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CHAPTER 7 
Alternatives 

7.1 Introduction and Overview 
Chapter 4 of this environmental impact report (EIR) presents detailed evaluations of the 
Applicant’s Proposed Moss Landing Project as well as the North Marina Project. Chapter 5 of 
this EIR describes the Regional Project and Chapter 6 presents an evaluation of the Regional 
Project. This chapter (Chapter 7) describes and evaluates other alternatives to the CWP (including 
the required No-Project Alternative); describes the alternatives screening process and alternatives 
eliminated from consideration, including alternatives examined and eliminated during previous 
stages of the history of this project; and compares the environmental merits of the alternatives. 

In response to additional analyses and to public comments received on the DEIR since its 
publication in January 2009, Marina Coast Water District (MCWD), California American Water 
(CalAm), and Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) have been working 
together to clarify and refine the components of Phase 1 of the Regional Project. This chapter has 
been updated to reflect the changes to the project components and phasing. References to the 
“Regional Project” herein and in all chapters of this EIR refer to the Monterey Regional Water 
Supply Program as described in the DEIR and as revised in the Final Technical Memorandum 
prepared by MCWD, CalAm, and MCWRA on October 15, 2009 (Appendix Q), and its 
supporting documents (see Master Response 13.4, Changes to Desalination Facility and Regional 
Project Description). 

Section 7.2 describes the guidelines for alternatives analysis under CEQA, the process by which 
the various projects and alternatives presented in this EIR will be carried forward and presented 
to the commissioners at the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC; the Commission1), and 
the choices that the CPUC commissioners will have in acting upon a final project.  

Section 7.3 restates the project objectives, and discusses their relevance in the alternatives 
comparison process. It also restates significant impacts associated with implementation of the 
Moss Landing, North Marina, and Regional Projects, and discusses the relevance of these 
significant impacts in the alternatives comparison process. Note that there have been some 
changes to the discussion of significant and unavoidable impacts, and several impacts previously 
found to be significant and unavoidable are now found, after subsequent analysis, to be mitigable 
to less-than-significant levels. 
                                                      
1 The term “the Commission” is used to refer to the body of commissioners at the California Public Utility 

Commission, whereas the acronym “CPUC” is used to refer to the entire organization of the California Public 
Utility Commission. 
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Section 7.4 relates the history of the CWP, including discussion of the proposed Los Padres Dam 
and Carmel River Dam projects, the proposed Plan B, and the various legislative, executive, and 
public efforts that have been relevant to the formulation of the options analyzed in this EIR. This 
section then lists, with some minimal discussion, the alternatives that were considered and 
dismissed during the alternatives screening processes and environmental documentation 
associated with the CWP’s history. 

Section 7.5 discusses alternatives OF the project, also known as design alternatives. 

Section 7.6 discusses alternatives TO the project, also known as water supply alternatives. 

Section 7.7 compares the three projects analyzed in this EIR, both to each other and to other 
alternatives. It discusses the concept of the “environmentally superior alternative,” and indicates 
which of the various projects and alternatives are considered to be environmentally superior. It 
also identifies the preferred alternative. 

7.2 Alternatives Analysis—CEQA and the CPUC 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines set forth guidance for analyzing 
alternative projects in the EIR process. Further detail is given in Section 7.2.1. 

Following the completion of the EIR process, the CWP will be presented to the CPUC, and the 
CPUC will incorporate the final EIR (FEIR) into the review process for CalAm’s application for 
a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) (Section 1001), and will make a 
decision about which, if any, project or alternative should be pursued from that point by CalAm. 
Further discussion of that process is given in Section 7.2.2. 

7.2.1 CEQA Alternatives Analysis 
The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to 
a project, or to the location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic project 
objectives and avoid or substantially lessen significant project impacts. The CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15126.6, set forth the following criteria for alternatives: 

• Identifying Alternatives. The range of alternatives is limited to those that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, are feasible, and would 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project. Factors that may be considered when 
addressing the feasibility of an alternative include site suitability, availability of 
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries, economic viability, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, 
or otherwise have access to an alternative site. An EIR need not consider an alternative 
whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and 
speculative. The specific alternative of “no project” must also be evaluated along with its 
impact. 
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• Range of Alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must 
consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and 
public participation. The “rule of reason” governs the selection and consideration of EIR 
alternatives, requiring that an EIR set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice. The lead agency (CPUC) is responsible for selecting a range of project 
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasons for selecting those 
alternatives. 

