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SECTION 14 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

14.1 Local Agency 
The following comment letters were received from local agencies on the West Basin Municipal 
Water District (West Basin) Ocean Water Desalination Project (Project) Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR). The comment letters are grouped together and are followed by all 
responses as indicated in Table 14-1. 

TABLE 14-1 
LIST OF DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS: LOCAL AGENCY 

Letter Code Commenting Party 
Letter Page 

Number 
Response Page 

Number 

CARS City of Carson 14-3 14-237 

CULV City of Culver City 14-8 14-239 

ELSEG City of El Segundo 14-12 14-242 

HAW City of Hawthorne  14-15 14-244 

HBCH City of Hermosa Beach 14-16 14-245 

MLBU City of Malibu 14-31 14-261 

MBCH City of Manhattan Beach 14-50 14-277 

MBCH2 City of Manhattan Beach 2 14-53 14-278 

MBCH3 City of Manhattan Beach 3 14-54 14-279 

RBCH City of Redondo Beach 14-78 14-328 

LADPR Los Angeles County Department of Parks and 
Recreation  

14-82 14-331 

LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power  14-181 14-334 

LASAN Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation 14-182 14-335 

MWD Metropolitan Water District  14-183 14-336 

SCAQ South Coast Air Quality Management District 14-208 14-337 

SCG SoCal Gas 14-210 14-338 

SCG2 SoCal Gas 2 14-234 14-339 
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Chester Washington Golf Course Historical Resource Evaluation 
March 2018 Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
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community venues that had already flourished along the Central Avenue corridor expanded briefly 
during this time, and contributed to American jazz culture. However, racial violence against 
African-Americans in South Los Angeles followed the Supreme Court ban of racially restrictive 
covenants in 1948, a decision that allowed expansion of the areas blacks were allowed to live in.40  

Membership in youth gangs and car clubs such as the “Low Riders,” the “Slausons,” and “Blood 
Alley” increased as a means to help defend neighborhoods during the 1950s; these clubs formed 
an alliance during the Watts Rebellion of August 1965. The decade also began a targeted increase 
in the availability of drugs that began to impact families and neighborhoods across South Los 
Angeles significantly,41 along with a series of manufacturing and retail closures; divestment by 
financial institutions; a diminished number of family-owned businesses; degradation of public 
schools in the area; and eventual urban decay. This process accelerated in the 1960s and 1970s 
during the deindustrialization of southern Los Angeles, but the neighborhoods of South Los 
Angeles, Watts, and Inglewood have remained predominantly African-American communities and 
challenges continue to be addressed. 42  

Chester Washington Golf Course 

The land that is now Chester Washington Golf Course was part of a 1,500-acre ranch owned by the 
O.T. Johnson Corporation from the early 20th century.43 O.T. Johnson allotted 120 acres for a golf 
course in the area, and the course was designed by John Dunn.44 No information is available on 
John Dunn or any other architects or designers who may have been associated with the 
development of the golf course. Landscaping began in 1926 and grass, likely in the form of grass 
seed, for the golf course was transported from the state of Washington in refrigerated sacks. On 
March 11, 1928, the golf course officially opened as the La Avenida Golf Course. The Avenida 
Golf Club was organized in 1930 by 15 golfers who voted William Hunter president.45 

In 1931, the name of the golf course was changed to Western Avenue Golf Course, and by 1953 
there were over 300 members of the golf club. At this time, the golf course mostly had a number of 
smaller buildings; a 1930 historical aerial shows a smattering of small buildings with square 
footprints (Figure 14, Historical Aerial of Western Avenue Public Golf Course [1930]). One of these 
buildings likely survived to the 1960s, as seen in a 1965 aerial photograph, but was demolished at 
an unknown date (Figure 15, Aerial of Golf Course Depicting Demolished Building [1965]). 

40 Darden, Joe T. 1995."Black Residential Segregation Since the 1948 Shelley v. Kraemer Decision." Journal of Black 
Studies. 

41 Fagan, J.E. 1993. “The political economy of drug dealing among urban gangs.” In Drugs and Community, Charles C. 
Thomas, pp. 19–54. 

42 Scott, Allen J., South-Central Los Angeles: Anatomy of an Urban Crisis. Los Angeles, CA: Lewis Center, Graduate 
School of Architecture and Urban Planning, University of California Los Angeles. 

43 Jackson, Philip. Letter to Ray Dortch. “History and Prior Golf Promotion Program Designed for Western Avenue Golf 
Course1974.” 17 January 1978.  

44 Wexler, Daniel. “History in the Making.” 9 April 2007. Los Angeles Times. http://www.latimes.com/sports/la-sp-
history9apr09-story.html 

45 Jackson, Philip. Letter to Ray Dortch. “History and Prior Golf Promotion Program Designed for Western Avenue Golf 
Course1974.” 17 January 1978. 
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Response to Letter CARS: City of Carson 
Response CARS-1 
The commenter’s statement that desalination should only be used as a last resort is noted for the 
record. While West Basin appreciates the comment, it expresses  an opinion and does not speak to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. See Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues and Master Response: 
Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response CARS-2 
Regarding water rates and cost associated with the proposed Project and economic/social impacts, 
the commenter is referred to Master Response: Environmental Justice (see also Final EIR Section 
18) as well as in Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues.  

Response CARS-3 
The Draft EIR Table 7-2 presents the results of the initial screening of alternatives; none of the 
alternatives were eliminated because of cost. West Basin is committed to continued water use 
efficiency programs and will continue to pursue conservation as a component of the water supply 
portfolio. But the expansion of an existing conservation program does not meet the objective of 
diversification and it puts West Basin at greater risk of relying on customer responses to a 
rationing program during a drought. For example, in order to achieve the reduction in gallons per 
capita per day (GPCPD) that has been previously experienced in a drought, it is unlikely that 
consumer lifestyle/behavioral changes that result from rationing would be sustainable over the 
long term. See Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response CARS-4 
Regarding the commenter’s contention that the 10 percent threshold for identifying 
“meaningfully greater” minority populations compared to the larger population is arbitrary, refer 
to Master Response: Environmental Justice (see also Final EIR Section 18) which revises the 
approach to identifying minority populations. While the City of Carson’s population is included 
in the West Basin service area, no proposed Project facilities are proposed and no environmental 
impacts have been identified in the Draft EIR that would specifically affect the residents of the 
City of Carson. Therefore, individual census tracts within the city are not included in the analysis 
of potential environmental justice effects of site-specific physical environmental impacts. 

Response CARS-5 
Regarding the concern about energy intensity impacts from the proposed Project impacting low-
income communities in the West Basin service area, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response: Environmental Justice for further information regarding electricity consumption and 
criteria pollutant emissions. Regarding NOx emissions, the Draft EIR concludes (as summarized 
in Table 5.2-8) that construction would result in emissions of NOx above SCAQMD’s published 
significance thresholds even after all feasible mitigation measures are applied. It is important to 
note that this conclusion is made based on attainment conditions within the entire South Coast Air 
Basin and does not necessarily indicate increased impacts within low-income or minority 
communities compared to higher income or non-minority communities.   
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Response CARS-6 
Starting on page 5.7-19, Draft EIR explains that the threshold of significance used in this 
document is net carbon neutral; i.e., the proposed Project would have a significant impact on 
GHG emissions if it were to increase emissions above net carbon neutral as compared to 
emissions associated with continuing to import water. As stated on page 5.7-26 and 5.7-36 of the 
Draft EIR, any carbon emissions as a result of the proposed Project would be 100 percent offset 
through a combination of Project design features and mitigation measures resulting in a net 
carbon neutral greenhouse gas emissions project when compared to an equivalent volume of 
MWD imported water. The commenter is also referred to Master Response: Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Energy Use for further information regarding the proposed Project’s greenhouse 
gas emissions.  

