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Figure 4.12-7b
KOP 5 North Marina Desalination Plant – Simulation

SOURCE: ESA, 2008; RBF Engineering, 2008.
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NOTE: Proposed facility location is approximate and is simulated to show the entire facility in context.
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4.13 Cultural Resources 

4.13.1 Introduction 
This section discusses the potential for the various project components of the CWP and its 
alternatives to impact previously identified and unanticipated cultural resources in the study area. A 
cultural resource is defined as any object or specific location of past human activity, occupation, or 
use, identifiable through historical research, inventory or oral evidence. Cultural resources can be 
separated into three categories: archaeological (historic-era and prehistoric), building and structural, 
and traditional resources. 

Archaeological resources include both historical and prehistoric remains. Prehistoric 
archaeological resources could include human remains; concentrations of rock, ash, animal bone 
or shell; earth containing a dark, almost black or very dark brown soil often containing charcoal; 
easily crumbled dark gray-brown soil with abundant shell fragments, animal bone, charcoal and 
artifacts such as shell beads, mortars, pestles, arrowheads, bone tools, etc.; concentrations of 
artifacts such as stone bowls, arrowheads, bone tools, shell beads, etc.; and, deposits containing 
large amounts of shell. Historic-era archaeological resources could include deposits containing 
glass bottles, metal, old cans or other obvious trash dumps; foundations (brick or wood); wells 
(outline, brick or wood lined); trash dumps containing food debris (e.g. cut bone, seeds, pits); 
and, adobe (unfired or fired) clay bricks.  

Building and structural sites can vary from historic buildings to historic roads and trails, historic 
homesteads, bridges, and cemeteries. 

A traditional cultural resource can include Native American sites of special importance and 
gathering areas or ethnic communities important for maintaining the cultural traditions of any 
group. 

Data collection methodology for this section included the following: 

• Literature review conducted at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System at Sonoma State University; 

• Literature review of materials on file at Pacific Legacy, Inc., and Basin Research 
Associates; 

• Record review of the Sacred Lands File of the Native American Heritage Commission 
database and correspondence with potentially knowledgeable stakeholders as suggested by 
the NAHC; and, 

• Cultural resources survey of various project components that had not been surveyed 
previously or in the initial study (Busby 2005). The supplemental survey was undertaken 
by Pacific Legacy staff in November of 2008. 

The information presented in the existing conditions section is based on the results of a record 
search of documents at the Northwest Information Center of the California Historical Information 
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System, Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park. This included a review of: National Register of 
Historic Places (Directory of Determinations of Eligibility; California Office of Historic 
Preservation, Volumes I and II, 2001); California Inventory of Historic Resources (State of 
California 1976); California Historical Landmarks (State of California 1996); California Points 
of Historical Interest listing (State of California 1992); Historic Property Data File (State of 
California 2005); CALTRANS State and Local Bridge Survey (State of California 1989); Survey of 
Surveys (State of California 1989). The information is also based on other pertinent historic data 
on file with Pacific Legacy. The results of the records review and archaeological surveys 
conducted by Pacific Legacy (2008) and Basin Research (Busby 2005) document the numbers 
and types of archaeological and historical resources recorded within the project area.  

Consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission did not result in the identification 
of any sacred sites of importance to local Native Americans, nor has correspondence with 
potentially knowledgeable parties suggested the NAHC.  

The project components under review include new components of the California Water Project 
(CWP). Additional components of the CWP are not reviewed here because they are existing 
facilities and will have no impact on cultural resources. From north to south, the new components 
considered in this document are the Moss Landing Project Plant, the Transmission Main North 
Pipeline, the North Marina Project (Slant Wells, Plant, and Outfall), the Transmission Main South 
Pipeline, Terminal Reservoir, Aquifer Storage and Recovery Facilities, and the Monterey 
Pipeline.  

4.13.2 Cultural and Historical Background 

4.13.2.1 Ethnography 
The study area falls within the contact-period lands of the Costanoan, groups known 
ethnographically by the name given to their language or language family. Descendents of this 
group prefer to be called Ohlone. Ethnographic information regarding the Ohlone comes from 
records of early Spanish explorers, documents maintained at missions, the works of 
ethnographers and linguists, and from Native American descendants.  

An overview of Costanoan-speaking peoples is provided by Milliken (1987, 1991), Levy (1978) 
and Kroeber (1925). Primary sources of ethnographic information can be found in Kroeber 
(1907), Merriam (1968), and notes of Harrington (1921, 1921−,1938). Galvan (1968) and 
Williams (1890) give native accounts of Costanoan history.  

The Costanoan language family is a member of the Utian family, which is of the Penutian stock. 
Costanoan was spoken around the San Francisco Bay area, southward along the coast to Point 
Sur, and inland to the Diablo Range. Soledad marks the southern Costanoan boundary in the 
Salinas Valley. The Costanoan group is divided into eight languages (Shipley 1978). The 
southernmost three languages, Mutsun, Rumsen, and Chalon, were spoken by sets of tribelets 
occupying the northern portion of the study area, around present day Castroville, Marina, Salinas, 
and south to Soledad. Specifically, Mutsun was spoken by tribelets along the Pajaro River 
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Drainage and lower San Benito River (2,700 speakers), Rumsen was spoken by approximately 
800 people living along the lower Carmel and Salinas Rivers, and Chalon or Soledad was spoken 
by about 900 people south of the study area, along the Salinas River from Chualar to King City, 
and across to the upper San Benito River Valley (Breschini et al., 1983, Levy, 1978). 

Current Conditions 
The establishment of missions and the Presidio at Monterey effected profound changes to Native 
Californian lifeways and cultures, as members of different language and ethnic groups 
intermingled and cohabited there, and because missionaries discouraged many traditional 
practices. Analysis of mission baptismal records reveals that the last Costanoan tribelets living an 
aboriginal existence had disappeared by 1810 (Levy, 1978).  

After the Spanish period, it was assumed that the multi-ethnic Native Californian communities 
remained until gradually they dispersed and disappeared. Today, however, the Ohlone who trace 
their descent from Costanoan speakers have formed a number of independent political groups.  

4.13.2.2 Historical Overview 
A summary of the history of Monterey County and the project area is provided in Historic Spots 
in California (Hoover et al. 1990), Dietz et al. (1988), Zahniser and Roberts (1980), Jackson and 
Hildebrandt (1985), and Pritchard (1968). These researchers compiled available historical 
documents pertaining to land use and events during the Spanish, Mexican, and early American 
periods. The following discussion reviews the major events of the post-contact period in the 
project study area. 

Spanish Period 
Spanish incursions into the study area began in the early seventeenth century when the Sebastian 
Vizcaino expedition arrived at Monterey in 1602. It was not until over a century later, however, 
that the Spanish government began to take an active interest in colonizing what was then known 
as Alta California. Captain Gaspar de Portolá led a land expedition to Monterey by way of the 
coast in 1769 (Hoover et al., 1990). In 1770, Gaspar de Portolá was sent to Monterey with the 
objective of establishing Spain’s first military base in Alta California. He reached Monterey on 
May 24, 1770 by land and was followed by a support vessel carrying Father Junípero Serra and 
Captain Juan Pérez. They landed at the foot of Artillery Street in the same spot that Vizcaino had 
landed in 1602 on May 31, 1770.  

Father Serra founded a mission at the Presidio, which he moved to Carmel Valley in 1771. In 
Monterey, the Presidio and surrounding area became the focal point for military and commercial 
life in the Monterey Bay Area. By 1796 a battery known as El Castillo had been constructed 
(Jackson and Hildebrandt, 1985). This site was equipped with several cannons and provided a 
defense for the bay, town of Monterey and the Presidio. Portions of The Presidio, El Castillo, and 
the Monterey Old Town Historic District are within the study area. The Monterey Old Town 
Historic District, listed on the NRHP in 1970, is a two-part noncontiguous area in Old Monterey 
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that contains houses and many of the historic buildings and adobes of Spanish and Mexican 
California. It has been designated a landmark district due to its ability to convey the Spanish 
Colonial character of Monterey and California. The exact boundaries of the district have not been 
established.  

Mexican Period 
Spanish control of California ended with Mexican independence in 1821. Monterey was retained 
as the capital of Alta California. In 1834, the Mexican government secularized the missions, 
freeing the Native Americans from the control of the missionaries. Returning to their former way 
of life was difficult, however, since land holdings were given to Mexican settlers rather than 
reverting to Native American ownership. A few Native Americans were granted land, but records 
show that, for the most part, these people quickly lost ownership through land claims disputes and 
sales. Native Americans became increasingly marginalized as a result of decreasing population, 
the stresses of mission life, and the erosion of traditional knowledge. Some Native Americans 
returned to their villages and resumed their traditional economy, replacing bows and arrows with 
guns. Others found jobs as vaqueros, or cowboys, on the ranchos operated by Mexican settlers. 
Census records show the number of Native Americans declined steadily into the twentieth 
century. 

A total of 76 land grants were made to Mexican settlers in Monterey County, more than in any 
other county (Beck and Haase, 1980). The lands adjacent to the Salinas River were highly valued 
and accounted for approximately one-half of the total land grants made in Monterey County. 
Some grantees used their land to establish ranches with enormous free-ranging herds of horses 
and Spanish cattle. Cattle hides and tallow were the medium of exchange in business transactions 
among the Californios (Mexican inhabitants of Alta, California) and with many trading ships that 
came from the American east coast. Monterey was a major shipping point on the West Coast and 
continued to grow through the Mexican period. As the town of Monterey grew, commercial and 
residential buildings were erected around Calle Principal and Alvarado, Munras, Pacific and Van 
Buren Streets, and the wharf. Several adobes from this period are still present.  

