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7. Alternatives

The SCV would include:

. Intake line and pump station

o Pretreatment system

. Reverse osmosis (RO) system

o Post-treatment systems

. Desalinated water pump station

° Brine dilution and discharge systems
. Power generation equipment

Intake. The intake would be a large-diameter pipe extending directly through the hull of the SCV
to a depth below sunlight penetration. The depth would be adjustable, with proper depth(s)
determined during the planning process. A 316(b)-compliant well screen would be fixed to the
end of the pipe.

Pretreatment. The SCV water pretreatment system would use no chemical coagulants or
flocculants.

Discharge. The discharge of brine would be done via an open-ocean discharge system. Low-head
pumps would be used to pump diluted brine into the ocean via multiple ports along the bottom
hull of the ship.

Power Generation. The power to run both the ship and the water treatment process would be
generated entirely on-board the ship using GE gas turbine engines fueled by biodiesel.

The seabed pipeline would transfer water from the SCV to a new regulating reservoir and pump
station located at a coastal location. The up-to-36-inch-diameter pipeline would be composed of
either high-density polyethylene (HDPE) or steel, and would be placed along the ocean floor. A
flexible hose would connect the SCV to the pipeline. The pipeline could have various routes, and
the exact path would be determined by working with interested agencies.

Four potential sites, and two preferred sites, have been identified for the regulating reservoir and
pump station (see Figure 7-8, Ship-Based Desalination Alternative, Land-Based Facilities),
all west of Highway 1 in the City of Sand City, although the facilities could also be located
elsewhere along the coast. The regulating reservoir is expected to consist of approximately

3.0 MG of water storage space, potentially in underground tanks, although that sizing may need
refinement based on the size and type of seabed pipeline used. The pump station is expected to be
sized between 10 and 18 mgd, depending upon the chosen production size of the project.

The pump station would pump the desalinated water from the regulating reservoir to a short
pipeline that would connect to a truncated Transmission Main South at a point along California
Avenue in Sand City. Water would be transferred from the SCV and regulating reservoir to the
proposed Terminal Reservoir, to ASR, and to the CalAm distribution system through
Transmission Main South and the Monterey Pipeline in the same manner as water would be
transferred from a North Marina facility.
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7. Alternatives

This alternative would satisfy all the project objectives identified in Chapter 3. The following is a
discussion of potential environmental impacts, based on documents submitted by Water Standard
Company.12 This alternative is compared to the projects analyzed in this EIR below in Section 7.7.

Surface Water Resources

Since the SBD Alternative would include an offshore desalination facility and would have a much
smaller onshore footprint than the Moss Landing or North Marina Projects, it is possible that it
would have fewer impacts on surface water resources. The potentially significant (albeit
mitigable) impacts of increased runoff on surface water quality and flooding would likely be
reduced due to the smaller onshore footprint. The potentially significant impacts on marine water
quality due to project discharge may be less due to a cleaner source of water, further from shore
turbulence and surface water runoff. Additionally, the project discharge would be at ambient
seawater temperature and there would likely be no chemicals, coagulants, or flocculants needed
for the desalination process. The vessel could be moved and the intake depth could be varied
based on water quality parameters. The water quality in the area of intake and discharge has not
been characterized. Therefore, the potential impacts of the SBD Alternative on surface water
resources are unknown and therefore potentially significant.

Groundwater Resources

The SBD Alternative would not include the use of slant wells, so Impacts 4.2-4, 4.2-5, and 4.2-6
on groundwater resources would not apply. The alternative would include ASR, however, with
the same characteristics as in the projects analyzed in the EIR. Therefore, the SBD Alternative is
expected to have similar impacts on groundwater resources as the Moss Landing Project.

Marine Biology

Since the SBD Alternative would include an intake and outfall that are offshore rather than near
the shore, the impacts on marine biological resources may be less. The SBD Alternative may
have less impingement because the intake velocity would be low and it may have less
entrainment because there is generally less marine life in the open ocean than there is close to
shore. Regardless, the vessel would be in the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, where
there is abundant life and protected species. Therefore, an entrainment study would have to be
completed prior to a determination of significance. In the absence of these studies, the potential
impacts of the SBD Alternative on marine biological resources are unknown and therefore
potentially significant.