Response CARS-7 
See Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives and response to comment CARS-3. 

Response CARS-8 
The Draft EIR Section 7 describes efforts to generate additional local water supplies including 
increased recycled water through the Water Replenishment District’s Groundwater Reliability 
Improvement Program (GRIP) and Metropolitan’s Regional Recycled Water Project. The Draft 
EIR concludes that ocean water desalination complements other water supply alternatives and 
supports implementing local water supply development including conservation, recycled water 
and stormwater capture projects in parallel with ocean desalination.  

Response CARS-9 
This comment expresses a concern and/or an opinion, and does not pertain to the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis contained in the Draft EIR. See Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues. 

Response CARS-10 
West Basin notes the City of Carson’s contact information for any future correspondence 
regarding this comment letter.  
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Response to Letter CULV: City of Culver City 
Response CULV-1 
West Basin notes Culver City’s positions on environmental sustainability. This comment does not 
speak to the adequacy of the Draft EIR; see Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues. See also Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response CULV-2 
The Draft EIR Subsection 7.2.1 considered 11 alternatives, including increased conservation, 
stormwater capture, increased non-potable recycling, indirect potable reuse, and direct potable 
reuse. See Draft EIR Tables 7-1 and 7-2, and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. See 
also, Master Response: GHG Emissions and Energy Use and Master Response: Cost and Rates. 

Response CULV-3 
Recycled water is a proven technology that is legally feasible and an important component of 
West Basin’s water supply portfolio. See Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

As explained in Section 7, expanding recycled water use in the region will not completely offset 
the need for imported water. Even expanding the recycled water production from Hyperion Water 
Reclamation Plant to its full capacity, as the Mayor proclaimed in February 2019 would occur by 
2035, would not eliminate imported water demands in Southern Los Angeles County. Nor would 
it eliminate the need for additional water supply diversification afforded by ocean water 
desalination. As described in EIR Section 7, West Basin as a responsible water supply wholesaler 
and manager, is considering the addition of ocean water desalination to augment water supply 
reliability in addition to other local water supply development efforts. 

Response CULV-4 
The commenter’s position to the proposed Project is noted for the record. While West Basin 
appreciates the comment, it expresses an opinion and does not speak to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. See Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives.  

Response CULV-5 
The Draft EIR Section 7 describes efforts to generate additional local water supplies including 
increased recycled water for non-potable reuse. The Draft EIR concludes that ocean water 
desalination complements other water supply alternatives and supports implementing local water 
supply development including conservation, recycled water and stormwater capture projects in 
parallel with ocean desalination. See response to comment CULV-3. 

Response CULV-6 
West Basin recognizes the importance of having a thorough understanding on the costs and 
benefits of implementing ocean water desalination as a drinking water supply; hence, a study 
focused on the costs and benefits of project implementation was initiated in January 2019. One of 
the objectives of this study is to evaluate the potential wholesale water rate increases within West 
Basin’s service area resulting from project implementation. The study will analyze how 
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affordability may be addressed through the rate making processes for drinking water wholesalers 
and retailers. The study is expected to be completed in 2020.   

Response CULV-7 
See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 

Response CULV-8 
See Response to CULV-6. 

Response CULV-9 
As explained in the Draft EIR Section 3.3, West Basin’s goal for the proposed Project is to 
guarantee future water supply reliability for service area customers by adding a locally produced, 
drought-proof potable water source to the West Basin supply portfolio. Desalination would be in 
addition to West Basin’s ongoing and continuing conservation and water use efficiency programs, 
including recycling, water reuse (IPR and DPR), and stormwater capture programs (see Draft EIR 
Table 2-1). Given the high variability in Southern California’s climate and amount of 
precipitation which is expected to become more variable in the future due to climate change, 
stormwater capture is not considered a feasible alternative.  

The Ballona Creek project would improve downstream water quality in Ballona Creek, Ballona 
Estuary, Sepulveda Channel, and Centinela Creek during dry weather, providing compliance with 
Bacteria Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). Not only does West Basin not have rights to that 
water, diversion of that treated water for use by West Basin would undermine the water quality 
goal of the Ballona Creek project. 

See also Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response CULV-10 
As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 7-36, the No Project Alternative evaluates water supply 
sources to be implemented if West Basin does not pursue ocean water desalination. The No 
Project Alternative includes the continuation of conservation programs and existing supply 
sources which primarily include recycled water and imported water (see Table 7-4) in addition to 
groundwater that is available to West Basin’s customers. West Basin currently maximizes all 
feasible water supply alternatives, and will continue to do so under the No Project Alternative 
whether or not the proposed Project is approved.  

However, the collective water supply alternatives identified above and under the No Project 
Alternative would not meet the objectives of the proposed Project (Draft EIR page 7-40). 
Maximizing the use of existing sources may reduce some of the need for imported water in the 
future, but current water supply sources do not holistically improve water security, or reduce the 
risk of imported water unavailability during drought conditions, and would not collectively 
eliminate the need for imported water. See Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. West 
Basin’s future water supply diversification would result in a reduction in imported water which 
would allow for an increase in conservation programs and recycled water, and ocean water 
desalination should it be approved as a supply source. As noted in the conclusion to the March 



14. Local Agency Comments and Responses 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-241 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report   October 2019 

2019 Coordinated Strategic Plan to Advance Desalination for Enhanced Water Security1, 
“Desalination is an important part of a comprehensive approach to improve water availability, 
resiliency, and security in the U.S.” 

  

                                                      
1  A Report by the Desalination Science and Technology Task Force Subcommittee on Water Availability and 

Quality Committee on Environment, of the National Science & Technology Council, and issued by the Executive 
Office of the President of the United States. 
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Response to Letter ELSEG: El Segundo Dept. of Planning and 
Building Safety 
Response ELSEG-1 
West Basin notes the City of El Segundo’s role as a Responsible Agency under CEQA for the 
proposed Project. Subsequent responses to comment are provided in ELSEG-2 through ELSEG-
3. 

Response ELSEG-2 
The Draft EIR Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, presents the existing conditions 
relative to hazardous materials. Subsection 5.8.2 describes the known and potentially hazardous 
building materials in the structures that would be demolished, and the previous soil and 
groundwater investigations and cleanup actions for contaminated soil and groundwater at the site.  