By 1846, the population of Alta California has been estimated at 8,000 non-Natives and 10,000 
Native Americans, representing a drastic decline in the Native American population from an 
estimated 133,500 in 1770 (Breschini and Haversat, 1988). Several hundred Americans settled in 
Alta California while it remained under Mexican control. Some of the American settlers became 
citizens by marrying into Mexican families and they eventually were able to receive land grants.  

American Period 
The 1848 Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo brought Alta California under control of the United States. 
News of the Gold Rush that same year sparked a huge migration into California. Due to the rapid 
influx of settlers into the area, legal determination of ownership of land awarded by Spanish or 
Mexican authorities was often disputed. The new American government passed the Land Act of 
1851. This law placed the burden of proof-of-ownership on the grantees resulting in the loss of land 
many Hispanic landholders and by the few Native Americans who had received grants.  
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Farming in the American period was characterized by three pursuits: cattle and sheep ranching, 
grain farming, and irrigation agriculture. Cattle and sheep ranching dominated until the 1880s. 
During this time, free-ranging, comparatively wild Spanish cattle were replaced by American 
breeds of livestock and dairy cows. Fencing with wooden posts and barbed wire became a 
prominent feature across the landscape. During the 1880s, Monterey County was California’s 
third-ranking producer of livestock (Lantis et al., 1963). The development of railroads, including 
the Southern Pacific and regional lines such as the Monterey and Salinas Valley Railroad and the 
Pajaro Valley Consolidated Railroad, allowed for distribution and improved marketing for the 
Central Coast Region. By 1901, the coast route was open and running between San Francisco and 
Los Angeles. Agriculture became more intensive as farming shifted to wheat and barley 
cultivation. Early crops included sugar beets and alfalfa. At the turn of the century, many Italian 
fishermen settled in Monterey and Cannery Row grew as a sardines-focused fishing industry was 
established in Monterey. 

4.13.2.3 Archaeology 
The cultural history of the Central California coast and inland region area has, until recently, been 
poorly documented. Since 1970, however, hundreds of surveys have been conducted and more 
than 60 archaeological sites have been excavated in Monterey and San Luis Obispo counties, with 
more than 200 radiocarbon dates reported. Most of this work was undertaken to comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (1970, Rev. 1992) and the National Environmental 
Protection Act (1969).  

Regional models of culture change for the Monterey Bay area have been included in contributions 
by Dietz and Jackson (1981), Breschini (1983), Breschini et al. (1983), Patch and Jones (1984), 
Dietz (1985), Dietz et al. (1988), Jones and Hylkema (1988), Breschini and Haversat (1992), 
Jones et al. (1992), Jones and Jones (1992), Jones (1993), Cartier (1993), and Hildebrandt and 
Mikkelson (1993). 

Breschini and Haversat have proposed a model that outlines two archaeological patterns for the 
Monterey Bay area; the Sur Pattern and the Monterey Pattern (Breschini and Haversat, 1992; 
Breschini 1983). They hypothesized that the Sur Pattern corresponds with Hokan speakers, 
ancestors of the Esselen, and the Monterey Pattern with Penutian speakers (ancestral Costanoan). 
This model does not include a cultural chronology, or an assemblage definition for the two 
patterns (Dietz et al., 1988; Jones, 1993). 

According to Breschini and Haversat (1992), the Sur Pattern represents an early forager 
subsistence strategy, contemporaneous with the Borax Lake Pattern of the North Coast Ranges, 
the Berkeley Pattern of the San Francisco Bay area, and the Windmiller Pattern of the Lower 
Sacramento Valley. The Sur Pattern, which appears by 3000 years before present (B.P.), 
represents a generalized economy. Archaeological sites reflect a variety of activities and inland 
and coastal sites contain similar artifact assemblages. 

The later Monterey Pattern represents a collector subsistence strategy, pursued by Costanoan 
speakers. It is hypothesized that this pattern was widely established in the Monterey District after 
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2450 B.P. and was characterized by specialized economic strategies. Monterey Pattern Coastal 
sites should typically be shell middens, while village sites should tend to be inland, and contain 
more diverse assemblages (Breschini and Haversat, 1992). 

Dietz and Jackson’s (1981) investigations at 19 sites along the northern shore of the Monterey 
Peninsula confirmed the existence of two archaeological populations in the area of ethnographic 
Rumsen tribelet. Members of the first population were foragers, who used a number of sites as 
residential bases at least 4,000 years ago. This population moved seasonally among a variety of 
resources, gathering food within a limited foraging area and returning daily to a residential base. 
Dietz and Jackson (1981) suggested that if foraging residences were confined to the coast, they 
should have a high archaeological visibility, a variety of features, and a diverse archaeological 
assemblage. 

The second population described by Dietz and Jackson (1981) were early Costanoan collectors 
who entered the region about 2000 B.P., displacing the foragers. The subsistence strategy of the 
collectors included the use of temporal and seasonal residential bases, camps, locations, stations, 
and storage during part of the year. Dietz and Jackson (1981) predicted that residential bases, 
with a variety of features, activity areas, and artifacts, were established in inland areas. 
Temporary sites along the outer coast exhibit specialized features and assemblages. 

Dietz, Hildebrandt and Jones (1988, see also Jones et al., 1989) also proposed a series of five 
culture periods for the Monterey Bay area during the last 10,000 years and described some of the 
artifact forms that appear to correlate with these periods. These include the Late Period 
(AD 1200−1769); The Middle/Late (AD 1000−1200); the Middle Period (600 B.C.−A.D. 1000); 
Early Period (3500 B.C.−600B.C.); and the Millingstone Period (3500 B.C.−8000 B.C.). 
Typological analysis and radiocarbon dating of Olivella beads show the chronological sequence 
of changes in bead style in Monterey is broadly similar to those of central California and the 
Santa Barbara coast.  

4.13.3 Existing Site Conditions 

4.13.3.1 Moss Landing Site 
Plant and Pipeline. There are no previously documented cultural resources within the Moss 
Landing Plant Site; however, the area has not been subject to a cultural resources survey. Pacific 
Legacy visited the area in November 2008 but was unable to access the area in order to conduct a 
survey. A visual inspection from Dolan Road did not reveal any cultural resources but there is 
potential for surface or buried resources. The Source Water Pipeline for the Plant was partially 
surveyed by Busby (2005). In November 2008 Pacific Legacy, Inc. conducted a pedestrian survey 
of the portions that Busby (2005) did not inspect, including a 5000-foot section of Dolan Road. 
No cultural resources were located. There is potential to encounter buried deposits.  
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4.13.3.2 Transmission Main North Pipeline 
The Transmission Main North corridor has been fully inspected for cultural resources. One 
resource, the Castroville Bridge (P-27-002290), is within the pipeline corridor. It has been 
evaluated and found ineligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources 
(CRHR) (JRP, 1999). The resource has not been evaluated for inclusion on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP). Four other resources, summarized in Table 4.13-1, lie immediately 
adjacent to the Transmission Main North Corridor. All of these resources were visited by Pacific 
Legacy in November 2008 and appear in essentially the same condition as when they were 
recorded. None of these resources appear to extend into the Transmission Main North Pipeline 
corridor but there is potential for buried deposits. 

TABLE 4.13-1 
RESOURCES IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO TRANSMISSION MAIN NORTH PIPELINE CORRIDOR 

(within 50M) 

Site No. 
Date 

Recorded Recorder Type Description USGS Map CRHR 

CA-MNT-2058H 2000a Glover Historic Historic scatter Moss Landing Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-2059H 2000b Glover Historic Historic scatter Marina Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-2061H 2000c L. Glover Historic Multicomponent Marina Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-2080H 1998b Morgan et al. Historic Narrow-gauge 
railroad evidence 

Marina Not evaluated 

 

4.13.3.3 North Marina Site 
Plant and Feedwater Pipeline. Portions of the North Marina Plant site had previously been 
surveyed for cultural resources (Holson et al., 2001) and the remaining areas were surveyed by 
Pacific Legacy in November of 2008 (Jones, 2009). CA-MNT-2079, a historic fence associated 
with Armstrong Ranch, had been previously recorded within the North Marina Plant site. This 
resource was revisited by Pacific Legacy in November of 2008 and is in essentially the same 
condition as when it was recorded (Morgan et al., 1998a). CA-MNT-2079 has not been formally 
evaluated for inclusion on the CRHR. In the absence of a formal evaluation, however, Busby 
(2005) suggests that the resource does not appear eligible for inclusion on the CRHR. Pacific 
Legacy also completed a survey of the proposed Feed Water Pipeline connecting the North 
Marina Plant to the proposed North Marina Slant Wells (Jones, 2009). No cultural resources were 
noted in the Feed Water Pipeline corridor. There is potential to encounter buried deposits. 

Slant Wells. The site of the Slant Wells was surveyed for cultural resources by Pacific Legacy in 
November 2008. No cultural resources were discovered within this project component and no 
resources had been previously recorded. There is potential to encounter buried deposits. 

Outfall Site. The proposed Outfall Site is in Monterey Bay; therefore no cultural resources 
survey was conducted. No cultural resources have been previously recorded at the Outfall Site 
and the potential for underwater or buried deposits in the Monterey Bay are very low. 
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4.13.3.4 Transmission Main South Pipeline 
The Transmission Main South Pipeline corridor has been fully inspected for cultural resources 
(Busby, 2005). No cultural resources have been identified in the Transmission Main South 
corridor. There is potential to encounter buried deposits. 