12 pocuments were submitted to the CPUC by Water Standard Company both during the comment period for the
Notice of Preparation and, at the request of the CPUC, subsequent to the formal comment period. The second
submittal included a powerpoint presentation entitled “Using a Seawater Desalination Vessel as an Alternative to
Moss Landing SWRO Plant”, prepared by Water Standard Company, July 1, 2008, and a report entitled
Supplemental Information for CPUC in Response to CPUC Notice of Preparation for Coastal Water Project:
Facilities Required to Connect a Seawater Desalination Vessel to the California-American Water System, prepared
by PBS&J and Water Standard Company, April 2007.
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7. Alternatives

Terrestrial Biology

Since the SBD Alternative would have a much smaller on-shore footprint than the projects
analyzed in this EIR, it is possible that it would have correspondingly fewer impacts on terrestrial
biological resources. The potentially significant (albeit mitigable) impacts on special-status
invertebrates, tidewater gobies, and burrowing owls associated with project components north of
Transmission Main South would possibly be eliminated, as would the potentially significant
impacts on wetlands in the vicinity of northern Moss Landing Project components. However,
because no terrestrial biological resources surveys have been performed at the potential sites for
the SBD Alternative’s regulating reservoir and pump station, the potential impacts of the SBD
Alternative on terrestrial biological resources are unknown and therefore potentially significant.
Also, neither the Moss Landing Project nor the North Marina Project were found to result in any
significant impacts relative to terrestrial biological resources, and therefore the alternative does
not provide substantial environmental benefits in terms of terrestrial biological resource impact
reductions.

Geology, Soils and Seismicity

Since the SBD Alternative would have a much smaller on-shore footprint than the projects
analyzed in this EIR, it is possible that it would have correspondingly fewer impacts on
geological resources. The potentially significant (albeit mitigable) impacts regarding seismically-
induced groundshaking, expansive soils, and seismically-induced ground failure associated with
project components north of Transmission Main South would be eliminated. However, no
geological resources studies have been performed at the potential sites for the SBD Alternative’s
regulating reservoir and pump station and, more importantly, no geological resources studies have
been performed regarding the installation of a pipeline along the ocean floor between the SCV
and the shore. Therefore, the potential impacts of the SBD Alternative on geological resources are
unknown and potentially significant.

Finally, neither the Moss Landing Project nor the North Marina Project were found to result in
any significant impacts relative to geological resources, and therefore the alternative does not
provide substantial environmental benefits in terms of geological resource impact reductions.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The SBD Alternative would relocate the desalination plant to an offshore location, which would
likely reduce the extent of pretreatment and therefore the use of hazardous chemicals. Relocation
of the desalination plant would also eliminate the (less-than-significant) operations impacts
related to the use of hazardous materials in the desalination process. The SBD Alternative would
also involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the projects analyzed in this EIR.
Due to this, it could potentially have correspondingly fewer impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials during construction. However, because no surveys have been performed at
the potential sites for the regulating reservoir and pump station, the potential impacts of the SBD
Alternative related to hazardous materials are unknown and potentially significant. Also, neither
the Moss Landing Project nor the North Marina Project were found to result in any significant
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impacts relative to hazards or hazardous materials, and therefore the alternative does not provide
substantial environmental benefits in terms of impact reduction in this resource area.

Traffic

Since the SBD Alternative would involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the
projects analyzed in this EIR, it is likely that it would have correspondingly fewer impacts on
traffic and transportation. However, because no traffic studies have been performed at the
potential sites for the regulating reservoir and pump station, the potential impacts of the SBC
Alternative on traffic and transportation are unknown and potentially significant. Also, no
analysis has yet been performed on the effects the SBD Alternative could have on water
transportation in the project area, so those impacts are likewise unknown and potentially
significant. Finally, neither the Moss Landing Project nor the North Marina Project were found to
result in any significant impacts relative to traffic and transportation, and therefore the alternative
does not provide substantial environmental benefits in terms of traffic impact reductions.

Air Quality

The SBD Alternative would involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the
projects analyzed in this EIR, but it would still include the construction of a desalination facility,
and the impacts of that construction effort would need to be calculated even if the construction
happened outside of Monterey County. The amount of construction activity required would
probably be comparable to the amount required for the Moss Landing and North Marina Projects,
and therefore the alternative would not be likely to provide substantial environmental benefits in
terms of construction impacts on air quality.

The proposed energy source for the desalination process in the SBD Alternative, biodiesel, has a
different set of associated impacts than the energy source for the projects analyzed in this EIR. If
biodiesel were to be used to power the desalination plant, the SBD Alternative would potentially
have fewer impacts on air quality during project operations, and it may even eliminate a
significant and unavoidable impact with regard to greenhouse gas emissions (see discussion for
Impact 4.8-5). It should be noted in drawing this conclusion, however, that there is currently a
lack of available long-term, reliable, secure biodiesel sources, and that the economic viability of
biodiesel is questionable given recent market fluctuations with regard to fossil fuels. In the
absence of biodiesel as an energy source, the impacts of the SBD Alternative on air quality during
project operations would actually potentially be higher than those of the projects analyzed in this
EIR, since fossil fuels would need to be consumed not only to run the desalination plant but also
to power ships that would bring the fuel source out to the SCV.

