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Attention: Jeanine Townsend, Clerk of the Board
1001 | Street, 24th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814
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COMMENTS RE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE WATER QUALITY CONTROL
PLAN FOR OCEAN WATERS OF CALIFORNIA (OCEAN PLAN) ADDRESSING
DESALINATION FACILITY INTAKES, BRINE DISCHARGES, AND OTHER NON-
SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES (DESALINATION AMENDMENTS), AND THE DRAFT
STAFF REPORT, INCLUDING THE DRAFT SUBSTITUTE ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION (SED)

Dear Chairwoman Marcus and Members of the Board:

Our office represents Mesa Water District (“Mesa Water”). On behalf of Mesa Water, we
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the State Water Resources Control Board’s
(hereinafter “State Board” or “Board”) Draft Staff Report including the Draft Substitute
Environmental Documentation (“SR/SED”) for the “Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan
for Ocean Waters of California” addressing “Desalination Facility Intakes, Brine Discharges, and
the Incorporation of Other Nonsubstantive Changes” (“Amendment”).

Since 1960, Mesa Water has provided water service to residents in the City of Costa
Mesa, parts of Newport Beach, and some unincorporated sections of Orange County, including
the John Wayne Airport.

Given the water supply challenges facing California, multiple water sources will be
necessary to meet future needs. Mesa Water supports the development of cost-effective and
environmentally-sensitive sources of water, including recycling, groundwater cleanup, water use
efficiency and conservation, and desalination. As you know, ocean desalination offers a variety of
benefits, four (4) of which merit noting:
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(1) A safe and reliable water supply source that is functionally independent of regional
water conveyance systems and their associated seismic vulnerability and susceptibly to
interruption due to regulatory, supply or environmental constraints;

(2) A reduced dependence on limited State Water Project supplies and sensitive Delta
habitat;

(3) Alleviating the burden on both freshwater sources which have associated
environmental and regulatory constraints, and groundwater supplies which are often limited due
to contamination, overdraft or water rights issues; and,

(4) The opportunity for local agencies to have greater control of their water supplies.

The need for quickly ensuring desalination facilities are available is underscored by the
Governor’s declaration that California is in an “Extreme Drought” condition, noting that “the driest
months are still to come in California and extreme drought conditions will get worse...”. With this
in mind, Mesa Water’s fundamental concern is that the SR/SED and Regulations, as proposed,
may jeopardize, delay, or add unnecessary or unclear regulatory and economic burdens to this
essential water supply source, thereby impacting the State’s and Mesa Water’s ability to meet
water supply needs.

Mesa Water recognizes and appreciates the enormous task that the State Board and Staff
have undertaken in this effort, and understands that the intent was to create guidance that is
protective of the environment and “seeks to ensure an efficient approach to permitting
desalination facilities to address needed water supplies,” with the limited resources at the
Regional Water Board level. However, Mesa Water believes that, if the Amendment to the Ocean
Plan is adopted “as is”, the unintended effect of the Regulations would result in greater regulatory
burden at the State and local Regional Water Board level, as well as conflict with other relevant
State policies related to water supply planning. Among these are various existing and proposed
policies including those set forth in the 2013 California Water Plan Draft Update, excerpted
below:

“Policy 1 — The State recognizes that desalination is an important water supply alternative
and, where economically, socially and environmentally appropriate, should be part of a balanced
water supply portfolio, which includes other alternatives such as conservation and water
recycling.”

“Policy 6 — Desalination should be evaluated using the same well-established planning
criteria applied to all water management options, using feasibility criteria such as: water supply
need within the context of community and regional planning, technical feasibility, economic
feasibility, financial feasibility, environmental feasibility, institutional feasibility, social impacts, and
climate change. The California Desalination Planning Handbook published by DWR should be
one of the resources used by water supply planners...”

“Policy 8 — DWR, in collaboration with regulatory agencies, should lead an effort to create
a coordinated streamlined permitting process for desalination projects. Because of the many
requlatory agencies involved in desalination of ocean, bay or estuarine waters, a coordinated
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framework to streamline permitting approvals without weakening environmental and other
protections should be explored. Establishing an appropriate sequencing of approval by the
various agencies may be appropriate. The Ocean Protection Council may be appropriate for the
role of coordinating regulatory reviews and guiding project sponsors through the regulatory
process...”

l. INTRODUCTION

Mesa Water welcomes the opportunity to continue an open dialogue with the Board in
developing Regulations that meet the Board’s objectives while recognizing the importance of
considering financial feasibility and the need for site-specific considerations in designing,
evaluating, and permitting ocean desalination facilities.