• Evaluation of Alternatives. EIRs are required to include sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the project. 
Matrices may be used to display the major characteristics of each alternative and 
environmental effects of each alternative. If an alternative would cause one or more 
significant effects not caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the 
alternative must be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project. 

7.2.2 CPUC Alternative Selection Process 
On September 24, 2004, CalAm submitted to the CPUC an application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to build, own and operate the Coastal Water Project (CWP). 
The submittal of the application triggered the CEQA environmental review process with the 
CPUC as the CEQA lead agency2. 

Following circulation of this DEIR and incorporation of public comments and responses to 
comments, a Final Environment Impact Report (FEIR) will beA DEIR was circulated for public 
review from January 30 through April 15, 2009 (which included a 15-day extension to the noticed 
60-day DEIR comment period). Public comments resulting from the DEIR, as well as responses 
to these comments, have been incorporated into this FEIR. The FEIR, published by the CPUC, 
and will be submitted into the formal record of the Commission’s CPCN proceeding for CalAm, 
A.04-09-19. The FEIR will then be reviewed by a CPUC administrative law judge (ALJ). The 
ALJ will recommend to the Commission in a proposed decision whether to certify the FEIR, and 
the Commission will act on that by vote at a scheduled Commission meeting. Assuming the EIR 
is certified, the formal decision-making process for project approval or denial will then ensue. In 
addition to environmental impacts, the ALJ will consider any other issues that have been 
established in the formal proceeding record, including but not limited to economic issues, social 
impacts, specific routing and alignments, and the need for the project. During this process the 
ALJ will also take into account testimony and briefs from parties who have formally intervened 
in A.04-09-19, as well as the formal record of any hearings held by the ALJ in this case.  

After an independent review of the FEIR, the ALJ will issue a second proposed decision on the 
application and project. The ALJ’s proposed decision will provide a review of the formal record 
before the Commissioner in A. 04-09-19, including the non-environmental issues presented by 
parties to the proceeding. This second proposed decision will include a decision of approval or 
denial of the proposed CWP or some alternative variant thereof. During this general time period, 

                                                      
2 Under CEQA, a Lead Agency is the California government agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying 

out or approving a project and therefore the principal responsibility for preparing CEQA documents (Bass et al., 
2000). 
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the assigned CPUC commissioner, as well as any other CPUC commissioner, may issue an 
alternate decision on the application and proposed project.  

Should the ALJ Commission decide in favor of the CWP, as proposed or as modified by the 
Commission, the judge Commission will make findings on each significant environmental impact 
that remains significant after mitigation. The ALJ Commission may also deny the proposed 
project, but decide in favor of an alternative that may require further action on the part of other 
parties and public agencies. The Commission’s final decision may therefore include an order for 
CalAm to return to the Commission at a later time for approval of either a specific project or 
some form of agreement, either of which would resolve at a minimum the water supply issues 
raised by State Water Board Order 95-10 and the Seaside Basin Adjudication. In either event, if 
the proposed decision (or an alternate) finds the FEIR adequate for the Commission’s decision-
making purposes, the Commission as the Lead Agency for CEQA will certify the FEIR by formal 
vote and direct prior to directing that CalAm take the necessary steps to implement the 
Commission’s final decision. 

The ALJ and the commissioners have the discretion to select whatever alternative or combination 
of project components they deem most appropriate. In order to allow the ALJ and the 
commissioners to make an informed decision, and in order to provide them with a variety of 
options to select from in case a component proves to be infeasible or is undesirable for 
environmental or other policy reasons, this EIR and alternatives analysis has been set up to allow 
for “mixing and matching” components that may not have originally been proposed together. 
Almost all potential project components put forth in the Applicant’s Proposed Moss Landing 
Project, the North Marina Project, and the Regional Project, as well as the options presented 
below in Section 7.6, can be interchanged with components from other projects. If, for example, 
the ALJ finds that the North Marina Project is the best proposal but that slant wells are not 
feasible or desired, he or she can issue a proposed decision to proceed with the North Marina 
Project but with a substitution of vertical wells for the source water. Alternately, the ALJ could 
find that the Moss Landing Project is the best proposal for infrastructure, but that the size of the 
desalination plant should be scaled down and pieces of the Regional Project should be 
implemented to make up the difference in volume of water produced. 