4.13.3.5 Terminal Reservoir Site 
There are no recorded resources within Terminal Reservoir Site area; however, the area has never 
been surveyed for cultural resources. Pacific Legacy visited the site in November 2008 but was 
unable to access the property to complete a survey. A visual inspection of the property from 
General Jim Moore Boulevard and the military reservation gate did not reveal any cultural 
resources; however, there is potential for surface or buried resources.  

4.13.3.6 Aquifer Storage and Recovery Facilities 
The Aquifer Storage and Recovery Facilities were partially previously surveyed (Busby, 2005). 
There are no recorded resources within Aquifer Storage and Recovery Facilities area; however, 
part of the area has not been surveyed for cultural resources. Pacific Legacy visited the site in 
November 2008 but was unable access to the property to do a survey. A visual inspection of the 
area from General Jim Moore Boulevard and the military reservation gate did not reveal any 
cultural resources; however, there is potential for surface or buried resources.  

4.13.3.7 Monterey Pipeline 
Portions of the Monterey Pipeline component have been subject to previous cultural resource 
surveys and Pacific Legacy completed a cultural resources survey of the entire corridor in 
November 2008 (Jones, 2009). Several cultural resources are within the pipeline corridor and 
several more are adjacent. The previously recorded sites CA-MNT-15 and CA-MNT-298 and two 
newly recorded resources, the Southern Pacific Railroad and the Del Monte Hotel Railroad Depot 
Foundation, are within the pipeline corridor. Six additional cultural resources, summarized in 
Table 4.13-2 below, are immediately adjacent to the pipeline corridor. There is potential to 
encounter buried deposits. The Monterey Pipeline also passes through the Old Town Monterey 
Historic District and the Presidio of Monterey District, both listed on the NRHP. These are 
discussed below.  

CA-MNT-15 (P-27-000151). CA-MNT-15 is a large prehistoric site first recorded by Pilling 
(1948) as a shell midden and cupule rock. The site was subsequently revisited and photographed 
in the 1970s (Edwards, 1978). Archival research led Gerbic (2006) to suggest that CA-MNT-15 
should be included as a contributing element to the Presidio of Monterey National Register 
District, though no formal evaluation has been conducted. 

CA-MNT-15 was revisited by Pacific Legacy in November of 2008 (Jones, 2009) and a site 
record update was completed (Jones and Arellano, 2008a). The site is characterized on the surface 
by dark midden soils with abundant shell. The cupule rock was relocated and fully documented. 
This feature is currently used as a part of the Presidio of Monterey Museum’s tour/trail program  



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.13 Cultural Resources 

CalAm Coastal Water Project 4.13-9 ESA / 205335 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

TABLE 4.13-2 
RESOURCES IMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO PIPELINE CORRIDOR 

Site No.  
Date 

Recorded Recorded By Type Description 
USGS 
Quad CRHR 

CA-MNT-662 1976 Roop Prehistoric Midden Monterey Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-697 1977 Fazio Prehistoric Shell scatter Monterey Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-929H 1979 Roberts Historic Adobe structure Monterey Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-939 1979 Cooper Historic Adobe structure Monterey Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-1243H 1983 Breschini, 
Haversat 

Multicomponent Adobe structure, 
lithic, historic debris 

Monterey Not evaluated 

CA-MNT-108 1949 Pilling Prehistoric Midden with human 
remains 

Monterey Not evaluated 

 

and is referred to as the “Indian Ceremonial Rock” and/or the “Rumsen Sacred Rock” (Presidio 
of Monterey, 2005). No flaked stone or groundstone artifacts were noted on the surface but there 
is a high potential for subsurface archaeological deposits similar to those recovered at the nearby 
CA-MNT-101, which is approximately 90 meters northwest of the Monterey Pipeline Corridor 
(Dietz, 1987).  

CA-MNT-298 (P-27-000401). CA-MNT-298 is a prehistoric shell midden site first recorded by 
Pilling (1949). The site has been subjected to subsurface testing by the Monterey County Historical 
Society (Howard, 1974; 1975), Archaeological Consulting and Research Services (1977), Roop and 
Flynn (1978) and Dietz (1987). Materials recovered in these excavations include various lithic 
artifacts, shell and shell artifacts (beads and ornaments), bone tools, human remains, and multiple 
features including hearths and house floors (Dietz 1987: 62−63). Roop and Flynn (1980) suggest 
that CA-MNT-298 is a village site occupied between 2000 B.C. and A.D. 300.  

Though site location information is somewhat vague and contradictory, the site has been reported 
both near the Serra Monument /Landing Site at the base of a gully toward Pacific Street (Howard 
1974: 43), in the western portion of the block bounded by Van Buren, Scott, and Pacific Streets 
(Roop and Flynn, 1978), and extending to the “small drainage at the terminus of Van Buren 
Street” (ACRS, 1977: 14). CA-MNT-298 was visited by archaeologists from Pacific Legacy, Inc. 
in November of 2008 and found to extend on the surface from the intersection of Seeno Street 
and Van Buren Street toward Pacific Avenue along the small east-flowing drainage/gully noted 
by ACRS (1977) and Howard (1974). Dietz (1987: iv) concluded from his test excavations, 
however, that materials from CA-MNT-298 downhill (north and east) of the intersection of Van 
Buren Street and Seeno Street may have been “sluffed [sic] to their present position from above.”  

Observations during Pacific Legacy’s site visit revealed that surface evidence of midden soil is 
continuous from CA-MNT-298 at Van Buren St. toward the drainage and encompasses an area 
along the drainage that was originally recorded as CA-MNT-108 (Pilling, 1949). As such, CA-
MNT-298 and CA-MNT-108 may be the same archaeological site. Subsurface archaeological 
deposits at CA-MNT-108 extend at least 135 centimeters below ground surface and include 
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evidence of house floors and human remains (Pilling, 1949). Human remains were also 
inadvertently discovered below the pavement at the end of Van Buren Street during excavation by 
the City of Monterey in May 2008 (Reese, 2008).  

Southern Pacific Railroad (PL-2148-01). This resource consists of the remains of the Southern 
Pacific Railroad tracks within the Monterey Pipeline corridor. The standard gauge tracks were 
constructed by the Southern Pacific Railroad in 1879 to replace a previous narrow-gauge 
Monterey-Salinas railroad along the same corridor (Clark, 1991). Beginning in 1880, The 
Southern Pacific Railroad ran the Del Monte Express, which serviced the Del Monte Hotel and 
the City of Monterey until the spring of 1971, when passenger service to Monterey ceased 
(Hoffman, 2001) with the transfer of American passenger rail service to Amtrak. Service to 
Monterey was not continued by Amtrak. 

The tracks were visited and recorded by Pacific Legacy in November 2008 (Jones and Arellano, 
2008b). The tracks are visible above-ground in several places, are buried in others, and appear to 
have been cut and removed in others. The railroad grade and tracks are currently bordered by a 
paved bike trail along approximately 70 percent of its length within the proposed Monterey 
Pipeline corridor. The remaining portions are within industrial areas in the town of Seaside.  

Del Monte Hotel Depot Foundation (PL-2148-02). This resource is concrete and tile foundation 
adjacent to the SPRR tracks in the City of Monterey (Jones and Chao, 2008a). The SPRR served the 
Del Monte Hotel from 1874 to 1971. This resource appears to be the foundation of the Colonial 
Revival Style depot built for the third Del Monte Hotel during the 1920s (Cain, 2005:114). The 
foundation is currently situated in a parking lot and is marked by a Monterey Historical Society sign. 

The foundation is constructed of board-molded concrete and red ceramic tile flooring. A wood 
frame is visible on portions of the exterior. It measures 46 feet east-west and 18 feet north-south 
and extends approximately 12-14 inches above current ground surface. Three metal tables are still 
present of the eastern end of the foundation.  

NRHP Properties. In addition to the cultural resources outlined in Table 4.13-2 and described 
above, the Monterey Pipeline component is within or adjacent to several properties listed or 
eligible for listing on the NRHP. The route is within the Presidio of Monterey National Register 
District and 14 properties included in this district are adjacent to the pipeline. The Monterey 
Pipeline corridor also crosses the Old Town Monterey Historic District. In addition to those 
properties within the Presidio of Monterey District and Old Town Monterey District, six other 
individual properties listed, or eligible for listing on the NRHP, are immediately adjacent to the 
Monterey Pipeline corridor within the City of Monterey. These properties are considered 
“important” for purposes of CEQA. 

Old Town Monterey Historic District. This resource is a National Register District that includes 
adobes and other early Spanish Colonial buildings within Old Town Monterey. The district is 
included in the Monterey State Historical Park, which is a group of restored historic buildings 
including the Custom House, the Cooper-Molera Adobe Complex, the Larkin House, California’s 
First Brick House, Colton Hall (City Hall of Monterey), Old Whaling Company, the Stevenson 
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House, the First Theater, the Pacific House Museum, the Interpretive House, Casa del Oro, and 
Casa Soberanes. The Old Town Monterey Historic District was listed on the National Register in 
1970 and does not have an established boundary. It is divided into two non-contiguous areas. The 
southern section is bounded roughly by the four blocks surrounding the intersection of Madison 
and Pacific Streets and the northern section borders on the bay and includes the blocks 
surrounding the intersections of Scott, Pacific, Olivier, Calle Principal, and Alvarado Streets.  