Specifically, it provides these comments to ensure compliance with all applicable laws and
to avoid any potential delay in pursuit of additional sources of water for Mesa Water’s customers.
The below highlights the SR/SED’s inadequate analysis of the Amendment, which violates the
California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”), the State Board’s SED regulations and the
California Coastal Act. This conclusion is supported by an analysis from experts at MBC Applied
Environmental Sciences that address the SR/SED’s (and supporting documentations) technical
analysis of impacts to marine life. (See attached Exhibits A and B.)

As more fully discussed below, the SR/SED fails as an informational document.
Specifically, it fails: (1) to adequately define the Project as it does not accurately reflect the actual
intended action of the regulations nor their reasonably foreseeable future effects; (2) to analyze
all significant environmental impacts of the Project as it is limited to a less than one page
discussion for five topical impacts; and (3) to properly analyze Project alternatives. Stated
differently, the SR/SED’s analysis is deficient because it omits relevant data and rather than
thoroughly analyzing the proposed Amendment’s environmental impacts, it analyzes desalination
projects in general and then frames the Project as an alternative with only a cursory analysis of
its impacts.

For example, the SR/SED fails to adequately discuss the various types of
construction/operational impacts associated with subsurface intakes or the magnitude of those
impacts in any detail. Specifically, the SR/SED fails to adequately consider recent coastal
desalination projects which have readily available scientific literature and environmental
documents. By failing to conduct this analysis, the State Board has created a conclusory
document which supports its Proposed Amendment instead of complying with CEQA and
providing an analysis of environmental impacts that the State Board must consider before
approving or denying the Amendment. In addition, the SR/SED and Amendment contain
inaccurate definitions, mischaracterizations, incorrect or unclear citations to technical literature
and unsupported claims. (See Exhibits A [Comments on Ocean Plan Amendment, pp. 18-21] and
B.)

Mesa Water disagrees that: (1) subsurface intakes are by default the preferred technology
for seawater intakes for all new or expanded desalination facilities; and (2) the guidelines for
brine discharges should be set at a limit of 2 ppt above the natural background salinity at 100
meters from the point of discharge. Mesa Water recommends that the Proposed Amendment be
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revised to provide applicants with greater site design flexibility in selecting what is most
appropriate for new projects including the latest available technology for new desalination
projects. Further, the SR/SED arbitrarily chooses subsurface intakes to the exclusion of analysis
of other demonstrated methods. As described below, desalination projects require site-specific
analysis instead of a one-size-fits-all approach.

Accordingly, Mesa Water respectfully requests that the entire SR/SED and Regulations be
revised to include a more robust discussion of the potentially significant environmental impacts of
subsurface intakes, as well as reflecting the potentially benign effects of properly designed
passive screened surface intakes. Alternatively, the SR/SED should be revised to include a full
analysis of the impacts of subsurface intakes and then be recirculated for public comment.

Il THE SR/SED DOES NOT MEET THE PROCEDURAL AND SUBSTANTIVE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE SED STATUTE AND CEQA

A. Background

The SED is a substitute environmental document prepared by the State Board to support
the proposed amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California
(“Ocean Plan”) that would address desalination facility intakes and brine discharges.

The preparation of the SED is governed by various laws, including the State CEQA
guidelines,1 the Public Resources Code, the Porter-Cologne Act, and the Clean Water Act (as it
applies to water quality standards promulgated by the Board). These various laws charge the
Board with, among other things, reasonably describing and analyzing potentially significant direct
and indirect environmental impacts of a project; describing and analyzing reasonably foreseeable
methods of compliance with the regulatory requirements of each alternative; analyzing potentially
feasible mitigation measures and the economic considerations of establishing objectives in water
quality control plans; and, analyzing related direct and indirect impacts on the regional economy
including estimating the total cost of implementing the Desalination Amendment.