As discussed in Impact HAZ 5.8-1, West Basin is aware that the demolition of Units 3 and 4 at 
the ESGS North Site may encounter asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in fluorescent light ballasts, and/or mercury in fluorescent light 
tubes where present. The removal and disposal of hazardous building materials are regulated by 
numerous regulations described in Subsection 5.8.1 including the goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs of the City of El Segundo General Plan Conservation, Public Safety, and Hazardous 
Materials and Waste Management Elements that address hazards and hazardous materials. The El 
Segundo Fire Department is identified as the designated CUPA for the City of El Segundo; Draft 
EIR pages 5.8-11 and 5.8-12 list the hazardous materials programs under the jurisdiction of the El 
Segundo Fire Department. West Basin is legally required to comply with the requirements of the 
programs. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.8.2, numerous investigations and cleanup actions 
have been conducted at the proposed Project sites. West Basin recognizes that residual levels of 
contamination may be present and that there is the potential to encounter currently unknown 
contamination at locations not previously sampled. To address this potential, West Basin has 
committed to implement Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, Waste Management Plan, and HAZ-2, 
Project Demolition and Construction Health and Safety Plans. These plans would establish 
procedures to train workers in the recognition of hazardous materials, establish procedures for 
monitoring and testing of suspect materials, and establish procedures for the safe and legal 
containerization, transportation, and disposal of waste materials at licensed facilities permitted to 
accept the materials. Note that the plans will be submitted to the El Segundo Fire Department for 
their review and approval. 

Response ELSEG-3 
This comment lists various permits that the City of El Segundo anticipates West Basin will be 
required to acquire from the El Segundo Fire Department, beyond those listed in Table 3-11. 
West Basin agrees that there are additional permits that would apply to the proposed Project and 
appreciates the City’s attention to permit requirements. Note that the chemicals and quantities to 
be used are listed in Table 3-2. West Basin will comply with all legal requirements including, for 
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example, requirements for contractors that will handle hazardous materials during construction 
and the requirement of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan during operations. In addition, West 
Basin intends to apply for and comply with all required permits. Sections 5.2, Air Quality, and 
5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, list the various requirements in their respective 
Regulatory Framework subsections that are specific to air quality (Section 5.2), and hazardous 
building materials, and contaminated soil and/or groundwater (Section 5.8). 
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Response to HAW: City of Hawthorne 
Response HAW-1 
West Basin notes that the conveyance facilities do traverse through the City of Hawthorne’s 
jurisdiction. Subsequent responses to comment are provided in HAW-2 through HAW-5. 

Response HAW-2 
As indicated in the Draft EIR in Table 3-11 on page 3-41, West Basin will be required to obtain 
an encroachment permit from the City of Hawthorne prior to construction. 

Response HAW-3 
West Basin will coordinate with the City of Hawthorne regarding installation of all pipelines 
associated with the Project, including paving of roadways. 

Response HAW-4 
The Draft EIR Table 3-11 identifies the City of Hawthorne as a Local Agency with permit 
authority for portions of the desalinated water conveyance facilities, which are identified on 
Figures 3-1 and 3-5. 

Response HAW-5 
West Basin notes the City of Hawthorne’s contact information for any future correspondence 
regarding this comment letter.  
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Response to Letter HBCH: City of Hermosa Beach 
Response HBCH-1 
West Basin’s core mission is to ensure a reliable water supply in an economically responsible 
manner. Although the proposed Project may increase wholesale water rates supplied to local 
retailers, the ultimate goal of the Project is to stabilize water prices to minimize risks of 
substantially higher water costs that could occur with a less reliable water supply, which is 
subject to drought and risk of upset within California’s vast water importation systems. As a 
component of responsible water management planning, any increase in rates caused by the 
proposed Project would serve to protect against future cost spikes associated with potential 
imported water system inefficiencies or failure. See also Master Response: Cost and Rates. 

Response HBCH-2 
While West Basin appreciates the comment, it does not specify any deficiencies in the analysis 
included in the Draft EIR. As a result, this comment has been noted for the record and no further 
response is necessary; see Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues. See also Master Response: Cost 
and Rates and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response HBCH-3 
This comment expresses an opinion about the need and appropriateness of the project, and 
provides a brief summary of the issues the commenter has on the Draft EIR. For responses to 
these specific comments, see response to comments HBCH-4 through HBCH-35.  

Response HBCH-4 
The EIR used the appropriate baseline to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Project 
on marine biological resources. See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response HBCH-5 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response HBCH-6 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area for an explanation of the validity 
and adequacy of the marine study area, as it relates to the larger Santa Monica Bay. Additionally, 
as identified in Section 5.11, Marine Biological Resources, in the discussion of potential 
entrainment (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 through 5.11-54) and discharge shear stress (Draft EIR 
pages 5.11-58 through 5.11-60), the CWA 316(b) entrainment studies upon which the Project-
related entrainment and shear stress effects were estimated, and APF calculations are based, 
utilize an area of recruitment within SMB that is much larger than the proposed Project marine 
study area. Any larval fish or invertebrate taxa that might spawn outside the established marine 
study area would be reflected in the multi-year data used to analyze these impacts. Similarly, any 
adults that settle out within SMB, or the greater Southern California Bight, would be reflected in 
the site data used to identify fish and invertebrate species present within the marine study area. 
See also Draft EIR Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Subsection 5.9.4, for a discussion 
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of the brine dilution modeling conducted for the proposed Project (specifically, Impact HYDRO-
5.9-2 on Draft EIR page 5.9-49) and Final EIR Appendix 14. 

Response HBCH-7 
The Draft EIR provides substantial evidence that project direct and indirect effects on marine 
habitats and biological resources would be confined to a relatively small area, and would not have 
the potential to generate impacts to habitats or marine species at greater distances than the Marine 
Study Area. See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area and response to 
comment HBCH-6. Regarding the need to assess potential impacts to water quality and marine 
biological resources outside of the defined Marine Study Area, see Master Response: Marine 
Biological Resources Study Area.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4, consistent with the requirements of the California 
Ocean Plan for the discharge of desalination brine, the dilution analyses completed in support of 
the impact assessment assume zero ocean current velocity, representing the worst-case condition 
in terms of brine dilution with receiving waters. Overall, the effect of ocean currents is to increase 
dilution compared to the zero current results. Resulting salinities would be substantially lower 
than those reported in the Draft EIR since greater dilution is achieved through additional dynamic 
mixing from waves or ocean currents. Neglecting the effect of currents (assuming zero current), 
consistent with the required methodology prescribed in the Ocean Plan, represents the most 
conservative (i.e., the “worst-case”) scenario, and therefore, the Ocean Plan regulations related to 
water quality would continue to be met for all anticipated ocean currents occurring in Santa 
Monica Bay.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Santa Monica Bay dissolved oxygen concentrations are generally 
around 8 mg/l (page 5.9-33). Impacts relating to reduced dissolved oxygen concentrations from 
the discharge of brine are assessed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4 under Impact 5.9-2 (pages 
5.9-53 and 5.9-54). Based on the receiving water dissolved oxygen content at the proposed 
diffuser location and the dynamics of brine discharges via a multiport diffuser (Final EIR 
Appendix 14A), the amount of dissolved oxygen supplied to a discharged dense brine plume by 
entrained ambient seawater would ensure that dissolved oxygen levels would not be substantially 
reduced in receiving waters as compared to baseline conditions. Furthermore, the treatment 
process would involve concentrating source ocean water and hence would not alter the mass 
loading of organics or oxygen demands. As a result, hypoxia would not occur and impacts 
relating to decreased dissolved oxygen in Santa Monica Bay would be less than significant. 