Presidio of Monterey District. This resource is a National Register District that includes the 
buildings and facilities of the Presidio of Monterey. The boundary of the district coincides with 
the boundary of the Presidio of Monterey. The district was established and listed on the National 
Register in 1986 and is summarized in Jackson and Hildebrandt (1985). Jackson and Hildebrandt 
(1985:70−73) concluded that 90 buildings on the Presidio of Monterey are contributing elements 
along with Soldier Field, the road system, and retaining walls. Another 26 buildings, built after 
the period of significance identified for the district, are considered non-contributing elements to 
the district. All NRHP properties, including those elements of the Presidio district that are 
adjacent to the Monterey Pipeline, are summarized in Table 4.13-3. 

4.13.4 Applicable Regulations, Plans, And Standards 
The Proposed Project is being evaluated under the CEQA by the CPUC as the designated Lead 
Agency. The following state public resource codes and CEQA regulations apply:  

• California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): Public Resources Code Sections 
5020.1, 5024.1, 21083.2, 21084.1, et seq.; requires analysis of potential environmental 
impacts of proposed projects and application of feasible mitigation measures.  

• Title 14, Public Resources Code, Section 5020.1 defines several terms, including the 
following: (f) “DPR Form 523” means the Department of Parks and Recreation Historic 
Resources Inventory Form; (i) “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to, any 
object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or 
archaeologically significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 
agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California; (j)”local 
register of historical resources” means a list of properties officially designated or 
recognized as historically significant by a local government pursuant to a local ordinance or 
resolution; (l) “national Register of Historic Places” means the official federal list of 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture as authorized by the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (Title 16 United States Code Section 470 et seq.); (q) “substantial 
adverse change” means demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be impaired. 

• Title 14, Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1 establishes a California Register of 
Historic Places; sets forth criteria to determine significance; defines eligible properties; lists 
nomination procedures. 

• Title 14, Public Resources Code, Section 5097.5 – any unauthorized removal or 
destruction of archaeological, paleontological resources on sites located on public lands is a 
misdemeanor.  
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TABLE 4.13-3 
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES ADJACENT TO MONTEREY PIPELINE  

Name Street Address Location 
Relationship to 
Monterey Pipeline 

Year 
Built Status*

Eligibility 
Criteria 1 

1st & 2nd Del Monte Hotel - City of Monterey Adjacent 1880 3S  

Doud House 177 Van Buren St. City of Monterey Adjacent 1860 2S2  

Manuel Perry House 201 Van Buren St. City of Monterey Adjacent 1883 3S  

San Carlos Hotel Corner of W. Franklin St. 
and Calle Principal 

City of Monterey Adjacent 1926 3S  

Josiah Merritt Adobe 386 Pacific Street City of Monterey Adjacent 1852 1S  

Casa Soberanes 336 Pacific Street City of Monterey Adjacent 1839 2S2  

Old Town Monterey Historic 
District 

Boundaries unspecified- 
District 

City of Monterey Within Corridor 1790 3S  

Presidio of Monterey District Presidio Monterey Presidio Within Corridor - 2S2 A 

El Castillo Lighthouse Ave. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1794 1S  

El Castillo Gun Battery Presidio 93940 Monterey Presidio Adjacent  2S2 ACD 

Presidio of Monterey Lighthouse Ave. Monterey Presidio Within corridor 
contributor to 
Presidio District 

1902 2B  

Barracks #57/Bldg. #214 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1903 2D2 A 

Barracks #63/Bldg. #216 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1903 2D2 A 

Barracks #51/Bldg. #210 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1903 2D2 A 

Barracks #61/Bldg. #215 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1903 2D2 A 

Barracks #55/Bldg. #212 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1903 2D2 A 

Barracks #57/Bldg. #213 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1903 2D2 A 

Assembly Hall Bldg. 132 Infantry St. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1910 2D2 A 

Storage Bldg 151/ 
Bldg 13,B 

Pvt. Bolio Rd. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1918 2D2 A 

Quartermaster 
Storehouse/Bldg 11, BU 

Pvt. Bolio Rd. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1912 2D2 A 

Bldg.#20/P275/ 
Quartermaster 

Pvt. Bolio Rd. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1931 2D2 A 

Gas Meter House, 
Bldg. #23-A 

Pvt. Bolio Rd. Monterey Presidio Adjacent 1930 2D2 AC 

 
 
* 1S – Individual property listed in the National Register by the Keeper. Listed in the California Register 
 2B – Determined eligible for the National Register as an individual property and as a contributor to an eligible district in a federal regulatory process. 

Listed in the California Register 
 2D2 – Contributor to a district determined eligible for the National Register by consensus through the Section 106 process. Listed in the California 

Register.  
 2S2 – Individual property determined eligible for National Register by consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the California Register.  
 3S – Appears eligible for National Register as an individual property through survey evaluation.  
 
1 A- Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. 

B- Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.  
C- Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high 
artistic values, or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.  
D- Has yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  
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• Title 14, Public Resources Code 5097.98 prohibits obtaining or possessing Native 
American artifacts or human remains taken from a grave or cairn; sets penalties.  

• Title 14, Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2 – the lead agency determines whether a 
project may have a significant effect on unique archaeological resources. If a potential for 
damage to unique archaeological resources can be demonstrated, such resources must be 
avoided; if they cannot be avoided, mitigation measures shall be required; discusses 
excavation as mitigation; discusses cost of mitigation for several types of projects; sets time 
frame for excavation; defines “unique and non-unique archaeological resources;” provides 
for mitigation of unexpected resources; sets limitation for this section.  

• Title 14, Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1 indicates that a project may have a 
significant effect on the environment if it causes a substantial change in the significance of 
a historic resource; the section further describes what constitutes a historic resource and a 
significant historic resource.  

• Guidelines for the Implementation of the CEQA. Section 15064.5 specifically addresses 
effects on historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, in response to problems that 
have arisen in the application of CEQA to these resources.  

• Title 14, Penal Code, Section 622.5 – anyone who damages an item of archaeological or 
historic interest is guilty of a misdemeanor.  

• CEQA Guidelines: California Code of Regulations, Sections 15000, et seq., 
Appendix G (j), specifically defines a potentially significant environment effect as 
occurring when the Proposed Project will “. . . disrupt or adversely affect . . . an 
archeological site, except as part of a scientific study.”  

• Public Resources Code, Section 5097.5. Any unauthorized removal of archaeological 
resources on sites located on public lands is a misdemeanor. As used in this section, “public 
lands” means lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the state, or any city, county, 
district, authority or public corporation, or any agency thereof.  

In addition to the general requirements of CEQA and California laws, ordinances and regulations, 
Monterey County and select jurisdictions along the project route make provisions for cultural 
resources either in their general plans or municipal code. Monterey County covers cultural 
resources in Chapter V: Environmental Resource Management Element of its General Plan 
(County of Monterey 2007). The unincorporated communities of Castroville and Moss Landing 
fall under the purview of Monterey County. In addition, the Community of Castroville addresses 
cultural resources in the Castroville Community General Plan (Monterey Housing and 
Redevelopment Office 2007).  The Community of Moss Landing addresses cultural resources in 
the Moss Landing Community Plan (County of Monterey Resource Management Agency 
Planning Department 2008). The City of Salinas addresses cultural resources in its Final 
Environmental Impact Report Salinas General Plan Chapter 5.8 Cultural Resources (Cotton 
Bridges Associates2002). The City of Monterey addresses cultural resources in its General Plan 
Historic Preservation Element (City of Monterey 2005) as well as in its City Code Chapter 26: 
Planning, Article 3: Architectural Review Committee (City of Monterey 2008). The City of 
Marina addresses cultural resources in City of Marina its General Plan Chapters 4.126 Scenic and 
Cultural Resources and 5.19 Historical Resources Program (City of Marina at Monterey Bay, 
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2006). The City of Seaside addresses cultural resources in the Seaside General Plan 
Conservation/Open Space Element (City of Seaside, 2004). The City of Pacific Grove addresses 
cultural resources in CH 7: Historic and Archaeological Resources of its General Plan (City of 
Pacific Grove, 2005) and Chapter 23.76 Historic Preservation of its Municipal Code (City of 
Pacific Grove, 2007). 

4.13.5 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.13.5.1 Significance Criteria 
A cultural resource is considered “significant” if it qualifies as eligible for listing in the CRHR. 
Properties that are eligible for listing in the CRHR must meet one or more of the following criteria: 

• Criterion 1: Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the United 
States; 

• Criterion 2: Association with the lives of persons important to local, California, or 
national history; 

• Criterion 3: Embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method 
of construction, or representing the work of a master, or possessing high artistic values; or 

• Criterion 4: Has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation. 

The CRHR interprets the integrity of a cultural resource as its physical authenticity. An historic 
cultural resource must retain its historic character or appearance and thus be recognizable as an 
historic resource. Integrity is evaluated by examining the subject’s location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. If the subject has retained these qualities, it may 
be said to have integrity. It is possible that a cultural resource may not retain sufficient integrity to 
be listed in the NRHP yet still be eligible for listing in the CRHR. If a cultural resource retains the 
potential to convey significant historical/scientific data, it may be said to retain sufficient integrity 
for potential listing in the CRHR. Most significant Native American prehistoric sites are eligible 
due to their age, scientific potential, and/or burial remains. 

CEQA may require subsurface testing of archaeological resources, analysis of recovered data, 
further archival review, and interpretation in order to determine potential eligibility of the 
discovered cultural resources for listing on the CRHR. 