While the SBD Alternative has the potential to have fewer air quality impacts than the Moss
Landing or North Marina Projects due to the proposed use of biodiesel, and while it is possible
that it could eliminate the two significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality, no analysis has
yet been performed to substantiate these possibilities and no evidence has been presented to
demonstrate that there is a viable long-term, reliable, secure market for biodiesel.
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Noise and Vibration

The SBD Alternative would involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the
projects analyzed in this EIR. Due to this, it would likely have correspondingly fewer impacts on
noise in the project area related to construction (although it would not eliminate the significant
and unavoidable impact on noise, since it would include construction of ASR, Tarpy Flats Pump
Station, and Valley Greens Pump Station).

The SBD Alternative would also relocate the desalination plant to an offshore location where it
would be unlikely to affect sensitive receptors, which would eliminate some of the noise impacts
related to project operations. However, the SBD Alternative would include a new pump station at
an undetermined coastal location. No analysis has yet been performed at the potential sites for the
pump station, so the potential impacts related to noise and vibration are unknown and potentially
significant.

Land Use

The SBD Alternative would involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the
projects analyzed in this EIR. Due to this, it could potentially have correspondingly fewer impacts
on land use related to construction and the installation of new permanent facilities, especially
with respect to impacts on agricultural resources. However, at present one of the potential sites
for the regulating reservoir and pump station would be in conflict with the Sand City Desalination
Plant, which is planned to begin construction in 2009, and another potential site for the regulating
reservoir and pump station may be in conflict with existing planned development as part of the
Sand City build-out (City of Sand City, 2004; Pooler pers comm., 2007). The locations of the
other two potential sites are unspecified. The size of the regulating reservoir and pump station is
such that the structures may be intrusive and even divide the beach area, which could have a
potentially significant impact on land use and on recreation. Also, neither the Moss Landing
Project nor the North Marina Project were found to result in any significant impacts relative to
land use, and therefore the alternative does not provide substantial environmental benefits in
terms of land use impact reductions.

Utilities and Public Services

The SBD Alternative would involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the
projects analyzed in this EIR. Due to this, it could potentially have correspondingly fewer impacts
on utilities and public services related to construction. However, because no surveys of existing
utilities or assessment of public services have been performed at the potential sites for the
regulating reservoir and pump station, the potential impacts of the SBD Alternative on these
resources are unknown and potentially significant. Also, neither the Moss Landing Project nor the
North Marina Project were found to result in any significant impacts relative to utilities and
public services, and therefore the SBD Alternative does not provide substantial environmental
benefits in terms of utilities or public services impact reductions.
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Aesthetics

The SBD Alternative would involve the construction of fewer land-based facilities than the projects
analyzed in this EIR. Due to this, it would likely have fewer impacts on aesthetics and visual
resources due to construction. Also, the SBD Alternative would relocate the desalination plant to an
offshore location (far enough offshore that it wouldn’t be visible from the coast) where it would be
unlikely to contribute to degradation of visual resources, eliminating some of the impacts on
aesthetics related to project operations. However, the impacts on aesthetics related to operations of
the Moss Landing and North Marina Projects are largely expected to be less than significant, and all
potentially significant impacts are mitigable. Also, the SBD Alternative would include a new pump
station at an undetermined coastal location, and no analysis of visual resources has yet been
performed at these locations, so the potential impacts are unknown and potentially significant.

Cultural Resources

Since the SBD Alternative would have a much smaller on-shore footprint than the projects
analyzed in this EIR, it is possible that it would have correspondingly fewer impacts on cultural
resources. However, because no cultural resources surveys have been performed at the potential
sites for the regulating reservoir and pump station, the potential impacts of the SBD Alternative
on cultural resources are unknown and potentially significant. Also, all potentially significant
impacts relative to cultural resources for all components of both the Moss Landing and North
Marina Projects were found to be mitigable, and therefore the alternative does not provide
substantial environmental benefits in terms of cultural resource impact reductions.

Energy

Energy impacts during construction are expected to be similar for the SBD Alternative and the
projects analyzed in this EIR. If biodiesel were used to power the SCV (including the water
treatment processes), however, the energy impacts associated with the SBD Alternative for plant
operations would likely be less than the impacts of the three projects analyzed in this EIR, which
would be powered primarily by non-renewable fuel sources. While the Moss Landing, North
Marina, and Regional Projects were found to result in less-than-significant impacts in terms of
energy usage during operations, the SBD Alternative, by eliminating the use of fossil fuels
entirely for an energy-intensive treatment process, could result in a substantial environmental
benefit in terms of energy impacts.

