yards)

Construction Equipment

Construction Durations and Work Hours

Subsurface Slant Wells (drilling 100 cy e Dirilling rig o Baker tank(s) Construction of the nine permanent slant wells and
and development of nine e Pipe trailers e Cranes associated facilities could occur anytime during the
permanent wells, conversion of Portable drilling fluid tank Al 24-month construction duration but would take
test slant well to permanent * Portable drilling fluid tanks ¢ /Arcompressors _ approximately 15 months total. Slant well construction
well, and construction of ¢ Flatbed trucks * Pipe cutting and welding would require 24-hour construction activities.
supporting infrastructure in the e Haul trucks equipment
CEMEX active mining area)
MPWSP Desalination Plant Ocy ¢ Excavators o Concrete transport trucks The MPWSP Desalination Plant would be constructed
e Backhoes e Concrete pump trucks over a 24-month period, and would require 24-hour
. construction activities.
e Air compressors o Flatbed trucks
e Loaders e Generators
e Boom trucks e Pickup trucks
e Cranes e Trucks for materials delivery
e Pavers and rollers
e Bulldozers
Pipelines: e Flatbed trucks e Baker tank(s) Multiple pipelines, sometimes in the same roadway,
a) Source Water Pipeline a) 1,735 cy e Backhoes e Pickup trucks W_oullq be buﬂ}lS|_multandeously._To ;he extent feasible,
b) New Desalinated Water b) 15,400 ¢ : . pipeline installation and associated construction
) Pipeline and new ) y * E.xcavato'rs ] * Arcwelding machine activities would occur during the day. This EIR/EIS
g . ¢ Pipe cutting and welding e Generators assumes that the installation of the Transmission Main
Transmission Main : o L -
) e equipment « Air compressors and three ASR pipelines within the General Jim Moore
©) C.astr.ovnle Pipeline ¢) 600 cy e Haul trucks for spoils transport e 80-ton crane Boulevard road right-of-way would occur during the
d) Pipeline to CSIP Pond d) 785 cy ! . ) day. At other locations, pipeline installation may require
i ) o e Trucks for materials delivery e Skip loader N - :
e) Brine Discharge Pipeline e) 3,575 cy . ) P nighttime construction to meet the project schedule.
and Brine Mixing Box and f) 4,540 cy * Compaction equipment e Pavers and rollers Pipeline installation would occur at a rate of

appurtenances
f) ASR Pipelines

Total for all pipelines =
24,135 cy

approximately 150 to 250 feet per day. The expected
construction duration for each pipeline is as follows:

a) Source Water Pipeline — 6 months

b) New Desalinated Water Pipeline and new
Transmission Main — 15 months

c) Castroville Pipeline — 4 months

d) Pipeline to CSIP Pond — 2 months

e) Brine Discharge Pipeline and Brine Mixing Box and
appurtenances — 3 months, and 9 months,
respectively

f) ASR Pipelines — 5 months
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CONSTRUCTION ASSUMPTIONS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

TABLE 3-5 (Continued)

Project Component(s)

Total Excess Spoils and
Construction Debris
(cubic yards)

Construction Equipment

Construction Durations and Work Hours

ASR Injection/Extraction Wells 280 cy Drill rig Excavator Construction of the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells at Fitch

(ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells) Boom truck or crane Concrete pumper, concrete truck Park MBMH area would take approximately 12 months.
Backh Pavi . ! With the exception of 4 weeks of 24-hour construction

ackhoe aving equipment for each new ASR injection/extraction well during well

Air compressor Flatbed trucks development and completion (total of 8 weeks of
Electrical generator Haul trucks 24-hour construction), construction of these facilities
Baker tank Welding equipment would occur during the day.

Highway 68 Interconnection Flatbed trucks Baker tank(s) Construction of these facilities would occur during the

Improvements Backhoes Pickup trucks day.

a) Ryan Ranch-Bishop a) 295 cy Excavators Arc welding machine a) Ryan Ranch-Bishop Interconnection

b) Main System—Hidden Hills b) 100 cy Improvements — 4 months

Pipe cutting and welding
equipment

Haul trucks for spoils transport
Trucks for materials delivery
Compaction equipment

Generators

Air compressors
80-ton crane

Drill rig

Skip loader
Pavers and rollers

b) Main System—Hidden Hills Interconnection
Improvements — 3 months

Carmel Valley Pump Station

200 cy

Excavator

Backhoe

Air compressor

Boom truck or small crane
Generator

Concrete pump truck
Paving equipment
Flatbed truck

Pavers and rollers
Welding equipment
Baker tank

The Carmel Valley Pump Station would be built over a
6-month period. Construction at this site would occur
during the day.

Total Excess Spoils and
Construction Debris =

Approximately
27,610 cy

Overall Construction Schedule =
July 2018 through June 2020 (24 months total)
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3.3.4.2 Trenchless Technologies

Where it is not feasible or desirable to perform open-cut trenching, workers would use trenchless
methods such as jack-and-bore, drill-and-burst, horizontal directional drilling, or microtunneling.
Pipeline segments located within heavily congested underground utility areas or in sensitive
habitat areas would likely be installed using horizontal directional drilling or microtunneling.
Jack-and-bore methods would likely be used beneath railroad crossings. Horizontal directional
drilling would likely be used for pipeline segments that cross beneath Highway 1 (new
Transmission Main) and beneath drainages (Castroville Pipeline). Trenchless methods of pipeline
installation would be required at five identified locations (additional locations may be identified
during final pipeline design):

1. Installation of the Source Water Pipeline beneath the TAMC right-of-way at Lapis Road,
just north of the CEMEX access Road

2. Installation of the new Desalinated Water Pipeline beneath the TAMC right-of-way near
the southern intersection of Lapis Road/Del Monte Boulevard

3. Installation of the new Transmission Main beneath the TAMC right-of-way near Marina
Drive/Del Monte Boulevard/Reindollar Avenue

4. Installation of the new Transmission Main (and new Transmission Main Optional
Alignment) at Highway 1 and Lightfighter Drive

5. Installation of the Castroville Pipeline under Tembladero Slough

Jack-and-Bore and Microtunneling Methods

The jack-and-bore and microtunneling methods entail excavating an entry pit and a egress pit at
either end of the pipe segment. A horizontal auger is used to drill a hole, and a hydraulic jack is
used to push a casing through the hole to the egress pit. As the boring proceeds, a steel casing is
jacked into the hole and pipe is installed in the casing.

Drill-and-Burst Method

The drill-and-burst method involves drilling a small pilot hole at the desired depth through a
substrate, and then pulling increasingly larger reamers through the pilot hole until the hole
reaches the desired diameter.

Horizontal Directional Drilling

Horizontal directional drilling requires the excavation of a pit on either end of the pipe alignment.
A surface-launched drilling rig is used to drill a small horizontal boring at the desired depth
between the two pits. The boring is filled with drilling fluid and enlarged by a back reamer or
hole opener to the required diameter. The pipeline is then pulled into position through the boring.
Entry and receiving pits range in size depending on the length of the crossing, but typically have
dimensions of approximately 50 by 50 feet.
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3.3.4.3 Disinfection of Existing and Newly Installed Pipelines

Before connecting existing and new pipelines, CalAm would drain and disinfect the existing pipe
segments before putting them into service. Similarly, upon completing construction activities,
facility operators would disinfect the newly installed pipelines and pipeline connections before
bringing the pipes into service. Effluent produced during the pipeline disinfection process would be
discharged to the local stormwater drainage system in accordance with the Central Coast RWQCB
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges with Low Threat to Water Quality (Order
No. R3-2011-0223, NPDES Permit No. CAG993001) (RWQCB, 2011), or discharged in
compliance with stormwater control requirements in the respective local jurisdictions (e.g., as
directed by U.S. Army approvals on Army-owned property). See Impact 4.3-3 in Section 4.3,
Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality, for additional information.

3.3.5 Carmel Valley Pump Station

Construction crews would prepare the Carmel Valley Pump Station site by removing vegetation
and grading the sites to create a level work area. Construction activities would include pouring
concrete footing for foundations; assembling and installing piping, pumps, and electrical
equipment; building concrete enclosures and roofs; and performing finish work such as paving,
landscaping, and fencing the perimeter of the pump station site. Construction access would be
provided via existing access roads and roadways. Construction of the Carmel Valley Pump
Station would result in approximately 40,000 square feet (or 0.9 acre) of temporary disturbance,
and 1,300 square feet (0.03 acre) of permanent disturbance.

3.3.6 Installation of Powerlines

New underground and aboveground powerlines would be built between existing powerlines in the
area and the proposed facilities. For installation of overhead powerlines, power poles would be
sited approximately 300 feet apart. Installation of overhead powerlines would occur in two
phases: (1) installing the poles, and (2) installing and tensioning the powerline. Access to each
pole would be needed at least twice. The poles would probably be set by digging a hole up to

10 feet deep, placing the pole in the hole, and backfilling. At each of the pole locations, an
approximately 50-by-50-foot area would be needed for laydown and assembly, and a limited
amount of vegetation might require removal, but grading would not be needed. Construction
workers would use standard rubber-tired line trucks to access the alignment and to install and
tension the new overhead powerlines. The puller/tensioner would be mounted on a utility truck or
on a double-axle trailer. Workers might need to trim or remove some vegetation along the
alignment to keep vegetation away from the overhead powerlines.

Installation of the new underground powerlines would require excavation of an approximately
1-foot-wide, 3-foot-deep trench along their alignments. After installing each underground
powerline in the trench, construction workers would backfill the trench and restore the ground
surface.
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3.3.7 Spoils Management and Disposal

Excavation and construction activities would generate excess soil, rock, and construction material
and debris. Although suitable topsoil and subsoils excavated during construction would be used to
backfill excavations and restore work areas, project construction is projected to generate
approximately 27,610 cubic yards of excess material requiring offsite disposal at the Monterey
Peninsula Landfill and Monterey Materials Recycling Facility. The average capacity of haul
trucks is assumed to be 10 cubic yards. Spoils hauling and placement would occur throughout the
24-month construction schedule.

3.3.8 Construction Schedule

The proposed project facilities would be built over approximately 24 months, with an expected
construction period of July 2019 through June 2021. Construction activities associated with
installation of the nine permanent subsurface slant wells and conversion of the test slant well into
a permanent well at the CEMEX retired mining area would occur over approximately 15 months.
Construction activities for the slant wells could occur 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, except
for holidays.

Construction activities at the MPWSP Desalination Plant site would take place over 24 months,
and could occur up to 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.

Installation of pipelines and construction of the associated conveyance facilities would occur over
15 to 18 months, with multiple pipelines being installed simultaneously. If possible, the pipeline
will be installed during the day and within noise ordinance time limits. However, some pipelines
or sections of pipeline could require nighttime construction to meet the schedule. Installation of
pipelines within the city of Seaside, including all or portions of the three ASR pipelines (ASR
Conveyance Pipeline, ASR Recirculation Pipeline, and ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline) and the
sections of the new Transmission Main would occur only during the day. All pipeline
components installed within property owned by the U.S. Army (pipelines connected to ASR-5
and ASR-6 Wells) would be constructed only during the day.

Construction of the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would take approximately 12 months. Except for
the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells, everything else being built at the Fitch Park MBMH in the former
Fort Ord area would be built during the day. Each ASR injection/extraction well would require
continuous 24-hour construction for up to 4 weeks during well completion and development, for a
total of 8 weeks of 24-hour construction.

Construction of the Ryan Ranch-Bishop Interconnection Improvements and Main System—Hidden
Hills Interconnection Improvements would take approximately 3 and 4 months, respectively.

Construction of the Carmel Valley Pump Station would take approximately 6 months, and would
occur during the day.
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3.4 Operations and Maintenance

3.4.1 Operation of the Seawater Intake System, MPWSP
Desalination Plant, and Brine Discharges

CalAm would operate the subsurface slant wells and MPWSP Desalination Plant 24 hours a day,
365 days per year. It would usually operate the seawater intake wells remotely using SCADA
systems. Up to eight subsurface slant wells would run at any given time, with each well producing
approximately 3 mgd of source water for the MPWSP Desalination Plant, for a combined total of up
to 24.1 mgd of source water. At least two wells would stay on standby. Approximately 25 to

30 facility operators and support personnel would be on site 24 hours a day to operate the
desalination facilities.

The MPWSP Desalination Plant would operate at an overall recovery rate of 42 percent.
Approximately 24.1 mgd of raw seawater would be needed to produce 9.6 mgd of desalinated
product water. The RO process would generate approximately 13.98 mgd of brine (including

0.4 mgd of decanted waste effluent). The salinity of the brine is expected to range between 57 and
58 ppt,12 which is roughly 71 to 74 percent higher than seawater (Flow Science Inc., 2014). The
brine stream would be discharged to Monterey Bay via the existing MRWPCA ocean outfall and
diffuser. During wet periods, the brine stream would be blended with treated wastewater effluent
from the MRWPCA Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant before discharge. The brine stream
could be discharged without dilution for extended periods during dry months when all of the
treated wastewater effluent is reclaimed for agricultural irrigation. The amount of treated
wastewater effluent available for blending would vary throughout the year.

The MRWPCA'’s diffuser would disperse the brine stream at the discharge point, thereby
minimizing salinity differences between the discharges and the surrounding seawater.

Sections 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality, and 4.5, Marine Resources, describe
the modeling and analysis performed for brine discharges under the proposed project.

Table 3-6 provides an overview of typical facility operations under the proposed project.

TABLE 3-6
OVERVIEW OF TYPICAL FACILITY OPERATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Operations Schedules

Subsurface Intake System and MPWSP Desalination Plant 24 hours a day, 365 days per year

Conveyance of Salinas Valley Return Flows to CCSD and CSIP | Dry season (typically May through November)

ASR - Injection of Desalinated Product Water Wet season (typically November through April)
ASR - Injection of Carmel River Supplies Wet season (typically December through May)
ASR — Extraction Typically May through November

SOURCE: RBF Consulting, 2013a.

12 Based on ocean ambient salinity levels ranging from 33.36 to 33.8 ppt (Flow Science, Inc., 2014).
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Over the life of the project, for a host of reasons (e.g., mechanical or electrical problems, water
quality issues13, loss of power, etc.), there would be periods when CalAm would need to shut
down the MPWSP Desalination Plant. After a shutdown, CalAm might operate the plant with all
RO modules in service (at the plant’s maximum production capacity of 11.2 mgd) to catch up on
production; however, the total annual production would not exceed 9.6 mgd (Svindland, 2014).

Table 3-7 provides a comparative example of MPWSP Desalination Plant typical daily versus
operations following a 2-day shutdown. As shown in the example, any fluctuations in daily
production would not affect total monthly production.

TABLE 3-7
MPWSP DESALINATION PLANT OPERATIONS —
NORMAL OPERATIONS VS. RECOVERY POST 2-DAY SHUTDOWN

Daily Production (mgd)

Week Monday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday

Normal Operations

1 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6
2 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6
3 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6
4 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6

Total Monthly Production = | 269 mgd

Operations Before and After 2-Day Shutdown

1 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6
2 9.6 ***2-Day Shutdown*** 11.2 11.2 11.2 11.2
3 11.2 11.2 11.2 11.2 11.2 11.2 11.2
4 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6

Total Monthly Production = | 267 mgd

SOURCE: Svindland, 2014.

The slant wells would require maintenance every 5 years. During maintenance, workers would
access the well from the wellhead, and would lower mechanical brushes into the wells to clean
the screens. If chemical cleaning products are needed for maintenance, only environmentally inert
products would be used. The disturbance area associated with periodic maintenance of the
subsurface slant wells would be roughly 6 acres. All disturbance would occur on the inland side
of the dune face at the wellheads.

Accounting for all of the slant wells, maintenance activities within the beach area would last
between 9 and 18 weeks every 5 years. Maintenance activities would occur between October and
February to avoid the nesting season for snowy plover. Maintenance workers would access the
slant wells via the existing CEMEX access road (RBF Consulting, 2013a).

13 Hazardous Algal Blooms would not be a reason for the wells to stop operating. Subsurface intakes are not affected
by algal blooms.
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3.4.2 Operation of the ASR System

Carmel River supplies would be injected into the groundwater basin via ASR under the
MPWMD’s and CalAm’s existing SWRCB Permits 20808A and 20808C. The instantaneous rate
and cumulative quantity of water diverted from the Carmel River and placed into underground
storage would be measured and recorded, as would the cumulative quantity of Carmel River
water recovered from underground storage and placed into beneficial use.

Unlike the injection period for Carmel River supplies, which is limited to periods of high flow
between December and May in the lower stretches of the Carmel River, desalinated product water
supplies could be injected into the Seaside Groundwater Basin during any time of the year.
Desalinated product water and Carmel River supplies would typically be pumped out of the basin
during summer months and periods of peak demand.

Similar to existing operations, CalAm proposes to use the ASR system to store water supplies
during wet periods. Both desalinated product water and Carmel River supplies would be chlorinated
to drinking water standards at existing CalAm treatment facilities prior to injection. Desalinated
product water would flow through the new Desalinated Water Pipeline and the new Transmission
Main, while Carmel River supplies would be conveyed through the existing Segunda Pipeline, and
injected into the northern subbasin of the Seaside Groundwater Basin (see Section 4.4, Groundwater
Resources, for descriptions of groundwater basins and subbasins in the project area).

CalAm would rely primarily on any of the six ASR injection/extraction wells (Phases I, I, and 111
of the ASR system) to recover the banked water. Depending on demand, CalAm would also use
existing groundwater production wells in the Seaside Groundwater Basin to recover the banked
water. This would increase operational flexibility. CalAm would extract the water via existing
production wells under the following conditions to avoid changing the hydraulic gradient or
exacerbating localized depressions:

. Seaside Groundwater Basin annual monitoring reports prepared by Seaside Groundwater
Basin Watermaster would be reviewed yearly to identify the current location of the
groundwater depression in the Santa Margarita Formation, the aquifer unit where the ASR
system water would be banked.

. CalAm’s use of existing groundwater production wells to recover water stored in the ASR
system would be limited to those production wells in the northern subbasin located east of the
center point of the groundwater depression. Restricting extraction to the eastern side of the
groundwater depression would allow CalAm to extract the banked water before it migrates
into the depression and would, therefore, avoid affecting the groundwater depression.

o The order in which the groundwater production wells would be used to extract banked
water depends on how close they are to the ASR injection wells. The first priority would be
any of the ASR wells, followed in order by the Paralta, Ord Grove #2, Luzern #2, and
Playa #3 Wells.14

14 Based on the current location of the groundwater depression in 2012, and until the depression migrates to the west,
the Playa #3 Well may not be used to recover water banked in the ASR system.
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. Existing groundwater production wells located outside of the northern subbasin of the
Seaside Groundwater Basin (Plumas #4 Well) would not be used to recover banked water
because these wells are not directly connected to the aquifer where the ASR water would
be stored (CalAm, 2014b).

The stored water would be pumped out of the groundwater basin and conveyed through the ASR
Conveyance Pipeline to the CalAm distribution system for direct delivery to customers in Seaside
and other customers in CalAm’s Monterey District service area. CalAm would meet drinking
water requirements by disinfecting this water before serving it to customers.

Tanker trucks would deliver sodium hypochlorite solution (12.5 percent NaOCI) to the existing
ASR disinfection facility about once each month to replenish the system. With all six wells in
operation, the expected chemical use would be less than 150 gallons per day of sodium
hypochlorite. The ASR system would be operated remotely via SCADA.

Similar to operations for the existing ASR injection/extraction wells, facility operators would
regularly backflush accumulated sediment and turbid water from the ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells.
This would take anywhere from a few minutes to 2 hours. CalAm would route the water produced
during routine backflushing to the existing ASR settling basin at the ASR-1 and ASR-2 Wells
site, near the intersection of General Jim Moore Boulevard and Coe Avenue.

3.4.3 Desalinated Water Conveyance Facilities

3.4.3.1 Routine Maintenance of Pump Stations and Pipelines

The proposed pump station could operate continuously for up to 24 hours a day. Although pump
stations would typically be operated remotely via SCADA, facility operators would conduct
routine visits to the pump station site to monitor operations, conduct general maintenance
activities, and service the pumps.

General operations and maintenance activities associated with pipelines would include annual
inspections of the cathodic protection system and replacement of sacrificial anodes when
necessary, testing and servicing of valves, vegetation maintenance along rights-of-way, and
repairs of minor leaks in buried pipeline joints or segments.

3.4.3.2 Interconnections for Highway 68 Satellite Systems

With implementation of the proposed project, the Ryan Ranch, Hidden Hills, and Bishop satellite
systems would stop pumping groundwater from the Laguna Seca Subbasin and would rely on
MPWSP supplies instead.

3.4.4 Payback to Seaside Groundwater Basin

As part of the adjudication of the Seaside Groundwater Basin, CalAm must provide replenishment
water supplies to the basin in an amount equivalent to the quantity of water that CalAm previously
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pumped in excess of the basin’s natural safe yield.1> In November 2012, the Seaside Groundwater
Basin Watermaster and CalAm tentatively agreed to a replenishment schedule of 25 years at a
replenishment rate of 700 afy, based on a running 5-year (water year) average. CalAm would meet
its obligations via in-lieu recharge or artificial replenishment. Depending on fluctuations in
precipitation and water supplies, the actual volume of water replenished during any given year
would vary but would be equal to or greater than 700 afy based on a running 5-year average
(Watermaster, 2012).

3.4.5 Power Demand

Under existing conditions, the electrical power needed to operate the water supply system in
CalAm’s Monterey District Service Area is 11,466,000 kilowatt hours per year (kWh/yr). That is the
baseline electrical demand for the proposed project. With the proposed project, and accounting for
the reduction in Carmel River pumping that would occur once the MPWSP Desalination Plant is
brought online, the average annual power demand for the Monterey District Service Area would be
63,364,000 kWh/yr. Therefore, the net increase in annual electrical power demand for water
production would be approximately 51,898,000 kWh/yr. Electrical power for all of the proposed
project facilities would be provided via the PG&E power grid unless CalAm were to secure a
separate renewable power source for some or all of its power needs.

The MPWSP would recover energy from the brine stream using pressure-exchanger
technology.16 Energy recovery is a process through which the energy contained in pressurized
brine flow is transferred to a portion of the RO source water. This lowers source water pumping
requirements and thus lowers overall energy consumption. Under the proposed project, energy
recovery using pressure-exchanger technology would substantially reduce overall energy
consumption during the RO process. This reduced consumption is reflected in the estimate of
annual electrical power demand in the previous paragraph.

3.5 Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory Requirements

This EIR/EIS is intended to inform decision-makers of the environmental consequences
associated with the proposed MPWSP. The proposed project would be subject to various
regulations and could require discretionary permits from federal, state, and local jurisdictions.
Table 3-8 summarizes the permits and authorizations that would likely be required to build,
operate, and maintain the proposed project. Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures, explains how the project follows the applicable state, regional, and local
plans relevant to each topical section in the chapter.

15 As defined in Monterey County Superior Court’s final decision in Case No. 66343, California American Water v.
City of Seaside, et al. (Monterey County Superior Court, 2006), and as amended decision in February 2007
(Monterey County Superior Court, 2007), “natural safe yield” is the quantity of groundwater in the Seaside
Groundwater Basin that occurs solely as a result of natural replenishment.

16 Additional information on pressure-exchanger energy recovery systems is available at www.energyrecovery.com.
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TABLE 3-8

ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency or Department

Permit or Approval

Discussion

Federal Agencies - Consultati

ons with federal agencies could be required if the

proposed project is subject to a federal permit, such as a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit.

U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps)

Permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (33 USC §1344)

Section 10 Permit of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1899

e Projects that would discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the United States,
including wetlands, require a Corps permit under Clean Water Act Section 404.

e Projects that would place structures below the Ordinary High Water elevation of navigable
waters of the United States require approval by the Corps.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS)

For “May Affect, but May Not Adversely
Affect” determinations: A letter of
Concurrence is issued by USFWS to federal
action agency

For “May Adversely Affect” determinations:
Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (16
USC 81531 et seq.)

and

Incidental Take Statement in accordance with
FESA Section 7, as amended (16 USC 81531
et seq.)

e The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) requires federal agencies to consult with the
USFWS before implementing actions that may affect a federally listed species under their
jurisdiction or may adversely modify designated critical habitat. MBNMS, as NEPA Lead
Agency, must consult with the USFWS to determine whether the proposed action of issuing
permits and authorizations for the proposed project is likely to adversely affect a federally-
listed terrestrial or freshwater animal or plant species under USFWS jurisdiction, or that
species’ designated critical habitat; jeopardize the continued existence of species that are
proposed for listing under FESA; or adversely modify proposed critical habitat. To support the
USFWS determination, MBNMS prepared a Biological Assessment to initiate “formal
consultation”. The USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion concerning the effects of the project.
If the USFWS finds that the project may jeopardize the species or destroy or modify critical
habitat, reasonable and prudent alternatives to the action must be considered.

e The USFWS authorizes the incidental take of federally listed species through an Incidental
Take Statement that is supported by, and often attached to, the Biological Opinion, consistent
with Section 7 of the FESA.

Permit under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(16 USC §8703-711)

e The incidental take of migratory birds or any part, nest, or eggs of a migratory bird also
requires an Incidental Take Permit from the USFWS.