Response HBCH-8 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response HBCH-9 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area for an explanation of the validity 
and adequacy of the marine study area. Additionally, as identified in Section 5.11, Marine 
Biological Resources, in the discussion of potential entrainment (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 
through 5.11-54) and discharge shear stress (Draft EIR pages 5.11-58 through 5.11-60), the CWA 
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316(b) entrainment studies upon which the proposed Project-related entrainment effects were 
calculated utilize a much larger area of recruitment within SMB than the marine study area. If the 
Point Dume State Marine Conservation Area contributes any larval fish to the marine study area, 
this would be reflected in the multi-year data used to analyze the entrainment impacts. Similarly, 
if any adults from either of the Marine Protected Areas located on either end of SMB immigrated 
into the marine study area, their presence would be reflected in the site data used to identify fish 
and invertebrate species present within the marine study area. See Master Response: 
Supplemental Studies; specifically, Comparison of 316(b) Data in SMB (Final EIR Appendix 12). 
See response to comment HBCH-6. 

Response HBCH-10 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response HBCH-11 
The Draft EIR Section 4.1 presents the approach to the cumulative analysis. As explained in the 
Draft EIR on page 4-2 to 4-3, both the list approach and the summary of projections approach are 
used to determine the proposed Project’s cumulative impacts, depending upon which approach is 
appropriate/relevant for any one environmental issue area. Additionally, the geographic area 
considered for the cumulative analysis varies according to environmental issue area and was 
determined based upon the proposed Project’s scope and anticipated area in which the proposed 
Project could contribute to an incremental increase in cumulatively considerable impacts. Draft 
EIR Table 4-2 lists 12 off-shore projects that have been proposed within the Southern California 
Bight that were considered in the cumulative analysis of Marine Biological Resources in Draft 
EIR Subsection 5.11.5. In addition, potential impacts of the proposed Project are evaluated 
against baseline conditions, which by definition includes the effects of existing projects that are 
producing related impacts and those impacts are then evaluated for their contribution to a 
cumulative impact. The marine resources study area is discussed in Master Response: Marine 
Biological Resources Study Area, and cumulative impacts on marine resources are presented in 
Draft EIR Subsection 5.11.5. The less than significant proposed Project impacts to marine 
biological resources would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. For example, 
underwater noise impacts are relatively localized to the area where impacts occur. Therefore, the 
potential for reasonably foreseeable noise impacts including cumulative noise impacts are 
described to the extent that they are reasonably foreseeable given the nature and duration of the 
anticipated noise sources from both construction and operation and given the nature of existing 
and cumulative sources of noise. See also response to comment HTB-21.  

Response HBCH-12 
As the CEQA lead agency, West Basin will use this EIR to review the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project and to determine whether to approve the proposed Project and 
pursue permitting, which will include a request to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (LARWQCB) for California Water Code (CWC) Section 13142.5(b) 
determination (the “Water Code determination”). The LARWQCB must find that the applicant 
has complied with the Ocean Plan Amendments in order to make the Water Code determination. 
More specifically, pursuant to Ocean Plan Chapter III.M.2.a.(2), LARWQCB (not the applicant) 
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must independently analyze a range of feasible alternatives for the best available site, best 
available design, best available technology, and best available mitigation measures and then must 
consider all four factors collectively to determine the best combination of feasible alternatives to 
minimize intake and mortality of all forms of marine life.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(a) provides that a threshold of significance is an identifiable 
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect. The Draft EIR 
assessment of impacts on water quality from the discharge of proposed Project brine (see Draft 
EIR Subsection 5.9.4, Impact HYDRO 5.9-2) specifically incorporates the numeric thresholds 
defined in the Ocean Plan (2 ppt at 100 meters) for determining impacts from operation of the 
Local and Regional Project. As explained on Draft EIR page 5.9-60, “[T]he impact analysis 
presented below first assesses salinity increases from Local Project operational discharges and 
whether such increases comply with California Ocean Plan numeric salinity standards.” 

As to the request to add “minimize intakes and mortality to all forms of life” to the threshold of 
significance, this would not be appropriate because first of all, this determination under the OPA 
is to be made by the LARWQCB. Furthermore, there is no single criterion to meet this threshold, 
rather this standard would be applied by the LARWQCB to all components of the proposed 
Project (siting, design, technology, and mitigation) pursuant to the OPA. However, West Basin 
has presented as much information as possible to demonstrate consistency with the OPA 
requirements. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, and to support future consideration of the proposed 
Project by permitting agencies, West Basin prepared four supplemental Studies (see Master 
Response: Supplemental Studies). In response to comment LARWQCB-30, West Basin 
completed an analysis of a linear diffuser (Final EIR Appendix 14A), the objective of which is to 
minimize the extent of the Brine Mixing Zone and minimize the jet exit velocity in order to 
minimize mortality of organisms that may be entrained into the jets due to turbulence and shear. 
West Basin also completed an analysis that compares the existing 316(b) data from the El 
Segundo Generating Station (ESGS), the Scattergood Generating Station (SGS), and the Redondo 
Beach Generating Station (RBGS), and evaluates the differences in planktonic species’ variation 
and densities, and the potential levels of entrainment that could result from a desalination plant at 
each location. Results of the analysis (Final EIR Appendix 12) indicate that the preferable 
location for a project’s ocean water intake in coastal California must be as distant as possible 
from rocky reef/hard substrate habitat, coastal lagoons and estuaries, and marine protected areas 
(MPAs) in order to minimize the entrainment of larval fish, including special status and managed 
fish and invertebrate taxa. Based on available data, the evidence indicates the ESGS is the “best 
available” site in SMB to minimize the intake and mortality of marine life. 

The conclusions in the EIR are adequately supported by the technical detail provided for the 
purposes of determining impacts under CEQA. See Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan 
Compliance. 
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Response HBCH-13 
The commenter is correct in asserting that the Ocean Plan Amendments of 2015 (SWRCB 2015), 
represent “… a starting point” from which, “…more work is needed to understand the long-term 
impacts of desalinization discharges.” As illustrated in the analysis of proposed Project-related 
possible ocean water entrainment and discharge sheer stress mortality, scientific studies 
conducted since the promulgation of OPA 2015 suggest that both the extent of entrainment that 
occurs when using wedgewire screened intakes and the magnitude of sheer stress induced 
mortality of planktonic organisms is less than projected by OPA 2015 (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 
through 5.11-60) as illustrated in Draft EIR Tables 5.11-9 and 5.11-12. The APF calculations can 
vary a minimum of 11-12 percent for entrainment effects and 17-25 percent or more for shear 
stress effects based on basic operational assumptions and scientific studies showing that only 
organisms <1 mm in size are affected and that not all planktonic taxa are affected by sheer stress 
turbulence. Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 commits to a level of compensation or offsite habitat 
restoration based on actual on-site scientific studies that analyze the potential impacts on marine 
productivity from the proposed Project.  

The Intake Effects Assessment Report (Tenera 2014, see Draft EIR Appendix 4A) documented the 
performance of a wedgewire screened ocean intake associated with a demonstration desalination 
project, and as such is applicable to either the Regional or Local Projects. This study evaluated 
impingement of planktonic and larval organisms under intake water flow rates of <0.5 fps using a 
1.0 mm wedgewire screen. These conditions are the same as those proposed for the Project and 
therefore, would be applicable to the assessment regardless of actual flow volume. Flow volume 
only becomes critical in estimating potential total entrainment of planktonic organisms <1.0 mm 
in size. The analysis of entrainment of these sized organisms is provided for both the Local and 
Regional Projects in the Draft EIR on pages 5.11-49 through 5.11-54 and as summarized in Draft 
EIR Tables 5.11-9 and 5.11-12.  