The following are the components in which no cultural resource impacts would result from 
project implementation. These areas are defined as those where resources have not been 
previously discovered and there is no potential to discover resources.  

North Marina Outfall Site 
No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated as a result of the North Marina Outfall Site due to 
its offshore location. 
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No cultural resources would be impacted by the proposed North Marina Outfall site. 

Threshold For Significant Impacts 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Initial Study Checklist, includes significant criteria 
associated with cultural resources. Accordingly, a project would typically have a significant 
impact on cultural resources if the project would: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§ 15064.5. 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to § 15064.5. 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature. 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

Definitions of “historical resource,” “archaeological resource,” and “substantial adverse change” 
are summarized below: 

Historical Resource 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 defines “Historical resource” as: 

• A resource listed in or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources 
Commission for listing in the CRHR (mandatory significance). 

• A resource included in a local register of historical resources or identified as 
significant in an historical resource survey unless the preponderance of evidence 
suggests it is not significant (presumptive significance). 

An historical resource still may be considered significant in the absence of a federal, state, or 
local listing if substantial evidence demonstrates its significance (discretionary significance). This 
includes any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead 
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California. Generally, a resource shall be historically significant if it: 

• Is associated with events that made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage. 

• Is associated with the lives of people important in our past. 

• Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

• Has yielded or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history. 
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Substantial Adverse Change 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5 defines “substantial adverse change” as: 

• Physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. 

• Demolition or material alteration in an adverse manner of those physical characteristics of 
an historical resource which convey its historical significance and justify its inclusion in or 
eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR inclusion in a local register, or identification in a 
historical resources survey. 

4.13.5.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
The analysis in the following sections has been developed based on existing records information 
and systematic surface field assessment of the various project components of the CWP project. 
The majority of identified cultural resources in the vicinity of the CWP can be avoided during 
construction. Evaluations for eligibility for listing on the CRHR have not been conducted at all 
sites. For all project components requiring ground disturbance, it is possible that site preparation 
(i.e., grading, filling) and construction could disturb unknown and potentially important cultural 
resources, both prehistoric and historic. There is always the possibility that buried or otherwise 
obscured cultural resources will be discovered during project construction.  

Table 4.13-4 provides a summary of cultural resources impacts by the individual components of 
each project, as well as for each project as a whole and Table 4.13-5 provides a summary of 
cultural resource survey results, known cultural resources, and mitigations measures.  

Impact 4.13-1: Project construction has the potential to affect known archaeological 
resources. 

Ground disturbance associated with all physical project components could adversely impact both 
known potentially important archaeological resources. This impact relates to those project 
components in which 1) previously recorded cultural resources are known to exist or 2) those 
components that have not been subject to full cultural resources survey and where, therefore, 
there is potential to discover and record cultural resources during pre-project surveys. This impact 
is potentially significant, but can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a through 4.13-1d as applicable. 

Cultural resources that are directly within components of the CWP are summarized in Table 4.13-6. 
The potential for impacts to the resources are discussed individually in the sections that follow. 

Moss Landing Project 
The potential impact resulting for the Moss Landing Project as a whole is less than significant 
with mitigation. The impact of each project component varies depending upon its location. The 
types of impacts and mitigation measures that would be applicable to individual project components 
are described below. 
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TABLE 4.13-4 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS 

Facility 
Impact 
4.13-1 

Impact  
4.13-2 

Impact  
4.13-3 

Moss Landing Site:    
 Plant: Moss Landing Project  SM SM SM 
 Intake: Moss Landing Project - - - 

Transmission Main North:  
Moss Landing Project SM SM SM 

North Marina Site    
 Plant: North Marina Project  SM SM SM 
 Intake: North Marina Project SM SM SM 

Transmission Main South SM SM SM 

Terminal Reservoir Site SM SM SM 

Valley Greens Pump Station SM SM SM 

Aquifer Storage and Recovery Facilities SM SM SM 

Monterey Pipeline SM SM SM 

Moss Landing Project SM SM SM 

North Marina Project SM SM SM 
 
 
SM – Significant Impact, can be Mitigated 
SU – Significant Impact, Unavoidable 
LTS – Less-than-significant Impact 
–  – No Impact 
 

 

Plant and Pipeline 
A cultural resources survey has not been conducted at the Moss Landing Plant Site. The source 
water pipeline and return flow pipeline areas have been surveyed and no cultural resources were 
discovered (Busby, 2005; Jones, 2009). If this project component is pursued, an additional 
cultural resource survey would be required to examine the proposed plant site. Mitigation 
measures 4-13-1a and 4-13-b-d should be implemented, as appropriate.  

 Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.  

Transmission Main North Pipeline 
The Transmission Main North Pipeline component would require ground disturbance for the 
installation of a new 30-inch pipeline. Cultural resources survey of the Transmission Main North 
is complete. The sole identified cultural resource within the Transmission Main North Pipeline 
corridor is P-27-002290, the Castroville Bridge. This resource is not currently considered 
“important” for purposes of CEQA because it has been found ineligible for listing on the CRHR 
(JRP 1999). Mitigation measures 4-13-1b-d should be implemented, as appropriated.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 
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TABLE 4.13-5 
SUMMARY OF SURVEY AND IDENTIFICATION OF RESOURCES WITHIN PROJECT COMPONENTS 

Component 
Survey 

Completed Cultural Resources Impacts Mitigation Measure 

Moss Landing Plant No None recorded. Could adversely affect unknown potentially 
important resources. 

4.13-1a 
4.13-2 
4.13-3 
4.13-1b-d if resources are found during survey 

Transmission Main North Yes P-21-002290 (Castroville Bridge) No impact to known resource. Could adversely 
affect unknown potentially important resources. 

4.13-2 
4.13-3 

North Marina Plant and 
Feedwater Pipeline 

Yes CA-MNT-2079 Could adversely affect known and unknown 
potentially important resources. 

4.13-1b-d 
4.13-2 
4.13-3  

North Marina Outfall Yes None recorded.  No impacts.  None needed.  

North Marina Slant Wells  Yes None recorded.  Could adversely affect unknown potentially 
important resources. 

4.13-2 
4.13-3 

Transmission Main South Yes None recorded.  Could adversely affect unknown potentially 
important resources. 

4.13-2 
4.13-3 

Terminal Reservoir No None recorded.  Could adversely affect unknown potentially 
important resources. 

4.13-1a 
4.13-2 
4.13-3 

4.13-1b-d if resources are found during survey 

Aquifer Storage and Recovery No None recorded.  Could adversely affect unknown potentially 
important resources. 

4.13-1a 
4.13-2 
4.13-3 

4.13-1b-dif resources are found during survey 

Monterey Pipeline Yes CA-MNT-15 
CA-MNT-298 
PL-2148-01 
PL-2148-02 

Old Town Monterey Historic 
District (NRHP)  

Presidio of Monterey Historic 
District (NRHP) 

Could adversely affect known and unknown 
potentially important resources. 

4.13-1b-d 
4.13-2 
4.13-3 
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TABLE 4.13-6 
KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES WITH POTENTIAL TO BE IMPACTED BY THE CWP 

Component Resources Type Description Potential Impacts CRHR Eligibility 

North Marina 
Plant and 
Feedwater 
Pipeline 

CA-MNT-2079 Historic Fenceline Removal or disturbance 
of feature during plant 
construction. 

Undetermined.  

Monterey 
Pipeline 

CA-MNT-15 Prehistoric Midden and cupule 
rock 

Removal or disturbance 
of site deposits during 
ground disturbing and 
construction activities. 

Undetermined; likely 
an important 
resource.  

Monterey 
Pipeline 

CA-MNT-298 Prehistoric Midden with 
complex deposits 
including human 
remains 

Removal or disturbance 
of site deposits during 
ground disturbing and 
construction activities. 

Undetermined; likely 
an important 
resource 

Transmission 
Main North 

P-27-002290 Historic Castroville Bridge No potential to be 
impacted beyond 
removal of bridge.  

Determined 
Ineligible 

Monterey 
Pipeline 

PL-2148-01 Historic SPRR tracks Removal or disturbance 
of feature (tracks) during 
ground disturbing and 
construction activities 

Undetermined 

Monterey 
Pipeline 

PL-2148-02 Historic SPRR Depot for 
Del Monte Hotel 

Removal or disturbance 
of feature (foundation) 
during ground disturbing 
and construction 
activities 

Undetermined. 
Del Monte Hotel is a 
NRHP-listed 
property.  

Monterey 
Pipeline 

Old Town 
Monterey 
Historic District 

Historic National Register 
District 

No impact on built 
environment. Removal 
or disturbance of 
deposits associated with 
the District 

Listed 

Monterey 
Pipeline 

Presidio of 
Monterey 
Historic District 

Historic National Register 
District 

No impact on built 
environment. Removal 
or disturbance of 
deposits associated with 
the District 

Listed 

 

North Marina Project 
The potential impact resulting for the North Marina Project as a whole is less than significant 
with mitigation. The impact of each project component varies depending upon its location. The 
types of impacts and mitigation measures that would be applicable to individual project components 
not discussed above are presented below. 

North Marina Outfall Site 
No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated as a result of the North Marina Outfall Site due to 
its offshore location.  

No cultural resources would be impacted by the proposed North Marina Outfall site. 