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA)

National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS)

For “May Affect, but May Not Adversely
Affect” determinations: A letter of
Concurrence is issued by NMFS to federal
action agency

For “May Adversely Affect” determinations:
Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) (16
USC §1531 et seq.)

and

Incidental Take Statement in accordance with
FESA Section 7, as amended (16 USC §1531
et seq.)

e The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) requires federal agencies to consult with the
NMFS before implementing actions that may affect a federally listed species under their
jurisdiction or may adversely modify designated critical habitat. MBNMS, as NEPA Lead
Agency, must consult with the NMFS to determine whether the proposed action of issuing
permits and authorizations for the proposed project is likely to adversely affect a federally-
listed marine species under NMFS jurisdiction, or that species’ designated critical habitat;
jeopardize the continued existence of species that are proposed for listing under FESA; or
adversely modify proposed critical habitat. To support the NMFS determination, MBNMS
prepared a Biological Assessment to initiate consultation.

e The NMFS issued a letter of concurrence on October 23, 2017.
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TABLE 3-8 (Continued)
ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency or Department

Permit or Approval

Discussion

Federal Agencies (cont.)

State Historic
Preservation Office

Consultation with State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO) or Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer (THPO) under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA) (16 USC 8470 et seq.)

e The NHPA requires federal permitting agencies to “take into account” the effects of a federal
undertaking, or a proposed project, on properties included in the National Register of Historic
Places or that meet National Register criteria, and to afford the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment. Thus, as part of the federal consultations
required by NEPA, the MBNMS must consult with the SHPO or THPO on behalf of the project
applicant.

e The SHPO issued a letter of concurrence on May 3, 2017

National Oceanic and
Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)

Under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act
and regulations, a permit or other approval is
required from NOAA to allow a person to
conduct an activity within a sanctuary that is
otherwise prohibited.

e Otherwise prohibited activities within a national marine sanctuary may be allowed via the
issuance of a permit or authorization. A special use permit (SUP) is available pursuant to
Section 310 of the NMSA for any activity that is necessary (1) to establish conditions of access
to and use of any Sanctuary resource or (2) to promote public use and understanding of a
Sanctuary resource; and that does not injure Sanctuary resource. An authorization is
available to allow the conduct of an activity prohibited by sanctuary regulations if such activity
is specifically authorized by any valid federal, State, or local lease, permit, license, approval,
or other authorization issued after the effective date of sanctuary regulation (15 CFR 922.49).

Consultation with NMFS under Section 305(b)
of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (16 USC
§1855(b))

* If MBNMS approves a project that could adversely affect designated Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH), it must consult with NMFS.

e The NMFS issued a letter of concurrence on October 23, 2017.

U.S. Army

Real property outgrants for construction and
operation for non-Army users (Army
Regulation (AR) 405-80, 200-1)

o AR405-80 sets forth the authority and prescribes policies for management of the United States
of America title to real property under the jurisdiction or control of the Department of the Army,
granting the use of that real property to non-Army users.

e Under AR200-1, real property transactions require preparation of appropriate NEPA
documentation per 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 651. Should a discretionary
approval be required for use of U.S. Army property, this EIR/EIS will serve as the NEPA
requirement for the action.

State Agencies

California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC)

Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (Cal. Pub. Util. Code 81001 et seq.)

e This allows the applicant to build and operate the proposed project, and to recover its costs.

Fort Ord Reuse Authority
(FORA)

Finding of substantial conformance with the
Base Reuse Plan and the FORA Master
Resolution Chapter 8 consistency criteria

e Applications for local agency legislative land use planning approval (such as a proposed
county general plan amendment) come before the FORA Board of Directors for a
determination of consistency between the application and the Base Reuse Plan.
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TABLE 3-8 (Continued)
ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency or Department

Permit or Approval

Discussion

State Agencies (cont.)

Central Coast Regional
Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB)

Compliance with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit
for Discharges of Storm Water Associated
with Construction Activity (Order 2010-0014-
DWQ)

Any discharge of stormwater to surface waters of the United States from a construction project
that encompasses 1 acre or more of soil disturbance requires compliance with the General
Permit. This includes:

— Development and implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan that specifies
best management practices (BMPSs) to prevent construction pollutants from contacting
stormwater, with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite into
receiving waters

— Elimination or reduction of non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other
waters of the U.S.

— Inspection of all BMPs

NPDES permit under Section 402 of the Clean
Water Act (33 USC §1342)

Discharges of brine into surface waters of the United States, including wetlands and Monterey
Bay National Marine Sanctuary, requires an NPDES permit. The Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Treatment Plant
(Order No. R3-2014-0013, NPDES Permit No. CA0048551) would be revised to include the
brine discharges from the MPWSP Desalination Plant.

Waste Discharge Requirements under the
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
(Cal. Water Code §13000 et seq.)

Any activity that results or may result in a discharge of waste that directly or indirectly impacts
the quality of waters of the state (including groundwater or surface water) or the beneficial
uses of those waters is subject to waste discharge requirements.

Water Quality Certification under Section 401
of the Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341)

Under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the RWQCB must certify that actions authorized
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act also meet state water quality standards. Any
applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity including, but not limited to, the
construction or operation of facilities, which may result in any discharge into navigable waters,
must provide the licensing or permitting agency a certification that the activity meets state
water quality standards.

California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Incidental Take Permit under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA)
(Cal. Fish and Game Code §2081)

The take of any endangered, threatened, or candidate species may be permitted if it is
incidental to an otherwise lawful activity and if the impacts of the authorized take are
minimized and fully mitigated. No permit may be issued if the activity would jeopardize the
continued existence of the species.

Lake/Streambed Alteration Agreement
(Cal. Fish and Game Code §1602)

It is unlawful to substantially divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or
bank of any river, stream, or lake in California that supports wildlife resources, or to use any
material from the streambeds, without first notifying the CDFW.

California Coastal
Commission (CCC)

Coastal Development Permit under the
California Coastal Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§30000 et seq.)

Development proposed within the Coastal Zone requires a Coastal Development Permit from
the CCC, except where the local jurisdiction has approved a Local Coastal Program (LCP). If
S0, the primary responsibility for issuing permits in coastal areas shifts from the CCC to the
local government, although the CCC will hear appeals on certain local government coastal
development decisions.
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TABLE 3-8 (Continued)
ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency or Department

Permit or Approval

Discussion

State Agencies (cont.)

California Coastal
Commission (CCC)
(cont.)

Regardless of whether a Coastal Development Permit must be obtained from a local agency
under an approved LCP, the CCC retains coastal development permit authority over new
development proposed on the immediate shoreline, including intake and outfall structures on
tidelands, submerged lands, and certain public trust lands, and over any development that
constitutes a “major public works project.” (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §830601, 30600[b][2]).

Federal Consistency Review under the
Coastal Zone Management Act (16 U.S.C.
81456) and Federal Consistency regulations
(15 C.F.R. Part 930, Subpart D)

In accordance with 15 C.F.R. Part 930, Subpart D, the project applicant may be required to
submit a federal consistency certification to the CCC. The CCC must then concur,
conditionally concur, or object to the certification; no response from the CCC would be
considered a presumed concurrence.

California Environmental
Protection Agency, State
Water Resources Control
Board, Division of
Drinking Water

Permit to Operate a Public Water System
(Cal. Health and Safety Code §116525)

The Division of Drinking Water has permitting authority over the operation of a public water
system and oversees the quality of the desalinated water produced.

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Encroachment Permit
(Cal. Streets and Highway Code 8660 et seq.)

Caltrans has permitting authority over encroachments in, under, or over any portion of a state
highway right-of-way, including Highway 156, Highway 68, and Highway 1.

California Department of
Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC)

DTSC hazardous waste management and
disposal requirements under Title 22, Division
4.5, Chapter 11, Article 3, Soluble Threshold
Limits Concentrations (STLC)/Total Threshold
Limits Concentrations (TTLC);

Review under local regulations for digging and
excavation within certain areas of the former
Ft Ord.

DTSC would require soil management plans if contaminated soils are present along the
pipeline alignment. Regulatory Requirements outline the concentrations at which soil and
groundwater are a California Hazardous Waste. Title 22 would apply if contaminated soil or
groundwater arising from trenching are a Hazardous Waste, subject to associated transport
and disposal requirements. Under 40 CFR Part 261, concentrations of contaminated soil or
groundwater may also be a Federal Hazardous Waste.

DTSC must approve digging and excavation in certain portions of the former Fort Ord military
base (also see City of Seaside Digging and Excavation Permit).

California State Lands
Commission (CSLC)

New Land Use Lease, for portion of the
subsurface slant wells located below mean
high tide, and Amended Land Use Lease, for
use of the MRWPCA outfall and diffuser
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code §1900)

CSLC has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted tidelands and submerged
lands in Monterey Bay under the Common Law Public Trust. On tidal waterways, the State’s
sovereign fee ownership extends landward to the mean high tide elevation.

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 encroaches 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.

State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB)

Order approving change in Place of Use to
allow Carmel River water to be injected and/or
extracted by ASR-5 and ASR-6 wells

The SWRCB has authority over the place of injection and use of Carmel River water under
Permit 20808
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TABLE 3-8 (Continued)
ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency or Department Permit or Approval Discussion

Local Agencies

Seaside Groundwater
Basin Watermaster

Permit for Injection/Extraction

The Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster must approve injection/extraction activities that
would affect the Seaside Groundwater Basin.

City of Seaside

Digging and Excavation Permit

Excavations of more than 10 cubic yards within an Ordnance Remediation District, in the
Former Fort Ord areas require a permit under Chapter 15.34, Digging and Excavation, of the
Former Fort Ord Ordinance. Permit approval is subject to requirements placed on the property
by an agreement between the City of Seaside, FORA, and DTSC.

City of Marina

Coastal Development Permit in accordance
with the California Coastal Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code §30000 et seq.)

Where the City of Marina has jurisdiction through a Local Coastal Program, it must permit
development proposed in the Coastal Zone, and the CCC retains jurisdiction over appeals.
Where there is no Local Coastal Program, the CCC retains primary permit authority.

Monterey County Public
Works Department

Encroachment Permit
(Monterey County Code [MCC]
Chapter 14.04)

Designated activities within the right-of-way of a county highway require an Encroachment
Permit from the director of the Public Works Department, whose decisions may be appealed to
the Monterey County Board of Supervisors.

Tree Removal Permit

Removal of any protected trees requires a tree removal permit under Chapter 16.60 of the
County’s municipal code. Removal of more than three protected trees requires a forest
management plan from the Director of Planning.

Monterey County Health
Department,
Environmental Health
Division

Well Construction Permit
(MCC Chapter 15.08)

Monterey County's health officer must issue a written permit before anyone can build new
water supply wells. Those decisions may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

Permit to Construct Desalination Facility
(MCC Chapter 10.72)

Monterey County's director of environmental health, or their designee, must issue a permit
before anyone can build or operate a desalination treatment facility (MCC Section 10.72.010).
Permit decisions may be appealed to the director of environmental health within 30 days
(MCC Section 10.72.080).

Monterey County
Planning and Building
Inspection Department

Conditional Use Permit
(MCC Chapter 21.74)

The Monterey County Zoning Ordinance requires a conditional use permit issued by the
appropriate planning authority (e.g., the zoning administrator or the Planning Commission) for
certain uses in specific zones. The permit decisions may be respectively appealed to the
Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors.

Coastal Development Permit in accordance
with the California Coastal Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code §30000 et seq.)

Where the County has jurisdiction through a Local Coastal Program, it must permit
development proposed in the Coastal Zone, and the CCC retains jurisdiction over appeals.
Where there is no Local Coastal Program, the CCC retains primary permit authority.

Grading Permit
(MCC Chapter 16.08)

Subject to certain exceptions, grading requires a permit from the Monterey County Planning
and Building Inspection Department. Grading permit decisions may be appealed to the five-
member Board of Appeals, and then to the Board of Supervisors.

Digging and Excavation Permit
(MCC Chapter 16.10)

A separate permit from the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department is
required for any project activities within the former Fort Ord military base. Permit decisions
may be appealed to the Board of Appeals and then to the Board of Supervisors.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project
Final EIR/EIS

3-67 ESA / 205335.01
March 2018



3. Description of the Proposed Project

TABLE 3-8 (Continued)
ANTICIPATED PERMITS AND APPROVALS

Agency or Department

Permit or Approval

Discussion

Local Agencies (cont.)

Monterey County
Planning and Building
Inspection Department
(cont.)

Erosion Control Permit
(MCC Chapter 16.12)

The Director of Building Inspection must issue an Erosion Control Permit for any project
development and construction activities (such as site cleaning, grading, and soil removal or
placement) that are causing or are likely to cause accelerated erosion. Permit decisions may
be appealed to the Board of Appeals and then to the Board of Supervisors.

Monterey Peninsula
Water Management
District (MPWMD)

Water System Expansion permit under with
Ordinance 96 of the MPWMD Board of
Directors

Any project activity that would expand the water delivery system within the MPWMD's
jurisdiction requires a permit.

Monterey Bay Unified Air
Pollution Control District

Authority to Construct permit under Local
Rule 3.1

Projects that propose to build, erect, alter, or replace any article, machine, equipment, or other
contrivance that may emit air contaminants from a stationary source or may be used to
eliminate, reduce, or control air contaminant emissions require an authorization to construct
permit.

Permit to Operate under Local Rule 3.2

Operating the diesel fuel-powered emergency generators, and any other articles, machines,
equipment, or other contrivances that may emit air contaminants from a stationary source
requires a permit to operate.

City of Monterey, City of
Seaside, City of Marina,
City of Pacific Grove

Land Use (including local coastal
development permit(s), as necessary),
Building, Public Health, Public Works,
Tree/Vegetation Removal, and Encroachment
Permits, and/or similar department approvals
to those discussed above in the context of
Monterey County, each issued in accordance
with the applicable city’s municipal code

See related discussions provided in the context of Monterey County.

Transportation Agency for
Monterey County (TAMC)

Encroachment Permit

An encroachment permit is necessary to install conveyance pipelines along the TAMC right-of-
way.

NOTES:

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations

PRC = Public Resources Code

USC = United States Code
MCC = Monterey County Code
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CHAPTER 4

Environmental Setting (Affected Environment),
Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

Sections Figures Tables

4.1.1 Scope of Analysis 4-1  Cumulative Projects 4.1-1 Overview of Alternatives
4.1.2 Resources/Issues Not Affected Evaluated in Detail
4.1.3 Baseline Conditions 4.1-2 Cumulative Projects
4.1.4 Impact Terminology

4.1.5 Project Consistency Analysis
4.1.6 Mitigation Measures

4.1.7 Cumulative Effects

4.1 Overview

This chapter summarizes the environmental setting (“affected environment™) and assesses the
environmental impacts or consequences that would result from building, operating and
maintaining the Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project (MPWSP or proposed project?)
described in Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project, which consists of 10 subsurface slant
wells at CEMEX. This chapter provides the CEQA- and NEPA-required analysis of the physical,
biological, social, and economic issues associated with implementation of the proposed project.
This introductory subsection is followed by issue-specific analyses of the potential effects of the
proposed project. CEQA defines “effects” or “impacts” as the “[d]irect or primary effects which
are caused by the project and occur at the same time and place” or the “[i]ndirect or secondary
effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foreseeable.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15358). Further, under CEQA, the term
“significant effect on the environment” means “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected [directly or indirectly] by the
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and objects of historic or
aesthetic significance” (CEQA Guidelines § 15382).

Under NEPA, the term effects (or impacts) includes “ecological (such as the effects on natural
resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic,
historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. Effects may
also include those resulting from actions which may have both beneficial and detrimental effects,

1 The CEQA terminology of “proposed project” is used when referring to the CalAm project and its impacts. When
discussing impacts from both the federal action and CalAm project, the term “proposed project” is also used.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4.1-1 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018
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4.1 Overview

even if on balance the agency believes that the effect will be beneficial” (40 Code of Federal

Regulations (CFR) § 1508.8).

This chapter documents the Lead Agencies’ analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects

that the proposed project might cause. It considers the impacts of short-term uses, such as

construction-related truck traffic, air quality and noise. It also considers the impacts that would
occur over the longer-term operation and maintenance period or that would persist after an initial
occurrence, such as the discharge of brine into MBNMS from the desalination process. Finally, it
identifies mitigation measures that could avoid or reduce adverse impacts, and summarizes the

residual significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on an issue-by-issue basis.

The sections in this chapter are referred to as issue areas or topics. Each issue area section:

. defines the study area for the specific topic covered in the section;

° describes the regional and local environmental setting (the “affected environment”);

. summarizes the applicable laws, regulations, plans, and standards (the “regulatory
framework™);

. identifies the thresholds and other criteria applied to determine whether a potential change

to the environment as a result of the project would be significant;
. summarizes the analytical methodology used:;
. analyzes direct, indirect, and cumulative effects;
. identifies mitigation measures to address adverse effects; and

. explains the residual impacts that would remain after the implementation of all
recommended mitigation measures.

See Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and Analysis, for descriptions and analyses of the
alternatives. A summary of the alternatives is provided in Table 4.1-1 for reference.
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4.1 Overview

TABLE 4.1-1
OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN DETAIL

Components

Groundwater
Replenishment Project
Water Purchase Agreement

Brine Discharge/ Outfall

Alternative Intake Facilities Discharge Facilities Desalination Plant Conveyance Pipelines

Source Water pipeline, Brine
Discharge pipeline, Castroville
pipeline, Pipeline to CSIP Pond, new
Desalinated Water Pipeline, new
Transmission Main, ASR facilities,

e Brine Disposal Pipeline
and Brine Mixing Box

e Existing MRWPCA
ocean outfall pipeline

9 new subsurface slant wells at CEMEX
and conversion of test slant well to
production well (10 total wells)

New 9.6 mgd
desalination plant on
25 acres at Charles

Proposed Project

Described in Chapter 3 Not part of proposed project

Intake capacity of 24.1 mgd and diffuser Benson Rd. site and Highway 68 interconnection
¢ Ocean Outfall End Gate improvements. Approximately 21
Modification

total miles of pipelines.

No Project Alternative
Described in Section 5.4.2

No new facilities would be constructed; payback to the Seaside Groundwater Basin would not occur; reliance on existing and planned
water conservation and recycling programs; likely implementation of mandatory rationing and conservation measures.

CalAm would purchase and
extract 3,500 afy of GWR
water from the Seaside
Groundwater Basin

Alternative 1 — Slant Wells
at Potrero Road

Described in Section 5.4.3

10 new subsurface slant wells at Potrero Rd.

Existing test slant well at CEMEX removed

Same intake capacity (24.1 mgd) as
proposed project.

Alternative 2 — Open-Water
Intake at Moss Landing

Described in Section 5.4.4

New Screened Open-Water Intake at Moss
Landing — one 36" diameter intake pipeline
(HDD! installation)

Existing test slant well at CEMEX removed
Same intake capacity (24.1 mgd) as
proposed project

Same as proposed project

Same as proposed project, plus a
new source water pipeline between
intake and desal plant that adds an
additional 5.5 miles of source water
pipeline. Approximately 26 total miles
of pipelines.

Source Water pipeline, Brine
Discharge pipeline, new Desalinated
Water Pipeline, new Transmission
Main, ASR facilities, and Highway 68
interconnection improvements, plus
an additional 6.5 miles of source
water pipeline. Approximately 27
total miles of pipelines.

Not part of alternative

Alternative 3 — Monterey
Bay Regional Water Project
(MBRWP or DeepWater
Desal Project)

Described in Section 5.4.5

New Screened Open-Water Intake at Moss
Landing — same location as Alt. 2;

o two 42" diameter intake pipelines (HDD
installation) and

e al110'Lx30'W x 12’ tall intake
structure

Existing test slant well at CEMEX removed

Larger intake capacity (49 mgd) than
proposed project

New Outfall at Moss

Landing;

e two 36" diameter
discharge pipelines
(HDD installation) and

e al40’Lx10'W x 15’
tall discharge structure

New 22 mgd

desalination plant and

co-located data center
at 110-acre “East Tank
Farm Parcel” off Dolan
Road, Moss Landing

New Desalinated Water Pipeline,
new Transmission Main, ASR
facilities, and Highway 68
interconnection improvements, plus
an 8 mi source water pipeline,
transfer and brine discharge
pipelines, and two new pipelines to
serve other areas (Salinas and Santa
Cruz Co; approximately 25 miles).
Approximately 48 total miles of
pipelines.

Not part of alternative
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4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview
TABLE 4.1-1 (Continued)
OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN DETAIL
Components
Groundwater
Brine Discharge/ Outfall Replenishment Project
Alternative Intake Facilities Discharge Facilities Desalination Plant Conveyance Pipelines Water Purchase Agreement

Alternative 4 — People's
Moss Landing Water
Desalination Project
(People’s Project)
Described in Section 5.4.6

New Screened Open-Water Intake at Moss
Landing — same general location as Alt. 2,
but different installation

e 40" diameter pipeline, combination HDD
and laid on seafloor (for 1,100’)

o two 96" diameter screened intakes
Existing test slant well at CEMEX removed

Larger intake capacity (approx. 30 mgd)
than proposed project

New Outfall at Moss

Landing; extension of

existing outfall

e 36" diameter pipeline,
combination HDD and
laid on seafloor (for
700"

e two 16" diameter
diffuser ports

New 12 mgd
desalination plant at
former National
Refractories facility in
Moss Landing

New Desalinated Water Pipeline,
new Transmission Main, ASR
facilities, and Highway 68
interconnection improvements, plus
an alternative 8-mile-long source
water pipeline. Approximately 20
total miles of pipelines.

Not part of alternative

Alternative 5a2 — Reduced
Project 6.4-mgd Desalination
Plant (Intake Slant Wells at
CEMEX)

Described in Section 5.4.7

Same as proposed project, but fewer slant
wells (7) at CEMEX

Smaller intake capacity (15.5 mgd) than
proposed project

Alternative 5b — Reduced
Project 6.4-mgd Desalination
Plant (Intake Slant Wells at
Potrero Road)

Described in Section 5.4.8

Same as Alternative 1, but fewer slant wells
(7) at Potrero Road

Existing test slant well at CEMEX removed

Smaller intake capacity (15.5 mgd) than
proposed project

Same as proposed project
except there would be less
brine discharged.

New 6.4 mgd
desalination plant at
Charles Benson Rd
site.

Same as proposed project,
approximately 21 total miles of
pipelines.

Same as proposed project, plus an
additional 5.5 miles of source water
pipeline, approximately 26 miles of
pipelines.

CalAm'’s purchase and
extraction 3,500 afy of GWR
water from the Seaside
Groundwater Basin is
considered in the cumulative
analysis

NOTES:

1 Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) is described in Section 3.3.4.2 in Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project

2 Alternative 5 includes a reduced size desalination plant. The CPUC authorized CalAm to enter into a water purchase agreement for 3,500 afy from the GWR Project, and to build the new Monterey Pipeline and associated pump
station needed for the GWR project, in September 2016. As a result, the GWR project is a reasonably foreseeable future project, and the cumulative impact scenario evaluated for Alternatives 5a and 5b includes implementation of
the GWR project. The GWR project is not considered for cumulative impacts in conjunction with the proposed project or Alternatives 1, 2, or 4 because if a desalination option is selected that is of a size sufficient to fully satisfy the
project objectives in terms of water supply, such choice would presumably mean that the GWR project was not successful in securing funding, completing construction and undertaking operations. The GWR project is
conservatively considered for cumulative impacts with Alternative 3 because under that option, CalAm could meet its full project water supply objectives via the DeepWater Desal project, or could obtain water from a combination of
the DeepWater Desal project and the GWR Project. See Table 4.1-2 in Section 4.1.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project

Final EIR/EIS

4.1-4

ESA /205335.01
March 2018



4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

4.1.1 Scope of Analysis

Chapter 4 is organized by issue area or topic, as follows:

Sections
4.2  Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 4.11 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
4.3  Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality 4.12 Noise and Vibration*
4.4  Groundwater Resources 4.13 Public Services and Utilities
4.5  Marine Biological Resources 4.14 Aesthetic Resources
4.6  Terrestrial Biological Resources 4.15 Cultural and Paleontological Resources
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials* 4.16 Agricultural Resources*
4.8 Land Use, Land Use Planning, and 4.17 Mineral Resources
Recreation* 4.18 Energy Conservation*
4.9 Traffic and Transportation* 4.19 Population and Housing*
4.10  Air Quality 4.20 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

* Issue areas in which MBNMS resources would not be affected.

Each section of Chapter 4 contains the following elements:

. Table of Contents and Introduction. This section presents a table listing the subsections,
figures, and tables within the resource section. It also briefly introduces the resource topic.
During the public scoping process and during the public comment period for the April 2015
Draft EIR, comments received from parties and members of the public raised issues and
concerns and made suggestions regarding the scope of the analysis. These scoping and
Draft EIR comments were carefully reviewed. To the extent that the issues raised or
suggestions made were relevant to the EIR/EIS, they are described in this introductory text
and addressed in the analysis. Likewise, revisions made to the section as a result of authors’
changes or comments received on the January 2017 Draft EIR/EIS, are also described.

. Setting/Affected Environment. This section presents a description of the existing
environmental conditions near the project with respect to each resource topic at a level of
detail that allows the reader to understand the impact analysis. This section provides the
environmental baseline for the impact analysis. The focus of the affected environment
description is on those resources or uses that may be affected by specific proposed project
components. The study area for the EIR/EIS varies by topic, but is generally the proposed
project area and adjacent properties. In some issue areas, the study area is necessarily larger
than the project area because there is potential for impacts to occur beyond the project
boundaries. The nature of existing conditions in the study area is interpreted from available
literature and site-specific surveys, summarized in the resource sections. Where sufficient
location-specific information is available, these data are primarily utilized. Where location-
specific data are lacking, general conditions for the study area are utilized with appropriate
qualifications.