The Draft EIR determination is that entrainment and discharge related shear stress impacts are 
potentially significant and therefore required mitigation, and that the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-M2, which includes a commitment of offsite ecological habitat 
enhancement or financial support of a fee-based mitigation program, would reduce the potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. As discussed above, the purpose of the post-operation 
entrainment studies is to more precisely identify and define the potential magnitude of the 
proposed Project’s entrainment and sheer stress impacts and to provide the additional science 
specifically identified by the commenter that is missing and which can only be obtained once a 
desalinization project in SMB is operational.  

Response HBCH-14 
The comment correctly cites the conclusion made in the Draft EIR concerning intake entrainment 
from the proposed Project: “At present, the extent of protection that wedgewire screens could 
provide to prevent entrainment of larval fish and invertebrates in the Project marine study area is 
unknown.” However, the commenter incorrectly claims what that quoted statement refers to. The 
potential impacts of planktonic entrainment on marine ecosystems are well established as 
documented by the SWRCB in the supporting work used to prepare the OPA (SWRCB 2015). As 
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the commenter indicated, the SWRCB established how all desalination projects that utilize ocean 
water intakes will assess entrainment effects and how they will offset those impacts to a less than 
significant level (SWRCB 2015). The commenter should note that Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 
includes new, site-specific studies of a coastal desalination operation in SMB that is intended to 
better understand the magnitude of entrainment by these types of facilities, and the effectiveness 
of implemented operational controls, and therein reduce some of the uncertainty surrounding the 
adverse impacts of desalination. Regardless of the findings of these studies, both entrainment and 
shear stress effects on planktonic taxa and the potential resultant impact on marine ecosystems 
will be determined by the LARWQCB during the Water Code Determination process, and 
impacts will be fully mitigated pursuant to the OPA (SWRCB 2015) requirements by West Basin 
through offsite ecological habitat restoration, consistent with OPA 2015 and as directed by the 
LARWQCB. See also response to comment MLBU-13. 

Response HBCH-15 
The Draft EIR addresses the infeasibility of comingling brine with wastewater. See response to 
comment MBCH3-75. Furthermore, the proposed diffuser design has been adequately analyzed. 
A supplemental model analysis of dilution was conducted for linear diffuser configurations (see 
Master Response: Supplemental Studies and Final EIR Appendix 14A). The objective of the 
analysis was to advance the proposed diffuser configuration and to confirm that the proposed 
diffuser design would comply with the required Ocean Plan criteria for desalination discharges. 
These criteria are: The salinity increment must be less than 2 ppt within the maximum allowable 
BMZ of 100 m (328 ft), and the jets must be fully submerged and not impact the water surface. In 
addition, the analysis identified a liner diffuser configuration that would minimize the extent of 
the BMZ and minimize the jet exit velocity in order to minimize mortality of organisms that may 
be entrained into the jets due to turbulence and shear.  

Through the assessment, two linear diffuser designs were identified that had a common port 
spacing and number of ports, and therefore diffuser length, that will meet the required 
environmental compliance criteria for all potential proposed operational discharge scenarios (see 
Final EIR Section 11, Refinements to the Project Description for details relating to incorporation 
of the linear diffuser design into the proposed Project). One port diameter is needed for the Local 
Project operational discharge scenarios and a different diameter is needed for the Regional 
Project operational discharge scenarios. Therefore, the supplemental dilution analyses identified 
potential linear diffuser configurations that require only the port diameters be changed when 
transitioning from the Local Project to Regional Project. See response to comment LARWQCB-
30 for additional details. 

Response HBCH-16 
The Draft EIR does not evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Project on eelgrass 
because, contrary to the comment’s assertion, there are no submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) 
beds, including SAV such as the surfgrass Phyllospadix and the eelgrass Zostera, in the vicinity 
of the proposed intake or discharge infrastructure. The reference cited in the comment (Brock et 
al. 2011) does not identify any eelgrass or surfgrass beds in the vicinity of the proposed Project’s 
intake or discharge infrastructure.  
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Response HBCH-17 
The temperature requirements for existing and new discharges in California coastal waters 
defined in the SWRCB Thermal Plan are presented in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.1 (page 5.9-
20). As discussed in the Draft EIR (Subsection 5.9.4, et seq.), the assessment of impacts to water 
quality comprehensively applied and considered the applicable regulations. Dilution model 
analysis of brine discharges presented in the Final EIR Appendix 14A provides the assumed 
temperature of the receiving waters of Santa Monica Bay in the vicinity of the proposed discharge 
point as well as the assumed temperature of the brine discharge. Impact 5.9-2 (Subsection 5.9.4) 
presents a detailed analysis of potential water quality impacts from operational discharges of 
brine, including consideration of thermal impacts in the context of the regulatory requirements 
defined in the SWRCB Thermal Plan.  

As discussed under Impact 5.9-2 on page 5.9-56 (see Footnote 21), temperature is a commonly 
studied parameter due to the practice of commingling brine streams from desalination plants with 
power plant discharges of cooling water that have high temperatures. Given that the proposed 
Local and Regional Project would not operate in combination with a power plant or other facility 
that uses ocean waters for cooling purposes, there would be no heating mechanism or any process 
that would substantially increase the temperature of the source water as it passes through the 
treatment units. Therefore, the desalination process would not substantially increase the 
temperature of the discharged effluent, and thermal impacts on receiving waters would not occur.  

Response HBCH-18 
Regarding the proposed diffuser configuration see response HBCH-15, LARWQCB-30, and 
Master Response: Supplemental Studies for additional information. Concerning potential marine 
life shear mortality caused by the jet force of diffusers, as suggested by the commenter, the Draft 
EIR thoroughly assesses the potential effects of diffuser jets operated at set flow rates on 
planktonic organisms, using several recent scientific studies (e.g., Foster et al. 2013; Roberts 
2018; Jessopp 2007; Zhang 2017) that have evaluated shear stress on planktonic organisms (Draft 
EIR pages 5.11-58 through 5.11-60). These studies were published after the commenter’s cited 
references. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 includes not only offsite ecological habitat 
enhancement to offset proposed Project related shear stress effects to marine ecosystems, but also 
proposes conducting additional site-specific studies to determine more accurately the magnitude 
of those effects, which can only be conducted once the desalinization facility is operational. 
Regarding impacts related to shear mortality and the supplemental studies analyzing linear 
diffuser designs, see response to comment LARWQCB-30.  

Regarding the need for monitoring of brine discharges and potential unknown consequences to 
marine biological resources, as described in detail in the Draft EIR Subsections 5.9.1 and 5.9.4 
and summarized in the Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan Compliance, West Basin will 
prepare and submit information required by the Ocean Plan when submitting the NPDES 
discharge permit application to the LARWQCB including a Report of Waste Discharge, which 
will provide a detailed analysis of compliance with the Ocean Plan water quality standards, and a 
request for a water code determination will require that West Basin prepare and provide the 
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LARWQCB with a Marine Life Mortality Report as described in Ocean Plan chapter 
III.M.2.e.(1)(a), and a Mitigation Plan.  