7.3 Project Objectives and Significant Impacts 
In accordance with CEQA guidance to evaluate alternatives that can meet most of the basic project 
objectives and avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the proposed 
project, this section reviews the project objectives and then reviews the significant environmental 
impacts of the Applicant’s Proposed Moss Landing Project, the North Marina Project, and the 
Regional Project. For each area of significant environmental impact that could result from one of 
the three projects being considered, there is a discussion of potential strategies that could feasibly 
avoid or substantially lessen the effect. Strategies that are considered feasible to implement and that 
effectively reduce environmental impacts have been incorporated into alternatives for further 
evaluation. A reasonable range of alternatives is identified in Sections 7.6 and 7.7 for evaluation and 
comparison to the three projects analyzed in this EIR. 
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7.3.1 Project Objectives 
According to the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6a, the comparison of alternatives is based in 
part on the ability of the alternative to meet the basic objectives of the project. As noted in 
Chapter 3, Project Description, the primary objectives of the CWP are to: 

• Satisfy CalAm’s obligations to meet the requirements of SWRCB Order 95-10; 
• Diversify and create a reliable drought-proof water supply; 
• Protect the Seaside Basin for long-term reliability; 
• Protect listed species in the riparian and aquatic habitat below San Clemente Dam; 
• Protect the local economy from the effects of an uncertain water supply; 
• Minimize water rate increases by creating a diversified water supply portfolio; 
• Minimize energy requirements and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per unit of water 

delivered to the extent possible; 
• Explore opportunities for regional partnerships, consistent with the Administrative Law 

Judge Decision (Decision 03-09-022, dated September 4, 2003); and 
• Avoid duplicative facilities and infrastructure. 

These objectives have guided the development of alternatives to the proposed project. 

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

• Satisfy MCWD’s obligations to provide a water supply adequate to meet the approved 
redevelopment of the former Fort Ord by replacing the 2,400 afy to have been provided by 
MCWD’s previously approved water supply project, RUWAP; 

• Satisfy MCWRA’s obligation to maintain the hydrologic balance of the Salinas 
Groundwater Basin; 

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

• Maximize regional reliability; 
• Maximize use of recycled and freshwater sources; 
• Maximize funding opportunities through regional cooperation; and 
• Integrate urban, agricultural and environmental objectives. 

The Regional Project objectives were not used in the development of the alternatives presented in 
this chapter of the EIR, since they were put forth not by the CPUC as part of the CEQA process 
for the CWP but by the Water for Monterey County Coalition (formerly known as REPOG) as 
part of the Regional Project. 
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7.3.2 Significant Impacts 
Alternatives to be considered under CEQA are those that can avoid or substantially lessen one or 
more of the significant environmental effects identified for the proposed project (or, in this case, 
for one of the three projects analyzed in this EIR). Many of the adverse environmental impacts 
described in Chapters 4 and 6 were judged to be less than significant. Other adverse impacts were 
judged to be significant but could be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the 
application of mitigation measures. Still others, few in number, were judged to be significant and 
unavoidable, even with application of mitigation measures. Table 7-1, Project Comparison, lists 
the levels of significance of impacts for each of the three projects addressed in this EIR. Impacts 
that are potentially significant, even if mitigable, are indicated by bold text in the tables. 

Each of the projects analyzed in this EIR is As described below, Phases 1 and 2 of the Regional 
Project would be expected to result in significant and unavoidable impacts on air quality 
associated with emissions of PM10 and greenhouse gases. and on noise due to construction. In 
addition, Phase 2 of the Regional Project is expected to result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact due to liquefaction and a significant and unavoidable growth-inducing impact. 