. Regulatory Framework. This section describes the relevant laws and regulations that
protect the environmental resources within the project area, and the governmental agencies
that enforce those laws and regulations. The discussion of pertinent laws and regulations
also evaluates the project’s consistency with such regulatory requirements that were
enacted for environmental protection purposes. Where a potential inconsistency with such
regulations is identified, readers are referred to the discussion of the direct and indirect
effects of the project within that topical area for further analysis of the issue.
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° Evaluation Criteria. This section lists the specific criteria, also known as thresholds of
significance, that were applied when evaluating the environmental impacts of the proposed
project (10 slant wells at CEMEX) in Chapter 4, as well as the impacts of the alternatives,
which are described and evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and Analysis. The
list is based on Appendices G and F of the CEQA Guidelines with some modifications to
account for NEPA considerations and to ensure that the criteria correlate to and measure
the expected effects of the project. For certain resource topics, the Lead Agencies
developed additional criteria to capture the environmental effects of the proposed project or
its alternatives, as set forth in Chapter 5.

. Approach to Analysis. This section explains how the Lead Agencies applied the
significance criteria to evaluate the proposed project in Chapter 4 and to the alternatives in
Chapter 5. This section also describes modeling or other methodology used to quantify
impacts.

. Direct and Indirect Effects of the Proposed Project. This section evaluates the potential
for the proposed project to adversely affect the physical and human environment described
in the setting, draws impact conclusions, discusses consistency with plans and policies and
describes mitigation.

CEQA and NEPA both require consideration of direct and indirect effects. Under CEQA,
direct effects are those caused by the project itself and that occur at the same time and
place; indirect impacts are those caused by the project and are later in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (CEQA Guidelines § 15358). The
definitions under NEPA are substantially similar (40 CFR § 1508.8). Under NEPA, direct
effects “are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place" (40 CFR

8§ 1508.8(a)); indirect effects “are caused by the action and are later in time or farther
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include
growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land
use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems” (40 CFR § 1508.8(b)). The overall methodology for each
issue area or topic is consistent with Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance
and NOAA NEPA guidelines (NAO 216-6A, January 2017), as well as with the CEQA
Guidelines.

The impact analysis for each issue area includes a description of how the proposed
project/action would result in a change in the environment relative to existing conditions,
and the current regulatory framework. The analysis within each topic focuses on
components of the proposed project that could result in potentially significant effects. Both
adverse and beneficial impacts are identified, where relevant. For most resource topics, all
construction-related impacts are discussed first, followed by all operations/facility siting
impacts. For purposes of CEQA, the conclusion of each impact analysis is expressed in
terms of impact significance, which is discussed further in Section 4.1.4, below.

This section also discusses the proposed project’s consistency with plans, policies, and
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect as well
as a discussion of the possible conflicts between the proposed project and the objectives of
federal, regional, state, and local land use plans and policies that are imposed for the
protection of the environment, and is described in Section 4.1.5, below.

This section also identifies mitigation measures for all of the impacts considered significant
or potentially significant, as well as for some impacts that are less than significant. This is
consistent with CEQA and NEPA, as discussed further in Section 4.1.6.
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° Cumulative Effects of the Project. This section evaluates the cumulative direct and
indirect impacts of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed project.
Details on CEQA/NEPA requirements and the cumulative effects methodology are
provided in Section 4.1.7. If the proposed project/proposed action would have no direct or
indirect effects on a resource, then it could not cause or contribute to potential cumulative
effects on that resource. In these instances, the Lead Agencies did not perform a cumulative
effects analysis. See, for example, Section 4.1.2, Resources/Issues Not Affected.

4.1.2 Resources/Issues Not Affected

Of the issues commonly analyzed in a CEQA or NEPA process, the following list summarizes
issues not analyzed in this EIR/EIS, why the proposed project or alternatives would not affect
these resources, and why more study in this EIR/EIS is not warranted. 40 CFR 1502.2(b).
Resources that are not present on the project site, or resources that the project will not
significantly affect, include Forestry Resources and Military and Homeland Security Uses.
Neither the proposed project nor any of the alternatives would cause or contribute to any
cumulative effects on these resources.

4.1.2.1 Forestry Resources

Implementation of the proposed project would have a significant impact on forestry resources if it:

. Conflicts with existing zoning for, or causes rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Cal.
Public Resources Code § 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Cal. Public Resources Code
8 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Cal. Government Code
§ 51104(9));

. Results in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or

. Involves other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

None of the land in the project area is zoned as forest land, timberland, or included in a Timberland
Protection Zone, and no rezoning of any kind would be required to build the proposed project. Cal.
Public Resources Code § 12220(g) defines “forest land” as “land that can support 10 percent native
tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for
management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife,
biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.” Cal. Public Resources Code

8 4526 defines “timberland” as “land, other than land owned by the federal government and land
designated by the board [of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE)]
as experimental forest land, which is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a
commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas trees.
Commercial species shall be determined by the board on a district basis.”

In Monterey County, CAL FIRE has designated the following as qualifying commercial timber
species: coast redwood, Douglas fir, Monterey pine, Coulter pine, Ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine,
white alder, cottonwood, Pacific madrone, California black oak, and tanoak. Timberland includes
areas where the qualifying species are now growing naturally or have grown naturally in the
recorded past, even if they are not currently present. Cal. Government Code § 51104(g) defines
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“Timberland production zone” as “an area which has been zoned pursuant to [Government Code]
Section 51112 or 51113 and is devoted to and used for growing and harvesting timber, or for
growing and harvesting timber and compatible uses,” which include uses that do not
“significantly detract from the use of the property for, or inhibit, growing and harvesting timber”
(Gov’t Code § 51104[g]). Because none of the project area land is zoned for forestry use, and the
project needs no forestry-related rezoning, the proposed project would not conflict with such
zoning. Similarly, no forest land would be lost or converted to non-forest use as a result of the
proposed project, and the project would not involve other changes in the existing environment
that, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
Therefore, the proposed project would not impact forestry resources.

4.1.2.2 Military and Homeland Security Uses

A portion of the new Transmission Main would be located on military lands and the ASR-5 Well
and ASR-6 Well would be located in the Fitch Park military housing community. The
construction impacts associated with the new Transmission Main and ASR-5 Well and ASR-6
Well are analyzed throughout this document. Construction impacts on military and homeland
security uses would be temporary and negligible2. Furthermore, construction and operation of
project components in MBNMS would not interfere with any military or homeland security uses
of MBNMS. Therefore, this document does not further discuss military and homeland security
uses.

4.1.3 Baseline Conditions

The baseline for this EIR/EIS is the existing condition on or about October 5, 2012, updated with
new data as appropriate, which is when the CPUC issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
proposed project to local, state, and federal agencies, Native American tribal organizations, and
other interested parties. Although the Notice of Intent for the NEPA review contained within this
document was issued in 2015, use of the 2012 baseline is appropriate and reasonable because

(i) 2012 is a very recent point in time; (ii) the CPUC invested considerable resources amassing
2012 background/baseline data for the April 2015 Draft EIR; and (iii) environmental conditions
in the study area have been relatively static such that 2012 conditions remain representative of
meaningful baseline conditions. The environmental baseline reflects the pre-project
environmental conditions to which the potential impacts of the proposed project and all
alternatives are compared.

Since the CPUC issued its NOP in 2012, the Lead Agencies have developed or received new data
on some of the resource areas, so they have updated the baseline data as appropriate. This
document notes those updates in its discussions of the Setting/Affected Environment for the
various resource areas and applies them in the pertinent analyses. For instance, in Section 4.6,

2 When reaching significance conclusions, the analysis also adopts the definition of “negligible” used under NOAA
NEPA policy, which is a level of impact that is below minor to the point of being barely detectable and therefore
discountable. (NOAA NAO 216-6A Companion Manual Appendix A).
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Terrestrial Biological Resources, updates to survey information for biological resources are
described in Section 4.6.1.2, Information Sources and Survey Methodology.

4.1.4 Impact Terminology

CEQA requires agencies to use their best judgment to determine whether an impact is significant;
it’s not a mechanical process. The agency must base its decision in light of the whole record, and
must consider the impact’s setting: “For example, an activity which may not be significant in an
urban area may be significant in a rural area.” (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(a)(1), (b)). Similarly,
to determine whether an impact is significant, CEQ regulations (40 CFR § 1508.27) require the
consideration of the context and intensity of potential impacts. Context normally refers to the
setting, whether local or regional, and intensity refers to the severity of the impact. Also, the
analysis includes a discussion of the possible conflicts between the proposed project and the
objectives of federal, regional, state, and local land use plans and policies for the area concerned
(40 CFR § 1502.16(c)).

Consistent with both CEQA and NEPA requirements and guidance, determinations regarding an
impact’s significance in this EIR/EIS are made on the basis of high quality, credible scientific
information and professional judgment. Where a significant impact is reasonably expected to
occur, this analysis discloses that information. All impact determinations are projections based on
the expectation that the described impacts, or lack thereof, will occur if the proposed project is
approved and implemented. Therefore, the impacts are conditioned upon approval and
implementation of the project, and the term “would/would not occur” is used to describe the
reasonable expectation of the impacts of the project.

The categories used to designate impact significance are:

o No Impact (NI). There would be no impact if there is no potential for impacts, or if the
environmental resource does not occur within the project area or the area of potential
effect. For example, there would be no impact related to tree removal if no tree removal is
proposed in the project area.

. Less than Significant impact (LS). This determination applies if there is a potential for
some limited impact, but not a substantial adverse (or beneficial) effect that qualifies under
the applicable significance criterion as a significant impact.

. Less than Significant impact with Mitigation (LSM). This determination applies if the
project would result in an adverse effect that exceeds/qualifies under the applicable
significance criterion, but feasible mitigation is available that would eliminate any adverse
impact or reduce it to a less-than-significant level.

. Significant and Unavoidable impact even with implementation of Mitigation (SU).
This determination applies if the proposed project would result in an adverse effect that
exceeds/qualifies under the applicable significance criterion and even with mitigation
implemented to lessen the impact, if available, the residual effect would remain significant.
Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.
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In accordance with NEPA, 40 C.F.R. 1508.8, beneficial environmental impacts of the proposed
action are also discussed in the analysis.3 Beneficial impacts are incorporated into the above
impact significance categories as “less than significant”. Beneficial impacts are also depicted in
green shading in Table 5.6-1.

Within each issue area section in this chapter, there is a table at the beginning of the impact
discussion that summarizes the potential impacts and indicates the level of impact significance.
Environmental impacts are numbered throughout this EIR/EIS, using the section number
followed by sequentially numbered impacts. Mitigation measures are numbered to correspond
with the impact numbers; for example, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 addresses Impact 4.3-1. In some
cases, mitigation measures are used again to address sequentially later impacts. When this occurs,
the measures are not renumbered or repeated in full; rather, the reader is directed to review the
mitigation measure where it is first introduced.

4.1.5 Project Consistency Analysis

Consistent with CEQA, the EIR/EIS includes a discussion of any inconsistencies between the
project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional plans and any conflicts between
the project and applicable plans, policies, and regulations of agencies with jurisdiction over the
project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect (CEQA
Guidelines section 15125 and Appendix G). Also, per NEPA, the analysis includes a discussion
of the possible conflicts between the proposed project and federal, regional, state, and local land
use laws, requirements, policies, and/or plans for the area concerned that are imposed for the
protection of the environment (40 CFR § 1502.16(c) and 40 CFR § 1508.27(b)(10)).

The discussion of project consistency appears within each topical section’s Regulatory
Framework subsection. Federal and state requirements related to the subject topic are presented in
a narrative format, followed by the analysis of project consistency. Owing to their relatively
larger number of specific requirements, regional and local plans, policies, and regulations, and the
associated consistency analyses, are presented in a table format. The table appears after the
discussion of federal and state requirements within each topical section.

Where the consistency analysis concludes the MPWSP would not conflict with the applicable
plan, policy, or regulation, the finding is noted and no further discussion is provided. Where the
analysis concludes that the MPWSP may conflict with the applicable plan, policy, or regulation,
the reader is referred to the respective topic’s Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project
subsection, where the issue is discussed further. In that subsection, the significance of the
potential conflict is evaluated. Where the effect of the potential conflict would be significant,
feasible mitigation is identified to resolve or minimize that conflict.

The proposed project’s consistency with the full set of MBNMS Desalination Guidelines is
addressed separately in Section 6.4 since the Guidelines are relevant to multiple issue areas.

3 Under CEQA, significant environmental impacts are limited to adverse (not beneficial) impacts. CEQA defines
“significant effect on the environment” as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the
environment.” 14 Cal. Code R. 21068.
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4.1.6 Mitigation Measures

This chapter identifies feasible mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for
impacts of the proposed project consistent with CEQA and NEPA requirements. Regardless of
the effect of the measure — whether to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for an impact — this document
uses the term “mitigation measure” to label these measures, consistent with CEQA and NEPA
guidance described below.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1) states that an EIR “shall describe feasible measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts.” Section 15041 describes the authority of a CEQA lead
agency to “require feasible changes in any or all activities involved in the project in order to
substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the environment, consistent with applicable
constitutional requirements such as the ‘nexus’ and ‘rough proportionality” standards established by
case law (Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, Dolan v. City of Tigard,
(1994) 512 U.S. 374, Ehrlich v. City of Culver City, (1996) 12 Cal. 4th 854.).” Section 15092(b)(2)
states that a public agency shall not decide to approve or carry out a project for which an EIR was
prepared unless the agency has “Eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the
environment where feasible” and determined that any remaining significant and unavoidable
impacts are acceptable due to overriding considerations. Thus, a CEQA lead agency must describe
and adopt all feasible mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, but is limited to
requiring mitigation only for significant impacts and within the limitations of the nexus and rough
proportionality standards.

CEQ NEPA guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on the Appropriate Use of
Mitigation (76 FR 3843, Jan. 21, 2011) clarifies that when an agency premises its environmental
analysis on a commitment to mitigate the environmental impacts of a proposed action, it should
adhere to those commitments, monitor how they are implemented, and monitor the effectiveness
of the mitigation. For example, the agency could impose appropriate conditions on permits or
other agency approvals, or could make approvals contingent on implementation of the mitigation
commitments. Although NEPA does not impose a similar procedural obligation on federal
agencies as CEQA requires, the practice to adopt feasible mitigation whenever possible to reduce
a project’s significant impact is consistent with NEPA’s intent that mitigation be discussed in
sufficient detail to ensure that environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated. Consistent
with the federal agency’s authority and responsibility under NEPA, this chapter identifies some
feasible mitigation measures to lessen impacts that are adverse but do not rise to the level of
being classified as significant impacts.

Mitigation measures included in this EIS/EIR are considered to be potentially feasible by the
authors of the document; however, the ultimate determination of feasibility can be made only by
agency decision-makers. This EIS/EIR addresses whether mitigation presented would reduce an
impact to a less-than-significant level, based on the thresholds of significance presented in each
resource chapter, except in those cases where the NEPA lead agency identifies feasible mitigation
for adverse impacts that are not significant.
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The Lead Agencies will prepare a Mitigation, Monitoring, Reporting, and Compliance Program
(MMRCP)/ Environmental and Construction Compliance Monitoring Plan (ECCMP) prior to
approval of the proposed project or an alternative analyzed in Chapter 5. This will ensure that any
mitigation measures are effectively implemented. Such document will be prepared at or after the
time that the Final EIR/EIS is published so as to capture all mitigation measures, but before the
Record of Decision is made, and it would be made available to the public prior to adoption.

4.1.7 Cumulative Effects

Cumulative impacts, as defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines, refer to two or more
individual effects that, when taken together, are “considerable,” or that compound or increase
other environmental impacts. Cumulative impacts can result from projects that are individually
minor but collectively significant when added to the impacts of other closely related past, present,
or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines states:

. An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effects
are “cumulatively considerable” (i.e., the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in combination with the effects of past, current, and probable
future projects, including those outside the control of the agency, if necessary).

. An EIR should not discuss impacts that do not result in part from implementation of the
project being evaluated in the EIR.

. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable, and thus ultimately less
than significant, if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

° The discussion of cumulative impact severity and likelihood of occurrence need not be as
detailed as that presented for effects attributable to the project alone.

o The focus of analysis should be on the cumulative impact to which the identified other
projects contribute, rather than on attributes of the other projects that do not contribute to
the cumulative impact.

The CEQ’s NEPA regulations also require agencies to assess a proposed action's cumulative
impacts (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). Both CEQ regulations and NOAA Administrative Order Series
(NAO) 216-6A define a cumulative impact as an “impact on the environment which results from
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other
actions” (40 CFR 1508.7, NAO 216-6). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over time (40 CFR § 1508.7).

The CEQ states that NEPA documents “should compare the cumulative effects of multiple
actions with appropriate national, regional, state, or community goals to determine whether the
total effect is significant” (CEQ, 1997). Cumulative effects may arise from single or multiple
actions and may result in additive or interactive effects. Interactive effects may be countervailing,
where the adverse cumulative effect is less than the sum of the individual effects, or synergistic,
where the net adverse effect is greater than the sum of the individual effects (CEQ, 1997).
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This section presents the methods used to evaluate cumulative impacts, and lists projects that may
have cumulative effects when combined with the impacts from the proposed project or
alternatives discussed in this EIR/EIS. The MPWSP’s cumulative effects analysis is provided by
topical section throughout Chapter 4. Where appropriate, additional measures are identified to
mitigate potentially significant cumulative impacts. The cumulative effects of project alternatives
are analyzed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Screening and Analysis, Sections 5.5 and 5.6.

4.1.7.1 Approach to the Analysis of Cumulative Effects

CEQ’s cumulative effects guidance sets out several different assessment methods, such as
checklists, modeling, forecasting, and economic impact assessment, that evaluate changes in
employment, income and population (CEQ, 1997).

This EIR/EIS uses a variety of methods, depending on the resource, to determine cumulative
effects. Consistent with CEQA and NEPA, this EIR/EIS considers the direct and indirect effects of
the proposed project* combined with the effects of the other projects that could combine
geographically and temporally (i.e., would be causing accumulation of similar effects or synergistic
interaction of different impacts in the same area at the same time as the proposed project) and,
thereby, cause or contribute to a cumulative effect. For each resource or issue considered in this
chapter, the cumulative effects analysis identifies the relevant geographic area and time period
within which cumulative effects could occur and then considers existing conditions (which are the
combination of the natural condition and the effects of past projects). Then, as the first part of the
two-step cumulative impact process, the analysis describes the effects of other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable future projects in combination with the effects of the proposed project.
Where relevant, the cumulative effects analysis also describes the relationship of the cumulative
effects to any established thresholds. A quantitative analysis is provided where possible; where
quantification is infeasible, qualitative effects are described. Where the analysis finds that the
cumulative effects of past, present and future projects plus the proposed project would be significant
and adverse, the analysis then embarks upon the second step of the cumulative impact process. That
step identifies whether the proposed project’s contribution to the overall adverse effect would be of
a considerable nature (referred to as a “cumulatively considerable contribution” under CEQA) such
that the project’s contribution to cumulative effects in that area is deemed significant. In essence, it
is only if the answer is affirmative in both steps of the analytical process that the project’s
contribution to the overall significant adverse cumulative effect is deemed a significant effect
associated with the project. If the proposed project would make a meaningful contribution to the
adverse cumulative effect so as to be considered a significant effect associated with project
implementation, mitigation measures are explored and identified.

4 An example of indirect effects of the proposed project is the impacts stemming from implementation of mitigation
measures set forth in this EIR/EIS. The cumulative analyses within each topic area treat the project contribution to
cumulative impacts as that of the project directly and all indirect effects identified in the EIR/EIS.
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4.1.7.2 Cumulative Scenario

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) discusses two approaches to a cumulative effects analysis.
First, the analysis can be based on a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing
related or cumulative impacts. Second, a summary of projections contained in a general plan or
related planning document or in an adopted or certified environmental document that described or
evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact can be used to
determine cumulative impacts. This EIR/EIS employs the list-based approach, except where
specifically discussed in individual resource sections in Chapter 4, where a summary of
projections approach is more appropriate. To determine an appropriate list of projects for the
cumulative analyses, the Lead Agencies considered three factors: similar environmental impacts,
geographic scope and location, and timing and duration of implementation. The effects of
relevant projects (e.g., short-term construction or demolition, or long-term operations) could
happen at the same time as the MPWSP’s effects.

The projects that could contribute to cumulative impacts are listed in Table 4.1-2. The projects in
Table 4.1-2 have occurred® or are anticipated to occur in the reasonably foreseeable future within
the study area. This list was compiled from several sources. Only those projects that might
contribute to cumulative impacts are listed. These projects are similar in scope to the proposed
project, have similar types of impacts within the study area, affect similar resources, or are large
enough to have far-reaching effects on a resource. This approach includes both projects for which
detailed descriptions and expected impacts are known, as well as projects that have less defined
impacts but may contribute to the regional impacts. The Lead Agencies have considered the
effects of these projects along with the proposed project’s impacts to determine the overall
cumulative impact on the resources in the study area. The numbering of projects in Table 4.1-2
provides a key to the locations of the projects shown in Figure 4-1; some projects are listed out of
numeric order in Table 4.1-2 due to additions throughout the preparation of this EIR/EIS.

Within the project vicinity, there are several other substantial water supply projects that are
proposed or are under construction. Details concerning the manner in which each of these
projects is addressed in the cumulative analysis in this EIR/EIS are set forth below.

Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project

The Pure Water Monterey (PWM) Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) Project has a unique
treatment in this EIS/EIR in that it is both a project component and is included in the cumulative
impact scenario, depending on the alternative being addressed. As described in Chapters 1 and 3,
CalAm’s application includes two capacity options or build-out scenarios: the “Proposed Project”
is a full capacity (9.6 mgd) option and presumes that GWR will not be built. Alternatives 1 and 2
are variations of the full capacity option. Alternative 5a, also proposed by CalAm as an
alternative to the full capacity option, combines a reduced-capacity desalination plant (6.4 mgd)

5 While a cumulative analysis includes past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, the category of past
projects is captured within the existing setting, or baseline, against which impacts are judged throughout the
EIR/EIS, including the cumulative analysis. However, where projects were implemented after 2012 (the baseline
year), those projects are set forth within Table 4.1-2 and included in the cumulative analysis.
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with a water purchase agreement for 3,500 acre-feet per year (afy) of advanced treated water from
the GWR project. A water purchase agreement for the GWR project water had been approved by
the CPUC and executed by CalAm and the MRWPCA, making the reduced capacity desalination
plant a more likely option than the full capacity desalination plant. Alternative 5b is a variation of
the reduced capacity option (it places the intake in a different location).

The Proposed Project and Alternatives 1 and 2 assume that GWR would not be operational, and
as such, GWR is not considered in the cumulative impacts scenario for these alternatives. The
basis for this assumption is that, given the structure of CalAm’s proposal and the fact that the
water purchase agreement has been approved, the full capacity desalination plant would not be
pursued if the GWR water is available to CalAm. On the other hand, the reduced capacity option
reflected in Alternatives 5a and b assumes that GWR would be operational; therefore, the GWR
project is assumed to occur in the cumulative impacts scenario for the reduced capacity options
and is treated as a cumulative project for those analyses.

The project proponent for Alternative 3, Deepwater Desalination, has publicly stated that it would
continue to pursue a 22 mgd capacity desalination plant regardless of other project proposals, and
as such, GWR is assessed in the cumulative scenario for this alternative. Alternative 4, the
People’s Project, is proposed as a 12 mgd capacity desalination plant to provide 13,400 afy to
meet both projected demand and future needs primarily for CalAm to meet the project objectives
of the MPWSP. The 12 mgd capacity proposal does not presume that GWR will be built because
if GWR is operational and providing water to CalAm under the approved water purchase
agreement, CalAm would not need the capacity of supply proposed by the People’s Project. Since
the GWR project and the People’s Project appear to be mutually exclusive (absent a reduced
capacity People’s Project, which is not envisioned by its proponents, see Section 5.2) the GWR
project is not considered in the cumulative scenario for Alternative 4.

Other Cumulative Scenarios

As stated in Section 4.1.7, the cumulative impact analysis focuses on the impacts on the
environment which result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions. As explained in Section 5.1.1, under CEQA
and NEPA, the EIR/EIS must identify and analyze the impacts of reasonable alternatives that
would also meet the purpose and need, and would avoid or minimize adverse impacts. The
DeepWater Desal (Alternative 3) and the People’s Project (Alternative 4) are best understood as
alternatives to the MPWSP because they each are desalination projects being separately proposed
to provide water supply for the region.

The DeepWater Desal Project (Alternative 3) is also considered in the cumulative impacts
analysis for each of the alternatives because the project proponent has indicated that it intends to
proceed even if another desalination plant is selected to serve the Monterey Bay region.
Alternative 3 would include the construction and operation of a seawater desalination facility and
co-located data center to provide up to 25,000 afy of potable water and data transmission and
storage services. Alternative 3 would be developed to meet a regional need for water, and CalAm
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would be one of several customers of the supply. As such, Alternative 3 is considered in the
cumulative effects scenario for the proposed project and all alternatives.