Further, and to address potential unknown consequences of different water quality constituents 
interacting in the marine environment, as part of the NPDES permit application, Whole Effluent 
Toxicity (WET) testing would be required for the facility point of discharge, representing an 
integrated approach for assessing the potential for acute and/or chronic toxicity of proposed 
discharges. WET testing represents a standardized measure of the aggregate toxic effect of an 
effluent measured directly by a toxicity test and is used to evaluate biological impacts of 
discharges for NPDES permitting. 

The primary objective of WET testing is to ensure that effluent released from industrial and 
municipal facilities into the nation’s waters does not cause unacceptable levels of toxicity to 
aquatic life. As described in Subsection 5.9.1, the point of compliance for water quality standards 
relating to operational discharges is the edge of the Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID). Such an 
approach for water quality standards acknowledges the concept of a regulatory mixing zone 
where water quality constituent concentrations contained in discharges undergo rapid and 
substantial reduction via dilution. Within the mixing zone, water quality criteria may be exceeded 
as long as toxic conditions are prevented. To determine whether an effluent has the potential to be 
toxic, WET tests are performed on various aquatic test species.  

Additionally, as described in detail in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4 (page 5.9-55), West Basin 
would be required to comply with the Monitoring and Reporting Program requirements of the 
NPDES Permit and would also be subject to the monitoring and reporting requirements of the 
California Ocean Plan (described in Subsection 5.9.1). Monitoring requirements under the 
California Ocean Plan ensure that monitoring be conducted for salinity levels, benthic community 
health, aquatic life toxicity, and hypoxia and that the monitoring program be consistent with the 
requirements detailed in Appendix III of the Ocean Plan which specifies monitoring plan 
framework, scope, and methodological design for determining compliance. The performance 
standard(s) associated with the monitoring requirements of the California Ocean Plan are defined 
in Chapter III of the Ocean Plan (Part 4 (a)) and in Appendix III (Part 8) with definitions of terms 
provided in Appendix II.  

Response HBCH-19 
Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR analysis is inconsistent with the thresholds 
within Appendix F, and that the Draft EIR downplays the extent to which seawater desalination is 
the most energy-intensive source of water, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Energy Use. 

Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR should have analyzed the Project’s energy 
and GHG impacts in comparison to a range of other water supply alternatives that are less energy 
intensive, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use, and Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 
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Response HBCH-20 
West Basin recognizes the energy requirements of different local water supply alternatives, and 
recognizes that ocean water desalination is more energy-intensive than other local water supplies. 
However, the demand for water in the West Basin service area cannot be fully met with any one 
of the local water supply alternatives. The EIR evaluates the proposed Project’s energy 
consumption in Section 5.5 and concludes that although the energy requirements to operate the 
ocean water desalination would be greater than other water supplies such as recycled water and 
imported water, the benefit of a drought-resilient water supply balances benefits and risks of the 
water supply portfolio. See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 

Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR does not reference the analysis conducted 
by the Pacific Institute that compares energy and GHG emissions of seawater desalination to 
other water supply options, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 
The Pacific Institute’s study concludes that ocean desalination process is energy intensive 
compared with other water supplies. The EIR acknowledges this in Section 5.5 Energy. West 
Basin recognizes the energy requirements of different local water supply alternatives, and 
recognizes that ocean water desalination is more energy-intensive than other local water supplies. 
However, the project objectives are to diversify water sources in a manner that is economically 
viable and environmentally responsible. The EIR describes that a diverse water supply portfolio 
may include sources with varying power requirements and does not preclude any source solely on 
its energy requirements. The most reliable water source may also have the highest energy 
demand. This may limit the percentage produced from a particular source, but does not eliminate 
its value within a diverse and resilient supply portfolio.  

The Project objectives of West Basin’s proposed Ocean Water Desalination Project are to:  

• Diversify West Basin’s water source portfolio to increase reliability in the near and 
intermediate term (5–15 years) and the long term (15–30 years) while reducing reliance on 
imported water. 

• Improve water security through West Basin’s increased local control of water supplies and 
infrastructure.  

• Improve West Basin’s local control of future water costs and long-term price stability. 

• Improve climate resiliency by developing a water source that is less susceptible to hydrologic 
variability. 

• Develop a potable water supply that is economically viable and environmentally responsible. 

Response HBCH-21 
The Draft EIR does not take credit for future GHG reductions from SCE’s electricity generation 
portfolio. Rather, the Draft EIR states on page 5.5-17 that the electricity demands of the 
desalination facility and pump stations would be supplied by SCE, which is subject to 
California’s Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS), and that over time, due to these standards, the 
electricity available to the Project would include greater contributions from renewable energy 
supplies. As the energy sector is decarbonized through increased renewable energy the energy 
intensity of water will also be reduced (CARB 2017). In terms of ocean desalination’s relatively 
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high energy-intensity compared to other water supply alternatives, see Master Response: 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. Regarding the comment that the Project would 
result in significant and unavoidable energy impacts, see responses to comments MBCH3-43 and 
-44. 

Response HBCH-22 
The Draft EIR Section 5.5.4 explains that the electricity demands of the desalination facility and 
pump stations would be supplied by SCE, which is subject to California’s RPS Program. As a 
result, the electricity available to the proposed Project will, over time, include greater 
contributions from renewable energy supplies. The Draft EIR concludes that the small percentage 
of load increase compared with the regional demand would not jeopardize SCE’s ability to meet 
RPS goals. The small increase in load is well within the CPUC’s authorization for SCE’s 
increased power generation as described on page 5.5-24. As described on page 5.5-18, the Project 
would not result in a wasteful use of energy that would jeopardize the State’s GHG reduction 
goals. Rather, the incremental increase in energy per acre foot of water produced would modestly 
increase energy demands compared with current regional and local use. Regarding energy 
conductoring infrastructure in the coastal areas, the Draft EIR acknowledges on page 5.5-21 that 
the final determination for whether additional poles are needed and where they would be located 
would be determined by SCE in the future. If SCE is required to build additional infrastructure 
such as power poles, SCE may need to conduct a subsequent assessment.    

Response HBCH-23 
As lead agency, West Basin has concluded that the amount of GHG emissions associate with the 
proposed Project would be partially offset by reductions in the need for imported water within its 
service area. See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

Response HBCH-24 
Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR should have analyzed the Project’s energy 
and GHG impacts in comparison to a range of other water supply alternatives that are less energy 
intensive, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use, and Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response HBCH-25 
The Draft EIR does not argue that significant impacts of the proposed Project (e.g., on GHG 
emissions) can be justified compared to impacts of imported water. As explained in the Draft EIR 
Sections 1.2, Executive Summary and 3.3, Project Objectives, desalination as a component of 
West Basin’s future water supply portfolio would partially offset the need for imported water. See 
Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR’s position of achieving net neutral GHG emissions fails 
because “experts agree” ocean desalination will not reduce stresses on freshwater systems; the 
Draft EIR makes no such claim regarding freshwater resources.  