4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 
4.13 Cultural Resources 

CalAm Coastal Water Project 4.13-20 ESA / 205335 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

Plant and Feedwater Pipeline 
Cultural resources survey of the North Marina Plant and Feedwater Pipeline is complete. CA-
MNT-2079, a historic fence, is located within the area of the proposed North Marina Plant. This 
resource has not been evaluated for “importance” per CEQA or determined eligible for the 
CRHR. Mitigation measure 4.13-1b-d should be implemented, as appropriate.  

 Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Terminal Reservoir Site 
A full cultural resources survey has not been conducted at the Terminal Reservoir Site. If this 
project component is pursued, an additional cultural resource survey would be required to 
examine the proposed reservoir site. Mitigation measures 4.13-1a and 4.13-1b-d should be 
implemented, as appropriate.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.  

Aquifer Storage and Recovery Facilities 
A full cultural resources survey has not been conducted at the Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
Facilities site. If this project component is pursued, an additional cultural resource survey would 
be required to examine the proposed site. Mitigation measures 4.13-1a and 4.13-1b-d should be 
implemented, as appropriate.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.  

Monterey Pipeline 
Cultural resources survey of the Monterey Pipeline is complete. Four cultural resources have been 
noted within the Monterey Pipeline corridor. These include CA-MNT-15, CA-MNT-298, 
PL-2148-01, and PL-2148-02. These resources have not been evaluated for “importance” per 
CEQA or determined eligible for the CRHR. 

CA-MNT-15 and CA-MNT-298 contain extensive prehistoric deposits scattered over a large area. 
These are considered shell midden sites and consist of flaked stone tool debris, groundstone, 
flaked stone tools, faunal remains and thermally altered rock. Human remains have been 
recovered at CA-MNT-298. Both sites are directly within the Monterey Pipeline corridor. 
Anticipated impacts could include the removal of or disturbance cultural deposits during ground 
disturbing activities.  

PL-2148-01 and PL-2148-02 are both historic sites related to the Southern Pacific Railroad. 
PL-2148-01 consists of the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks, which could be impacted by ground 
disturbing activities related to the proposed Monterey Pipeline. PL-2148-02 is the foundation for 
the Southern Pacific Railroad Depot that served the Del Monte Hotel. While this resource is less 
likely to be disturbed because of its situation in a paved parking lot, ground disturbing and 
construction activities for the Monterey Pipeline do have the potential to adversely impact the 
resource.  
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In addition to the recorded unevaluated cultural resources noted, the Monterey Pipeline passes 
through the Presidio National Register District and the Old Town Monterey Historic District. 
These resources are automatically considered “important” for purposes of CEQA. The 
underground pipeline does not have the potential to impact the built environment; however, there 
is the potential to disturb buried cultural deposits associated with the NRHP district.  

Mitigation Measures 4.13-1a and 4.13-1b-d should be implemented, as appropriate.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measures shall be applied to all physical project components requiring 
ground disturbance and construction activities. The Project Applicant will ensure that the 
following measures are implemented by the selected construction contractor. Table 4.13-5 
(above) summarizes documented cultural resources, with the exception of buildings, within the 
various project components. 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1a: Pre-Construction Survey. The Project Applicant shall 
perform pre-construction surveys for any project components not yet surveyed due to lack 
of access or modifications in project component siting (e.g., new pipelines, staging areas, 
access roads, facilities). If resources are discovered during survey, Mitigation Measures 
4.131-b-f shall be followed.  

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b: Avoidance. The Project Applicant will seek to avoid cultural 
resources as the preferred mitigation measure. Avoidance of cultural resources would result 
in less-than-significant levels of impacts to identified cultural resources. All design-level 
engineering and construction drawings will be prepared in consultation with a cultural 
resource specialist. Facilities, staging areas, and any activity involving ground disturbance 
shall be located to avoid resources. To ensure that no inadvertent damage occurs to avoided 
cultural resources, the cultural resource boundaries shall be marked as exclusion zones both 
on the ground and on construction maps. This would include resources within 30 meters of 
the proposed project component. 

Mitigation Measure 4.13-1c: Evaluation for CRHR. If avoidance is determined to be 
infeasible, The Project Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist to evaluate the 
potentially significant resources for CEQA “importance” or eligibility for the CRHR. The 
purpose of further action will be to define a course of action to satisfy CEQA requirements 
for an Assessment of Effects. In the case of prehistoric archaeological sites, evaluation may 
be completed by examining existing records and reports, detailed recording, and/or 
excavation to determine data potential of the sites. Historic resource mitigation measures 
may include further study to evaluate the sites, detailed recording, and/or excavation. 
Resources found not to be “important” would require no further management. If cultural 
resources are considered “important” per CEQA or eligible for the CRHR, then a data 
recovery program shall be implemented to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels as 
required by CEQA Guidelines Data recovery could include excavation and detailed 
analysis and/or further research, depending on the nature and type of the site. Excavated 
materials would be curated at an appropriate facility, such as Sonoma State University or 
San Francisco State. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.13-1d: Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP). The Project 
Applicant shall develop a Cultural Resources Treatment Plan (CRTP) for all known and 
newly discovered cultural resources within areas of direct impact of project activities, 
including but not limited to those detailed below. This plan will be sent to the CPUC for 
review and approval.  

• Procedures for protection and avoidance of ESAs, evaluation and treatment of the 
unexpected discovery of cultural resources including Native American burials;  

• Provisions and procedures for Native American consultation;  

• Detailed reporting requirements by the project Archaeologist;  

• Curation of any cultural materials collected during the project; and  

• Requirements to specify that archaeologists and other discipline specialists meet the 
Professional Qualifications Standards mandated by the California Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP).  

Avoidance. Implementation of the CRTP shall ensure that known and recorded cultural 
resources eligible for listing on the CRHR or NRHP will be avoided during construction 
and operation and maintenance if feasible. If cultural resources are considered “important” 
per CEQA or eligible for the CRHR or NRHP and cannot be avoided, then a data recovery 
program shall be implemented to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels as required 
by CEQA Guidelines Data recovery could include excavation and detailed analysis and/or 
further research, depending on the nature and type of the site. Specific protective measures 
shall be defined in the CRTP to reduce the potential adverse impacts on any presently 
undetected cultural resources to less-than-significant levels.  

The CRTP shall define construction procedures for areas near known/recorded cultural 
sites eligible for the CRHR or NRHP. Wherever a tower, access road, equipment, etc., must 
be placed or accessed within 100 feet of a recorded, reported, or known archaeological site 
eligible or potentially eligible for the CRHR, the site will be flagged on the ground as an 
ESA (without disclosure of the exact nature of the environmental sensitivity [i.e., the ESA 
is not identified as an archaeological site]). Construction equipment shall then be directed 
away from the ESA, and construction personnel shall be directed not to enter the ESA. 
Archaeological monitoring of project construction shall be focused in the immediate 
vicinity of the designated ESAs during initial mass grading operations or deep excavations 
such as foundation footings.  

Construction Personnel Training. Construction supervisory personnel shall be notified of the 
existence of these resources and required to keep personnel and equipment away from these 
areas. The Project Applicant-assigned qualified archeologist shall be notified prior to initiation 
of construction activities. Periodic monitoring of cultural resources to be avoided shall be 
completed by a qualified archeologist to ensure that no inadvertent damage to the resources 
occurs as a result of construction or construction-related activities. The timing and frequency 
of this monitoring shall be at the discretion of the archaeologist. During construction and 
operations, personnel and equipment shall be restricted to the project work site. 

Construction Monitoring. Archaeological monitoring shall be conducted by a qualified 
archaeologist familiar with the types of historic and prehistoric resources that could be 
encountered in the Monterey Bay area. Monitoring shall occur in all areas of ground disturbing 
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activity that occur within 30 meters of a cultural resource exclusion zone during initial mass 
grading operations or deep excavations such as foundation footings. A Native American 
monitor may be required at all culturally sensitive locations. Decisions regarding the necessity 
of a Native American monitor shall be based on consultation with Native American groups 
and individuals prior to ground disturbing activities in culturally sensitive areas. 

__________________________ 

Impact 4.13-2: Unanticipated archaeological discoveries may be damaged or destroyed 
during project construction. 

All New Project Components 
All of the newly planned project components (with the exception of the North Marina Outfall) 
require ground disturbance. Unknown and potentially significant cultural resources could exist 
within areas of ground disturbance only to be discovered during construction of the various 
project components. The potential for unanticipated cultural resource discoveries tends to be 
greater in areas of known cultural resource sites, previous development, poor ground visibility, 
and/or the lack of prior cultural resource investigations can result in inadvertent discovery of 
resources. Destruction of potentially significant cultural resources without mitigation would be a 
significant impact. The procedures and provisions in Mitigation Measure 4.13-2 should be 
implemented. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measure shall be applied to all physical project components requiring 
ground disturbance and construction activities. These include 1) Moss Landing Plant and Pipeline 
2) Transmission Main North, 3) North Marina Plant and Feed Water Pipeline, 4) North Marina 
Slant Wells, 5) Transmission Main South, 6) Terminal Reservoir 7) Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery Facilities; and 8) Monterey Pipeline. The Project Applicant will ensure that the 
following measures are implemented by the selected construction contractor.  

Mitigation Measure 4.13-2: Training and Reporting. Prior to the initiation of 
construction or ground disturbing activities, all construction personnel shall be alerted to 
the possibility of buried cultural remains, including prehistoric and/or historic resources. 
During construction and operations, personnel and equipment shall be restricted to the 
project work site. Personnel shall be instructed that upon discovery of buried cultural 
materials, work in the immediate area of the find shall be immediately halted and The 
Project Applicant shall be notified. Once the find has been identified by a qualified 
archaeologist, then the Project Applicant shall make the necessary plans for treatment of 
the find(s) and for the evaluation and mitigation of impacts if the find is found to be 
important per CEQA (Appendix K). Application of Mitigation Measure 4.13-1b would be 
appropriate if the find can be avoided. In the case that that the find can’t be avoided, 
Mitigation Measures 4.13-2c-d shall be implemented.  