However, neither a specific plan nor potential opportunities for obtaining biodiesel for the SCV
were put forth in the submitted plans for the SBD Alternative, and there are no known available,
long-term, reliable, secure sources of biodiesel at this time. It should also be noted that there is
little experience to date with using biodiesel as an industrial fuel-stock on a large scale, and this
lack of experience is only compounded when a marine environment is taken into account. The
intensive and wide-spread use of biodiesel, even for specialized applications, has yet to develop
in northern California, and there is little experience to support the feasibility of reliably obtaining
biodiesel in the long term. Furthermore, market entry for biodiesel may be an issue: the potential
variability of short-term market prices for fossil fuels may have a negative impact on long-term
capital investment decisions in the biofuels industry and affect the availability of biodiesel. This
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combination of circumstances make it unlikely that the biodiesel-fueled ship-based desalination
would be able to be implemented in the timeframe required to resolve the SWRCB’s Order 95-10
and the Seaside Basin Adjudication.

7.6.2.3 Regional Project Phase 1 Plus Seaside Groundwater Basin
Replenishment

The alternative known as the Regional Project Phase 1 Plus Seaside Groundwater Basin
Replenishment consists of the entirety of Phase 1 of the Regional Project as well as the addition
of one component from Phase 2 of the Regional Project—Seaside Groundwater Basin
Replenishment. Phase 1 of the Regional Project is described in Section 5.2, and the Seaside Basin
Groundwater Replenishment component is described in Section 5.3.

Briefly, the Seaside Basin Groundwater Replenishment component would include replenishment
of the Seaside Groundwater Basin with advanced treated recycled water from the MRWPCA
Regional Treatment Plant blended with diluent water from one or more of the following sources:
the Salinas Industrial Treatment Ponds; the Salinas Reclamation Ditch; or the Blanco Drain
system. Alternatively, the diluent water requirement could be met with the ongoing and/or the
CWP-proposed expansion of Seaside Basin ASR. All groundwater replenishment water would be
treated through a proposed 6-mgd advanced water treatment plant (AWTP). Treated water from
the AWTP would be conveyed to the Seaside Basin through a pipeline to be constructed as part of
the Regional Urban Water Augmentation Project (RUWAP). If the RUWAP pipeline were not
constructed, MRWPCA would explore other approaches to transmit the recycled water to the
Seaside Basin. The component would contribute up to 2,800 AFY to the CWP in the winter, plus
up to 3,920 AFY during the summer.

All components of this alternative were discussed in Chapters 4 and 6 of this EIR (see Table ES.3
for a summary of impacts). The impacts are for the most part similar to the impacts of Phase 1 of
the Regional Project. The additional potential impacts that would arise due to the addition of the
Seaside Groundwater Basin Replenishment component would include water quality impacts
resulting from the blending of stored recycled water with other supplies prior to distribution
(Impact 6.1-9, less than significant with mitigation).

This alternative is compared to the projects analyzed in this EIR below in Section 7.8.

7.6.2.5 CalAm Growth Project

The alternative known as the CalAm Plus Growth would provide approximately 4,500 afy to
meet projected future demands within the CalAm service area in addition to providing 12,500 afy
in replacement water supplies. In terms of facilities, this would consist of the North Marina
Project (with a substitution of vertical wells instead of slant wells) plus the Regional Desalination
Facility Expansion component of Phase 2 of the Regional Project, as described in Section 5.3.4.
The Regional Desalination Facility Expansion component would include expansion of the
capacity of the desalination plant at Armstrong Ranch from 10 mgd to 13 mgd as well as the
construction of a line of five additional (brackish) vertical intake wells.
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The anticipated impacts of all components of this alternative are discussed in Chapters 4, 6, and 8
(Section 8.2.2) of this EIR. The impacts are for the most part similar to the impacts of the North
Marina Project (with a substitution of vertical wells instead of slant wells). The potentially-
significant impacts that would likely increase in volume or severity due to the addition of the
Regional Desalination Facility Expansion component would include:

(@ Water quality impacts resulting from a greater volume of discharge of waste streams from
the regional desalination facility (Impact 6.1-5, less than significant with mitigation);

(b) Degradation of marine habitat and species due to a greater volume of discharge of waste
streams from the regional desalination facility (Impact 6.3-1, less than significant with
mitigation);

(c) Conflict with or removal of existing agricultural lands, including Important Farmland
and/or lands under Williamson Act contracts related to construction of the brackish vertical
wells (Impacts 6.10-4, 6.10-5, and 6.10-6, less than significant with mitigation); and

(d)  Growth-inducing impacts, as discussed in Sections 8.2.3 and 8.2.4.1 of this EIR.