The primary purpose of the People’s Moss Landing Project (Alternative 4) as described in the
Moss Landing Harbor District’s June 2015 Notice of Preparation (NOP), is to rehabilitate existing
facilities at the Moss Landing Green Commercial Park to develop 12 mgd (13,400 afy) of
desalinated water to meet the current and future needs of the Monterey Peninsula and/or the North
Monterey County area. As stated in the NOP, the People's Project applicant has used CalAm’s
required need for replacement supplies, and water needs of the General Plan Build-out and/or for
serving water demands in North Monterey County to size this alternative; therefore, a smaller
capacity People’s Project has not been considered in this EIR/EIS. Since the People’s Project and
the MPWSP would both serve the same customers, this EIR/EIS considers the People’s Moss
Landing Project as an alternative to the MPWSP (see Chapter 5). Unlike the DeepWater Desal
Project, whose proponent has publicly stated its intent to proceed even if the MPWSP is built and
whose business model and design includes a co-located data center, no available information
indicates that the People’s Project would be built in addition to the proposed MPWSP or other
alternative if it is selected. Therefore, it is not a reasonably foreseeable project in the cumulative
scenario for the proposed project or any of the alternatives. Similarly, if the DeepWater Desal
Project were selected instead of the MPWSP, the People’s Project would not be a reasonably
foreseeable project in the cumulative scenario, because Alternative 3 assumes that all of the
Monterey Peninsula’s water supply needs would be met by the DeepWater Desal Project and no
demand (and therefore, no market) would remain in the Monterey Peninsula for the People’s Project
to serve. As noted above, however, if the People’s Project were approved to serve the water needs
of the Monterey Peninsula, the EIR/EIS cumulative analysis does assume that the DeepWater Desal
project would be a cumulative project along with the People’s Project.

Furthermore, the California Ocean Plan requires that desalination project applicants document the
need for water. The Ocean Plan states that the regional water board shall require the owner to:
“Consider whether the identified need for desalinated water is consistent with an applicable
adopted urban water management plan prepared in accordance with California Water Code
Section 10631, or if no urban water management plan is available, other water planning
documents such as a county general plan or integrated regional water management plan.” If any
project is approved to serve demand in the Monterey Peninsula, it is unlikely that another project
with the intent to serve this same population would be able to provide the necessary
documentation of the need for water. Despite this, and in light of DeepWater Desal’s stated
intention, this EIR/EIS takes a conservative approach and considers DeepWater Desal in the
cumulative scenarios as described above.

Similar Environmental Impacts

Projects that are relevant to the cumulative analysis include those that could incrementally affect
the same environmental resources that the MPWSP would directly or indirectly affect. The
cumulative impact discussions in the issue area sections of Chapter 4 analyze the cumulative
impacts that could occur when the effects of the MPWSP combine with the effects of other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Because these other projects are subject to
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independent environmental review and approval processes, funding constraints, or other
challenges, it is possible that some of the projects identified as reasonably foreseeable future
projects will not be approved (or if already approved, will not be implemented) or will be
modified prior to approval. To assess worst-case cumulative impacts, however, the cumulative
impact analysis in this EIR/EIS assumes that all of the reasonably foreseeable projects identified
in this analysis will be approved and built.

Geographic Scope and Location

For each affected resource, the geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis depends on
the natural boundaries and physical conditions relevant to the resource, rather than jurisdictional
boundaries. The geographic scope of cumulative effects often extends beyond the scope of the
direct impacts, but not beyond the scope of the indirect impacts of the proposed project and
alternatives.

Timing and Duration of Implementation

Potential temporary (e.g., construction-related noise and vibration) and permanent (e.g., visible
permanent structures) MPWSP impacts are considered in the cumulative impacts analysis if they
could combine in space and time with similar impacts of cumulative projects identified in

Table 4.1-2.

Because of the limited water supply available in the CalAm Monterey District, many
development projects in the service area have been put on hold until supplemental supplies can be
secured. As discussed in Chapter 2, Water Demand, Supplies, and Water Rights, there is a
moratorium on new water service connections. Because of the moratorium, some of the
reasonably foreseeable future projects may not be approved or built until the moratorium is lifted.
Therefore, with the moratorium in place, the potential for simultaneous construction-related
impacts is less likely. However, because the timing of construction for many cumulative projects
is unknown, and because some of the cumulative projects may have water allocations, this
analysis conservatively assumes that the incremental impacts of the construction, operation, and
maintenance of some of these projects may overlap with those of the MPWSP. As a result, the
cumulative impacts analysis and conclusions presented in each section may overstate some
potentially cumulatively considerable impacts.
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TABLE 4.1-2
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

No.

Planning Jurisdiction/
Location

Project Description

Estimated
Construction Schedule

Monte

rey County

Salinas River near the City of
Marina

Salinas Valley Water Project Phase Il — The project would allow the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) to
further offset groundwater pumping by delivering additional surface water to the Pressure and East Side subareas. The project
would divert up to 135,000 acre-feet per year (afy) of water from the Salinas River for municipal, industrial, and/or agricultural uses
in the Pressure and East Side subareas. Continued reductions in groundwater pumping through use of the diverted surface water
would help combat seawater intrusion in Monterey County.

The project proposes two new surface water diversion points and related facilities to capture, convey, and deliver the water. The
capture and diversion facilities would consist of either a surface water diversion facility, similar to the Salinas River Diversion
Facility, or subsurface collectors, such as radial arm wells. The conveyance facilities would be composed of pipelines and pump
stations. The pipeline diameter, length, destination, number and location of turnouts, locations of pump stations, and physical
layout of the conveyance facilities have not been determined.

The delivery facilities may consist of injection wells for aquifer storage and recovery (ASR), percolation ponds, turnouts for direct
use of the water, or other options. The design and location of the delivery facilities would depend on the type of facility, the end-
users’ intended application of the water (agricultural versus urban), and the need for water treatment (MCWRA, 2014). A Notice of
Preparation to prepare an EIR was issued by MCWRA in June 2014, but a Draft EIR has not yet been prepared or published.

Construction start
unknown; Project
operation anticipated 2026

Former Fort Ord Military Base,
East Garrison Area

East Garrison Specific Plan — Mixed-use development project comprising residential, commercial, office, institutional, and
recreational uses on approximately 244 acres. The project includes the construction of up to 1,470 dwelling units, 75,000 square
feet of commercial uses, 11,000 square feet of public and institutional uses, 100,000 square feet of art/cultural/educational uses,
and approximately 50 acres of open space. Development under the Specific Plan will be implemented in three phases. (Michael
Brandman Associates, 2004; FORA, 2013; East Garrison, 2015).

Ongoing /
Full Build-out
Scheduled for 2025

24491 Citation Court

Laguna Seca Villas — Construction of 20,306 square feet of professional office space on the Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision
(Monterey County Planning Department, 2015, 2016a).

Unknown. Permit extended
for three years in
September 2015.

5 Corral De Tierra Road at
Highway 68

Omni Enterprises, LLC — Development of a new 99,970-square-foot shopping center on 11 acres that includes retail and office
space. Construction would start following demolition of an existing gas station on the site and cleanup of contaminated soils.
(Monterey County Planning Department, 2016b; Monterey Herald, 2015).

Construction anticipated to
begin in 2017.

South side of State Highway 68,
between River Road and San
Benancio Road

Ferrini Ranch Subdivision — Subdivision of an approximately 866-acre property into 212 residential lots, including 146 market
rate single-family residential lots, 23 clustered market rate residential lots, and 43 lots for inclusionary housing units; three open
space parcels of approximately 600 acres; and one agricultural-industrial parcel (Monterey County Planning Department, 2016e).

Unknown

33

Monterey County Water
Resources Agency / Prunedale

Granite Ridge Water Supply Project — Includes a new 1,000 gallons per minute groundwater production well and associated
backup well near Manzanita Regional Park, both drilled to a depth of up to 635 feet; up to 87,700 linear feet of 6- to 12-inch-
diameter water transmission pipelines; two booster pump stations; two water storage tanks (350,000 and 250,000 gallons); and
associated facilities. The project would consolidate existing water distribution infrastructure, including up to 119 existing water
systems and 500 individual well users (MCWRA, 2010a; 2010b).

Unknown

24

Monterey County Water
Resources Agency / southern
Monterey County and northern
San Luis Obispo County

Interlake Tunnel - The MCWRA Interlake Tunnel Project would build an 11,000-foot-long tunnel to divert approximately 50,000 afy
of water from Nacimiento Reservoir to San Antonio Reservoir that would have otherwise been spilled at Nacimiento Dam. The
Nacimiento River basin produces nearly three times the average annual flow of the San Antonio River basin. During the winter
season, the Interlake Tunnel would transfer excess Nacimiento River flows to San Antonio Reservoir, thereby increasing the
overall storage capacity of the system (MCWRA, 2016). The water stored in San Antonio Reservoir would then be used for
downstream groundwater recharge and abatement of saltwater intrusion in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (RWMG, 2014).

Construction anticipated to
begin in early 2019
(MCWRA, 2017).
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4.1 Overview

Planning Jurisdiction/

Estimated

No. Location Project Description Construction Schedule
Monterey County (cont.)
48 Congress Road and SFB Morse | Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing Project — The project would involve the construction of 24 affordable housing Approved August 2016
Drive, Pebble Beach units, ranging in size from 1,078 square feet to 1,343 square feet (Monterey County Planning Department, 2016g). pp g
State Route 68/Corral de Tierra Road Intersection Improvement Project — The project would widen the approaches to the Construction anticinated to
49 Highway 68 at Corral de Tierra | Highway 68/Corral de Tierra Road intersection to accommodate a second left turn lane from westbound Highway 68 to start fall of 2017 gnd be

Road

southbound Corral de Tierra Road by shifting the through lane to the north. A second southbound receiving lane would also be
built on Corral de Tierra Road departing the intersection to receive traffic from the second left-turn lane (Caltrans, 2015).

completed 2018

City of Sand City

City of Sand City Coastal Desalination Plant — This existing desalination facility can produce 300 afy of potable water supplies.
Four seawater extraction wells pump brackish water to the plant, where reverse-osmaosis technologies desalinate the water. Brine

Original facility completed

6 330 Shasta Street concentrate is disposed of by injecting the concentrate into a subsurface slant well beneath the coastal bluff (City of Sand City, 2016). | in 2010; two new wells to
Two additional extraction wells planned for installation in 2018 to maintain the appropriate level of TDS in the brackish feedwater be installed late 2018
supply.

19 tl;ormer Sand M!ne site, near Monterey Bay Shores Resort — The project consists of a 341-unit "eco-resort" on 39 acres approved. The proposal calls for 161

e Fremont / Highway 1 hotel 180 domini t t f t dth A s (SNG. 2008 Unknown
interchange. otel rooms, condominiums, a restaurant, conference center, spa, and three swimming pools ( , ).
90-Inch Bay Avenue Outfall Phase 1 — Improvement project involving: (1) installation of a discharge valve at the Bay Avenue outfall;
Redwood Avenue and John (2) maintenance and manual breaching'qf the sand_ bar to allow gravity flow through t'he culvert; (3) creation of an infiltration basin at
43 Street John Street and Redwood Avenue to mitigate flooding; (4) reconstruction of the existing elevated emergency outlet structure, Unknown
including doubling the size of the box to increase the width of the emergency outlet structure; and (5) building a curb channel along
the top of the existing 90-inch-diameter culvert from the emergency outlet to the check valve (MPWMD, 2014).
The Collection at Monterey Bay Resort — Approved 340-room visitor-serving coastal resort on a 26.46-acre site located west of
Highway 1 between Tioga Highway _and n(_)rth of Tioga_Avenue, that may be built in two phases. Phase | i_s a 135_hc_>te| room on a 7.9-acre parcel known as
56 the "Sterling" Site. Phase Il is a coastal resort on the 16.25 acre "McDonald" site consisting of 205 visitor rooms, a restaurant with Unknown

Avenue and Playa Avenue

banquet facilities, a health/wellness spa, parking, and other related improvements. Primary access will be via Tioga Avenue for
Phase | and Playa Avenue and an extension of Sand Dunes Drive for Phase Il access. (Sand City, 2012)

City of Marina

Former Fort Ord Military Base
Highway 2 / Imjin Parkway

The Dunes on Monterey Bay — Mixed-use development project comprising 1,237 residential units, 500 hotel rooms, and retail
and office space on 297 acres. Phase 1 (378,000-square-foot retail center) built in 2007-2008. Phase 2 includes the following:

(1) South County Housing to develop and build 108 low- and very low-income affordable apartments, many of which were
completed by spring/summer 2014;

Cinemark multiple screen movie theater completed 2015;
Plans approved for two approximately 15,000 square foot retail buildings to be built near the movie theater;

Veterans Affairs Monterey Health Care Center located on a 14.31-acre project site within the Dunes on Monterey Bay Specific
Plan area completed 2016; and

Springhill Suites, a 67,328-square-foot, 4-story hotel with 106 hotel rooms (under construction). The hotel includes a
1,750-square-foot meeting room and guest parking and is scheduled to open in April 2017 (City of Marina, 2015, 2016f;
FORA, 2013; FORA, 2015; Marriott, 2016).

@)
(©)
4)

®)

Under construction /
Full Buildout
Scheduled for 2020
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City of Marina (cont.)

Former Fort Ord Military Base

Cypress Knolls Senior Residential Project — Senior residential community with active-adult housing, care services, senior

8 3rd Avenue / Imjin Parkway community center, and supportive amenities and services on 188 acres (City of Marina, 2012; City of Marina, 2016b). Unknown; project on hold
Former Fort Ord Military Base Marina Heights — Removal of 828 abandoned residential units and replacement with a combination of 1,050 new townhouse,
- . ; . ; - ; . ) f Phase | Under
9 Imjin Parkway / California cottage, estate homes, and single-family residential units. The project also includes 35 acres of parks, greenbelts, and open space Construction
Avenue (City of Marina, 2010; City of Marina, 2016d).
10 ggf&%ﬁ:gg?ji&?ﬁ?ﬁ;ge Marina Downtown Vitalization Specific Plan — Redevelopment plan for Marina’s 225-acre downtown area comprising mixed- Unknown / Full Buildout
use commercial, residential, educational, and civic uses (City of Marina, 2011b; City of Marina, 2016c). Scheduled for 2040
Forest Avenue
Marina Airport Economic Development Area — Airport development project aimed at promoting growth of the airport. Individual
projects include:
Marina Airport « Airfield Electrical System Upgrades
1 Sszgrvatlon Road / Blanco e Runway Rehabilitation and Extension Completed
e Taxiway Rehabilitation and Extension
o Airfield NAVAIDS Improvements (City of Marina, 2011a; City of Marina 2016a).
3012-3032 Lexington Court,
39 Marina (east of Abrams Drive Rockrose Gardens — 20 units of permanent, affordable, supportive housing for people with psychiatric disabilities (FORA, 2013; Completed
on the former Fort Ord Military | FORA, 2015). P
Base)
Armstrong Ranch, Mgr[na Marina Station — Development project comprising 1,360 residential units, approximately 60,000 square feet of retail space,
(Along the northern limits of the " . - . . - )
12 city of Marina, on either side of 144,000 square feet of office space, and 652,000 square feet of business park/industrial uses. The 1,360 residential units Unknown
’ comprise approximately 887 single-family lots and 473 multi-family units (City of Marina, 2011c; City of Marina, 2016e).
Del Monte Avenue)
13 California State University CSUMB North Campus Housing Master Plan — Includes 583 student housing units, leasing office, community center on 8 acres Competed
Monterey Bay Campus (more recently known as the Promontory Housing Project) (City of Marina, 2015; FORA, 2013; FORA, 2015). P
California State University
40 Monterey Bay Campus (Divarty | ITCD Academic Building (CSUMB) — New 58,000-square-foot Information Technology and Communications Design (ITCD) and Completed
Street, east of General Jim the School of Business academic building (FORA, 2013; CSUMB, 2016). P
Moore Boulevard)
CalAm Slant Test Well at CEMEX — Construction and operation of a test slant well and associated monitoring wells. The project
purpose is to develop the geologic, hydrologic, and water quality data needed to confirm the feasibility of using slant wells in the
CEMEX Sand Mining Facility CEMEX active mining area as a Subsurface Intake System for the MPWSP Desalination Plant. The test slant well extends April 2015 Construction
47 | (east of Highway 1 on Lapis diagonally beneath the seafloor through the Dune Sand Aquifer and the 180-Foot Aquifer Equivalent and was originally permitted completed, pilot program

Road)

to operate until February 2018 (CCC, 2014) but that permit was extended to February 2019 (CCC, 2017). As explained in Chapter
3 and where relevant in Chapter 4 cumulative analyses, this test well would be incorporated into the proposed project for long-
term operation; if the CPCN and MBNMS approval of the proposed project is denied, the test well would be removed consistent
with the terms of the Coastal Development Permit.

currently underway
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City of Marina (cont.)
CEMEX Mining Area Removal Plan and Reclamation Plan — Under the terms of the June 2017 Consent Cease and Desist
Order (Settlement Agreement) between CEMEX, the California Coastal Commission, the California State Lands Commission, and
. . the City of Marina, CEMEX, the owner and operator of the Lapis Sand Plant, agreed to cease and desist all sand mining Removal and reclamation
CEMEX Sand Mining Facility : . . ) . - : : N

63 | (east of Highway 1 on Lapis operations and remove all physical structures and materials associated with the mining operations that are required to be removed activities must be

Road) ghway P by the Removal Plan, and to initiate the remaining activities required under the 1992 SMARA Reclamation Plan. Structures and completed by
facilities to be removed include the warehouse, bagging facility, screening facility, kiln factory, offices, scales, shops, wells, wet December 31, 2025.
tower, dredge, anchors, mooring cables, pipelines, booster pump, and all associated equipment. Restoration of the affected area
includes grading and seeding. (CCC, 2017)

City of Seaside

West of Fremont Boulevard, The West Broadway Urban Village Specific Plan — Mixed-use, transit-oriented development comprising residential with ground-

14 along Broadway Avenue, Del floor retail and commercial uses along Broadway Avenue, with supporting future transit-oriented development along the west side | Ongoing construction due
Monte Boulevard, and Canyon | of Del Monte Boulevard. Includes a public library and parking structure on Broadway Boulevard and a hotel/conference center to redevelopment plans
Del Rey Boulevard mixed-use development at the southeast corner of Canyon Del Rey and Del Monte Boulevards (City of Seaside, 2016a).

15 Broadway Avenue / Fremont City Center Shopping Center Redevelopment Project — Approximately 40,000 square feet of retail and restaurant space (City Construction
Boulevard of Seaside, 2016c). completed in 2012
Former Eort Ord Military Base The Seaside Resort — The first phase, completed in 2009, involved upgrades to the Bayonet and Black Horse Golf Courses. The

16 Monterev Road / Coe AYvenue next phase of development features a four-star hotel with approximately 275 hotel rooms, 175 timeshare units, and 125 residential Stage 1 2017-2018

y units (City of Seaside, 2016c).
Former Fort Ord Military Base
18 Between Highway 1 and 2nd Main Gate Specific Plan — Mixed-use development project featuring approximately 500,000 square feet of retail and Unknown

Avenue, and Light Fighter Drive | entertainment space, and a 250-room hotel/conference center with spa amenities (City of Seaside, 2016b).

and 1st Street

Broadway Avenue between Del

'\Bﬂglﬂfvg%ungirggnﬁ;:teemom West Broadway Stormwater Retention — The project involves construction of a stormwater treatment and diversion system in

41 ’ Broadway Avenue between Del Monte Boulevard and Fremont Boulevard and at Del Monte Boulevard. Treated water would be Unknown
Boulevard between Broadway diverted to retention structures for groundwater recharge (MPWMD, 2014)

Avenue and Contra Costa 9 9 ' '

Street

Laguna Grande and Roberts

L"?‘ke (Near the intersection of Dredge Laguna Grande and Roberts Lake® — The project would create additional storage capacity, visitor-serving amenities,

42 | Highway 218 [aka Canyon Del . Unknown

and habitat enhancements at Laguna Grande and Roberts Lake (MPWMD, 2014).
Rey Boulevard] and Del Monte
Boulevard)

6

Laguna Grande and Roberts Lake are collectively referred to as Laguna del Rey throughout this EIR/EIS.
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Planning Jurisdiction/ Estimated
No. Location Project Description Construction Schedule
City of Seaside (cont.)
Broadway Avenue between Del Del Monte Blvd Dry Weather Diversion — The project consists of a dry weather runoff diversion at Del Monte Boulevard to the
Monte Boulevard and Fremont . . . -
44 Boulevard and at Del Monte sanitary sewer system. Diverted water would be treated by the regional treatment plant and reused for existing non-potable and Unknown
potential future potable uses (MPWMD, 2014).
Boulevard
City of Monterey
20 | 459 Alvarado Street 459 Alvarado Street — Development of 36 residential units and 12,000 square feet of commercial uses (City of Monterey, 2012). Completed in 2016
Ocean View Plaza — Approved mixed-use development project comprising 87,362 square feet of commercial space, 30,000
21 | 480 Cannery Row square feet of restaurant space, 8,408 square feet of coastal/community use, 38 market-rate condominiums, and 13 inclusionary Unknown
housing units (City of Monterey, 2012). As of 2015, the property had gone into default and was listed for sale.
Iris Canyon Residential Care Facility for the Elderly — The project consists of a 110-unit/136-bed residential care facility with Construction anticipated
50 | 200 Iris Canyon Road studios, one and two bedroom rental units and services with one 114,316 square foot main building and three 2,284 square foot completion in 20‘17
duplex building. The project covers a total of 46,076 square feet and the total floor area is 121,168 square feet (CEQAnet, 2014). P
Throughout the City of Sanitary Sewer System Rehabilitation Program — The project involves fixing 441 sewer pipes and 516 sewer manholes located
51 Monte?ey Y in the streets throughout the City of Monterey. Repairs would begin in early 2016 and continue for 18 months (City of Monterey, Under construction
2016).
. . . Holman Highway 68/Highway 1 Roundabout — The project would build a roundabout at the intersection of Holman Highway 68 .
52 | Highway 68 and 17 Mile Drive and 17 Mile Drive near the entrance to Pebble Beach. (TAMC, 2016b). Under construction
City of Pacific Grove
Pacific Grove Local Water Project — Construction of a new local satellite recycled water treatment plant at the former Point
22 | sunset Drive Pinos Wastewater Treatment Plant and installation of 1,400 linear feet of conveyance pipeline. Initially, the project would provide 2017
125 afy of non-potable recycled water to serve irrigation needs at the Pacific Grove Golf Links and the EI Carmelo Cemetery.
Potential expansion could increase output to 600 afy (City of Pacific Grove, 2014; City of Pacific Grove, 2015).
Pacific Grove Recycled Water — Recycled water from the Pebble Beach Community Services District (PBCSD) and raw
wastewater from 500 homes in the Del Monte Park area of Pacific Grove would be captured and diverted to the existing Carmel
23 | Pacific Grove Area Wastewater District (CAWD) reclamation facility for treatment. Recycled water from CAWD would be stored in the Forest Unknown
Lake Reservoir and returned to the city through existing CAWD and PBCSD recycled water systems to a delivery point near the
Spanish Bay Golf Course in Pebble Beach. Approximately 10,000 to 13,500 linear feet of new 12-inch diameter recycled water
pipeline would be built to deliver water to the golf links, cemetery and other irrigation demands (CPUC, 2012).
City of Carmel
Carmel Unified School District — Construction of a 5,070-square-foot building to house six classrooms. The project also includes
25 | 2770 15th Avenue, Carmel the removal of five onsite temporary modules and six non-native ornamental landscape trees (Monterey County Planning Construction Complete
Department, 2016c).
Pebble Beach Company Project — The project builds out and preserves the remaining undeveloped Pebble Beach Company
properties located within the Del Monte Forest. The project would renovate and expand visitor-serving uses, create 90 to 100
26 | Del Monte Forest single-family residential lots, and preserve 635 acres as primarily forested open space. The proposed development would result in Unknown
new construction at four primary sites: The Lodge at Pebble Beach, The Inn at Spanish Bay, Spyglass Hill, and the Pebble Beach
Equestrian Center (Monterey County Planning Department, 2016f).
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City of Carmel (cont.)

27

Carmel Valley Road

Rancho Cafiada Village Specific Plan —A previous proposal included 281 housing units. A recirculated Draft EIR analyzes a
130-Unit Alternative that would reduce the total number of residential units to fit within the 190-unit housing cap negotiated between
the Carmel Valley Association and Monterey County as part of a 2010 general plan lawsuit settlement, The Ranch Canada Village
would be built within the current west course of the Rancho Canada Golf Club. (Monterey County Planning Department, 2016h).

Unknown.
Recirculated DEIR

28

Carmel Valley Road

Rancho Cafiada Golf Club East Course Closure — Closure of the Rancho Canada Golf Club’s east course and transfer of

140 acres of land to the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District. Tentative plans for the land include additional parking and access
to Palo Corona Regional Park, hiking trails, and restored riparian habitat (The Trust for Public Land, 2016; The Carmel Pine Cone,
2016).

East Course closure to
occur in 2017. Restoration
work schedule unknown.