__________________________ 
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Impact 4.13-3: Potential to uncover human remains. 

All New Project Components 
All of the newly planned project components (with the exception of the North Marina Outfall) 
require ground disturbing activities. Ground disturbing activities have the potential to uncover 
both historic-ear and prehistoric human remains. For prehistoric resources, shellmounds in the 
Monterey Bay Area often contain human remains. For the historic-era, there is potential to 
discover human remains outside of the boundary of an established cemetery. California law 
provides measures for the treatment of both historic-era and prehistoric human remains in Public 
Resources Code 5097 and in California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and 7052.  

 Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant 

Mitigation Measures 
The following mitigation measure shall be applied to all physical project components requiring 
ground disturbance and construction activities. These include 1) Moss Landing Plant and Pipeline 
2) Transmission Main North, 3) North Marina Plant and Feed Water Pipeline, 4) North Marina 
Slant Wells, 5) Transmission Main South, 6) Terminal Reservoir 7) Aquifer Storage and 
Recovery Facilities; and 8) Monterey Pipeline. The Project Applicant will ensure that the 
following measures are implemented by the selected construction contractor.  

Mitigation Measure 4.13-3: Human Remains. If buried human remains are encountered 
during construction, work shall be immediately halted, and the Project Applicant and the 
Monterey County coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined to be 
Native American, then the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will be notified 
within 24 hours as required by Public Resources Code 5097. The NAHC shall notify 
designated Most Likely Descendants. The MLD is responsible for providing 
recommendations for the treatment of the remains within 48 hours of being granted access 
to the find.  

_________________________ 
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4.14 Energy 

4.14.1 Introduction 
In order to assure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, the California 
Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs include a discussion of the potential energy 
impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, 
wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy. 

This section addresses the potential energy-related impacts that would result from implementation 
of the Moss Landing Project and North Marina Project. Specifically, impacts are analyzed in 
terms of how a project would change energy use. The analysis is based, in part, on review of 
various reports primarily from the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the Proponent’s 
Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Coastal Water Project (CWP) dated July 14, 2005.  

Due to the current state of design and a corresponding lack of component-by-component detail on 
energy usage for both the Moss Landing Project and North Marina Project, it is not possible to 
evaluate project components individually site-by-site. Consequently this analysis focuses on the 
known energy demands for each project as a whole. Section 4.14.2 describes the overall energy 
setting of the projects on a regional basis. Section 4.14.3 describes the regulatory framework 
related to energy considerations. Section 4.14.4, presents the analysis of project-related impacts 
and appropriate mitigation measures. Section 4.14.8 considers alternatives to both projects. 

4.14.2 Setting 

4.14.2.1 Regional 
California’s energy system includes electricity, natural gas, hydroelectric, nuclear, and petroleum 
resources. California’s energy system provides 70 percent of the electricity, 14 percent of the 
natural gas, and 39 percent of the petroleum consumed or used for the State. The rest of the 
State’s energy is imported and includes: natural gas purchases from Canada (24 percent) and from 
the Rocky Mountain States (23 percent) and the Southwest (40 percent); electricity from the 
Pacific Northwest – primarily hydroelectric power (8 percent) and the Southwest – primarily coal 
and nuclear (15 percent); and crude oil imported from Alaska (16 percent) and foreign sources 
(45 percent) (CEC, 2008).  

Electricity 
The production of electricity requires the consumption or conversion of energy resources, 
including water, wind, oil, gas, coal, solar, geothermal, and nuclear sources. Approximately 
70 percent of the state’s electricity supply comes from in-state sources; the rest of the state’s 
electricity is imported and includes electricity from the Pacific Northwest and the Southwest 
(CEC, 2008). Of the electricity generated in-state, 56 percent is generated by natural gas-fired 
power plants, 2 percent is generated by coal-fired power plants, 11 percent comes from large 
hydroelectric dams, and 17 percent from nuclear power plants. The remaining 14 percent of the 
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in-state total electricity production is supplied by renewable sources, including small 
hydroelectric generation (1.7 percent), biomass (2.6 percent), geothermal (6.2 percent), solar 
(0.3 percent) and wind (2.7 percent) (CEC, 2008). The electricity generated is distributed via a 
network of transmission and distribution lines commonly called the power grid. 

Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), the local public utility and energy supplier, produces and 
purchases electricity from both renewable and non-renewable resources, with power derived from 
fossil fuels, nuclear and hydroelectric sources. PG&E has an electricity generation portfolio that 
totals 6,000 megawatt (MW) and consists of 44 percent hydroelectric, 54 percent nuclear from the 
Diablo Canyon plant, and 2 percent from fossil fuels and this portfolio supplies about 43 percent 
of PG&E’s demand (PG&E, 2009). To meet the electricity demands of its customers, PG&E 
supplements its generation portfolio by procuring about 57 percent of its electricity demand from 
other independent power producers or co-generators, as well as from other utilities outside of the 
state (PG&E, 2009).  

Natural Gas 
Most of the natural gas consumed in California is extracted from on- and off-shore sites from the 
Southwest (40 percent), the Rocky Mountains (23 percent), and Canada (23.5 percent), while the 
remainder is produced in California (13.5 percent) (CEC, 2008). Although contractually 
California can receive natural gas from any producing region in North America, it can only 
import physical supplies from the three producing regions due to the current pipeline 
configuration. PG&E’s gas is delivered via high-pressure pipelines to its load centers with 
compressors used to maintain transmission pressure. The gas is then received at either an 
underground storage facility or redistributed through another series of pipelines. 

In 2006, California consumed 6,032 million cubic feet (mcf) of natural gas per day. Of this, the 
majority (43 percent) was used for California’s electricity market. Other end users of natural gas 
include the residential (22 percent), industrial (23 percent), and commercial (10 percent) sectors. 
Transportation, storage and transmission losses account for the remaining natural gas 
consumption (CEC, 2008). California natural gas demand, including volumes not served by 
utility systems, is expected to grow at a modest rate of 0.1 percent from 2008 to 2030. Forecast 
growth is a combination of anticipated growth in the electric generation market segment tempered 
by slower growth in the residential and commercial markets and virtually no growth in the 
industrial sector (California Gas and Electric Utilities, 2008). 

4.14.2.2 Project Area (Monterey County) 
The project area is located in Monterey County along the northern coastal edge of the County. 
Electric power and natural gas are provided to the project area by PG&E.  

The primary source of electricity generated in the County is the Moss Landing Gas Fired Power 
Plant1 owned by Dynegy. The County is also served by generation sources linked to the County 
by the transmission grid. Electricity is distributed in the County via local lines owned and 
                                                      
1 The Moss Landing Power Plant has a maximum electrical generation rating of 2560 megawatts. 
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operated by PG&E. The most recent year for annual electrical consumption – 2007 – shows that 
Monterey County consumed 2,492 million kWh (kilowatt-hours), which represents about 
2.3 percent of PG&E total electrical demand for 2007 (CEC, 2009a).  

The primary source of natural gas in Monterey County is the natural gas transmission system 
owned and operated by PG&E. Natural gas is distributed through Monterey County by a system 
of transmission, distribution, and service lines. The most recent year for annual natural gas 
consumption – 2007 – shows that Monterey County consumed 10,811 million cubic feet of 
natural gas, which represents about 2.45 percent of PG&E total natural gas demand for 2007 
(CEC, 2009b). 

4.14.3 Regulatory Setting 

4.14.3.1 Federal 

Energy Policy Act of 2005 
The Energy Policy Act of 2005 seeks to reduce reliance on non-renewable energy resources and 
provide incentives to reduce current demand on these resources. For example, under the Act, 
consumers and businesses can attain federal tax credits for purchasing fuel-efficient appliances 
and products, including buying hybrid vehicles, building energy efficient buildings, and 
improving the energy efficiency of commercial buildings. Additionally, tax credits are available 
for the installation of qualified fuel cells, stationary microturbine power plants, and solar power 
equipment. 

4.14.3.2 State 

State of California Integrated Energy Policy 
In 2002, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 1389 which required the CEC to develop an integrated 
energy plan for electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuels, for the California Energy Report 
biannually. The plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to 
improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least 
environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of strategies, 
including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in implementing incentive programs for 
Zero Emission Vehicles and their infrastructure needs, and encouragement of urban designs that 
reduce vehicle miles traveled and accommodate pedestrian and bicycle access. 

The next update – the 2008 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update - was adopted by the CEC in 
on November 20, 2008. The update focuses on anticipated operational and physical changes to 
California’s electric system through 2020; how the state’s energy efficiency goals interact with 
electrical and natural gas demand forecasting methods; recommended changes to electricity 
procurement; vulnerability of the state’s nuclear plants to major seismic events; and other energy 
issues. 
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Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards 
Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations is the California Building Code, governing 
all aspects of building construction. Included in Part 6 of the Code are standards mandating 
energy efficiency measures in new construction. Since its establishment in 1977, the building 
efficiency standards (along with standards for energy efficiency in appliances) have contributed 
to a reduction in electricity and natural gas usage and costs in California. The standards are 
updated every three years to incorporate new energy efficiency technologies. The latest update to 
the Title 24 standards became effective on October 1, 2005. The standards regulate energy 
consumed in buildings for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting. Title 24 is 
implemented through the local planning and permit process. On September 11, 2008 the 
California Building Standards Commission approved the 2008 Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards, which will go into effect August 1, 2009.  