This alternative is compared to the projects analyzed in this EIR below in Section 7.8.

7.7 Comparison of Projects

This section presents a comparison of the three projects analyzed in this EIR, as well as the four
alternatives. Refer to Table ES.2 (in the Executive Summary) for a summary of impacts of the
Moss Landing and North Marina Projects, and to Table ES.3 for a summary of impacts of the
Regional Project (Phases 1 and 2).

7.7.1 Staff~-Recommended and Staff-Preferred Alternatives

Although CEQA does not require inclusion of an agency-recommended project, the CPUC staff
has included this section to assist readers and reviewers in navigating the various options
presented in this EIR. The Moss Landing, North Marina, and Phase 1 Regional Projects could
each be implemented and meet the project objectives (to a greater or lesser extent); however,
Phase 1 of the Regional Project is preferred by CPUC staff.

In selecting a preferred project, the CPUC considered a) the extent to which the project satisfies
the objectives of the CWP; b) the environmental impacts of the project; and c) the technical,
institutional, legal, and political feasibility of the project.

As noted in Chapter 3 and earlier in this chapter, the primary objectives of the CWP are to:

. Satisfy CalAm’s obligations to meet the requirements of SWRCB Order 95-10;

. Diversify and create a reliable drought-proof water supply;

. Protect the Seaside Basin for long-term reliability;

. Protect listed species in the riparian and aquatic habitat below San Clemente Dam;
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. Protect the local economy from the effects of an uncertain water supply;
. Minimize water rate increases by creating a diversified water supply portfolio;

. Minimize energy requirements and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per unit of water
delivered to the extent possible;

. Explore opportunities for regional partnerships, consistent with the Administrative Law
Judge Decision (Decision 03-09-022, dated September 4, 2003); and

. Avoid duplicative facilities and infrastructure.

7.7.1.1 Moss Landing Project

The Moss Landing Project would fulfill most of the primary objectives of the CWP, including
meeting the requirements of Order 95-10 and the Seaside Basin Adjudication. It would not,
however, fulfill the objectives to explore opportunities for regional partnerships or avoid
duplicative facilities and infrastructure.

The Moss Landing Project’s environmental impacts are summarized in Table 7-1. There would be
significant and unavoidable impacts related to emissions of greenhouse gases (see Impact 4.8-5)
due to operations of all project facilities, and related to noise (see Impact 4.9-1) due to
construction of ASR. All other potentially significant impacts would be mitigable to less-than-
significant levels.

There is one major anticipated legal and technical challenge that could hinder the successful
completion and/or long-term implementation of the Moss Landing Project: the possible future
absence of once-through cooling at the MLPP. In the case that once-through cooling were no
longer used at the MLPP, the CWP would need to pursue additional environmental analysis and
permitting efforts to continue operations under the proposed Moss Landing Project. There are no
other technical, institutional, legal, or political challenges associated with the Moss Landing
Project. All proposed project components are located on property that is anticipated to be
acquirable, and there are no anticipated problems with obtaining permits for the proposed
construction and operations.

7.7.1.2 North Marina Project

The North Marina Project fulfills all of the primary objectives of the CWP, including meeting the
requirements of Order 95-10 and the Seaside Basin Adjudication.

The North Marina Project’s environmental impacts are summarized in Table 7-1. There would be
significant and unavoidable impacts related to emissions of greenhouse gases (see Impact 4.8-5)
due to operations of all project facilities, and related to noise (see Impact 4.9-1) due to
construction of the slant wells and ASR. All other potentially significant impacts would be
mitigable to less-than-significant levels.

The North Marina Project has one major technical challenge: slant wells, the source water intake
method included in the North Marina Project, are a relatively new technology with few known
successful uses for desalination feed water. There are no institutional, legal, or political
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challenges associated with the North Marina Project. All proposed North Marina Project
components are located on property that is anticipated to be acquirable, and while there are no
anticipated problems with obtaining permits for the proposed construction and operations, an
implementation agreement will need to be developed between agencies in order to share facilities.

7.7.1.3 Moss Landing and North Marina Projects Compared

The Moss Landing Project has one fewer significant and unavoidable impact than the North
Marina Project—the North Marina Project has a significant and unavoidable impact associated
with slant well drilling. However, the North Marina Project has several advantages over the Moss
Landing Project.

1)  The North Marina Project includes approximately 5 miles less of pipeline installation, since
it does not include Transmission Main North, and therefore would have significantly fewer
construction-related impacts than the Moss Landing Project.