Monte

rey Peninsula Water Management District

29

Former Fort Ord Military Base
General Jim Moore Boulevard/
Eucalyptus Boulevard

Seaside Groundwater Basin Aquifer Storage and Recovery (Phase 1) — Water supply project consisting of two
injection/extraction wells (ASR-1 and ASR-2 wells), a backwash percolation basin, a chemical/electrical building, and conveyance
pipelines. During high-flow periods in the Carmel River, river water is injected into Seaside Groundwater Basin, then extracted
during dry periods or periods of high demand (MPWMD, 2005).

Construction
completed in 2008

30

Seaside Middle School
General Jim Moore Boulevard/
Coe Avenue

Seaside Groundwater Basin Aquifer Storage and Recovery (Phase 2) — This phase includes two additional injection/extraction
wells (ASR-2 and ASR-3 wells) and a backwash percolation basin (Denise Duffy & Associates, 2012).

Construction
completed in 2014

Monte

rey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency

59

(With Monterey Peninsula
Water Management District)
MRWPCA Regional
Wastewater Treatment Plant

Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment (GWR) Project — The MRWPCA certified the Final EIR and approved the
GWR project in October 2015; an Addendum was prepared and adopted in October 2017. The GWR facilities would collect a
variety of source waters from several locations in Monterey County and convey that water to the MRWPCA Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant for treatment. The GWR project would then purify 5 mgd of water at a new Advanced Water Treatment Plant
located at the existing wastewater treatment plant site, and convey and then inject 3,500 afy of the purified water into the Seaside
Groundwater Basin for later extraction by CalAm for delivery to CalAm customers. The GWR facilities also would provide an
average of 4,750 afy of recycled water for agricultural irrigation in northern Monterey County through the CSIP and 600 afy to
MCWD for urban irrigation.

The new source waters for the GWR project would supplement the existing incoming wastewater flows, and would include the
following: 1) water from the City of Salinas agricultural wash water system, 2) stormwater flows from the southern part of Salinas
and the Lake El Estero facility in Monterey, 3) surface water and agricultural tile drain water that is captured in the Reclamation
Ditch and Tembladero Slough, and 4) surface water and agricultural tile drain water that flows in the Blanco Drain. The GWR
project would include new pipelines and injection facilities.

In September 2016, the CPUC approved a Water Purchase Agreement that allows CalAm to secure 3,500 afy of water from the
GWR project to meet a portion of the project water supply needs.

The GWR Project is a cumulative project in the context of Alternatives 5a and 5b, which evaluate a reduced-size (6.4-mgd)
desalination plant at the Project and an Alternate site, as well as Alternative 3. This project is not considered a cumulative project
for the Proposed Project, Alternatives 1 and 2 because both CalAm and the People’s Project would not build a full-capacity
desalination facility should GWR be completed.

The GWR project is a cumulative project with the DeepWater Desal project because that project is sufficiently large and designed
to serve customers in myriad geographic locations such that it could proceed even if the GWR project is implemented.

Construction anticipated
complete in 2018
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Monte

rey Regional Wastewater Pollution Control Agency (cont.)

61

Existing Outfall, Beach Junction
Structure

The existing Beach Junction Structure and a portion of the existing outfall became exposed on the beach during the winter 2015/16
storms. Under an order from the California Coastal Commission, the MRWPCA is required to replace the exposed components,
independent from and as a project separate from the MPWSP. The MRWPCA proposes to re-locate the junction structure inland by
650 to 1,000 feet and install 650 to 1,000 feet of new 60-inch diameter outfall pipe on the westward (ocean) side of the junction box,
which would connect to the existing ocean outfall. That project would include using pre-lined pipe to protect the new portion of the
outfall from corrosion that would be caused by the proposed MPWSP brine.

Construction anticipated
complete in 2020

Other

32

Carmel River near confluence
with San Clemente Creek

CalAm San Clemente Dam Removal Project —This project removed the 106-foot-tall San Clemente Dam that used to be on the
Carmel River, rerouted the Carmel River into San Clemente Creek, excavated and stabilized sediment that had accumulated in
San Clemente Creek, and restored a half-mile reach of San Clemente Creek (San Clemente Dam Removal, 2016).

Construction
completed in 2015

34

Moss Landing / Santa Cruz
County

Monterey Bay Regional Water Project (MBRWP or DeepWater Desal) — This project includes a 23 mgd seawater desalination
facility and co-located 1 million-square-foot data center on a 110-acre site in Moss Landing, on Dolan Road, approximately

1,500 feet east of the Moss Landing Power Plant. The project would serve up to 25,000 afy of potable water supply to participating
communities in the Monterey Bay region, potentially including the Monterey Peninsula, Castroville, Salinas, and parts of Santa
Cruz County (DeepWater Desal, 2015).

As proposed by DeepWater Desal, the project would develop supplemental water supplies to serve the customers in CalAm’s
Monterey District service area. However, if the MPWSP is built, DeepWater Desal can provide water to other areas, as described
above. Therefore, this EIR/EIS considers two reasonably foreseeable scenarios that include development of the DeepWater Desal
Project:

1) Development of the DeepWater Desal Project as an alternative to the MPWSP, as described in Chapter 5 (serving CalAm'’s
Monterey District service area). This is Alternative 3 described and analyzed in Chapter 5.

2) Development as a separate project in addition to the MPWSP or another alternative that would serve CalAm’s Monterey
District service area. In this case, the impacts of the DeepWater Desal Project are considered in the cumulative scenario as
they relate to the provision of water to Santa Cruz County and the City of Salinas. The DeepWater Desal Project with
provision of water to Santa Cruz County and the City of Salinas is a reasonably foreseeable project in the cumulative scenario
relevant to the proposed project and Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5a and 5b.

Beyond 2017

57

Moss Landing Green
Commercial Park/ Santa Cruz
County

People’s Moss Landing Water Desal Project — The 12 mgd desalination project would provide 13,400 afy of desalinated water
supply to meet the current and future needs of the Monterey Peninsula area. The People's Project applicant has used CalAm'’s
required need for replacement supplies and water needs of the General Plan Build-out and/or the water demands of North Monterey
County to size this alternative. The project would rehabilitate existing pipelines for an open-water intake and the discharge of effluent,
a new pump house, desalination plant, and desalinated water conveyance and storage facilities (Moss Landing Harbor District, 2015).

As proposed by its applicant, the People’s Project would develop supplemental water supplies to serve customers in CalAm’s
Monterey District service area and North Monterey County. Since the People’s Project and the MPWSP would not both be
implemented to serve the same customers, this EIR/EIS assumes the People’s Moss Landing Project is an alternative to the MPWSP
(see Chapter 5, Alternative 4). Therefore, it is not a reasonably foreseeable project in the cumulative scenario relevant to the MPWSP.
It would also not be a reasonably foreseeable project in the cumulative scenario for any of the alternatives aimed at meeting the
objectives of the MPWSP. Therefore, although acknowledged here as a reasonably foreseeable alternative to the proposed project
(as described in Chapter 5), this project’s contributions to cumulative impacts are not considered as part of the cumulative scenario
relevant to the proposed project or another alternative.

Unknown
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Marina Coast Water District

Marina Coast Water District,

sl Monterey County

Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project (RUWAP) Desalination Element — On March 1, 2016, in response to a request
for information, MCWD stated that the RUWAP Desalination Plant would produce up to 2,700 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potable
water supply; 2,400 AFY would be for the former Fort Ord, as identified in the Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA) Base Reuse Plan
(BRP) and 300 AFY would be for the District's Central Marina service area, as a replacement for the existing pilot (non-operating)
desalination plant (MCWD, 2016). However, MCWD reported that the water source for the proposed desalination project has not
yet been determined; it may be seawater-intruded groundwater from the 180-Foot Aquifer, or it may be seawater from shallow
wells located along the coast. The location of the wells and pipelines must also be addressed in a feasibility study. The
desalination plant site last studied was located in North Marina on a parcel owned by MCWD, adjacent to the MRWPCA Regional
Wastewater Treatment Plant. In any event, a feasibility study is needed to determine the actual component sizes and the timing of
this project is dependent upon the redevelopment water demands within the former Fort Ord.

Subsequent to that March 2016 response, the MCWD Board of Directors adopted by unanimous vote on May 2, 2016, Resolution
2016-26 approving a Memorandum of Understanding regarding Fort Ord water augmentation and a three party effort (MCWD,
FORA and MRWPCA) to study alternatives. The resolution was prompted by the MCWD and MRWPCA entering into an
agreement dated April 8, 2016 for the joint Pure Water Delivery and Supply Project, which will provide 1,427 AFY, leaving an
unmet need for 973 AFY to support the FORA BRP.

The three party planning (TPP) effort will explore the most cost effective and technically efficient mix of advanced treated water,
conservation, desalination, groundwater recharge and recovery, and other water sources, options, and alternatives to provide the
973 AFY of augmented water, and whether more or less than 1,427 AFY of advanced treated water is necessary to serve the Ord
Community. The FORA Board will utilize the TPP study in developing a preferred water augmentation mix and deciding which
additional water augmentation project(s) should be developed by MCWD.

Based on these current events and actions, it is speculative to assume that MCWD will implement a 2,700 AFY desalination
facility, or what the size, timing or configuration of that facility will be. This EIR/EIS thus does not generally include the RUWAP
Desalination Plant. Making conservative assumptions, however, Section 4.4, Groundwater Resources, does analyze as a
cumulative project the development of a 1,000 AFY desalination plant on MCWD land in the event that such an option is chosen to
make up the shortfall needed to provide a total of 2,400 AFY of water augmentation to support the FORA BRP.

Unknown

Marina Coast Water District,

35 Monterey County

Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project (RUWAP) Recycled Water Project — The Recycled Water Project includes
construction of a recycled water distribution system to provide up to 1,727 afy of recycled water to urban users in the MCWD
service areas, including the former Fort Ord. The water would be recycled at the existing Salinas Valley Reclamation Plant. This
project includes the following facilities: a new pipeline connection to the Salinas Valley Reclamation Plant; one pump station;
40,000 linear feet of distribution pipelines; and a 2-million-gallon storage tank known as Blackhorse Reservoir. MCWD now
proposes to combine conveyance facilities with the approved Pure Water Monterey Project for a shared pipeline (MCWD, 2016a).

August 2017 through
September 2018

Moss Landing

37 | Moss Landing

Moss Landing Community Plan — Revised draft plan issued May 2015:
e Revx-173 LLC — Demolition of an existing facility and construction of a 70,000-square-foot industrial warehouse on 189 acres.

* Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute — Removal of a finger pier; construction of a 58,655-square-foot research facility;
demolition of an existing building and construction of a 34,000-square-foot replacement facility; and construction of a 30-foot
dock extension (Monterey County Planning Department, 2013). In addition, construction of a 66,500-square-foot building to
support science and engineering research activities.

e 30-Unit Hotel

Unknown
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4.1 Overview
TABLE 4.1-2 (Continued)
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
Planning Jurisdiction/ Estimated
No. Location Project Description Construction Schedule

Moss Landing (cont.)

e Pisto Restaurant — Construction of a 6,000-square-foot restaurant

e Moss Landing Marine Laboratories — Development of a 36,000-square-foot warehouse and 15,000-square-foot dock/wharf area
37 at 7539 Sandholdt Road. At 7544 and 7722 Sandholdt Road, development of a 2,600-square-foot mixed-use facility, a 7,400-
cont. square-foot research building, 8,520-square-foot concrete slab for aquaculture, and a 300-foot pier.

e Gregg Drilling — Development of an 8,000- to 9,000-square-foot building for high-tech operations (Monterey County Planning
Department, 2015).

Moss Landing Power Plant Retrofit — Through a settlement agreement executed on October 9, 2014 between the SWRCB and
the current owner of the power plant, the Moss Landing Power Plant must reduce its intake of cooling water to meet an 83.7
percent or greater reduction in mortality from entrainment and impingement impacts beginning with reductions on December 31, Began in 2016, full
2016 and achieving full compliance by December 31, 2020. The Moss Landing Power Plant owner has indicated its intention to compliance by end of 2020
retrofit the power plant’s four generating units to reduce entrainment and impingement impacts in compliance with the Once-
Through-Cooling (OTC) policy and this would likely occur prior to the operation of any desalination project in Moss Landing.

62 | Moss Landing

Castroville
Transportation Agency for Castroville Bicycle and Pedestrian Overcrossing — The project would build a bicycle and pedestrian path connecting the
36 Monterey County Community of Castroville to Castroville Boulevard. The project starts on Salinas Street at McDougall and parallels Axtell Street Construction anticipated to
Between Salinas Street and with an overcrossing at the Union Pacific tracks and a Class 1 path to Castroville Boulevard. The overcrossing structure would be start in 2016
Castroville Boulevard approximately 1,400 feet long (TAMC, 2016a)
Caltrans

Route 156 West Corridor Project — The project would build a new four-lane highway parallel to the existing Highway 156 with
new interchanges built at Castroville Boulevard and at U.S. 101. The current two-lane highway would be converted into a frontage Unknown
road serving the local community. A supplemental Environmental Impact Report is in preparation (TAMC, 2016c).

Highway 156 between
Castroville Boulevard and
U.S. 101

53

Other Projects

Monterey-Pacific Grove Area of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) Stormwater Management Project — The project
Cities of Monterey and Pacific includes diverting both wet weather and dry weather flows from the Greenwood Park and Congress Storm Drain Watersheds to

Grove (David Avenue the David Avenue Reservoir site, and treating and delivering of recycled water to irrigation sites throughout the city (CPUC, 2012).
45 | Reservoir, Pine Avenue, Ocean | The project also revises the existing storm drain system in Pacific Grove to retain or treat stormwater flows. These retention 2018-2020
View Boulevard, former facilities will help to meter or treat flows into either treatment facility thereby allowing up to a 90 percent reduction in pollutant

wastewater treatment plant site) | loading during storm events. Diverted flows would ultimately be directed to either the rebuilt Pacific Grove Water Treatment Plant
or the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency Regional Water Treatment Plant in Marina (MPWMD, 2014).

TAMC Monterey Peninsula Light Rail Project — Construction of commuter light rail service, mostly along the Transportation
Agency for Monterey County’s (TAMC's) existing Monterey Branch Line right-of-way, from House Plaza in the city of Monterey to
Blackie Road in Castroville. This 15.2-mile-long project would involve improvements to existing rail, construction of new rail, and

Cities of Castroville, Marina, 12 new stops (one in Castroville, five in Marina, three in Seaside and Sand City, and three in the city of Monterey). Approximately

38 :Inodntggi)r/{tsg?z%i’t;znd City, 860 new parking spaces would be built at these stations. The project would also include a new maintenance facility; this facility Unknown
y y: would be located at one of three sites, all of which are near Highway 1 on lands formerly associated with the Fort Ord military
base (TAMC, 2011). TAMC has placed this project on hold indefinitely until the agency can secure funding for environmental
review, design, and construction.
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CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

4.1 Overview

Planning Jurisdiction/

Estimated

No. Location Project Description Construction Schedule
Other Projects (cont.)
Fort Ord Dunes State Park Campground — Construction and operation of a campground facility and associated infrastructure
Fort Ord Dunes State Park within Fort Ord Dunes State Park, including 45 RV sites and two host sites with electrical and water hookups, 10 hike/bike sites,
(immediately west of the TAMC | and 43 tent sites; parking for 40 vehicles; restrooms with showers; a multi-purpose building; an outdoor campfire center;
46 | rail corridor and State Highway | interpretation/ viewing areas; renovated bunkers; an entrance station near the 1st Street underpass; modular structures; storage Unknown
1, west of the former Fort Ord yard and maintenance shop; improved beach access/trails; one plumbed restroom with outdoor shower for beach use; a 200-foot
Military Base) wildlife/habitat corridor; internal campground trail network, trail improvements, and roadway improvements; and offsite utilities
(Denise Duffy & Associates, 2013).
California State University Monterey Bay Charter School New School Project — Phase | includes the construction of 19 K-8 classrooms; work rooms for Phase | construction
Trustees administrators, teachers and custodians; resource and remedial instruction rooms; and storage. Phase Il includes additional anticipated 2018.
54 Colonel Durham Street and 6th | Support facilities. Phase | is projected to accommodate approximately 430 students; full enroliment of 508 students is expected to Phase Il construction
Avenue be reached by Phase Il (Denise Duffy & Associates, 2016). anticipated 2020
Monterey Regional Waste Monterey Regional Waste Management District Truck Yard Facility Project — The project would include a 7,200-square-foot
Management District office/ administration building, a 11,300-square-foot maintenance building, a 5,000-square-foot truck wash and repair building, as .
55 | 14201 Del Monte Boulevard, well as collection truck parking and steel bin storage areas, Compressed Natural Gas equipment, and associated employee Construction underway
Marina parking (Denise Duffy & Associates, 2014).
Landfill-Gas-to-Energy Facility Phased Capacity Improvements — Although it is not evaluated in this EIR/EIS, CalAm is actively
pursuing a renewable energy source option with Monterey Regional Waste Management District (MRWMD) that would allow CalAm
to meet a portion of the MPWSP Desalination Plant operational energy requirements with methane gas from the existing MRWMD
landfill-gas-to-energy (LFGTE) facility located adjacent to the MPWSP Desalination Plant site. The MRWMD LFGTE facility produces
5.07 megawatts (MW) of continuous electricity that is sold to PG&E. MRWMD wishes to increase the electric generation capacity of
Monterey Regional Waste the LFGTE facility by 3.2 MW in two stages, with the first phase of improvements increasing the capacity by 1.6 MW, followed by an Phase 1: Unknown
Management District additional 1.6 MW increase in 6 to 8 years. Once such an expansion were complete, the total generation capacity of the LFGTE :
58 | 14201 Del Monte Boulevard facility would be 8.27 MW (ESI, 2014). Phase 2: 6 to 8 years after
Marina If this renewable energy source option were implemented, about half of the MPWSP Desalination Plant operational energy Phase 1
requirements could be met with methane gas from the LFGTE facility; the remainder would come from the local PG&E grid. Overhead
powerlines, electrical transformers, metering devices, and switchgear would be needed to connect the MRWMD LFGTE facility with
the MPWSP Desalination Plant. Implementation of this option and the construction of the associated interconnection improvements
would require separate environmental review. These possible LFGTE improvements have not been proposed and are not actively
under environmental review and consideration; for these reasons, they are not evaluated in the cumulative analyses in this EIR/EIS.
Monterey Pipeline and ASR Pump Station — The new 5.4-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter Monterey Pipeline would allow for bi-
directional flows and would convey potable water supplies from the GWR project (No. 59) to the Monterey Peninsula. The Monterey
Pipeline would utilize the pressure (called “hydraulic head”) provided by CalAm extraction operations to convey water to the Monterey
. . Peninsula cities. The Monterey Pipeline would connect two pressure zones in the CalAm system (one in the area of the City of Pacific
6o | Cities of Seaside, Monterey, Grove and one in the area of the City of Seaside). Water stored in Forest Lake Tanks could flow via gravity to the lower Carmel Valley Under construction

and Pacific Grove

or be pumped to the upper Carmel Valley.

In September 2016, the CPUC approved the Monterey Pipeline and ASR Pump Station along with the Water Purchase Agreement
described for the GWR Project (No. 59). The MPWMD approved a Water Distribution System Permit and Pipeline Alignment
modification that included the approval of two addenda to the Pure Water Monterey GWR Project Final EIR.

NOTES: Project 17, Monterey Downs and Horse Park and Central Coast Veteran's Cemetery Specific Plan, is no longer being considered by the planning agency.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project
Final EIR/EIS

4.1-27

ESA /205335.01
March 2018



4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

This page intentionally left blank

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4.1-28 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



4.1-29



4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

This page intentionally left blank

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4.1-30 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018



4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

References — Cumulative Impacts

California Coastal Commission (CCC), 2014. Staff Report: Recommendation on Appeal,
Substantial Issue and De Novo Hearing, and Coastal Development Permit. Items W14a &
15a. Appeal No. A-3-MRA-14-0050, Application No. 9-14-1735. November 12, 2014.

California Coastal Commission (CCC), 2017. Consent Settlement Agreement and Cease and
Desist Order CCC-17-CD-02. July 13.

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), 2012. Notice of Ex Parte Communications of
City of Pacific Grove, Regarding Request for assistance on water right issue; Monterey
Peninsula Water Supply Project proposed in Application 12-04-019 by California-
American Water Company, November 20, 2012.

California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB), 2016. The Joel & Dena Gambord Business
and Information Technology Building. Available online at: https://csumb.edu/giving/bit-
landing-page-0. Accessed March 11, 2016.

CEQ, 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act.
Council on Environmental Quality Executive Office of the President. January 1997.

CEQAnet, 2014. Iris Canyon Residential Care Facility for the Elderly, May 19, 2014. Available
online at: http://www.ceganet.ca.gov/NODdescription.asp?DocPK=681293. Accessed
March 21, 2016.

City of Marina, Development Services Department, 2010. Marina Heights Project Summary,
April 2010.

City of Marina, Development Services Department, 2011a. Marina Airport Economic
Development Area Project Summary, January 2011.

City of Marina, Development Services Department, 2011b. Marina Downtown Vitalization
Project Summary, January 2011.

City of Marina, Development Services Department, 2011c. Marina Station Project Summary,
January 2011.

City of Marina, Development Services Department, 2012. Cypress Knolls Project Summary,
April 2012.

City of Marina, 2015. What’s New in Marina, August 18, 2015. Available online at:
http://cityofmarina.org/index.aspx?NID=545. Accessed March 11, 2016.

City of Marina, 2016a. Airport Economic Development Area. Available online at:
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=199. Accessed March 14, 2016.

City of Marina, 2016b. Cypress Knolls. Available online at: http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/
index.aspx?nid=200. Accessed March 11, 2016.

City of Marina, 2016¢. Downtown Vitalization. Available online at: http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/
index.aspx?nid=201. Accessed March 14, 2016.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4-31 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018


https://csumb.edu/giving/bit-landing-page-0
https://csumb.edu/giving/bit-landing-page-0
http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/NODdescription.asp?DocPK=681293
http://cityofmarina.org/index.aspx?NID=545
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=199
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=200
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=200
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=201
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=201

4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

City of Marina, 2016d. Marina Heights. Available online at: http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/
index.aspx?nid=788. Accessed March 11, 2016.

City of Marina, 2016e. Marina Station. Available online at: http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/
index.aspx?nid=203. Accessed March 14, 2016.

City of Marina, 2016f. The Dunes on Monterey Bay Project Summary, January 2011. Available
online at; www.ci.marina.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=204. Accessed March 14, 2016.

City of Monterey, 2016. Fixing Sewers, Sanitary Sewer System Rehabilitation Program. Available
online at: http://monterey.org/en-us/City-Hall/Fixing-Sewers. Accessed March 25, 2016.

City of Monterey, Planning, 2012. Planned Local Construction Projects that May Contribute to
Cumulative Effects. Available online at: www.monterey.org/en-us/departments/
planspublicworks/planning/developmentprojects.aspx. Accessed November 27, 2012.

City of Pacific Grove, 2014. Pacific Grove Local Water Project: Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Scoping Meeting. March 31, 2014.

City of Pacific Grove, 2015. Pacific Grove Local Water Project: Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Scoping Meeting. June 4, 2015.

City of Sand City, 2012. The Collection at Monterey Bay Draft Environmental Impact Report,
Volume I. November.

City of Sand City, 2016. Sand City Water Supply Project. Available online at:
http://www.sandcity.org/News and Events/Sand City Water Supply Project.aspx.
Accessed March 25, 2016.

City of Seaside, 2016a. Current and Ongoing Projects. Available online at:
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/index.aspx?page=226#WBUV. Accessed March 14, 2016.

City of Seaside, 2016b. Development Opportunities. Available online at: www.ci.seaside.ca.
us/index.aspx?page=227#2. Accessed March 11, 2016.

City of Seaside, 2016c. Major Development Projects. Available online at: http://www.ci.seaside.
ca.us/index.aspx?page=199. Accessed March 14, 2016.

DeepWaterDesal, LLC., 2015. DeepWaterDesal Project Website. Available online at:
http://www.deepwaterdesal.com/who-we-are.htm. Accessed April 19, 2015.

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. 2012. Addendum to the Phase | ASR Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment and Initial Study Checklist for Full Implementation of
Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Water Project 2. Prepared for Monterey Peninsula
Water Management District, April 11, 2012.

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc., 2013. Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Fort Ord Dunes State Park Campground Project. Prepared for the State of California
Department of Parks and Recreation. May 2013.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4-32 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018


http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=788
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=788
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=203
http://www.ci.marina.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?nid=203
http://monterey.org/en-us/City-Hall/Fixing-Sewers
http://www.sandcity.org/%E2%80%8CNews_and_Events/Sand_City_Water_Supply_Project.aspx
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/index.aspx?page=227#2
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/index.aspx?page=227#2
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?page=199
http://www.ci.seaside.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cindex.aspx?page=199
http://www.deepwaterdesal.com/who-we-are.htm

4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. 2014. Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Monterey Regional Waste Management District Tuck Facility Project. Prepared for
Monterey Regional Waste Management District. July 24, 2014.

Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc. 2016. Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Monterey Bay Charter School New School Project. Prepared for Trustees of the California
State University, March 10, 2016.

East Garrison, 2015. Personal communication with Josh Calderon, East Garrison Community
Representative. March 3, 2015.

ENERGYneering Solutions, Inc (ESI), 2014. “Over the Fence” Power Sales Feasibility Study for
the Monterey LFGTE Facility. Prepared for Monterey Regional Waste Management
District and California American Water. April 16, 2014.