Impact on Air Quality Due to PM10 Emissions: Construction of each of the three projects would 
result in significant short-term impacts due to the generation of emissions of particulate matter 
(PM10). Feasible mitigation has been identified to reduce the significant construction PM10 impact 
to less than significant. However, for the Regional Project, there is no guarantee that all relevant 
agencies would impose the identified mitigation measures as conditions of approval on the 
portion of the Regional Project under their jurisdiction to ensure that total emissions would not 
exceed the significance thresholds for PM10, and would coordinate as needed to alleviate the 
impact. Therefore, the short-term construction PM10 impacts (project and cumulative) associated 
with the Regional Project conservatively are considered to be significant and unavoidable (see 
discussion of Impacts 4.8-1, 6.8-1, and 6.8-3 in Sections 4.8 and 6.8 for more explanation). 

Impact on Air Quality Due to Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Operation of each of the three 
projects would result in greenhouse gas emissions due to increased vehicle trips; the use of an 
electrical substation; and the use of electricity to run the desalination plants, pump stations, and 
other project components. Summing the operations emission amounts of the components of each 
project results in a collective impact that is significant and unavoidable Feasible mitigation has 
been identified to reduce the significant greenhouse gas impact to less than significant. However, 
for the Regional Project, there is no guarantee that all relevant agencies would impose the 
identified mitigation measures as conditions of approval on the portion of the Regional Project 
under their jurisdiction to ensure that total emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds 
for greenhouse gases, and that the agencies would collectively develop the requisite plan to 
alleviate the impact. Therefore, the greenhouse gases impact associated with the Regional Project 
is conservatively considered to be significant and unavoidable (see discussion of Impacts 4.8-5 
and 6.8-5 in Sections 4.8 and 6.8, respectively, for more explanation). 

Impacts Due to Liquefaction: Under the Phase 2 Regional Project, the sub-surface slurry cut-off 
wall proposed to contain recycled water in the shallow unconfined aquifer underlying Armstrong 
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Ranch could be susceptible to damage from liquefaction during an earthquake, resulting in the 
loss of stored water. The slurry cut-off wall design is not final and there is no assurance that 
failure of this wall, either from static (non-earthquake generated failure) or dynamic (earthquake-
generated failure) forces, would not occur. Additional geotechnical testing and design would be 
necessary to adequately ensure that failure could be avoided, controlled, or the results of a failure 
could be mitigated. Until additional design and testing is complete, slurry cut-off wall failure by 
liquefaction is considered significant and unavoidable (see discussion of liquefaction mechanisms 
in Section 4.5 and discussion of liquefaction impacts 4.8-5 and 6.5-5 in Sections 4.5 and 6.5, 
respectively, for more explanation). 

Growth-Inducing Impact: Although the water supply provided by the Phase 2 Regional Project 
appears to be largely consistent with the growth assumptions for the general plans within the 
CalAm service area, and the impacts of such growth have been analyzed and addressed in 
environmental documents prepared for those plans, the Phase 2 Project would provide for growth 
outside CalAm’s service area. For all topical areas, the Phase 2 Project would remove an obstacle 
to growth (by providing a reliable water supply). As such, the Phase 2 project would have a 
significant growth-inducing impact. Since there are no feasible mitigation measures that would 
lessen the impact, the impact would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Impact on Noise Due to Construction Activity in Proximity to Sensitive Receptors: Construction 
activities associated with several project components—at least one component in each of the 
three projects analyzed in this EIR—would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts 
due to their proximity to sensitive receptors. For all three projects, construction of the ASR 
facilities would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. For the North Marina Project, 
construction of the slant wells as the source water intake would also result in significant and 
unavoidable noise impacts.  

As stipulated by the CEQA Guidelines, the range of alternatives considered in an EIR may be 
limited to those that would avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the 
proposed project. Accordingly, Tthe alternatives discussions below address attempts to reduce or 
eliminate these impacts, including impacts that are already mitigable to a less-than-significant level 
but that can nonetheless be further reduced by alternatives. 

7.4 History of the Coastal Water Project 
The CWP is the result of a multi-year planning effort that has entailed thorough consideration of 
many alternatives in the context of several different proposed projects and various related 
documents. 