2)  The North Marina Project’s intake facilities are subsurface wells and therefore avoid any
potentially significant impacts of entrainment and impingement.

3)  The North Marina Project’s intake and outfall processes are not dependent on a once-
through cooling system.13

4)  The North Marina Project’s desalination plant, intake, and outfall are more centralized
within Monterey County, making regional use of the project facilities cheaper and more
convenient.

5)  The North Marina Project fulfills all of the objectives of the CWP, whereas the Moss
Landing Project wouldn’t explore opportunities for regional partnerships or avoid
duplicative facilities and infrastructure.

Despite the issue of the significant and unavoidable noise impact, and for the reasons above,
which include several environmental impact reductions, the North Marina Project is currently
preferred to the Moss Landing Project by CPUC staff.

As described and discussed in Section 7.5, there are feasible alternatives for many components of
both the North Marina and Moss Landing Projects, and any of the component alternatives not
eliminated from further study are available and could be implemented as part of the CWP. While
there are some exceptions, most component alternatives can be implemented as part of either the
North Marina or the Moss Landing Project. The following components, in particular, are
compatible with the North Marina Project and could be implemented without any significant
environmental impacts: Seawater Vertical Wells, Brackish Vertical Wells, Segunda Pipeline, and
the MLPP outfall. The following components, in particular, are compatible with the Moss
Landing Project and could be implemented without any significant environmental impacts:
National Refractories Desalination Plant Site, Segunda Pipeline.

13 As noted previously in this chapter, regulation of once-through cooling plants is currently under scrutiny in
California, and it is anticipated that once-through cooling may be eliminated in California within the near future.
See discussion under Impacts 9-2 and 9-3 in Chapter 9 regarding the potential impacts in the case that the MLPP’s
once-through cooling system were not re-permitted.
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7.7.1.4 Phase 1 of the Regional Project

The Regional Project is a large project with a variety of components. As explained in Chapter 5,
not all components of this project are ready for implementation, and the Regional Project, if
selected, would therefore be split into phases so that the time-sensitive project objectives could be
achieved as needed. Phase 1 of the Regional Project is the portion of the Regional Project that is
ready for immediate implementation and that is most readily comparable to the Moss Landing
and North Marina Projects. It is summarized in Table 7-10.

TABLE 7-10
PHASE 1 OF THE REGIONAL PROJECT

Phase 1 of the Regional Project

. Seaside Basin Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) Expansion
. Regional Desalination Facility (including vertical wells)

. Surface Water Delivery to Urban Users (Salinas River diversions and surface water treatment plant)

Phase 1 of the Regional Project fulfills all of the primary objectives of the CWP, including the
requirement of Order 95-10 (it would produce approximately 15,200 afy).

In addition to the CWP objectives listed above, the Regional Project was designed to address and
take advantage of these additional objectives and opportunities:

° Satisfy MCWD’s obligations to provide a water supply adequate to meet the approved
redevelopment of the former Fort Ord;

. Satisfy MCWRA's obligation to maintain hydrologic balance of the Salinas Groundwater
Basin;

. Satisfy MCWRA's obligation to protect agricultural water users' utilization of water
resources;

. Maximize regional reliability;

. Maximize use of recycled and freshwater sources;

. Maximize funding opportunities through regional cooperation; and
o Integrate urban, agricultural and environmental objectives.

Phase 1 of the Regional Project addresses all of these objectives.

Phase 1 of the Regional Project’s environmental impacts are summarized in Table 7-1. There
would be significant and unavoidable impacts related to emissions of greenhouse gases (see
Impact 6.8-5) due to operations of all project facilities, and related to noise (see Impact 6.9-1) due
to construction of ASR wells. All other potentially significant impacts would be mitigable to less-
than-significant levels.

There are no technical, institutional, legal, or political challenges associated with the Regional
Project. All proposed components of Phase 1 of the Regional Project are located on property that
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is anticipated to be acquirable, and while there are no anticipated problems with obtaining permits
for the proposed construction and operations an implementation agreement will need to be
developed between agencies in order to share facilities.

7.7.1.5 Phase 1 of the Regional Project and North Marina Project
Compared

Phase 1 of the Regional Project has several advantages over the North Marina Project.

1)  Phase 1 of the Regional Project makes use of existing infrastructure to solve regional water
demand and reduces the need to construct redundant facilities. If Phase 1 of the Regional
Project were implemented, MCWD would no longer have to build its proposed desalination
plant; Phase 1 of the Regional Project utilizes the existing SVWP rubber dam during non-
irrigation season, when it is currently unused; and Phase 1 of the Regional Project utilizes
the planned RUWAP pipeline to reduce demand of potable water by increasing the use of
recycled water.