B. SED Requirements

Although the SED is, by definition, a substitute environmental document, the Board must
comply with the requirements of CEQA when adopting water quality control plans. Environmental
review documents prepared by certified programs may be used instead of environmental
documents that CEQA would otherwise require. Documents prepared by certified programs are
considered the “functional equivalent” of documents CEQA would otherwise require. When
conducting its environmental review and preparing its documentation, a certified regulatory
program2 is subject to the broad policy goals and substantive standards of CEQA. In a certified

' While not binding, CEQA’s implementing regulations, the CEQA Guidelines, (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,
§8§15000 et seq. adopted pursuant to CEQA (§21083) (CEQA Guidelines) are entitled to great weight.
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 391, fn.2 (Laurel
Heights I).)

% The Secretary for Natural Resources has certified the State Water Boards’ regulatory program for
adoption or approval of standards, rules, regulations, or plans to be used in the Basin/208 Planning
program for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of water quality in California as an exempt
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program, an environmental document used as a substitute for an EIR [such as the SED in this
case] must include “[a]lternatives to the activity and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce any
significant or potentially significant effects that the project might have on the environment[.]
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15252(a)(2)(A).)” (City of Arcadia v. SWRCB, (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1392,
1421-1422.) “A regional board's submission of a plan for State Board approval must be
accompanied by a brief description of the proposed activity, a completed environmental checklist
prescribed by the State Board, and a written report addressing reasonable alternatives to the
proposed activity and mitigation measures to minimize any significant adverse environmental
impacts.” (/d. at 1423, citing Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3777(a).)

C. Standard of Review

CEQA has two primary purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision-makers and
the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project, (CEQA Guidelines, §
15002(a)(1).) “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only the
environment but also informed self-government.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553, 564.)

For the first time in May 2014 in an unpublished decision, a California appellate court
reviewed the adequacy of a SED prepared by the State Board for an amendment to the Water
Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region Water Quality Control Board. (Living
Rivers Council v. State Water Resources Control Board, 2014 WL 1813289 (1st Dist., May 7,
2014) (“Living Rivers”).) While non-precedential, this case is instructive in that the Court
explained the standard of review for a SED is that set forth by the California Supreme Court in
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th
412 (“Vineyard Area Citizens”):

“[Aln agency may abuse its discretion under CEQA either by failing
to proceed in the manner CEQA provides or by reaching factual
conclusions unsupported by substantial evidence. (§ 21168.5.)
Judicial review of these two types of error differs significantly: while
we determine de novo whether the agency has employed the
correct procedures, ‘scrupulously enforc[ing] all legislatively
mandated CEQA requirements' [citation], we accord greater
deference to the agency's substantive factual conclusions. In
reviewing for substantial evidence, the reviewing court ‘may not set
aside an agency's approval of an EIR on the ground that an
opposite conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable,’
for, on factual questions, our task ‘is not to weigh conflicting
evidence and determine who has the better argument.’

“In evaluating an EIR for CEQA compliance, then, a reviewing court
must adjust its scrutiny to the nature of the alleged defect,

regulatory program for the purpose of complying with CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code § 21080.5; CEQA
Guidelines, §§ 15250-15252; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 3775.)
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depending on whether the claim is predominantly one of improper
procedure or a dispute over the facts. For example, where an
agency failed to require an applicant to provide certain information
mandated by CEQA and to include that information in its
environmental analysis, we held the agency ‘failed to proceed in the
manner prescribed by CEQA.’ [citation]. In contrast, in a factual
dispute over ‘whether adverse effects have been mitigated or could
be better mitigated’ [citation], the agency's conclusion would be
reviewed only for substantial evidence.” (Vineyard Area Citizens, 40
Cal.4th at 435.)

In the sole SED case, the Court carefully reviewed the SED for compliance with the SED
regulations and CEQA requirements. Unlike here, the amendment at issue in Living Rivers
sufficiently evaluated vineyard drainage, and did “extensive analyses of the potential
environmental impacts caused by requiring compliance with the 125 percent of background
TMDL.” (2014 WL 1813289 at 6.)