Since 1989, several options have been proposed that proponents have hoped would meet the 
water supply needs of the Monterey Peninsula and address the impacts on the Carmel River 
underlying SWRCB Order 95-10. Following is a brief summary of the various proposals/projects 
and the environmental documentation prepared for those proposals. Much of this summary is 
derived from the PEA (CalAm and RBF Consulting, 2005). 
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Figure 7-6a
Source Water Pipeline Options,

Vertical Wells to Armstrong Ranch

SOURCE: see Appendix Q
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7.5.7 Brine Disposal Pipeline Routes 
Pipelines will be required to connect the selected desalination plant site to the selected brine disposal 
facilities. In some cases the pipelines are already existing and would only require minor 
modifications or a short connection (use of the outfall at MLPP with the East Parcel desalination 
plant site; use of the outfall at National Refractories with the National Refractories desalination plant 
site; use of the outfall at MRWPCA with the Armstrong Ranch desalination plant site), while in other 
cases connecting the desalination plant and brine disposal facilities would require up to several miles 
of new pipeline. Table 7-9 presents a matrix of the potential logical and reasonable combinations of 
desalination plant sites and brine disposal facilities. Note that not all combinations are being 
considered at this juncture, since some pairings of brine disposal facilities and desalination plant 
would be impractical given the other options. (Additional combinations can be considered in future 
environmental documentation, as necessary.) For each potential combination, the matrix lists the 
approximate length of new pipeline that would be required, the figure(s) that show the potential 
pipeline route(s), and the pipeline diameter, if known. The routes and dimensions of suggested routes 
would be refined as necessary when the specific desalination plant site and brine disposal facilities 
are selected, and further environmental documentation could be required at such time. 

TABLE 7-9 
OUTFALL PIPELINE ROUTE OPTIONS  

 
East Parcel Armstrong Ranch National Refractories 

MLPP Open Water Outfall 
(disengaging basins) 

8,000 feet, 
Figure 3-7, 
24-inch diameter 

~50,000 feet, 
Figure 3-3, 
24-inch diameter 

5,000 feet, 
24-inch diameter 
(no figure available) 

National Refractories 
Open Water Outfall 

(Not currently being 
considered) 

(Not currently being 
considered) 

1,800 feet, 
Figure 7-2 

MRWPCA Open Water 
Outfall 

(Not currently being 
considered) 

6,500 feet, 
Figure 3-20a, 
24-inch diameter 

(Not currently being 
considered) 

 

For this project component, the various possibilities are not being compared to each other or 
viewed as “alternatives” to each other, since the starting point, end point, length, and general 
route of the source water pipeline selected will be determined by which desalination plant and 
outfall are selected. The five outfall pipeline possibilities are: 

• East Parcel Desalination Site to MLPP Open-Water Outfall; 
• Armstrong Ranch Desalination Site to MLPP Open-Water Outfall; 
• National Refractories Desalination Site to MLPP Open-Water Outfall; 
• National Refractories Desalination Site to National Refractories Open-Water Outfall; and 
• Armstrong Ranch Desalination Site to MRWPCA Open-Water Outfall. 

All of the brine disposal pipelines would require the same type of construction—pipeline 
installation using open trenching. Table 7-9 shows some of the differences between options. 
While shorter pipeline options would have an environmental advantage over longer pipeline 
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options, because they would have less potential for impacts on air quality, noise, land use, and 
other resource areas that are associated with construction activities, no pipeline option would 
have any potentially significant and unmitigable impacts as stand-alone components of the overall 
project but any of the options would contribute to the significant and unavoidable impact on air 
quality that would result from Phase 1 of the Regional Project. no pipeline option would include 
any additional significant and unavoidable impacts, and all All potentially significant impacts 
besides the aforementioned air quality impacts could be avoided through mitigation. Also, as 
noted above, the brine disposal pipeline route options are not viewed as alternatives; the impacts 
are presented here for the sake of disclosure, not for comparison. 

7.5.8 Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
Various alternatives for an ASR component as part of CalAm’s water supply have been 
considered and studied during the planning process leading up to the CWP. Section 7.4 includes 
discussion of some of the alternatives that have been considered and eliminated from 
consideration. 

7.5.8.1 Seaside Basin ASR 
The Seaside Basin ASR alternative would store water from the Carmel River, the Carmel Valley 
Aquifer, and the proposed desalination plant in the Seaside Groundwater Basin. The proposed 
system would include two new ASR injection/extraction wells, an ASR pump station, an ASR 
pipeline and an ASR pump-to-waste system. 