2)  Phase 1 of the Regional Project includes regionalized infrastructure to a degree greater than
the North Marina Project. The project would utilize existing MCWD water distribution
infrastructure, the MRWPCA water treatment plant, the SVWP rubber dam, the SVRP
infrastructure, and recycled water distribution infrastructure.

3)  Phase 1 of the Regional Project would include participation by the MCWD, the MRWPCA,
and other interested agencies, engendering inter-agency planning and cooperation and
reducing regional costs. Capital expenses for the project would be shared over a larger
number of customers, which would reduce costs of the project per capita. Also, the sharing
of water supply projects among agencies would likely result in a lower demand for
desalinated water per capita, which would both further reduce costs and reduce operations
impacts of the desalination plant and related facilities.

4)  Phase 1 of the Regional Project eliminates the significant and unavoidable noise impacts
associated with the construction of slant wells near sensitive receptors.

5)  The seawater vertical wells in Phase 1 of the Regional Project are proven and tested
technology with little risk, which is not the case with slant wells. They also involve shorter
distances of well construction, which leads to shorter construction time, fewer construction
impacts, and fewer costs.

6)  The seawater vertical wells in Phase 1 of the Regional Project would be designed and
planned in such a way as to alleviate problems with seawater intrusion in the Seaside Basin,
and would also be designed to further alleviate seawater intrusion if used in coordination
with brackish vertical wells as part of Phase 2 of the Regional Project.

For these reasons, which include several environmental impact reductions, Phase 1 of the
Regional Project is currently preferred by CPUC staff to the North Marina and Moss Landing
Projects.
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7.7.1.6 Phase 1 of the Regional Project Compared to Alternatives

No-Project Alternative

As noted above, the No-Project Alternative would fail to meet any of the project objectives,
notably including the objective to protect the local economy from the effects of an uncertain
water supply. Additionally, the water supply deficit that would result from the cease-and-desist
order in the case of the No-Project Alternative would lead to severe water rationing and possible
water shortages throughout the CalAm service area. This water rationing and possible water
shortages would potentially affect a variety of resource areas, including utilities, recreation,
biological resources, air quality, land use, and population and housing.

Ship-Based Desalination Alternative

As described by Water Standard Company, the Ship-Based Desalination Alternative could
potentially achieve the objectives of the CWP. However, project-level detail has not been
provided on this alternative, and its feasibility as a permitted project is uncertain without further
investigation. Additionally, without further studies and surveys, there is not enough information
on the existing environmental setting to accurately assess the likelihood of potentially significant
impacts on environmental resources. Based on preliminary analysis, it is not expected that the
SBD Alternative would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impact associated with
construction noise (Impact 4.9-1). If the SBD Alternative were to utilize biodiesel as the fuel
source for the SCV, it might greatly reduce or eliminate the significant and unavoidable impact
associated with greenhouse gases (Impact 4.8-5); however, no detail has been provided regarding
the feasibility of the use of biodiesel for this alternative, and no analysis has been done to
calculate the expected greenhouse gas emissions of the alternative. The SBD Alternative would
not significantly reduce the impacts of any other resource area. This alternative is currently not
recommended.

Regional Project Phase 1 Plus Seaside Groundwater Basin Replenishment

The Regional Project Phase 1 Plus Seaside Groundwater Basin Replenishment Alternative would
achieve the objectives of the CWP as well as several of the additional objectives of the Regional
Project. However, this alternative is currently not recommended, for several reasons:

Environmental Impacts. The alternative would not reduce any environmental impacts, since it
includes all of the same components as Phase 1 of the Regional Project plus the additional
groundwater replenishment component. In fact, it would add potentially significant (though likely
mitigable) impacts and would likely increase permitting challenges for the project.

Institutional/Regulatory. The current California regulatory climate makes the task of obtaining
permits for a dual-use pipeline for potable and non-potable water use very complex, and the
likelihood of the project being approved as described is uncertain. In particular, one of the more
significant regulatory challenges would involve environmental health and safety, regarding
concerns with dual-use facilities (e.g., sending potable water through a pipeline used for non-
potable, and potentially injecting non-potable residual water into a potable underground source).
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Lack of Committed Consumers. MRWPCA has no agreements in place to supply water to any
water purveyor or user. The use of recycled water as a potable water source is currently rare in
California, and is sometimes seen as controversial. Since there are no water agencies currently
considering the use of MRWPCA'’s recycled water as a water supply, the CPUC staff does not
consider the project to be contributing a firm reliable supply of water for use by CalAm. As such,
while it would likely be beneficial for the Seaside Basin, it would not further the objectives of the
CWP in meeting the region’s water supply needs.