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), 2013. Annual Report. 2012-2013. Available online at:
http://www.fora.org/Reports/AR/AnnualReport2013.pdf. Accessed March 20, 2014.

Fort Ord Reuse Authority, 2016. Board Report, Agenda Item 8c; Water Augmentation Program:
Three Party Planning Report. February 12, 2016.

Fort Ord Reuse Authority (FORA), 2015. Annual Report. 2014-2015. Available online at:
http://www.fora.org/Reports/AR/AnnualReport2015-Full.pdf. Accessed March 11, 2016.

Marina Coast Water District (MCWD), 2013. Agenda: Special Board Meeting, Board of
Directors Project Workshop, Marina Coast Water District. February 23, 2013.

Marina Coast Water District (MCWND), 2015. Draft Minutes: Regular Board Meeting, Marina
Coast Water District, January 21, 2015. Available online at: http://www.mcwd.org/docs/
agenda_minutes/2015-02-02 board/ltem%209-B%20-%2001-21-2015%20Minutes.pdf.
Accessed June 1, 2016.

Marina Coast Water District (MCWD), 2016, Response to Request for Information/PRA Request,
letter from Keith VVan Der Maaten to Eric Zigas. March 1, 2016.

Marina Coast Water District (MCWD), 2016a. Regional Urban Recycled Water Project
Addendum No. 3 to the Environmental Impact Report for the Regional Urban Water
Augmentation Project. March 20, 2016. Available online at: http://www.mcwd.org/docs/
agenda_minutes/2016-04-18 board/Item%209-C%20-%20FINAL%20PUBLIC%?20
REVIEW%20RUWAP%20Shared%20Pipeline%20Addendum_%20No03_March%2020%2
0(2).pdf. Accessed June 1, 2016.

Marriott, 2016. SpringHill Suites The Dunes on Monterey Bay. http://www.marriott.com/hotels/
travel/mrysh-springhill-suites-the-dunes-on-monterey-bay/. Accessed November 18, 2016.

Michael Brandman Associates, 2004. East Garrison Specific Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report. Prepared for Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department.
State Clearinghouse No. 2003081086 PLN030204, September 2004.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4-33 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018


http://www.fora.org/Reports/AR/AnnualReport2013.pdf
http://www.fora.org/Reports/AR/AnnualReport2015-Full.pdf
http://www.mcwd.org/docs/%E2%80%8Cagenda_minutes/2015-02-02_board/Item%209-B%20-%2001-21-2015%20Minutes.pdf
http://www.mcwd.org/docs/%E2%80%8Cagenda_minutes/2015-02-02_board/Item%209-B%20-%2001-21-2015%20Minutes.pdf
http://www.mcwd.org/docs/%E2%80%8Cagenda_minutes/2016-04-18_board/Item%209-C%20-%20FINAL%20PUBLIC%20%E2%80%8CREVIEW%20RUWAP%20Shared%20Pipeline%20Addendum_%20No3_March%2020%20(2).pdf
http://www.mcwd.org/docs/%E2%80%8Cagenda_minutes/2016-04-18_board/Item%209-C%20-%20FINAL%20PUBLIC%20%E2%80%8CREVIEW%20RUWAP%20Shared%20Pipeline%20Addendum_%20No3_March%2020%20(2).pdf
http://www.mcwd.org/docs/%E2%80%8Cagenda_minutes/2016-04-18_board/Item%209-C%20-%20FINAL%20PUBLIC%20%E2%80%8CREVIEW%20RUWAP%20Shared%20Pipeline%20Addendum_%20No3_March%2020%20(2).pdf
http://www.mcwd.org/docs/%E2%80%8Cagenda_minutes/2016-04-18_board/Item%209-C%20-%20FINAL%20PUBLIC%20%E2%80%8CREVIEW%20RUWAP%20Shared%20Pipeline%20Addendum_%20No3_March%2020%20(2).pdf
http://www.marriott.com/hotels/%E2%80%8Ctravel/%E2%80%8Cmrysh-springhill-suites-the-dunes-on-monterey-bay/
http://www.marriott.com/hotels/%E2%80%8Ctravel/%E2%80%8Cmrysh-springhill-suites-the-dunes-on-monterey-bay/

4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

Monterey County, 2012. Moss Landing Community Plan. October 2012. Monterey County
Resource Management Agency. Available online at: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/
planning/major/Moss%20L anding%20Community%20Plan/Public_Review_Draft 2012
Moss_Landing_Community_Plan.pdf. Accessed March 11, 2014.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2013. Potential Development Project in Moss Landing.
Available online at: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/major/Moss%20Landing%?20
Community%?20Plan/Potential Development Projects In Moss Landing Rev.pdf.
Accessed March 25, 2013.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2015. Notice of Pending Administrative Approvals by
the Director of Planning. Available online: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/Planning/cca/ap/
2015/AP_091615.pdf. Accessed May 31, 2015.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016a. Accela Citizen Access: Permit Number
PLN020332. Available online at: https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&caplD1=HIS02&caplD2=00000&capID3=05413. Accessed March 25,
2016

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016b. Accela Citizen Access: Permit Number
PLN020344. Available online at: https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&caplD1=HIS02&caplD2=00000&capID3=05425. Accessed March 25,
2016.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016¢. Accela Citizen Access: Permit Number
PLN110265. Available online at: https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&caplD1=11PLN&caplD2=00000&caplD3=00265. Accessed March 25,
2016.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016d. Accela Citizen Access: Permit Number
PLN110544. Available online at: https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?
Module=Planning&caplD1=11PLN&caplD2=00000&caplD3=00544. Accessed March 25,
2016.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016e. Ferrini Ranch Subdivision. Available online at:
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-
rma-/planning/current-major-projects/ferrini-ranch-subdivision. Accessed March 14, 2016.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016f. Pebble Beach Company. Available online at:
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-
rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company. Accessed March 14, 2016.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016g. Pebble Beach Company Inclusionary Housing.
Available online at: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-
management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company-
inclusionary-housing. Accessed March 25, 2016.

Monterey County Planning Department, 2016h. Rancho Carfiada Village Subdivision. Available
online at: http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-
management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/rancho-canada-village-specific-
plan. Accessed June 20, 2016.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4-34 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018


http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cplanning/major/Moss%20Landing%20Community%20Plan/Public_Review_Draft_2012_Moss_Landing_Community_Plan.pdf
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cplanning/major/Moss%20Landing%20Community%20Plan/Public_Review_Draft_2012_Moss_Landing_Community_Plan.pdf
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/%E2%80%8Cplanning/major/Moss%20Landing%20Community%20Plan/Public_Review_Draft_2012_Moss_Landing_Community_Plan.pdf
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/major/Moss%20Landing%20%E2%80%8CCommunity%20Plan/Potential_Development_Projects_In_Moss_Landing_Rev.pdf
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/major/Moss%20Landing%20%E2%80%8CCommunity%20Plan/Potential_Development_Projects_In_Moss_Landing_Rev.pdf
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/Planning/cca/ap/%E2%80%8C2015/AP_091615.pdf
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/Planning/cca/ap/%E2%80%8C2015/AP_091615.pdf
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=HIS02&capID2=00000&capID3=05413
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=HIS02&capID2=00000&capID3=05413
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=HIS02&capID2=00000&capID3=05425
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=HIS02&capID2=00000&capID3=05425
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=11PLN&capID2=00000&capID3=00265
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=11PLN&capID2=00000&capID3=00265
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=11PLN&capID2=00000&capID3=00544
https://aca.accela.com/Monterey/Cap/CapDetail.aspx?%E2%80%8CModule=%E2%80%8CPlanning&capID1=11PLN&capID2=00000&capID3=00544
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/ferrini-ranch-subdivision
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/ferrini-ranch-subdivision
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company-inclusionary-housing
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company-inclusionary-housing
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/pebble-beach-company-inclusionary-housing
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/rancho-canada-village-specific-plan
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/rancho-canada-village-specific-plan
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/rancho-canada-village-specific-plan

4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

Monterey County Regional Water Management Group (RWMG), 2014. 2014 Ranked Project List
for Monterey County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. Approved May 14,
2014. Available online at: http://www.greatermontereyirwmp.org/wp-content/uploads/
2014/05/2014-Ranked-Project-List1.pdf. Accessed December 26, 2014.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), 2010a. Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting for the Granite Ridge
Water Supply Project, November 17, 2010.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), 2010b. “Public Scoping Meeting for the
Regional Granite Ridge Water Supply Project.” Powerpoint presentation for scoping
meeting at North Monterey County High School. December 8, 2010.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), 2014. Notice to Preparation, Salinas
Valley Water Project, Phase Il, June 25, 2014.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA\), 2016. Interlake Tunnel. Available online
at: http://www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us/interlake tunnel/interlake tunnel.php. Accessed
March 14, 2016.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA\), 2017. Stakeholder Workshop, Interlake
Tunnel and Spillway Modification Update. September 15, 2017.

Monterey Herald, 2015. Corral de Tierra shopping center still years away after ruling. Available
online at: http://www.montereyherald.com/article/NF/20150629/NEWS/150629746.
Accessed May 31, 2016.

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD), 2005. Monterey Peninsula, Carmel
Bay, and South Monterey Bay Integrated Regional Water Management Plan and Integrated
Coastal Watershed Management Plan, Seaside Groundwater Basin Aquifer Storage and
Recovery (ASR) Phase I, July 5, 2005.

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD), 2014. Monterey Peninsula, Carmel
Bay, and South Monterey Bay Integrated Regional Water Management Plan Update. June
2014.

Moss Landing Harbor District, 2015. Notice of Preparation to prepare an Environmental Impact
Report for the People’s Moss Landing Water Desalination Project, June 25, 2016.

San Clemente Dam Removal Project and Carmel River Reroute website, 2016. Project Timeline.
Available online at; www.sanclementedamremoval.org. Accessed March 14, 2016.

Security National Guarantee (SNG), 2008. Monterey Bay Shores, Ecoresort, Wellness Spa, and
Residences. Available online at: www.montereybayshores.com/PDF/Eco_Overview.pdf.
Accessed December 22, 2014.

Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2013. Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail Network Master Plan,
Final Environmental Impact Report. Prepared for Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission. Certified November 7, 2013.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4-35 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018


http://www.greatermontereyirwmp.org/wp-content/uploads/%E2%80%8C2014/05/2014-Ranked-Project-List1.pdf
http://www.greatermontereyirwmp.org/wp-content/uploads/%E2%80%8C2014/05/2014-Ranked-Project-List1.pdf
http://www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us/interlake_tunnel/interlake_tunnel.php
http://www.montereyherald.com/article/NF/20150629/NEWS/150629746

4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.1 Overview

State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2015. State Route 68/Corral de
Terria Road Intersection Improvement Project Initial Study with Mitigated Negative
Declaration. September 2015.

The Carmel Pine Cone, 2016. Deal Will Turn Golf Course Into Parkland, Help Stave Off
Looming Water Cutbacks. Chris Counts, The Carmel Pine Cone, Volume 102 No. 18
(April 29 — May 5, 2016). Available online at: http://pineconearchive.fileburst.com/

160429PCA.pdf.

The People’s Moss Landing Water Desal Project, 2015. The Project. Available online at:
http://thepeopleswater.com/the-project/. Accessed March 5, 2015.

The Trust for Public Land, 2016. Carmel River land & water poised to be protected for Monterey
residents. Available online at: https://www.tpl.org/media-room/carmel-river-land-water-
poised-be-protected-monterey-residents. Accessed June 20, 2016.

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), 2011. Monterey Peninsula Light Rail
Project — First Administrative Draft Environmental Assessment/Environmental Impact
Report. Prepared by Parsons. September 2011.

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), 2016a. Castroville Bicycle & Pedestrian
Overcrossing. Available online at: http://www.tamcmonterey.org/castroville-bicycle-
pedestrian-overcrossing/. Accessed March 25, 2016.

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), 2016b. Highway 68 Roundabout.
Available online at: http://www.tamcmonterey.org/programs/highway-projects/highway-
68-roundabout/. Accessed March 25, 2016.

Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), 2016c¢. Highway 156. Available online at:
http://www.tamcmonterey.org/programs/highway-projects/highway-156/. Accessed
March 25, 2016.

CalAm Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project 4-36 ESA /205335.01
Final EIR/EIS March 2018


http://pineconearchive.fileburst.com/%E2%80%8C160429PCA.pdf
http://pineconearchive.fileburst.com/%E2%80%8C160429PCA.pdf
http://thepeopleswater.com/the-project/
https://www.tpl.org/media-room/carmel-river-land-water-poised-be-protected-monterey-residents
https://www.tpl.org/media-room/carmel-river-land-water-poised-be-protected-monterey-residents
http://www.tamcmonterey.org/castroville-bicycle-pedestrian-overcrossing/
http://www.tamcmonterey.org/castroville-bicycle-pedestrian-overcrossing/
http://www.tamcmonterey.org/programs/highway-projects/highway-68-roundabout/
http://www.tamcmonterey.org/programs/highway-projects/highway-68-roundabout/
http://www.tamcmonterey.org/programs/highway-projects/highway-156/

4. Environmental Setting (Affected Environment), Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

4.2 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

4.2 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Sections

4.2.1 Setting/Affected Environment

4.2.2 Regulatory Framework

4.2.3 Evaluation Criteria

4.2.4 Approach to Analysis

4.2.5 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Proposed Project
4.2.6 Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Project

Figures Tables
4.2-1 Geologic Map of Project Area 4.2-1 Summary of Geologic Units and Project Component
Locations

4.2-2 Generalized Geologic Cross-Section

4.2-3 Local Geologic Cross-Section 4.2-2 Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale

4.2-4 Active and Potentially Active Regional Faults 4.2-3 Active and Potentially Active Faults

4.2-5 Liquefaction Potential 4.2-4 Summary of General Soil Properties
4.2-6 Landslide Hazard Map

4.2-7 Representative Profile at Test Slant Well 4.2-6 Applicable Regional and Local Plans and Policies
4.2-8 Representative Profile at Proposed Slant Wells Relevant to Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

4.2-5 Summary of Estimated Peak Ground Accelerations at
Proposed Facility Locations

4.2-7 Summary of impacts — Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

4.2-8 Comparison of Jet Plume and Ambient Ocean
Currents at Monterey

This section evaluates the potential for construction and operation of the Monterey Peninsula
Water Supply Project (MPWSP or proposed project) to result in adverse impacts associated with
geologic, soils, and seismic hazards, including faulting, seismically-induced ground failures (e.g.,
landslides, liquefaction), erosion, expansive or corrosive soils, and coastal retreat. The analysis is
based on review of available geologic and geotechnical maps and reports of the project area and
vicinity, including reports and information published by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and
the California Geological Survey (CGS), the Monterey County General Plan, and site-specific
investigations conducted for various project components.

Comments received on the April 2015 Draft EIR requested analysis of the slant wells electrical
panel (see Section 4.2.5.2, Impact 4.2-10), and clarifications regarding geologic units and soils
(see Section 4.2.1.1), LCPLUP Planning Guidelines (see Section 4.2.2.3, Local Regulations),
slant well angles (see Section 3.2.1 in Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project), the slant
well abandonment mitigation measure (see Section 4.2.5.2, Impact 4.2-10), subsidence (see
Section 4.2.5.2, Impact 4.2-8), corrosion prevention measures (see Section 4.2.5.2, Impact 4.2-7),
and the Reliz (Blanco Section) fault (see Section 4.2.1.2, Seismicity and Faults).

As a result of comments received on the January 2017 Draft EIR/EIS, revisions have been made
to this EIR/EIS section. Those changes include:

. Revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.2-10 (formerly 4.2-9), Slant Well Abandonment Plan, to
include reporting requirements, coordination with the property owner, and consideration
of the snowy plover nesting season.
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° Addition of Secondary Impacts of Mitigation Measure 4.2-10, which would be similar to the
impacts associated with other project-based construction activities.

4.2.1 Setting/Affected Environment

The study area for the evaluation of impacts on geology, soils, and seismicity includes the project
components and general vicinity, except for the issue of coastal erosion where the study area
extends south from the slant well locations to include the sandy beaches of southern Monterey Bay.
The study area includes the submerged lands of Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
(MBNMS), as the proposed slant wells would extend under the seabed in MBNMS.

4.2.1.1 Geologic Conditions

Topography

Figures 3-2 through 3-15 in Chapter 3, Description of the Proposed Project, show the locations of
the proposed MPWSP components, which extend approximately 18 miles, from the connection to
the Castroville Community Services District (CCSD) water distribution system located in
unincorporated Monterey County in the north to the unincorporated community of Hidden Hills
along Highway 68 in the south. In addition to unincorporated areas, project components are also
proposed in the cities of Monterey, Marina, and Seaside. Although the topography of the project
area is variable, the majority of the project components would be constructed in coastal dune
areas or in low-lying inland areas within 2 miles of the coast.

The northern and coastal dune areas are characterized by gently to moderately rolling dunes with
elevations ranging from sea level at the coast to 100 feet above mean sea level (msl) at the proposed
MPWSP Desalination Plant. Along the shoreline, the coastal dune slopes can be steep and have a
high potential for erosion (Ninyo & Moore, 2005, 2014). East of the coastline, the dune deposits
have gentle slopes (0 to 10 percent) with increased stability and vegetation cover. Fill embankments
up to approximately 30 feet high are located throughout the area with road cuts up to approximately
20 feet high within the dune sands. West of the coastline, the existing MRWPCA ocean outfall
pipeline extends about 2.1 miles into waters of MBNMS to a depth of about 90 to 110 feet below
mean sea level. The bathymetry? in the vicinity of the MRWPCA outfall structure is relatively flat
with an average slope of 1 percent to the west of the diffuser for 5 miles. The rim of the Monterey
Submarine Canyon, one of the deepest submarine canyons on the west coast of the United States, is
less than 4 miles to the northwest of the proposed location of the slant wells at the CEMEX facility.

The topography of the more urbanized southern coastal portion of the project area ranges from
rolling coastal dunes to older, more stable dunes and terrace deposits. The topography in this
portion of the project area varies, and elevations range from 0 feet msl at the coast to about
340 feet above msl at the proposed ASR injection/extraction wells (ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells).

The proposed Ryan Ranch—Bishop Interconnection Improvements and Main System-Hidden Hills
Interconnection Improvements would be located 3 and 6 miles southeast of the coastline in a

1 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (2014) refers to bathymetry as the ocean’s depth relative to sea
level, although it has come to mean “submarine topography,” or the depths and shapes of underwater terrain.
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relatively rugged mountainous area with elevations of about 200 and 1,000 feet above msl,
respectively. The proposed location for the Carmel Valley Pump Station is on the south side of
Carmel Valley Road about 3 miles east and inland of the coastline at an elevation of about 80 feet
above msl.

Regional Geology

The study area lies within the geologically complex region of California referred to as the Coast
Ranges Geomorphic Province.2 The Coast Ranges province lies between the Pacific Ocean and
the Great Valley Geomorphic Province (Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys) and stretches from
the Oregon border to the Santa Ynez Mountains near Santa Barbara. This province is marked by
northwest-trending elongated ranges and narrow valleys that roughly parallel the coast and the
San Andreas Fault Zone. Much of the Coast Ranges province is composed of marine sedimentary
deposits, metamorphic rocks, and volcanic rocks. The project area is also underlain by the
“Salinian Block,” a continental fragment of the granitic Sierra Nevada that was pushed northward
by tectonic forces along the western side of the San Andreas Fault Zone (Tavarnelli, 1998). The
tectonics of the San Andreas Fault and other major faults in the western part of California have
played a major role in the geologic history of the area. The drainages south of San Francisco Bay
are strongly influenced by tectonic-related faults and folds that typically trend parallel to the
coast, although some drainages run perpendicular to the coast. The Salinas River, whose course
largely lies within a synclinal trough,3 exemplifies this pattern.

The Santa Lucia Range, the Salinas Valley, and the Santa Cruz Mountains are the prominent
geologic features of the region. The rugged Santa Lucia Range generally runs from the Monterey
Peninsula southeast to San Luis Obispo; the proposed Ryan Ranch-Bishop and Main System-
Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements, and the Carmel Valley Pump Station would be located
in this area. The Salinas Valley is northeast of the Santa Lucia Range and roughly parallels these
northwest-southeast-trending mountains. The geologic development of the Salinas Valley, which
runs from Monterey Bay southeast into San Luis Obispo County, is largely the result of folding,
although the valley also shows characteristics of stream erosion and faulting. The subsurface slant
wells, MPWSP Desalination Plant, improvements to the Seaside Groundwater Basin ASR System
and conveyance pipelines would be constructed within the Salinas Valley. The Santa Cruz
Mountains extend from the San Francisco Peninsula south to the Pajaro River, near Watsonville,
where they merge with the Gabilan Range. These mountains help define the northern end of
Monterey Bay.

Geologic Units

The discussion of geologic units is based on the geologic mapping compilation prepared by the
CGS (2002b; which is based largely on Clark et al. [1997] and Dupre and Tinsley [1980]);
geotechnical field reconnaissance conducted in June and November 2004 during which various
geologic units within the project area were observed and described (Ninyo & Moore, 2005); and

2 A geomorphic province is an area that possesses similar bedrock, structure, history, and age. California has
11 geomorphic provinces (CGS, 2002a).

3 A syncline or synclinal trough is a geologic feature where stratified bedrock has been folded into a concave upward
form.
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subsurface investigations consisting of soil borings and analytical testing at the proposed
(CEMEX facility) and alternate (Potrero Road parking area) slant well locations (Geoscience,
2016). Figure 4.2-1 presents the regional surface geology from the CGS’s compilation for the
project area. Figure 4.2-2 presents a north to south regional geologic cross-section along the
coast (HydroMetrics, 2009). Figure 4.2-3 presents a west to east local geologic cross section
extending from the coastline, through the proposed slant wells, and to about 2 miles inland.

The Salinas Valley extends about 80 miles inland and is filled with recent to Tertiary (65 million
years ago [mya] to 1.6 mya) river and estuary deposits of the current and ancestral Salinas River
and regional eolian4 and marine sediments over the Mesozoic Salinian Block granitic basement
(Kennedy Jenks, 2004). Based on a review of geologic literature combined with the field
observations, it is expected that fill, active and older coastal dune sands, and terrace deposits
would be encountered during construction of the project components. Deeper subsurface geologic
units that were not encountered at the surface but are known to be present in the project area
include the Aromas Sand, Paso Robles Formation, Purisima Formation, Santa Margarita
Formation, and Monterey Formation, as well as an underlying, unnamed sandstone and the
granodiorite® of the Salinian Block.

Table 4.2-1 summarizes the geologic units and the project components, which are discussed below.

TABLE 4.2-1
SUMMARY OF GEOLOGIC UNITS AND PROJECT COMPONENT LOCATIONS

Geologic Unit Project Component
Fill Some pipeline segments
Dune Sands Subsurface slant wells; westernmost portion of Source Water Pipeline

Subsurface slant wells; most pipeline segments; MPWSP Desalination Plant; Castroville

Older Dune Sands Pipeline, all ASR facilities along General Jim Moore Boulevard

Floodplain Deposits Castroville Pipeline

. Subsurface slant wells; portions of the Ryan Ranch—Bishop Interconnection
Terrace Deposits

Improvements
Carmel Valley Floodplain Carmel Valley Pump Station
Aromas Sand ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells?
Paso Robles Formation ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells?
Purisima Formation ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells?

Santa Margarita Formation | ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells?

Monterey Formation Main System-Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements

NOTES:

2 The ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells would be drilled through the Aromas Sand, Paso Robles, and Purisima Formations, and screened in the
Santa Margarita Formation.

SOURCE: CGS, 2002b

4 Eolian deposits are borne, deposited, produced, or eroded by wind.
Granodiorite is a granular, igneous rock intermediate between granite and quartz-diorite. Igneous rock is produced
by fire, great heat, or the action of a volcano, and has been solidified from a molten state.
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Fill Materials

Fill materials are located throughout the project area (Ninyo and Moore, 2005, 2014). The fill is
associated with previous grading for roads, bridges, railroad corridors, agricultural uses, and
commercial, residential, and military land developments. The thicknesses of the fill deposits range
from relatively shallow fills (a few feet thick) along roadways and railroad alignments in relatively
flat, low-lying areas to deeper fills along bridge-approach embankments and in developed hillside
areas. Most of the fill materials in the project area were likely derived from local native soils and
would be similar in composition to the native soils described in the following sections.

Dune Sand Deposits

Dune sand deposits are present along the coastal areas from the proposed Seawater Intake System in
the north to the eastern area of the city of Monterey in the south where the proposed pipeline
additions would connect to the existing system (CGS, 2002b). Active, wind-blown dunes generally
extend less than 0.5 mile inland, and older, more stabilized dunes extend up to 4 miles inland as
well as offshore. Most of the project components would be located on or within dune deposits,
except for the deeper portions of the proposed ASR injection/extraction wells, the Ryan Ranch—
Bishop and Main System—Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements, and the Carmel Valley
Pump Station. The proposed subsurface slant wells would be partially screened within the dune
sand deposits and some of the source water would be pumped from this unit.