Ml ANALYSIS
A. The SR/SED Fails to Include an Executive Summary

Missing from the Introduction section is an executive summary which is fundamental to
assisting the public in understanding the key impacts and areas of controversy associated with
the Amendment. Without this explanation or summary, it is difficult to digest the myriad of
documents, which are lengthy and randomly organized. For example, it is unclear what is actually
being analyzed, what the significant impacts are, and where the Staff Report ends and the SED
begins.

To avoid this problem, the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR contain a brief summary
of the proposed project and its consequences, using language that is as clear and simple as is
reasonably practical. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15123(a).) The summary should normally not exceed
15 pages. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15123(c).)

Under CEQA Guidelines section 15123(b), an EIR summary must identify:

o Each significant environmental effect of the project and proposed mitigation measures
and project alternatives that would reduce or avoid each effect;

o Areas of controversy that are known to the lead agency, including issues raised by other
agencies and issues raised by the public; and

e |ssues to be resolved, including the choice among project alternatives, and whether or
how to mitigate the project’s significant effects.

To assist the public, Mesa Water recommends that the SR/SED be revised to include an
executive summary that complies with CEQA.
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B. The Background on “Seawater Desalination In California” Contains
Inaccuracies (Section 2)

Section 2 of the SR/SED, entitled “Seawater Desalination in California,” contains
inaccuracies and lacks relevant analysis, and therefore should be revised to correct those
statements. Specifically, the following revisions are recommended:

Page/Paragraph No.

Necessary Correction

Page 12, Paragraph 4

The references to impingement should be deleted or clarified as none
of the proposed coastal desalination facilities listed in Table 2-2 would
have impingement impacts due to the facilities’ low intake velocity.

Page 12, Paragraph 5

The statement that “few impingement or entrainment studies are
available” is misleading as the SR/ SED does not include the
extensive analysis conducted by various ocean desalination
proponents. The SR/SED and proposed Amendment should be
revised to include and consider the information contained in the
impingement/entrainment studies conducted at pilot and
demonstration plants, including at minimum the following locations:

e Carlsbad (Poseidon Resources)
e Camp Pendleton (San Diego County Water Authority)
e Redondo Beach (West Basin Municipal Water District)

e Santa Cruz (City of Santa Cruz and Soquel Creek
Water District)

e Marin (Marin Municipal Water District)

Page 12 — Continuing to
Page 13

The discussion beginning on the bottom of page 12 and continuing to
page 13 regarding “cooling water intakes” (OTC) is inappropriate and
should be deleted. Desalination intakes draw in substantially less
volume than typical OTC plants. In addition, the proposed desalination
plants would utilize modern intake structures, likely either subsurface
intakes or passive ocean intakes, which effectively eliminates
impingement and substantially reduces entrainment. In general, the
Amendments should entirely avoid, or clearly distinguish, references
to OTC in these documents.

Page 13, Paragraph 1

The last sentence of the first full paragraph, the reference to a two to
four ppt salinity range tolerance, should be clarified to indicate which
indigenous species showed effects at this level and should state that
depending on site-specific conditions, proposed desalination plant
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discharge locations may not affect these sensitive species.
Page 14, Table 2-1 This should be updated to reflect the current status of Duke Energy
(Station ID 5) as “Inactive” and Santa Barbara (Station ID 8) as
“Pursuing Reactivation.”
Page 17, Table 2-2 This should be updated to reflect the current status of proposed

coastal desalination facilities. At minimum, the table should be
corrected as follows:

e Station ID Nos. 4 and 5 are mutually exclusive, meaning either
one or the other may be built, but it is unlikely that both will be
built.

e Add an entry for “Monterey Peninsula Water Supply Project,
California American Water,” listing the Location as “TBD,”
Production Capacity as “6.4-9.6 MGD,” and Intake as
“Subsurface, Commingled.”

e Station ID No. 10 (West Basin Municipal Water District) should
list Location as “Redondo Beach/El Segundo,” and Production
Capacity as “20-80 MGD.”

C. The SR/SED Contains an Inadequate Project Description and Goals (Section
4)

The SR/SED’s half-page Project Description (Section 4.2) fails to accurately set forth the
elements of the Amendment, as required by CEQA. An “accurate, stable and finite project
description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” (County of Inyo v. City
of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.) An inaccurate or truncated project description is
prejudicial error because it fails to “adequately apprise all interested parties of the true scope of
the project.” (See City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1438, 1454-55.)
An EIR is therefore flawed when an “enigmatic or unstable project description draws a red herring
across the path of public input,” because “[o]nly through an accurate view of the project may
affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its
environmental cost.” (County of Inyo, 71 Cal.App.3d at 198, 192.)