Reliability. In order to inject recycled water into the Seaside Basin, MRWPCA must have diluent
water to mix with their recycled water at a rate of 50:50. The sources of diluent water must
consist of non-recycled potable water (e.g., treated river water, treated surface water, or--in the
worst-case scenario--desalinated water). These sources of diluent water may not be available in a
dry year. In addition, sources of recycled water may collapse in dry years because of reduced
consumer consumption. Because of this potential for reduced supplies of both recycled water and
diluent water, the replenishment component would not be reliable as a consistent source of water.
The desalination plant would still need to be built at its full size so that it could handle peak loads
during dry years.

Additional CEQA Analysis. The MRWPCA Seaside Replenishment project would need
additional, although fairly straightforward, CEQA analysis, to build on the program-level analysis
done in this document in Chapters 5 and 6.

The Seaside Groundwater Basin Replenishment component is part of Phase 2 of the Regional
Project, and may be implemented as such. Additionally, in the case that the MRWPCA is ready to
implement the component before Phase 2 is readdressed, the CPUC staff believes that the
component has independent utility under CEQA and can be evaluated as a stand-alone project.

Regional Project Including Phase 2

The Regional Project Including Phase 2 would achieve the objectives of the CWP as well as all of
the additional objectives of the Regional Project. However, as noted in Chapter 5, implementation
of the whole of the Regional Project would likely require further evaluation of cost-effectiveness
and technical and implementation issues, as well as further environmental review based on
project-level detail. In short, not enough is currently known about all of the components of

Phase 2 to make this a feasible project at this time. Furthermore, this alternative would not
significantly reduce the impacts of any resource area, and in fact would result in additional
potentially significant and unavoidable impacts, as discussed in Chapter 6. This alternative is not
currently recommended.

CalAm Growth Project

The CalAm Growth Alternative, which consists of the entirety of the North Marina Project (with
a substitution of vertical wells instead of slant wells) plus the Regional Desalination Facility
Expansion component of Phase 2 of the Regional Project, would achieve the objectives of the
CWP as well as some of the additional objectives of the Regional Project. However, this
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alternative is currently not recommended because it would have a significant and unavoidable
growth-inducing impact. See Sections 8.2.3 and 8.2.4.1 of this EIR for further detail.

7.7.2 Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA requires the identification of the environmentally superior alternative, other than the No-
Project Alternative. Each of the three projects analyzed in this EIR—the Moss Landing, North
Marina, and Regional Projects—would result in similar construction and operation impacts for
the common elements (e.g., desalination facilities, source water and product water pipelines,
pump stations, and wells).

As explained above, none of the four action alternatives is likely to provide a clear environmental
advantage over any of the three projects analyzed in the EIR—none of them would eliminate a
significant and unavoidable impact, and three of the four would definitely have more potentially
significant impacts than either the Moss Landing, North Marina, or Regional Projects.

The North Marina Project and Phase 1 of the Regional Project are environmentally superior to the
Moss Landing project because:

1)  They include 5 miles less of pipeline installation than the Moss Landing Project;

2)  They do not include open-water intakes (and therefore avoid impacts of entrainment and
impingement); and

3)  They do not rely on a once-through cooling system (and therefore avoid potential future
impacts on water quality and marine biological resources).

The North Marina and Regional Projects are similar in many respects, but each has different
advantages and drawbacks with regard to environmental impacts.

e  The seawater vertical wells in Phase 1 of the Regional Project would eliminate the
significant and unavoidable impact on noise that would be caused by the slant wells in the
North Marina Project.

e  Phase 1 of the Regional Project would include a 10-mgd desalination plant rather than the
11-mgd desalination plant proposed in the North Marina Project, reducing the quantity of
water used, the amount of energy required to operate the intake wells, the amount of
chemicals used for treatment, and the amount of waste discharged.

e  Phase 1 of the Regional Project would include beneficial impacts on local groundwater
basins and, in particular, would set the stage for future implementation of Phase 2 of the
Regional Project, which would further beneficially impact local groundwater basins.

Since it is difficult to prioritize resource areas and judge that impacts to one resource would be
more grave than impacts to another resource, it is hard to conclude that one or the other project is
environmentally superior. If seawater vertical wells are substituted into the North Marina Project
instead of slant wells, the comparison becomes more (although not entirely) clear-cut.
Substituting vertical wells into the North Marina Project would eliminate the significant and
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unavoidable noise impact and add beneficial impacts to a local groundwater basin. The North
Marina Project with seawater vertical wells, therefore, is considered the environmentally-superior
alternative under CEQA since it would possibly be slightly environmentally superior to Phase 1
of the Regional Project.
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