The dune areas typically consist of elevated rolling hills composed of loose to moderately
consolidated, fine sand (Ninyo & Moore, 2005; PCE, 2014). Younger, sparsely vegetated, active®
dunes are present along the coastline. Older dune deposits’ with more established vegetation are
present in the inland areas and underlie the locations of most of the proposed project components.
During the geologic reconnaissance, dune deposits were observed in existing cut slopes and
excavations and ranged from loose to weakly cemented sands. Shallow groundwater is not expected
within the elevated dune deposits, except in localized low-lying areas along the coastline.

Terrace Deposits

Pleistocene-age (1.6 mya to 11,000 years ago [ya]) terrace deposits are present beneath the CEMEX
mining facility and the sea floor of MBNMS where the proposed slant wells would be constructed
(Geoscience, 2016). The deeper portions of the proposed subsurface slant wells would be screened
across these terrace deposits and some of the source water would be pumped from this unit. These
terrace deposits are former alluvial fan and river floodplain deposits—which may also include
marine terrace deposits—that generally consist of sand with some gravels. Uplifted Pleistocene
marine terrace deposits are also present within the southern portion of the project area from Sand
City to the city of Monterey (CGS, 2002b; Clark et al., 1997; Ninyo & Moore, 2014). These
deposits are fine-grained sands and silts with locally thin, discontinuous gravel layers. The terrace
deposits are typically dissected by streams and lie on the Aromas Sand. The deposits are variable in
thickness, typically from up to 50 feet to a maximum of 200 feet (Muir, 1977). Terrace deposits at
the CEMEX mining facility range from about 140 to 170 feet in thickness (Geoscience, 2016).

6 Active dunes are composed of loose sand shifting in real time.
7 Older dunes are inactive in that much of the sands have become weakly cemented, limiting active movement.
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Carmel Valley Floodplain Deposits

At the proposed Carmel Valley Pump Station sites, the Quaternary (1.6 mya to present)
floodplain deposits along the Carmel River consist of a mixture of unconsolidated sand and silt
deposits, commonly including relatively thin layers of clay (Clark et al., 1997). The older
floodplain deposits are nearly flat to gently sloping and fill an irregularly shaped valley beneath
the Carmel River. The Monterey Formation underlies these floodplain deposits.

Aromas Sand

The Pleistocene-age (1.6 mya to 11,000 ya) Aromas Sand consist of both older river deposits and
younger eolian (windblown) deposits of unconsolidated, brown to red sands with interbeds of
clay and poorly sorted gravels (Muir, 1977; Hanson, 2003). The eolian portion of the Aromas
Sand crops out just east of the central and southern portion of the project area and extends
beneath the project area to offshore on the continental shelf and in the Monterey submarine
canyon (CGS, 2002b). In addition, the surface outcrops of the Aromas Sand have been mapped
about 1 mile east of the CSIP Pond beneath the older dune sands to the west, as shown on

Figure 4.2-1. The Aromas Sand overlies the Paso Robles Formation north of the east-to-west Ord
Terrace Fault in Seaside, but is not present south of the fault (HydroMetrics, 2009). The proposed
new ASR injection/extraction wells would be drilled to about 1,000 feet below the surface
through the Aromas Sand into the deeper Santa Margarita Sandstone.

Paso Robles Formation

The Plio-Pleistocene-age (about 5.3 mya to 11,000 ya) Paso Robles Formation is a series of fine-
grained, oxidized sand and silt beds that contain gravel beds (Clark et al., 1997) interbedded with
some less-prevalent calcareous8 beds (DWR, 2004). The Paso Robles Formation is interfingered®
with the lower portion of the Aromas Sand and the upper portion of the Purisima Formation
(HydroMetrics, 2009). The Paso Robles Formation is present beneath the northern portion of the
project area at depths ranging from less than 100 feet to 600 feet (HydroMetrics, 2009). The
proposed new ASR injection/extraction wells would be drilled to about 1,000 feet below the
ground through the Paso Robles Formation into the deeper Santa Margarita Sandstone.

Purisima Formation

The mostly marine Miocene-age (24 mya to 5.3 mya) to Pliocene-age (5.3 mya to 1.8 mya)
Purisima Formation underlies the project area at depths ranging from about 400 feet below the
surface in Seaside to as much as 1,100 feet in the northern part of the project area (Powell et al.,
2007; HydroMetrics, 2009) and extends westward under Monterey Bay (Muir, 1977). The
Purisima Formation consists of layered sand, silt, clay, shale, and some gravel deposited in near-
shore and far-shore marine environments. The basal, or lowermost, unit of the Purisima
Formation consists of relatively impermeable clay and shale (Muir, 1977; HydroMetrics, 2009).

8 Mostly or partly composed of calcium carbonate i.e. containing lime or being chalky.
9 Pertains to the lateral change from one rock or sediment type to another in a zone where the two types form
interpenetrating wedges.
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The proposed new ASR injection/extraction wells would be drilled through this unit, into the
deeper Santa Margarita Sandstone.

Santa Margarita Formation

The late Miocene-age (24 mya to 5.3 mya) to Pliocene-age (5.3 mya to 1.8 mya) Santa Margarita
Sandstone is a marine, coarse-grained sandstone that overlies the Monterey Formation (Clark et
al., 1997; MCWRA, 2006). Relatively small pieces of this unit are present beneath the project
area in the Seaside vicinity at depths of about 800 feet deep just north of the Ord Terrace Fault
and about 500 feet below ground surface (bgs) in between the Ord Terrace and Seaside Faults
(HydroMetrics, 2009), as shown on Figure 4.2-2. The unit has surface outcrops east of the
project area (CGS, 2002b) and is up to 400 feet thick in places (Durbin, 2007). The proposed new
ASR injection/extraction wells would be drilled to about 1,000 feet below the surface and
screened within the Santa Margarita Sandstone.

Monterey Formation

The Tertiary-age (65 mya to 1.6 mya) Monterey Formation is a marine sedimentary unit generally
consisting of siliceous and diatomaceous?? interbedded layers of mudstone, siltstone, sandstone,
and claystone (Clark et al., 1997). Seams of the expandable clay bentonite are also present (Ninyo
& Moore, 2005, 2014). This unit is present at the proposed Main System—-Hidden Hills
Interconnection Improvements. The Monterey Formation is at the surface on both sides of the
Carmel Valley and underlies the Carmel Valley floodplain deposits beneath the proposed Carmel
Valley Pump Station. The unit extends beneath the remainder of the project area to the north, as
well as west into Monterey Bay.

4.2.1.2 Seismicity and Faults

This section characterizes the region’s existing faults, describes historical earthquakes, estimates
the likelihood of future earthquakes, and describes probable groundshaking effects.

Earthquake Terminology and Concepts

Earthquake Mechanisms and Fault Activity

Faults are planar features within the earth’s crust that have formed to release strain caused by the
dynamic movements of the earth’s major tectonic plates. An earthquake on a fault is produced
when these strains overcome the inherent strength of the earth’s crust, and the rock ruptures. The
rupture causes seismic waves that propagate through the earth’s crust, producing the
groundshaking effect known as an earthquake. The rupture also causes variable amounts of slip
along the fault, which may or may not be visible at the earth’s surface.

Geologists commonly use the age of offset rocks as evidence of fault activity—the younger the
displaced rocks, the more recently earthquakes have occurred. To evaluate the likelihood that a fault
would produce an earthquake, geologists examine the magnitude and frequency of recorded

10 piatomaceous deposits consist of fossilized amorphous silica remains of diatoms, a type of hard-shelled algae.
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earthquakes and evidence of past displacement along a fault. The State of California defines an
active fault as one that has had surface displacement within Holocene time (the CGS defines this as
within last 11,000 years; the USGS uses 15,000 years). A Quaternary fault is defined as a fault that
has shown evidence of surface displacement during the Quaternary period (the last 1.6 million
years), unless direct geologic evidence demonstrates inactivity for all of the Holocene or longer.
This definition does not mean that a fault lacking evidence of surface displacement is necessarily
inactive. The term “sufficiently active” is also used to describe a fault if there is some evidence that
Holocene displacement has occurred on one or more of its segments or branches (Hart, 1997).

For the purpose of delineating fault rupture zones, the CGS historically sought to identify faults
defined as potentially active, which are faults that have shown evidence of surface displacement
during the Quaternary period. Older maps still use the “potentially active” term. However, under
the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act, usage of this term was discontinued when it
became apparent that the sheer number of Quaternary-age faults in the state made it meaningless
to zone all of them (Bryant and Hart, 2007). In late 1975, the state geologist made a policy
decision to zone only those faults that had a relatively high potential for ground rupture,
determining that a fault should be considered for zoning only if it was sufficiently active and
“well defined.”1! Blind faults do not show surface evidence of past earthquakes, even if they
occurred in the recent past; and faults that are confined to pre-Quaternary rocks (more than

1.6 million years old) are considered inactive and incapable of generating an earthquake.

Earthquake Magnitude

When an earthquake occurs along a fault, its size can be determined by measuring the energy
released during the event. A network of seismographs records the amplitude and frequency of the
seismic waves that an earthquake generates. The Richter magnitude (ML) of an earthquake
represents the highest amplitude measured by the seismograph at a distance of 100 kilometers
from the epicenter. Richter magnitudes vary logarithmically with each whole-number step,
representing a tenfold increase in the amplitude of the recorded seismic waves and 32 times the
amount of energy released. While Richter magnitude was historically the primary measure of
earthquake magnitude, seismologists now use Moment Magnitude (Mw) as the preferred way to
express the size of an earthquake. The Moment Magnitude scale is related to the physical
characteristics of a fault, including the rigidity of the rock, the size of fault rupture, and the style
of movement or displacement across the fault. Although the formulae of the scales are different,
they both contain a similar continuum of magnitude values, except that Mw can reliably measure
larger earthquakes and do so from greater distances.

Peak Ground Acceleration

A common measure of ground motion at any particular site during an earthquake is the peak
ground acceleration (PGA). The PGA for a given component of motion is the largest value of

11 A fault is considered well defined if its trace is clearly detectable by a trained geologist as a physical feature at or
just below the ground surface. The fault may be identified by direct observation or by indirect methods (e.g.,
geomorphic and geophysical evidence). The critical consideration is that the fault, or some part of it, can be located
in the field with sufficient precision and confidence to indicate that the required site-specific investigations would
meet with some success.
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horizontal acceleration obtained from a seismograph. PGA is expressed as the percentage of the
acceleration due to gravity (g), which is approximately 980 centimeters per second squared. In
terms of automobile acceleration, one “g” of acceleration is equivalent to the motion of a car
traveling 328 feet from rest in 4.5 seconds. For comparison purposes, the maximum PGA value
recorded during the Loma Prieta earthquake in the vicinity of the epicenter, near Santa Cruz, was
0.64 g. Unlike measures of magnitude, which provide a single measure of earthquake energy,
PGA varies from place to place and is dependent on the distance from the epicenter and the
character of the underlying geology (e.g., hard bedrock, soft sediments, or artificial fills).

Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale

The Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale assigns an intensity value based on the observed effects of
groundshaking produced by an earthquake. Unlike measures of earthquake magnitude and PGA,
the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale is qualitative in nature in that it is based on actual observed
effects rather than measured values. Similar to PGA, Modified Mercalli values for an earthquake
at any one place can vary depending on the earthquake’s magnitude, the distance from its
epicenter, the focus of its energy, and the type of geologic material. The Modified Mercalli values
for intensity range from | (earthquake not felt) to XII (damage nearly total), and intensities
ranging from IV to X can cause moderate to significant structural damage. Because the Modified
Mercalli scale is a measure of groundshaking effects, intensity values can be correlated to a range
of average PGA values, as shown in Table 4.2-2.

Faults and Historical Earthquake Activity

The project area is located in a seismically active region of California. The Coast Ranges
geomorphic province is composed of a series of parallel, northwest-trending mountain ranges and
valleys that are generally controlled by faults. These faults juxtapose blocks of geologic units of
different origins called belts. The Monterey Bay region is located within the Salinian Block,
which is a northwest-trending belt bounded to the east by the San Andreas Fault and to the west
by the San Gregorio (Sur) Fault. Major earthquakes have affected the region in the past and are
expected to occur in the near future on one of the principal active faults in the San Andreas Fault
System.

The Monterey Bay region contains both active and potentially active faults, and is considered a
region of high seismic activity. Throughout the project area, there is the potential for damage
resulting from movement along any one of a number of the active faults that are oriented generally
perpendicular to the coastline. In 2007, the USGS, the CGS, and the Southern California
Earthquake Center formed the Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (WGCEP) to
evaluate the probability of one or more earthquakes of Mw 6.7 or higher occurring in the state of
California over the next 30 years. Accounting for the wide range of possible earthquake sources, it
is estimated that the San Francisco and Monterey Bay areas as a whole have a 72 percent chance of
experiencing an earthquake of Mw 6.7 or higher in the next 30 years; among the various active
faults in the region, the San Andreas Fault System is the most likely to cause such an event
(WGCEP, 2015a).
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TABLE 4.2-2
MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE
Average Peak
Ground
Intensity Value | Intensity Description Acceleration®
| Not felt <0.0017 g
Il Felt by people sitting or on upper floors of buildings 0008111 to
. g
i Felt by almost all indoors. Hanging objects swing. Vibration like passing of light 0.0017 to
trucks. May not be recognized as an earthquake. 0.014 g
Vibration felt like passing of heavy trucks. Stopped cars rock. Hanging objects 0.014 to
I\ swing. Windows, dishes, doors rattle. Glasses clink. In the upper range of IV, 0‘ 039
wooden walls and frames creak. ' 9
Felt outdoors. Sleepers wakened. Liquids disturbed, some spilled. Small
\ . ; : f 0.035 to
. unstable objects displaced or upset. Doors swing. Pictures move. Pendulum
(Light) 0.092 g
clocks stop.
Felt by all. People walk unsteadily. Many frightened. Windows crack. Dishes,

VI (Moderate) glassware, knickknacks, and books fall off shelves. Pictures off walls. Furniture 0.092 to
moved or overturned. Weak plaster, adobe buildings, and some poorly built 0.18¢g
masonry buildings cracked. Trees and bushes shake visibly.

Difficult to stand or walk. Noticed by drivers of cars. Furniture broken. Damage
VIl to poorly built masonry buildings. Weak chimneys broken at roof line. Fall of 0.18 to
(Strong) plaster, loose bricks, stones, tiles, cornices, unbraced parapets and porches. 0.34¢g
Some cracks in better masonry buildings. Waves on ponds.
Steering of cars affected. Extensive damage to unreinforced masonry buildings,
VIl including partial collapse. Fall of some masonry walls. Twisting, falling of 0.34 to

(Very Strong) chimneys and monuments. Wood-frame houses moved on foundations if not 0.65¢g

bolted; loose partition walls thrown out. Tree branches broken.
IX General panic. Damage to masonry buildings ranges from collapse to serious 0.65 to
(Violent) damage unless modern design. Wood-frame structures rack, and, if not bolted, 1'24
shifted off foundations. Underground pipes broken. <49
X Poorly built structures destroyed with their foundations. Even some well-built
(Very Violent) wooden structures and bridges heavily damaged and needing replacement. >124¢9
ry Water thrown on banks of canals, rivers, lakes, etc.
Xl Few, if any, masonry structures remain standing. Bridges destroyed. Rails bent 5124
(Very Violent) greatly. Underground pipelines completely out of service. <49
Xl Damage nearly total. Practically all works of construction are damaged greatly
(Very Violent) or destroyed. Large rock masses displaced. Waves seen on ground surface. >124¢9
i Lines of sight and level are distorted. Objects are thrown into the air.

NOTES:

@ value is expressed as a fraction of the acceleration due to gravity (g). Gravity (g) is 9.8 meters per second squared. 1.0 g of acceleration
is a rate of increase in speed equivalent to a car traveling 328 feet from rest in 4.5 seconds.

SOURCES: ABAG, 2016; CGS, 2003.
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Several active and potentially active faults have been mapped within or close to the project area.
Figure 4.2-4 shows the approximate locations of the major faults in the region and their
geographic relationship and orientation to the project area. Table 4.2-3 lists the principal active
and potentially active faults in the region that could affect the project components; the type of the
faults; and the estimated maximum Moment Magnitude of earthquakes that could occur on each
fault. The approximate distance to each fault is based on estimated distances from the nearest
proposed project component. None of the faults cross, nor are they located near the proposed
slant wells or the existing outfall, located within submerged lands and waters of MBNMS.

Regional Faults

San Andreas Fault Zone

The San Andreas Fault Zone is a major structural feature in the region and forms a boundary
between the North American and Pacific tectonic plates (Bryant and Lundberg, 2002). The

San Andreas Fault is a major northwest-trending, right-lateral,12 strike-slip13 fault. The fault
extends for about 600 miles from the Gulf of California in the south to Cape Mendocino in the
north. The San Andreas is not a single fault trace but rather a system of active faults that diverges
from the main fault south of San Jose. Regional faults that are subparallel to the San Andreas
Fault, such as the Hayward, Calaveras, and San Gregorio Faults, are within the broader

San Andreas Fault System (see Figure 4.2-4).

The San Andreas Fault has produced numerous large earthquakes, including the 1906 San
Francisco earthquake. That event had an estimated ML 8.3, or Mw 7.8 (WGCEP, 2008a, 2008b)
and was associated with up to 21 feet of displacement and widespread ground failure, including
several hundred miles of surface fault rupture (Lawson, 1908). In the Watsonville area and to the
east, reports of strong groundshaking, toppled chimneys, ground cracks, broken pipes, and
twisted and sunken railroad tracks (Lawson, 1908) indicate that groundshaking intensities reached
IX on the Modified Mercalli scale.

Numerous moderate-sized earthquakes (approximately magnitude 5.2) in Watsonville (in 1954
and again in 1964 and 1969) resulted in broken irrigation lines, ruptured water mains, and
cracked plaster and stucco (PVWMA, 2001). The magnitude 6.9 Loma Prieta earthquake of
October 1989, centered in the Santa Cruz Mountains, caused strong groundshaking and ground
failure throughout the San Francisco and Monterey Bay areas. Major damage was experienced in
downtown and residential Watsonville, Castroville, Gilroy, and Hollister (McNutt and
Toppozada, 1990). In the project area, the Loma Prieta earthquake produced a PGA of 0.39 g and
groundshaking with a Modified Mercalli intensity of VIII.

12 19 an observer straddling a right-lateral fault, the right-hand block or plate would move towards the observer.

13 A strike-slip fault creates vertical (or nearly vertical) fractures (i.e., the blocks primarily move horizontally). If the
block opposite an observer looking across the fault moved to the right, the slip style is termed “right lateral;” if the
block moved to the left, the motion is termed “left lateral.”
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TABLE 4.2-3

ACTIVE AND POTENTIALLY ACTIVE FAULTS

Maximum
Slip Rate Moment . .
Fault or Fault Location Relative to (millimeters/ | Magnitude Historical
Zone Project Components Recency of Faulting year) (Mw) Seismicity?
Monterey Bay — Beneath Main System— Late Quaternary with
Tularcitos Fault Hidden Hills evidence of Holocene
b ! P \ 0.2t0 1.0 7.3
Zone Interconnection activity (Potentially
Improvements Active)
Reliz-Rinconada | Beneath new Late Quaternary
Fault Zone Transmission Main (Potentially Active) 0.2t0 1.0 7.5
(Blanco Section)
Hatton Canyon 0.5 miles northeast of Quaternary with evidence
Fault Carmel Valley Pump of Holocene Activity 0.2to 1 not estimated
Station (Potentially Active)
Laureles Fault 1.5 miles southwest of Late Quaternary
M‘aln System—quden (Potentially Active) Unknown 55
Hills Interconnection
Improvements
San Gregorio 5 miles southwest of Historical (<200 years
Fault (Sur Carmel Valley Pump ago) (Active) 1to7 7.0 6+, 1926
Region) Station
Zayante— 12 miles northeast of Holocene (Active)
Vergeles Fault MPWSP Desalination
Zone Plant and 8.5 miles 0.1 70
northeast of northern ' '
terminus of Castroville
Pipeline
San Andreas 16 miles northeast of Historical (Active)
Fault MPWSP Desalination 6.9, 1989
Plant and 13 miles 7.8, 1906
northeast of northern 131021 6.2t07.0 6.7, 1898
terminus of Castroville 6.5, 1885
Pipeline
Sargent Fault 19 miles northeast of Late Quaternary
Zone MPWSP Desalination (Potentially Active)
Plant and 16 miles 1105 6.8
northeast of northern '
terminus of Castroville
Pipeline
Calaveras Fault 25 miles northeast of Historical (Active)
(southern) MPWSP Desalination
Plant and 22 miles 6.3, 1897
northeast of northern 1010 20 58 6.5, 1911
terminus of Castroville
Pipeline
NOTES:
a

Richter Magnitude (ML) or Moment Magnitude (Mw) and year of recent or large events. References that cite earthquake magnitudes do

not always specify whether the measurement used the Richter or Moment Magnitude scale; however, the ML and Mw values are similar

up to about 7.

b Includes the Chupines, Seaside, Ord Terrace, and Navy Faults.

SOURCES: CGS, 2003; USGS, 2010; Johnson, 2004; Clark et al., 1997; Field, et.al., 2013
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The San Andreas Fault, which has experienced multiple large earthquake events resulting in large
surface fault rupture, is a designated earthquake fault zone under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act (see Section 4.2.2.2, State Regulations). According to the WGCEP, the
Northern California portion of the San Andreas Fault has a 16 percent of producing a Mw 6.7 or
larger earthquake during the next 30 years (WGCEP, 2015b). The CCSD connection is located
about 12.5 miles southwest of the San Andreas Fault.

San Gregorio Fault Zone

The San Gregorio Fault Zone is a complex of faults that skirt the coastline north of Big Sur and
run northwestward across Monterey Bay, briefly touching the shoreline of the San Mateo County
coastline at Point Afio Nuevo and at Seal Cove, just north of Half Moon Bay (Bryant and Cluett,
1999b). This fault is active and was recently recognized as capable of producing large
earthquakes. Studies have shown Holocene displacement on the San Gregorio Fault as recently as
1270 AD to 1400 AD (Bryant and Cluett, 1999b). Additionally, a 1926 earthquake with a Richter
magnitude above 6.0—previously thought to have occurred on the Monterey Fault—may have
actually ruptured an offshore segment of the San Gregorio Fault Zone (Johnson, 2004).
According to the WGCEP, the San Gregorio Fault has a 1.34 percent chance of producing a

MW 6.7 or larger earthquake in the next 30 years (WGCEP, 2015b). The closest portion of the
fault to a proposed project component is approximately 10 miles southwest of the Highway 68
Interconnection Improvement.

Calaveras Fault Zone

The Calaveras Fault Zone, a major right-lateral, strike-slip fault, extends for about 100 miles from
Dublin to Hollister, where it merges with the San Andreas Fault (Bryant and Cluett, 1999a). The
Calaveras Fault is designated as an earthquake fault zone under the Alquist-Priolo Act. The
Calaveras Fault is most active on its southern segment; the magnitude 6.2 Morgan Hill
earthquake (April 1984) originated on this fault. Tectonic creepl4 has been documented along the
Calaveras Fault in the vicinity of Hollister. According to the WGCEP, the Calaveras Fault has a
17.09 percent chance of producing a MW 6.7 or larger earthquake in the next 30 years (WGCEP,
2015b). The CCSD connection is located about 20 miles west of the Calaveras Fault Zone.

Sargent Fault Zone

The Sargent Fault Zone branches from the San Andreas Fault and extends for about 34 miles, from
the Lexington Reservoir in the north to just north of Hollister in the south (Bryant, 2000a). The
Sargent Fault is a reverse-oblique, 1> right-lateral, strike-slip fault zone that dips steeply to the west
and is seismically active. The fault is considered to be capable of surface rupture and is designated
as an Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone. According to the WGCEP, the Sargent Fault Zone has a
0.82 percent chance of producing a MW 6.7 or larger earthquake in the next 30 years (WGCEP,
2015b). The CCSD connection is located about 16.25 miles southwest of this fault.

14 Tectonic creep is the slow, apparently continuous movement on a fault (Bates and Jackson, 1980).
5 In a reverse fault, the block above the fault moves up relative to the block below the fault. This fault motion is
caused by compressional forces and results in shortening. Oblique-slip faulting suggests both dip-slip faulting
(vertical movement) and strike-slip faulting (horizontal movement).
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Zayante-Vergeles Fault Zone

The Zayante-Vergeles Fault Zone is approximately parallel with and about 5 miles west of the
San Andreas Fault (Bryant, 2000b). The Zayante Fault is considered to be a late Pleistocene-age
(1.6 myato 11,000 ya), and possibly Holocene, potentially active Quaternary fault. Some portions
of the Zayante Fault may be active, and some scientists believe its southern section may be
indirectly connected to the San Andreas Fault Zone. Following recent investigations of the
Vergeles Fault, the CGS designated portions of the fault as a fault rupture hazard zone USGS
Watsonville East and Watsonville West 7.5-minute topographic map). However, other portions of
the Vergeles are classified as potentially active and are not designated under the Alquist-Priolo
Act. According to the WGCEP, the Zayante-Vergeles Fault Zone has a 0.10 percent chance of
producing a MW 6.7 or larger earthquake in the next 30 years (WGCEP, 2015b). The CCSD
connection is located about 8.25 miles southwest of this fault.

Local Faults

Several Quaternary faults intersect the project area. Additionally, several potentially active faults
cross, or are located in close proximity to components of the proposed project.