The citation used in the comment comes from a May 2016 report which summarizes “An 
Uncommon Dialogue” on the coastal and marine impacts of ocean desalination that was 
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facilitated and organized by Stanford University’s Water in the West, was taken out of context, 
and is not relevant to the GHG discussion in the Draft EIR. The Uncommon Dialogue had two 
primary objectives: 1) to promote information exchange and open discussion regarding the best 
available science, technology and policy related to marine and coastal impacts of desalination 
projects in California and beyond; and 2) to identify key issues and knowledge gaps for future 
research and policy development with respect to marine and coastal impacts of ocean desalination 
in California. Two of the West Basin Draft EIR preparers were invited “experts.” 

To put the citation in context, the May 2016 report summarizes the four facilitated sessions; the 
first session, which is quoted in the comment, was titled, “Scope of Desalination and Current 
Regulatory Framework in California” and notes that “[t]he current drought, restrictions on 
historical sources of freshwater and uncertainty stemming from a changing climate are among the 
factors driving a search for new sources of water for human use — including ocean desalination 
for coastal populations.” The first finding of this session begins with, “[t]he role of ocean 
desalination will be minor in the context of California’s overall water budget, although it may be 
very important in some local areas.” And the entire finding quoted in the comment reads: “Ocean 
desalination will not, in the foreseeable future, significantly reduce stress on freshwater resources 
— particularly freshwater ecosystems. Even the highest total projected production of potable 
water from ocean desalination in California is so low that it will not meaningfully reduce stress 
on freshwater systems, such as, for example, exports from the Bay Delta system (Water Plan, 
2013). In addition, it is not clear the extent to which planned desalination facilities will provide 
the regions with supplemental supply and therefore, work to reduce or replace existing 
demands on groundwater and surface water sources.” [Emphasis added.]  

See also Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

Response HBCH-26 
The Draft EIR does not require the offset of GHG emissions associated with MWD’s imported 
water. Nor does the Draft EIR’s analysis rely on changes in MWD’s actions. Instead, the analysis 
considers the reduction of GHG emissions that would result from West Basin’s reduction in use 
of imported water and compares that to the GHG emissions that would be created by construction 
and operation of the proposed Project. In other words, West Basin is accounting for the GHG 
emissions associated with its own water demand, while other recipients of imported water would 
be responsible for GHG emissions associated with their portfolio. As West Basin modifies its 
water supply portfolio, its GHG emissions inventory changes associated with each water source. 
West Basin is not responsible for GHG emissions associated with water imported for other users. 
See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 

Response HBCH-27 
Regarding to the commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR ignores the superior alternative of 
using renewable energy to offset the GHG emissions of a less energy intensive water source, see 
Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 
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Response HBCH-28 
Flooding and coastal hazards and the effects associated with coastal flooding and tsunami 
impacts, including sea level rise, are discussed in the Draft EIR Section 5.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Impact 5.9-6 on pages 5.9-72 through 5.9-78.  

As explained on page 5.9-72, sea level rise is an existing environmental condition, and unless the 
proposed Project will exacerbate this condition, it is not considered a potentially significant 
impact under CEQA. In the interest of providing as much information as possible, West Basin 
conducted a site-specific Coastal Hazards Analysis for the proposed desalination facility at the 
ESGS North and South Sites, a copy of which is provided as Draft EIR Appendix 5. In response 
to this and other comments, however, West Basin also prepared a supplemental Coastal Hazards 
study (see Master Response: Supplemental Studies and Final EIR Appendix 15) that considered a 
high-risk sea level rise projection and the “extreme risk aversion” scenario known as the “H++” 
scenario. The results of the study confirmed that development on the site would be constrained, 
but feasible.  

Finally, the comment suggests that the proposed Project should be relocated outside of the coastal 
zone. The Draft EIR on page 7-42 evaluates using the AES site in Redondo Beach. This site was 
rejected for numerous reasons including greater marine impacts and institutional constraints. As 
explained further in Master Response: Supplemental Studies, detailed technical investigations 
into subsurface seawater intake options concluded that the proposed Project could not obtain 
source water through alternative intake mechanisms (e.g., wells located near, but not directly on 
the shoreline), and that in order for the proposed Project to function, open ocean intakes would be 
required. Thus, even if the proposed Project as a whole is a not determined to be a coastal-
dependent development or use, because the intake facilities “… require a site on, or adjacent to, 
the sea to be able to function at all,” those components are necessarily coastal-dependent per the 
Coastal Act Section 30101 definition. Accordingly, because the proposed Project would be 
“dependent upon a coastal-dependent development or use,” it would necessarily be a coastal-
related development (Section 30101.3).  

Response HBCH-29 
The Draft EIR Subsection 7.1.3 explains the proposed Project would result in very few significant 
and unavoidable impacts and identifies those impacts as air quality and noise during construction. 
The Draft EIR found that impacts on the marine environment (see EIR Section 5.11 and response 
to comments HBCH-4 through HBCH-18), water quality (see EIR Section 5.9 and response to 
comments HBCH-12 and -13), GHG emissions and climate change dynamics (see EIR Sections 
5.5 and 5.7 and response to comments HBCH-19 through -27) would be less than significant, or 
less than significant with mitigation. See response to comment EOGB- 26, and Master Response: 
Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response HBCH-30 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 explains that the lead agency, in this case the District, is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly 
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives (see Draft EIR Subsection 7.1.4). There is 
no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the 
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rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 
Cal.3d 376). Although a lead agency may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow 
definition, a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative analysis around a reasonable definition 
of underlying purpose and need, and not study alternatives that cannot achieve the basic goals of 
the project. The Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the water supply alternatives as initial 
screening alternatives and dismissed each of the alternatives due to inability to meet project goals 
and/or infeasibility. However, the CEQA alternatives (including the No Project Alternative, AES 
Redondo Beach Generating Station Alternative, Reduced Capacity Alternative, and Reduced 
Elevation Alternative) were all analyzed in greater depth and meet the range of reasonable 
alternatives required by CEQA.  

See response to comment LAW2-36 and LAW2-39.  

The water supply alternatives that were discussed in the Draft EIR (including increased 
conservation, stormwater capture, and IPR and DPR) contribute to the goal of ensuring future 
water supply reliability, consistent with goals identified in West Basin’s 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan. West Basin’s vision statement from the 2017 to 2022 Strategic Business Plan 
states the District goal is “sustainable and drought-proof water services enhancing the quality of 
life and economy of our communities.” As noted throughout the Draft EIR, West Basin continues 
to develop water supply alternatives in addition to ocean water desalination, representing a 
responsible, diverse, and balanced water supply portfolio. This includes maintaining and 
increasing conservation as an integral component of its water supply portfolio. It also includes 
continuing to provide non-potable recycled water. Therefore, the water supply portfolio inclusive 
of ocean water desalination (and as analyzed in this EIR) is in fact a hybrid solution. See Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Regarding the commenters Footnote 81: As noted by the Water in the West Summary Findings 
(Leon Szeptycki, et al. 2016, page 7), “Future work is needed to further define the elements of 
sustainable desalination projects and develop policies to incentivize adoption of those elements. 
Elements of sustainable desalination identified at the conference included projects that are 
smaller; that provide supply to meet a specific, clear local demand; that are located away from 
sensitive and valuable marine areas; and that are powered by renewable energy sources.” The 
proposed Project would generally satisfy these elements. 