Here, the Project Description describes the “components” of the Amendment in vague
terms without clearly identifying the changes the Amendment would make to the Ocean Plan. Not
until Chapter 8 (Issues Considered In the Development of the Proposed Desalination
Amendment) are the elements of the Amendment finally revealed: (1) defining the type of
facilities to be covered by Amendment policies; (2) developing definitions for new, expanded and
existing facilities; (3) identifying a preferred method of seawater intake; (4) establishing statewide
guidelines for evaluating site alternative; (5) establishing statewide mitigation guidelines for
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desalination-related impacts; (6) establishing guidelines for regulation of brine discharge; and (7)
developing a receiving water limit for salinity. None of these elements are called out in the Project
Description in a way that enables the public to understand the scope of the Amendment. More
importantly, the inaccurate and vague Project Description fails to disclose that the Amendment is
designed to discourage or preclude open ocean intakes in favor of subsurface intakes. Further, it
is unclear whether the Amendment governs only desalination projects using ocean water, or
whether it proposes to regulate brackish water desalter facilities that discharge brine into the
ocean.

The SR/SED’s nebulous Project Description is problematic as the adequacy of an EIR’s
analysis of significant environmental effects is closely linked to the adequacy of its project
description. An EIR must contain a project description that is sufficient to allow an adequate
evaluation of the project’s environmental impacts. (Dry Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of
Tulare (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 20, 27.) A failure to adequately describe anticipated project
operations can also result in a flawed impact analysis. (See San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Citr. v.
County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645 [project description for mining project failed to
describe increase in levels of production that would occur under new permit].) Even if the Project
Description was amended to accurately reflect the Amendment’s key purpose, which is to
promote subsurface intakes, there is insufficient analysis provided to support Staff’s
recommendation and conclusions that this method is the environmentally superior alternative to
justify it being mandated unless proven infeasible. (See Alternatives discussion detailed in
SR/SED Section 12.4.) As a threshold matter, the term “infeasible” in the SR/SED should be
specifically defined as it is unclear what would need to be shown to demonstrate that a
subsurface intake is infeasible.

1. The Project Objectives Fail to Contain All of the Amendment’s Goals

A legally sufficient project description also must include a “clearly written statement of
objectives” that accurately explains “the underlying purpose of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15124(b).) Misleading project objectives give “conflicting signals to decisionmakers and the public
about the nature and scope of the activity being proposed.” (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Citr.,
149 Cal.App.4th at 655-56.) The SR/SED’s Project Goals (Section 4.3) are analogous to project
objectives in an EIR, are part of the project description, and should accurately explain the
underlying purpose of the Project (i.e., adoption of the Amendment).

The Project Goals are narrowly focused on minimizing mortality of marine life and fail to
include, among other things, minimizing onshore impacts. As the SR/SED makes clear, a primary
purpose of the Amendment is to establish a regulatory preference for use of subsurface intakes
over open ocean intakes and to require desalination facilities to use subsurface intakes to the
greatest extent possible. The Amendment’s goal of establishing this preference and the other
policies reflected in Section 8’s Staff Recommendation for each element should be clearly stated
as Project Goals in order to accurately reflect the true scope of the Amendment.

The Project Goals should also include a statement reflecting the State Board’s desire to
adopt Amendments that are consistent with applicable State policy and regulations, including the
California Water Plan and the Governor’s California Water Action Plan (discussed above). Each
identified “Option” discussed in the SR/SED and each Alternative identified in Section 12.4
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should be evaluated in light of the Project Goals and consistency with other existing State
policies, plans and regulations.

D. The SR/SED Fails to Establish an Accurate Baseline for the Project (Section
7)

The baseline environmental setting of the SR/SED does not accurately describe the
environmental setting. An “environmental setting,” is defined as “the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project.” CEQA Guidelines provide that the existing physical
conditions in the vicinity of the project “will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by
which a Lead Agency determines whether an impact is significant.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15125(a).)