Reliz-Rinconada Fault Zone

The Reliz-Rinconada Fault Zone runs parallel to Highway 101 along the Salinas River Valley at
the base of the Santa Lucia Mountains. This high-angle, reverse fault offsets Salinian Block
basement rocks and locally juxtaposes the Pliocene-Pleistocene-age (5.3 mya to 11,000 ya) Paso
Robles Formation against basement rocks (Rosenberg and Bryant, 2003). The Reliz Fault has
been projected crossing northwest-southeast through the central portion of the project area in the
vicinity of Marina (Ninyo & Moore, 2005). The fault trace in this area is concealed by fluvial
deposits of the Salinas River Valley and coastal dunes, causing uncertainty as to the precise
location of the fault. Geologic evidence indicates that this fault system has displaced materials
that are between 50,000 to 100,000 years old and is considered potentially active (Rosenberg and
Bryant, 2003; Rosenberg and Clark, 2009). According to the WGCEP, the Reliz-Rinconada Fault
Zone has a 0.31 percent chance of producing a MW 6.7 or larger earthquake in the next 30 years
(WGCEP, 2015b). The new Transmission Main would cross this fault; the slant wells at CEMEX
would be north of this fault.

Monterey Bay—Tularcitos Fault Zone

The Monterey Bay—Tularcitos Fault Zone extends for about 52 miles, from Santa Cruz to the
crest of the Sierra de Salinas. The onshore portion of the fault zone includes the Chupines,
Seaside, Tularcitos, Navy, Ord Terrace, and Hatton Canyon Faults (Bryant, 2001). These faults
create an approximately 6- to 9-mile-wide zone of short in-echelon, northwest-striking faults that
are related. The activity and locations of these faults are not well defined. Data presented by
Jennings (2010) show that no active portions of the Monterey Bay—Tularcitos Fault Zone extend
onshore into the southern portion of the project area. Jennings classifies the Ord Terrace, Seaside,
Chupines, and Tularcitos Faults as Quaternary. However, Bryant (2001), citing Rosenberg and
Clark et al. (1997), provides evidence of Holocene displacement along the Hatton Canyon, and
Tularcitos Faults, which are located close to the proposed Carmel Valley Pump Station. The
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Monterey section of the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos Fault Zone also crosses the route of the new
Transmission Main. Additionally, there is evidence of a probable offshore extension of the
Chupines Fault displacing Holocene-age (less than 11,000 years old) deposits and sea floor
sediments (Ninyo & Moore, 2014). There is evidence for recent (less than 11,000 ya)
displacement on the individual faults of the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos Fault Zone and therefore,
considering the proximity of these active strands to project components, these faults should be
considered active for planning purposes. According to the WGCEP, the Monterey Bay-Tularcitos
Fault Zone has a 0.64 percent chance of producing a MW 6.7 or larger earthquake in the next

30 years (WGCEP, 2015b). The Highway 68 Interconnection Improvements would be about

2 miles northwest of this fault zone.

Laureles Fault Zone

The northwest-striking, nearly vertical, reversel6 Laureles Fault Zone extends approximately

4 miles along the north side of Carmel Valley and is up to 0.2 mile wide (Clark et al., 1997). The
northeast side is upthrown and displaces Pleistocene-age (5.3 mya to 11,000 ya) terrace gravels,
suggesting the latest movement to be middle to late Pleistocene. The Laureles Fault is about

1.5 miles southwest of Main System—Hidden Hills Interconnection.

4.2.1.3 Geologic Hazards

Based on the geologic data reviewed during preparation of this EIR/EIS, the potential geologic
hazards at the proposed project sites include soil erosion, slope instability, and soils hazards.
These geologic hazards are discussed below.

Erosion

Erosion is the wearing away of soil and rock by processes such as mechanical or chemical
weathering, mass wasting, and the action of waves, wind, and underground water. Excessive soil
erosion can eventually damage infrastructure such as pipelines, wellheads, building foundations,
and roadways. In general, granular soils with relatively low cohesion and soils located on steep
topography have a higher potential for erosion. The Monterey County General Plan (Monterey
County, 2010) includes a soil erosion hazard map showing relative erosion hazards within the
county. Soils are classified based on the soil surveys consolidated for the soil survey geographic
database for Monterey County prepared by the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS,
2014). In the project area, the steep coastal dune slopes have a high potential for erosion. The
dune deposits east of the coastline, where the topography is not as steep, are considered to have a
moderate potential for erosion. The soil erosion potential is typically reduced or eliminated once
the soil is graded and covered with concrete, structures, asphalt, vegetation, or other slope
protection measures are implemented.

16 A geologic fault in which the hanging wall (the upper block) has moved upward relative to the footwall (the lower
block). Reverse faults occur where two blocks of rock are forced together by compression.
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Sea Level Rise and Coastal Erosion

Monterey Bay is a large, lowland coastal embayment, with rocky headlands at the north and south
and a sweeping arc of sandy, dominantly dune- and cliff-backed shoreline in between. The
shoreline of south Monterey Bay (from the Salinas River south to Del Monte Beach in the city of
Monterey) includes an 11-mile stretch of continuous sandy beach that is wider at the southern end
than at the northern end. The morphology of beaches in this region varies from season to season,
with beaches generally being wider and gently sloping in summer and narrower and steeper in
winter. The dunes at the back edge of the beach have an average height of 34 feet but can be as
high as 151 feet. Some of the dune surfaces that are not directly exposed to wave energy are
vegetated, indicating that the dunes are stabilized in some areas.

The topographic surface, including the dunes, beach, and undersea nearshore areas, can be
affected by coastal retreat in four ways.

1. Long-term erosion. Over time, the dunes and surrounding area have been and will
continue to erode as a result of rain and wind.

2. Sea level rise. As sea level rises, the shoreline area affected by wave action will migrate
inland and will erode the sand dunes. As a result, the dunes and the shoreline will also retreat
inland. In addition, the surge from storm events, discussed below, would push further inland.

3. Storm events. Storm events also erode sand from the coastal dunes and shoreline areas.
Typically, a storm event moves sand out to sea during the event. The strongest of these
events are referred to as the 100-year storm event. Similar to the 100-year flood event, the
100-year storm event is the storm that has a 1 percent chance of occurring in a given year.
After the storm passes and over the following year, some and possibly most of the sand re-
accumulates along the shore and dune areas. However, at the time of that storm event, any
structures present within that scoured area would be exposed. For example, a winter storm
surge in early March 2016 exposed the buried MRWPCA ocean outfall pipe. Up to 15 feet
of scour was observed around the exposed section of the outfall. The last time the outfall
pipe was exposed was in 1997. The 2016 storm surge also broke the discharge pipe from
the Test Slant Well to the outfall.

4. Rip embayments. Rip embayments are caused by the erosive action of cross-shore rip
currents and affect an area from just offshore to the toe of the sand dunes closest to the
shoreline. As this sand is removed, sand from the shore area and ultimately the dunes can
erode seaward to fill in the void. Rip embayments tend to be stronger in the winter and
weaker in the summer. After the rip embayment passes by a particular shoreline location,
some of the sand re-accumulates.

The northwestern Marina area, including the proposed location of the subsurface slant wells, is
characterized by extensive sand dunes. These dunes vary in height and are composed entirely of
unconsolidated, highly erodible sand. The erosion of dunes by waves occurs more often in winter
months, when the active beach area is narrow and storms are stronger and more frequent. Erosion
in this region is highly episodic, occurring in steps when high tides coincide with large, storm-
generated waves. The steep to near-vertical bluffs in the vicinity of the CEMEX active mining
area indicate that rapid erosion has taken place in this area (see Figure 4.3-3, Areas Subject to
Sea Level Rise in the Project Area in Section 4.3, Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality).
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The existence of wide sandy beaches throughout the area, as well as the flanking sand dunes,
indicate that past sand supply was in excess of sand loss. However, the shoreline of southern
Monterey Bay has been retreating for a number of years. Dam impoundments have decreased the
historical sediment yield of the Salinas River, thus reducing a major source of sediment for the
beaches in the Marina area. The Nacimiento Dam (completed in 1957) and the San Antonio Dam
(completed in 1967) have impounded about 15 percent of the Salinas River Watershed, thereby
trapping sand that would have been delivered to the beach, as well as reducing peak flow rates that
transport the bulk of the river sediments. Additionally, sand mining in the region has increased
sediment and sand loss and has contributed to disequilibrium, thus increasing the rate of coastal
retreat in the southern Monterey Bay south of the Salinas River (Thornton et. al., 2006).

As discussed in the Analysis of Historic and Future Coastal Erosion with Sea Level Rise (ESA,
2014), various studies conducted over the period between 1930 to 2006 indicate sea level is rising
at a rate of approximately 5.3 to 7.6 inches per century. With sea level rise, the coastline is
expected to retreat inland and has the potential to intersect project components if they are
constructed within the extent of that retreat.

Corrosive or Expansive Soils

Table 4.2-4 identifies the soil types and soil properties at proposed facility locations. The
subsurface slant wells would be constructed in subsurface dune sands, which are not considered soil
because the sand lacks sufficient humus; therefore, information regarding soil properties at the
subsurface slant well site is not included. Potential impacts related to problematic soil conditions
include corrosivity and expansion (linear extensibility or shrink-swell potential). Drainage pertains
to soils that are unable to adequately percolate or shed surface water away from a development site,
leading to flooding and water-related damage. Poorly drained soils can increase the risks of
corrosion, linear extensibility, differential settlement, and other water-related issues.

Risk of corrosion pertains to potential soil-induced electrochemical or chemical actions that corrode
or weaken concrete or uncoated steel, once placed. The rate of concrete corrosion is based mainly
on the sulfate, sodium, and chloride content, texture, moisture content, and acidity of the soil. The
rate of uncoated-steel corrosion is related to such factors as the moisture, particle-size distribution,
acidity, and electrical conductivity of the soil. Steel installations that intersect soil boundaries or soil
layers are more susceptible to corrosion than the steel installations that are entirely within one kind
of soil or within one soil layer. The risk of corrosion is expressed as low, moderate, or high.

Linear extensibility or shrink-swell potential refers to the change in volume of soil as moisture
content is increased or decreased between a moist and dry state. The volume change is reported as
a percent change for the whole soil. The amount and type of clay minerals in the soil influence
changes in soil volume.

The soil properties listed above are general properties for soil types. A site-specific geotechnical
investigation was conducted at the proposed desalination plant (PCE, 2014). Soil samples were
analyzed for soil resistivity, chloride, sulfate, and pH. The results indicate the soil to be non-
corrosive.
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TABLE 4.2-4
SUMMARY OF GENERAL SOIL PROPERTIES
Unprotected
Concrete Steel

Proposed Project Corrosion Corrosion Linear
Component Soil Drainage Potential Potential Extensibility?
MPWSP Desalination Oceano Loamy® Sand

i 0,
P!ant_, and Most (OaD) or similar Excessively Moderate Moderate Low (1.5%)
Pipelines

) L Poorly . Moderate (3 to
Castroville Pipeline Pacheco Clay Loam Drained Low High 6%)
ASR Injection/ Oceano Loamy Sand
Extraction Wells and (0aD) y Excessively Moderate Moderate Low (1.5%)
Pipelines™
Carmel Valley Pum Low to
Station y P Dissected xerorthents® Excessively Low Low moderate
(1.5 t0 4.5%)
M_am System—Hld(_ien Santa Ynez Fine Sandy Moderately Moderate
Hills Inter-connection Low Low o
| Loam (ShE) well (4.5%)
mprovements
Santa Ynez Fine Sandy Moderatel
Ryan Ranch-Bishop Loam (ShE); Narlon well to y Low (ShE and | High (NcC); no Moderate to
Interconnection Loamy Fine Sand somewhat Ba); High data for other high (4.5 to
Improvements (NcC); and badland oorl (NcC) units 7%)
weathered bedrock (Ba) poorly
NOTES:

a
b
c

Also known as shrink-swell potential or expansion potential.
All pipelines except the ASR Conveyance Pipelines, the ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline, and the ASR Recirculation Pipeline.
Loamy soils are composed of sand, silt, and clay in relatively even concentrations (about 40-40-20 percent concentration, respectively).

Loam soils generally contain more nutrients and humus than sandy soils, have better drainage and infiltration of water and air than silty

soils, and are easier to till than clay soils.
These are the ASR Conveyance Pipelines and the ASR Pump-to-Waste Pipeline.
Dissected xerorthents are deposits located on alluvial fans and terraces with steeper slopes such that the alluvial deposits do not have

sufficient time to develop into soils.

SOURCE: NRCS, 2014.

4.2.1.4 Seismic Hazards

Seismic hazards are generally classified into two categories: primary seismic hazards (surface
fault rupture and groundshaking) and secondary seismic hazards (liquefaction and other types of
seismically induced ground failure, along with seismically induced landslides).

Surface Fault Rupture

Seismically induced ground rupture is defined as the physical displacement of surface deposits in
response to an earthquake’s seismic waves. The magnitude, sense, and nature of fault rupture can
vary for different faults or even along different strands of the same fault. Although future
earthquakes could occur anywhere along the length of an active fault, only regional strike-slip
earthquakes of magnitude 6.0 or greater are likely to be associated with significant surface fault
rupture and offset (CDMG and USGS, 1996). It is also important to note that unmapped subsurface
fault traces could experience unexpected and unpredictable earthquake activity and fault rupture.
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Ground rupture is considered more likely along active faults, which are referenced above in
Figure 4.2-4 and Table 4.2-3 and described in Section 4.2.1.2. The highest potential for surface
faulting is along existing fault traces that have had Holocene displacement. The closest known
active faults with historical earthquake events are the San Gregorio, Zayante-Vergales, and

San Andreas at 5, 11, and 15 miles, respectively, from components of the proposed project. The
onshore portions of potentially active faults in the Monterey-Tularcitos and the Reliz-Rinconada
Fault Zones pass beneath the proposed new Transmission Main. These potentially active faults or
segments of faults are not zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (see

Section 4.2.2, Regulatory Framework, below).

Seismic Groundshaking

As discussed above (Section 4.2.1.2), the WGCEP estimated that a major earthquake has a

72 percent chance of affecting the project vicinity in the next 30 years and would produce strong
groundshaking throughout the region (WGCEP, 20153, b). Earthquakes on active or potentially
active faults, depending on magnitude and distance from the project area, could produce a range
of groundshaking intensities at the project area. Historically, earthquakes have caused strong
groundshaking and damage in the San Francisco Bay Area. However, disregarding local
variations in ground conditions, the intensity of shaking at different locations within the area can
generally be expected to decrease with distance from an earthquake source.

The primary tool that seismologists use to describe groundshaking hazard is a probabilistic
seismic hazard assessment (PSHA). The PSHA for the State of California takes into consideration
the range of possible earthquake sources (including such worst-case scenarios as described above)
and estimates their characteristic magnitudes to generate a probability map for groundshaking.
The PSHA maps depict PGA value of that have a 10 percent probability of being exceeded in

50 years (i.e., a 1 in 475 chance of occurring each year). Use of this probability level allows
engineers to design structures to withstand ground motions that have a 90 percent chance of not
occurring in the next 50-year interval, thus making buildings safer than if they were designed
only for the ground motions that are expected within the next 50 years.

In 2008, the USGS and the CGS updated the model by introducing new parameters and updated
fault locations (CGS, 2008a). Table 4.2-5 summarizes the estimated PGAs (10 percent
probability of being exceeded in 50 years) at various project components.

As shown on Figure 4.2-1, the majority of the project components would be constructed on fill or
alluvial materials; PGAs for fill and alluvial materials were estimated to range from 0.361 g to
0.418 g. The Main System-Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements would be located in a
largely bedrock area with a PGA of 0.320. Using American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)
Standard 7-10 design criteria, the geotechnical investigation for the desalination plant estimated the
PGA could be as high as 0.562 (Zinn, 2014). As listed in Table 4.2-2, the estimated range of PGAs
equates to Modified Mercalli groundshaking intensities of V11 (strong) to VIII (very strong).
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TABLE 4.2-5
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED PEAK GROUND ACCELERATIONS
AT PROPOSED FACILITY LOCATIONS

Proposed Project Component PGA

Subsurface slant wells 0.390 g

CGS estimate: 0.398 g
Zinn calculation; 0.562 g

MPWSP Desalination Plant

Northern terminus of Castroville Pipeline 0.418g
ASR-5 and ASR-6 Wells 0.371g
Ryan Ranch-Bishop Interconnection Improvements 0.362 g
Main System-Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements 0.320 g
Carmel Valley Pump Station 0.361g

NOTE: g = percentage of the acceleration due to gravity

SOURCE: CGS, 2008b; Zinn, 2014

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading

Liquefaction is the rapid loss of shear strength experienced in saturated, predominantly granular
soils below the groundwater level during strong earthquake groundshaking and occurs due to an
increase in pore water pressure. Liquefaction-induced lateral spreading is defined as the finite,
lateral displacement of gently sloping ground as a result of pore-pressure buildup or liquefaction
in a shallow underlying deposit during an earthquake (VT, 2013). The occurrence of this
phenomenon is dependent on many complex factors, including the intensity and duration of
groundshaking, particle-size distribution, and density of the soil.

The potential damaging effects of liquefaction include differential settlement, loss of ground
support for foundations, ground cracking, heaving and cracking of structure slabs due to sand
boiling??, and buckling of deep foundations due to ground settlement. Dynamic settlement (i.e.,
pronounced consolidation and settlement from seismic shaking) may also occur in loose, dry
sands above the water table, resulting in settlement of and possible damage to overlying
structures. In general, a relatively high potential for liquefaction exists in loose, sandy soils that
are within 50 feet of the ground surface and are saturated (below the groundwater table). Lateral
spreading can move blocks of soil, placing strain on buried pipelines that can lead to leaks or pipe
failure (VT, 2013).

Figure 4.2-5 presents the relative liquefaction hazard potential in Monterey County in the vicinity
of the proposed project, with liquefaction susceptibility designations (high, moderate, low, and
variable) adapted by Ninyo & Moore (2005) from the Monterey County General Plan. Sites with
a designation of “low” are considered to have the lowest potential for liquefaction hazards, and
sites with a designation of “high” are considered to have the highest potential for liquefaction
because of the soil type (sand) and probable groundwater depths.

17 sand boiling occurs when water pressure caused by an earthquake causes sand and water to “boil” to the surface.
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Some locations in the project area, including the floodplain of the Salinas River and other smaller
drainage areas, have a moderate to high liquefaction potential. During the 1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake, liquefaction caused settlement and ground cracking in the Moss Landing area about
2 miles north of the proposed MPWSP Desalination Plant site, damaging roads and the approach
to the bridge linking Moss Landing to the mainland. Over 30 separate locations of historical
liquefaction incidents have been documented in the project vicinity, the majority of which were in
the northern portion of the project area near the Salinas River. The proposed Castroville Pipeline
crosses into the larger Salinas floodplain area, passing through an area of moderate to high
potential for liquefaction. The proposed location for the Carmel Valley Pump Station is mapped
as having a moderate to high liquefaction potential. The areas mapped with a moderate to high
potential for liquefaction are also in drainage areas where the water table could be seasonally
higher during the rainy season, which contributes to the increased potential.

Earthquake-Induced Settlement

Settlement of the ground surface can be accelerated and accentuated by earthquakes. During an
earthquake, settlement can occur as a result of the relatively rapid rearrangement, compaction,
and settling of subsurface materials, particularly loose, non-compacted, and variable sandy
sediments (PCE, 2014). Settlement can occur both uniformly and differentially (i.e., where
adjoining areas settle at different rates). Areas are susceptible to differential settlement if
underlain by compressible sediments, such as poorly engineered artificial fill. Earthquake-
induced settlement could occur in the event of an earthquake and is a potential seismic hazard
discussed further in Section 4.2.5, Direct and Indirect Effects of the Proposed Project.

Landslides and Ground Cracking

Earthquake motions can induce substantial stresses on slopes and can cause earthquake-induced
landslides or ground cracking if the slope fails. Earthquake-induced landslides can occur in areas
with steep slopes that are susceptible to strong ground motion during an earthquake. The

1989 Loma Prieta earthquake on the San Andreas Fault triggered thousands of landslides over an
area of 5,400 square miles. Figure 4.2-6 presents the seismically-induced landslide hazard
potential in the project vicinity based on a map from the Monterey County General Plan, as
adapted by Ninyo & Moore (2005). The figure characterizes landslide susceptibility as high,
moderate, and low. Because the steepness of topography is a major factor in the potential for
landslides, Figure 4.2-6 provides insight into areas prone to non-seismically induced landslides.
Non-seismically induced landslide can be caused by the force of gravity on steep unstable slopes,
by construction activities that disturb soil conditions and create unstable slopes, and by water
leaks or breaks in pipelines or pumps.

Potential landslide hazards are present in the hillside terrain on and east of the Monterey
Peninsula. All but one of the project components would be located in relatively flat to gently
sloping topography and would therefore have a low susceptibility to landslides; the proposed
Main System-Hidden Hills Interconnection Improvements are located in an area mapped as
having a moderate to high susceptibility to landslides.
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4.2.2 Regulatory Framework

This section provides an overview of federal, state, and local environmental laws, policies, plans,
regulations, and/or guidelines (hereafter referred to generally as “regulatory requirements™)
relevant to geology, soils, and seismicity. A brief summary of each is provided, along with a
finding regarding the project’s consistency with those regulatory requirements. The consistency
analysis is based on the project as proposed, without mitigation. Where the project, as proposed,
would be consistent with the applicable regulatory requirement, no further discussion of project
consistency with that regulatory requirement is provided. Where the project, as proposed, would
be potentially inconsistent with the applicable regulatory requirement, the reader is referred to the
specific impact discussion in Section 4.2.5, Direct and Indirect Effects of the Proposed Project,
below, where the potential inconsistency is addressed in more detail. Where applicable, the
discussion in Section 4.2.5 identifies feasible mitigation that would resolve or minimize the
potential inconsistency.

4.2.2.1 Federal Regulations

Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration Regulations

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA) Excavation and Trenching
standard, Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 1926.650, covers requirements
for excavation and trenching operations. OSHA requires that all excavations in which employees
could potentially be exposed to cave-ins be protected by sloping or benching the sides of the
excavation, supporting the sides of the excavation, or placing a shield between the side of the
excavation and the work area. These regulations apply to the project because of the proposed
construction and trenching activities. All contractors are required to comply with OSHA
regulations, which would make the proposed project consistent with OSHA.

4.2.2.2 State Regulations

California Coastal Act

The California Coastal Act (Public Resources Code Section 30000 et seq.) provides for the long-
term management of lands within California’s coastal zone boundary. Of primary relevance to
geology, soils, and seismicity are Coastal Act policies concerning construction altering natural
shorelines and minimizing risk to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard.
A preliminary assessment of project consistency with these priorities is provided below. Final
determinations regarding project consistency are reserved for the Coastal Commission. MPWSP
subsurface slant wells would be potentially inconsistent with Coastal Act policies. The slant wells
would be located along the coast within an area that is subject to erosion which, when considered in
the context of sea level rise, will ultimately cause shoreline retreat to the location of the above-
ground portions of the MPWSP subsurface slant wells. Exposure of these project components on
the beach could alter natural shoreline processes, which would be inconsistent with Coastal Act
policies. Similarly, such exposure would subject these project components to increased risk of
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damage due to flood and wave action, and contribute to beach erosion, which would also be
inconsistent with Coastal Act policies. These issues are discussed further in Impact 4.2-10.

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act was passed in 1972 to protect structures for
human occupancy from the hazard of surface faulting. In accordance with the Act, the State
Geologist has established regulatory zones—called earthquake fault zones—around the surface
traces of active faults, and has published maps showing these zones. Buildings for human
occupancy cannot be constructed across surface traces of faults that are determined to be active.
Because many active faults are complex and consist of more than one branch that may experience
ground surface rupture, earthquake fault zones extend approximately 200 to 500 feet on either
side of the mapped fault trace. Although a number of faults in the area are known to be active, as
discussed above in Section 4.2.1.2, none of the faults passing beneath project components have
been formally mapped by the state as being within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act does not apply to the proposed project because the
State of California has not zoned under the Alquist-Priolo Act, the active and potentially active
faults that intersect the project components.

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act was passed in 1990 following the Loma Prieta earthquake to
reduce threats to public health and safety and to minimize property damage caused by
earthquakes. This act requires the State Geologist to delineate various seismic hazard zones, and
cities, counties, and other local permitting agencies to regulate certain development projects
within these zones. For projects that would locate structures for human occupancy within
designated Zones of Required Investigation, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act requires project
applicants to perform a site-specific geotechnical investigation to identify the potential site-
specific seismic hazards and corrective measures, as appropriate, prior to receiving building
permits. The CGS Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic Hazards (Special
Publication 117A) provides guidance for evaluating and mitigating seismic hazards (CGS, 2008).
The CGS is in the process of producing official maps based on USGS topographic quadrangles,
as required by the Act. To date, the CGS has not completed delineations for any of the USGS
guadrangles in which project components are proposed.

California Building Code

The California Building Code (CBC), which is codified in Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations, Part 2, was promulgated to safeguard the public health, safety, and general welfare
by establishing minimum standards related to structural strength, means of egress to facilities
(entering and exiting), and general stability of buildings. The purpose of the CBC is to regulate
and control the design, construction, quality of materials, use/occupancy, location, and
maintenance of all buildings and structures within its jurisdiction. Title 24 is administered by the
California Building Standards Commission,