4.14.3.3 Local 

Monterey County  
Monterey County is in the process of updating its General Plan. The draft plan includes a goal 
(OS-9) to promote efficient energy use. This goal includes the encouragement of renewable 
resources for industrial applications (Monterey County, 2007). The County’s currently adopted 
General Plan also has goals to promote efficient energy use (Goal 13) and encourage 
development of renewable resources (Goal 14) (Monterey County, 1982). The goals of the 
adopted General Plan would apply to the proposed project. 

Cities of Monterey, Marina, Pacific Grove, Seaside, Del Rey Oaks 
These cities all have general plan elements that encourage energy conservation and discourage 
wasteful use of non-renewable energy resources. These cities promote energy conservation 
through adherence to Title 24 building standards and education. 

Cities of Carmel and Sand City 
Neither Carmel nor Sand City’s general plans contain goals or policies to promote or require 
energy conservation in new development, except for compliance with state energy conservation 
standards.  

4.14.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

4.14.4.1 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria for this analysis were developed from criteria presented in Appendix F 
of the CEQA Guidelines. For the purpose of this EIR, a project would generally result in a 
significant energy impact if it would: 

• Substantially increase the consumption of electricity, natural gas, gasoline, diesel, or other 
non-renewable energy types such that energy resources would be constrained; 
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• Result in the construction of new sources of energy supplies or additional energy 
infrastructure capacity, the construction or operation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects; 

• Conflict with existing energy standards, including standards for energy conservation; or  

• Cause a cumulatively considerable increase in energy consumption and associated 
environmental impacts. 

Based on examination of the information available, the CWP would not result in the construction 
of new sources of energy supplies or any new energy utility infrastructure2 beyond local 
distribution connections to the project sites. Additionally, the projects will be required to comply 
with existing codes and standards for energy efficiency and conservation. Consequently, no 
further impact discussion will be provided for these two topics in this EIR.  

4.14.4.2 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Table 4.14-1 provides a summary of energy impacts for each project. 

TABLE 4.14-1 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENERGY IMPACTS-CWP PROJECT 

Facility 
Impact  
4.14-1 

Impact  
4.14-2 

Moss Landing Project SM LTS 

North Marina Project SM SM 
 
 
SM – Significant Impact, can be Mitigated 
SU – Significant Impact, Unavoidable 
LTS – Less-than-significant Impact 
–  – No Impact 
 

 

The following sections describe the potential energy impacts of the Moss Landing Project and the 
North Marina Project. 

Impact 4.14-1: Construction of the project could result in the substantial consumption of 
energy such that existing supplies would be constrained and could result in the wasteful use 
of energy resources that are not renewable.  

Moss Landing Project and North Marina Project (All Project Facilities) 
Although construction energy would be consumed only during the construction period, it would 
represent irreversible consumption of finite natural energy resources. Construction energy 
expenditures would include both direct and indirect uses of energy in the form of fuel and 

                                                      
2 Although the North Marina Project includes its own cogeneration facility which provides electrical energy to the 

facility, this is viewed as part of the project versus the project requiring new energy generation or substantial new 
infrastructure by PG&E.  
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electricity. Indirect energy use typically represents about three-quarters of total construction 
energy, while direct energy represents about one-quarter of total construction energy (Hannon et 
al., 1978). Direct energy use would include the consumption of petroleum for operation of 
construction vehicles and the use of electricity for construction equipment, such as welding 
machines and power tools. Energy consumed by construction power equipment would be 
relatively minimal, as would construction energy required for lighting and heating of trailers and 
operation of ancillary electrical equipment. Indirect energy use would include the extraction of 
raw materials, manufacturing, and transportation to make materials used in construction of the 
proposed project. 

The precise amount of construction-related energy is uncertain. Even so, the energy consumption 
for construction would represent a less than significant impact as construction activities would not 
result in long-term depletion of non-renewable energy resources and would not permanently 
increase reliance on energy resources that are not renewable. Construction activities would not 
reduce or interrupt existing electrical or natural gas services due to insufficient supply.  

Because project construction would not interrupt existing local PG&E service and project-related 
construction energy demands would be unlikely to have a significant effects on PG&E’s energy 
resources, energy consumption by construction activities, would not constitute a significant impact.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.14-1a through -1d would ensure that fuel energy 
consumed in the construction phase would not be wasted through unnecessary idling or through 
the operation of poorly maintained equipment (see Section 4.8, Air Quality). 

Mitigation Measure 4.14-1: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a through 4.8-1d. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant.  

  

Impact 4.14-2: Operation of the project could result in the substantial consumption of 
energy such that existing supplies would be constrained.  

Moss Landing Project 
The Moss Landing Project would result in the long-term consumption of electricity, which 
includes energy produced from non-renewable resources. Electrical power would be used to 
operate the desalination plant, pumps, lighting, process controls, heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems.  

The Moss Landing Project’s peak electrical demand has been estimated as 5.4 6.2MW 
(megawatt). (See Table 3.110) On an annual basis, the project would have the potential to 
consume about 47,300 38,497 MWh (megawatt hours) of electricity, although this is based on a 
peak rate and would in actual practice tend to be lower. This peak rate would represent 
approximately 1.59 percent of Monterey County’s electricity usage in 2006 (2,508,000 MWh).  
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Given that (a) the electrical power would be provided directly from the nearby Moss Landing 
Power Plant or the PG&E grid; (b) the necessary power is already being produced through 
existing electrical infrastructure; and (c) that required peak power represents only 0.241 percent 
of the Moss Landing Power Plant’s output, the energy demands of the Moss Landing Project are 
less than significant.  

 Significance: Less than Significant. 

North Marina Project  
The North Marina Project would result in the long-term consumption of electricity, which 
includes energy produced from non-renewable resources. Electrical power would be used to 
operate the desalination plant, pumps, lighting, process controls, heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning (HVAC) systems. 

The North Marina Project’s peak electrical demand has been estimated as 76.1 MW. (See 
Table 3.121) On an annual basis, the project would have the potential to consume about 
43,20753,000 MWh of electricity, although this is based on a peak rate and would in actual 
practice tend to be lower. This peak rate would represent approximately 1.72.1 percent of 
Monterey County’s electricity usage in 2006 (2,508,000 MWh).  

The applicant has proposed 4 possible options to meet this project’s energy requirements. The 
first option obtains electrical power from the PG&E grid which would, as discussed above, be an 
increase of some 1.72.1 percent of the County’s usage at peak demand. This power demand is 
modest and would be a less than significant impact. Given that the amount of power is very 
required for the North Marina Project is similar to the expected demands of the Moss Landing 
Project described above and that the source of this power would most likely be from the same 
Moss Landing power plant, PG&E would most likely have such power available for the North 
Marina Project after connection with its grid. The remaining other three options all assume some 
amount of self-generation of electrical power for the North Marina Project using natural gas as 
the generation fuel source. Because at this stage of design the electrical energy needs and natural 
gas demands are unknown for the other three options (B: gas turbine, C: reciprocating engine, and 
D: direct drive engines) it is not possible to fully evaluate their potential impacts over that of 
obtaining electrical power from the PG&E grid. Because of this uncertainty, North Marina 
Project options B, C, & D could have the potential to conflict with energy standards and 
conservation plans and thus, each could represent a significant impact. To mitigate this potential 
significant impact the following mitigation measure is proposed: 

Mitigation Measure 4.14-2: The applicant shall develop and implement an Energy 
Conservation Plan that shall be subject to review and approval by the CPUC monitor prior 
to the start of construction. The plan shall evaluate the energy demands for both electrical 
and natural gas of the selected project option (B, C, or D) against the energy demands of 
option A – direct use of electricity from the PG&E grid. If the Energy Conservation Plan 
cannot demonstrate that the selected option other than option A represents the same or less 
demands on the energy supply system, then the applicant shall implement option A. Cost 
cannot be a factor for determining infeasibility. 
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Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

  

4.14.4.3 Cumulative Impacts 

Moss Landing Project 
Although the Moss Landing Project and related cumulative projects would create additional 
demands on electricity and natural gas supplies and distribution infrastructure, this type of load 
growth is part of PG&E’s required planning process to ensure adequate delivery capacity is 
available. The electrical load demands of the Moss Landing Project can be met with the existing 
infrastructure and would not result in cumulatively significant environmental impacts when 
considered with other proposed projects within the area. Furthermore, even if the Moss Landing 
Project posed a significant impact, the energy demanded by the Moss Landing Project would still 
be less than cumulatively considerable. 

North Marina Project 
Although the North Marina Project and related cumulative projects would create additional 
demands on electricity and natural gas supplies and distribution infrastructure, this type of load 
growth is part of PG&E’s required planning process to ensure adequate delivery capacity is 
available. The electrical load demands of the North Marina Project can be met with the existing 
infrastructure and would not result in cumulatively significant environmental impact when 
considered with other proposed projects within the area assuming that electrical demands can be 
supplied from the existing PG&E grid. However, because the North Marina Project also considers 
three other options using some amount of self-generation of power the potential exists for a 
cumulative impact from each of these three other options (B, C & D). Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 would reduce this impact to less than cumulatively considerable. 

Significance: Less than Significant. 
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