While the SR/SED sets forth a general overview of marine ecosystems in California, it
should note that the identified sensitive species and habitats are site-specific, and that some
proposed desalination facilities may have intake and/or discharge facilities proposed in relatively
benign locations such as sandy substrates. In addition, as identified in Exhibit A, there are
several inaccuracies in the Environmental Setting’s description of Kelp Beds, Surfgrass and
Eelgrass Beds, Sensitive Habitats, Broadcast Spawners and Larval Recruitment, and Fisheries in
California. (See Exhibit A, pp. 2-4; see, e.g., SR/ISED, pp. 33-38.) These inaccuracies should be
corrected in the recirculated SED.

In addition, Section 7 of the SR/SED (and other sections) repeatedly refers to The Brine
Panel Report as “Roberts, et al. 2012.” This is not a valid citation; and because it is referenced so
often in the document, it should be cited property. The title page of The Brine Panel Report
appears in Attachment 1, and a proper citation by authorship is:

Jenkins, S. A., J. Paduan, P. Roberts, D. Schlenk, and J. Weis,
“‘Management of Brine Discharges to Coastal Waters;
Recommendations of a Science Advisory Panel”, submitted at the
request of the California Water Resources Control Board, Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project, Tech. Rpt. 694, March,
2012, 56 pp. + App.

By mutual agreement of the Brine Panel members, the order of authorship was by
alphabetical order, although by page and figure count, the contributions by Jenkins and Roberts
was roughly equal. Since this document was released as a technical report of the Southern
California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) an appropriate alternative for referencing
this document would be:

SCCWRP (20 12), Management of Brine Discharges to Coastal
Waters Recommendations of a Science Advisory Panel,” submitted
at the request of the State Water Resources Control Board by the
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project, Costa Mesa,
CA, Technical Report 694, March 2012, 56 pp. + App.
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E. Comments on “Issues Considered in the Development of the Proposed
Desalination Amendment” (Section 8)

Section 8 of the SR/SED, entitled Issues Considered in the Development of the Proposed
Desalination Amendment contains multiple inaccuracies and should be revised to correct those
statements.

Page/Paragraph No. Necessary Correction

Page 62, Paragraph 1 The second sentence of paragraph 1 reads “The absence of sensitive
species in an area can be used [as] an indicator of pollution....” This
sentence should be modified to clarify that the absence of sensitive
species may also simply reflect the nature of the underlying benthic
environment, such as sandy substrates.

Page 62, Paragraph 2 This section reflects a bias in the documents against Once-Through
Cooling (OTC), which occurs when desalination facilities are co-
located with power plants and other industrial cooling water intakes.
Although loss of the OTC source water flow creates a “stand alone”
condition for a co-located desalination facility, these documents
(SR/SED and Regulations) underplay or omit the remaining potential
benefits of a co-located desalination facility, which should be factored
into facility siting and intake/discharge considerations. These potential
benefits include, but are not limited to:

e Existing intake/discharge infrastructure minimize additional
marine environment construction impacts;

e Existing developed site, typically zoned for industrial use,
minimizes potential land use conflicts;

e Existing infrastructure such as electrical, gas, access,
wastewater connections, etc.;

e Opportunities to create GHG friendly hybrid water/power
facilities through such technologies as thermal distillation;

e Opportunities for reduced electricity costs; and
e Accordingly, all references to OTC data should be deleted or

carefully distinguished from desalination
Impingement/Entrainment effects.

Page 64, Paragraph 2 The fourth sentence of paragraph 2 reads — “All other things being
equal, locations where subsurface intakes are feasible would be
considered the best...” This sentence should be modified to allow
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Page/Paragraph No. Necessary Correction

evaluation of intake options on a site-specific basis, recognizing that
some subsurface intake locations could have significant environmental
impacts, while ocean intakes in certain environments could have
relatively nominal impacts or impacts that can be readily mitigated to
less than significant levels.

In addition, this section should be updated to reflect the extensive work done to date
studying desalination facilities’ potential use of subsurface intakes (at Doheny and Marina) and
passive wedgewire intakes (at Camp Pendleton, Redondo Beach, Santa Cruz and Marin).
Further, because of the length of the technical comments and suggested edits to Section 8, they
are not includ