This alternative is part of the Moss Landing, North Marina, and Regional Projects. It is described 
in Chapters 3 and 5 and the potential impacts are discussed in Chapters 4 and 6. The well sites are 
not well-defined at this stage in the planning process, and locations will be identified later, 
subject to further investigation of site adequacy. Location selection will include consideration of 
sensitive receptors to noise impacts. 

7.6 Alternatives to the Project (Water Supply 
Alternatives) 

Section 7.5 discussed and compared infrastructure alternatives within each component category 
of the CWP (alternatives “of” the project). This section compares the impacts of the three projects 
analyzed in this EIR: the Moss Landing Project, the North Marina Project, and the Regional 
Project (including Phase 1 of the Regional Project), and it also compares these projects to other 
possible water supply project alternatives (alternatives “to” the project).  

Alternatives “to” the project are discussed and evaluated using project objectives as one basis of 
comparison and analysis. As mentioned in Section 7.3.1, the Regional Project objectives were not 
used in the development of these alternatives, and none of the following alternatives would be 
eliminated from further consideration merely because they do not fully comply with the Regional 
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Project objectives. However, the extent to which each alternative does comply with the Regional 
Project objectives is discussed below. 

7.6.1 Projects Analyzed in this EIR 
This EIR evaluates three projects at an equal level of detail: the Applicant’s Proposed Moss 
Landing Project, the North Marina Project, and Phase 1 of the Regional Project. (The bulk of the 
EIR has therefore been an alternatives analysis, reviewing the three projects at an equal level of 
detail.) 

In the 2005 PEA, CalAm proposed its initial version of the CWP and submitted an application for 
this project to the CPUC. The project proposed in the PEA has since become known as the 
Moss Landing Project11, as presented in Chapter 3 of this EIR.  

The CPUC Energy Division, as part of its role as lead agency for the environmental 
documentation, began working with CalAm and interested state and local agencies to explore 
alternatives to the project proposed. The investigation attempted to address several issues. Chief 
among them were 1) reducing potential impacts on marine organisms by incorporating a 
subsurface intake system instead of an open-water intake system; 2) reducing impacts associated 
with pipeline installation and pumping water over long distances by centralizing project facilities; 
3) integrating regional water needs and supplies; and 4) reducing construction impacts and costs 
by searching for ways to utilize existing facilities. This investigation and analysis resulted in the 
North Marina Project11, as presented in Chapter 3 of this EIR.  

Concurrently with the CPUC Energy Division investigation, the CPUC Division of Ratepayer 
Advocates (DRA) sponsored an effort to find alternatives that would be cost-effective, 
environmentally superior, and/or better suited for solving water needs on a more regional scale.12 
The DRA effort was carried out via a regional stakeholder collaboration group known as the 
Water for Monterey County Coalition (WFMCC, formerly known as the Regional Plenary 
Oversight Group, or REPOG). The WFMCC, led by the University of California at Santa Cruz 
Center for Integrated Water Research, included participation from state and federal agencies, 
legislative representatives, water agencies, non-governmental organizations, special interest 
groups, taxpayer groups, and interested members of the public. The group has been working since 
January 2007 to find a “sustainable, affordable, and implementable” alternative to the CWP that 
addresses current and future regional water needs; member groups’ particular converging goals; 
the regionalization of infrastructure; project costs; and environmental impacts. The results of the 
WFMCC’s collaboration, known as Water for Monterey County, was submitted to the CPUC 
Energy Division in June of 2008, and was incorporated into this EIR as the Regional Project, 
described in Chapter 5 and analyzed in Chapter 6. Phase 1 of the Regional Project was analyzed 
in Chapter 6 at an equal level of detail to the Moss Landing and North Marina Projects. Phase 2 
of the Regional Project was analyzed in Chapter 6 at a programmatic level. 

                                                      
11 The idea of the North Marina Project was first put forth as part of CalAm’s PEA (CalAm and RBF, 2005). 
12 CalAm also explored a “regional” alternative in the PEA, but the PEA’s regional alternative included only a larger 

Moss Landing desalination plant to satisfy regional water demand, rather than additional diversified facilities. 