Response HBCH-31 
As noted in the Draft EIR Subsection 7.1.4, while it is not necessary to perform any further 
analysis of the screened alternatives, given the interest expressed by the public in the alternatives 
to the proposed Project, West Basin has included a discussion of Project objectives and a brief 
discussion of potential impacts for each of the screening alternatives.  

But contrary to the comment, the EIR does not evaluate alternatives against costs. The project 
objectives “control of water” and “control of pricing” focus on control. As explained in the Draft 
EIR Subsection 7.2.1 for example, increased conservation would not improve West Basin’s local 
control of future water costs and long-term price stability; the Stormwater Capture Alternative 
would not improve West Basin’s local control of future water costs and long-term price stability; 



14. Local Agency Comments and Responses 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-258 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report   October 2019 

 

the Increased Recycling Alternative would not improve West Basin’s local control of future water 
costs and long-term price stability; as for the indirect potable reuse alternative, greater price 
certainty would be achieved for those proposed Project components owned by West Basin but 
less so for the source water facilities owned by the City of Los Angeles. See also Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response HBCH-32 
Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the need for 21,500 AFY equates directly to the 
difference between total supplies and total demands during a multi-dry year event similar to the 
2012-2015 drought conditions (20,342 acre-feet in 2020), as shown in UWMP Table 5-5; see 
response to comment LAW2-37. The shortfall assumes the District continues to manage water 
supplies and reduce demand for water through the continued implementation of conservation 
savings, recycled water production, and the expansion of groundwater supplies by the retail 
agencies, to the maximum extent practicable. Draft EIR Table 2-1 displays the expected increases 
in these supplies between 2015-2040 (see also West Basin 2015 and 2010 UWMP Table ES-3). 
As noted in Section 4.5 of the 2015 and the 2010 UWMP, West Basin is actively diversifying its 
water supply portfolio beyond traditional imported water and groundwater supplies, and both the 
2015 and 2010 UWMPs dedicate entire sections to discussing alternative supply programs such 
as recycled water (Section 9), desalinated ocean water and brackish groundwater (Section 10), 
and increased water use efficiency programs (Section 7). West Basin is pursuing these alternative 
supplies as part of its water reliability initiative. 

Even with the maximum practicable conservation savings, increases in recycled water production, 
and expansion of groundwater supplies by retail agencies, West Basin’s service area could 
experience a shortage of 20,342 acre-feet per year by 2020 and 21,500 acre-feet per year by 2025 
and beyond. In other words, the proposed Local Project is sized at 20 MGD (or approximately 
21,500 AFY), to directly respond to the multi-dry year event shortfall. Thus, the proposed Project 
would provide the quantity of water necessary to make up the expected shortfall in imported 
water supplies for what are expected to be more frequent and severe future droughts. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR consider alternatives that can avoid or 
substantially lessen significant impacts of a project. The alternatives in Draft EIR Section 7 
(excluding the No Project Alternative) are evaluated based on their ability to accomplish most of 
the Project objectives (see Subsection 7.1.3) while avoiding or minimizing one or more of the 
proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts identified in EIR Sections 5.1 through 5.16. 

See response to comment LAW2-38 and Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan Compliance, 
Master Response: Supplemental Studies and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response HBCH-33 
Draft EIR Section 3.2 explains that the ocean water intake and concentrate discharge tunnels, 
installed in 1965 to supply cooling water to the conventional steam turbine units at ESGS (Units 3 
and 4), were decommissioned in December 2015. Therefore, the proposed Project, which 
proposes the use of the existing tunnels, did not contemplate using the once-through-cooling 
water as diluent for the brine. In response to this and other comments expressing concern about 
the siting of the proposed Project and associated intake and discharge structures at the ESGS 
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facility, West Basin reviewed publicly available data for other similar intake and outfall facilities 
within the Santa Monica Bay. This analysis compares the existing 316(b) data from the ESGS, 
the Scattergood Generating Station (SGS), and the Redondo Beach Generating Station (RBGS), 
and evaluates the differences in planktonic species’ variation and densities, and the potential 
levels of entrainment that could result from a desalination plant at each location. Results of the 
analysis (see Final EIR Appendix 12) indicate that the preferable location for a project’s ocean 
water intake in coastal California must be as distant as possible from rocky reef/hard substrate 
habitat, coastal lagoons and estuaries, and marine protected areas (MPAs) in order to minimize 
the entrainment of larval fish, including special status and managed fish and invertebrate taxa. 
Based on available data, the evidence indicates the ESGS is the “best available” site in SMB to 
minimize the intake and mortality of marine life. See Master Response: Supplemental Studies. 

West Basin has chosen to utilize wedgewire screens because they are prescribed by the Ocean 
Plan Amendment where subsurface intakes are infeasible. As explained in the Draft EIR Sections 
1.2, Executive Summary, and 3.3, Project Description, West Basin’s goal is to ensure future water 
supply reliability for service area customers by adding a locally produced, drought-proof potable 
water source to the West Basin supply portfolio, consistent with goals for desalinated ocean water 
supplies identified in West Basin’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Desalination 
as a component of West Basin’s future water supply portfolio would offset up to 22,500 AFY2 of 
imported water in order to “diversify West Basin's water source portfolio” and would allow West 
Basin to “increase reliability . . . while reducing reliance on imported water.” The EIR is an 
informational document that is intended to provide public agencies and the public with detailed 
information about the effect that a project is likely to have on the environment. Comments on the 
appropriateness of the project size are not within the scope of CEQA. Nevertheless, these 
comments are included within the Administrative Record and will contribute to the information 
that will be considered by the decision-makers in the context of the entire record. See also 
response to comment LAW2-38, SCLA-3 and EOGB-23 and Master Response: Water Supply 
Alternatives. 

Response HBCH-34 
The Draft EIR does not extrapolate Local Project impacts to the Regional Project, nor is the 
Regional Project analysis tiered off the Local Project analysis as asserted by the commenter. As 
explained in the Draft EIR Section 5.0, Approach to Analysis, impacts associated with the Local 
Project are assessed at a project-level, whereas impacts associated with the Regional Project are 
assessed at a project-level for those components that are known (such as the physical size of the 
facility) and a programmatic-level for those aspects of the proposed Project that are not well-
defined (such as regional partners). Every topical section in Section 5 (Environmental Analysis) 
distinguishes between the Local Project and the Regional Project when discussing and analyzing 
the potential impacts of each proposed Project component (i.e., Ocean Water Desalination 
Facility, Screened Ocean Intake and Concentrate Discharge, Desalinated Water Conveyance 
Components). The impacts resulting from the Regional Project are sometimes assessed in terms 

                                                      
2 Including 1,000 AFY of brackish groundwater desalination that could come from West Basin’s existing C. Marvin 

Brewer Desalter facility. 
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of the incremental increase against baseline potentially resulting from the additional build out and 
operation of the Regional Project, in addition to the impacts from the Local Project. 

However, in the example cited by the comment (“As with the Local Project …), the Draft EIR 
draws the conclusion it does about the Regional Project because that is what the evidence 
presents, not because of extrapolation or an incremental increase. In the paragraph prior to the 
text cited in the comment, the Draft EIR explains that Table 5.9-8 summarizes the minimum 
initial dilution ratios modeled for the proposed operational discharges for the Regional Project, 
and explains these dilution ratios are almost identical to those calculated for the Local Project 
although the volume of discharge would be greater. As such, the assessed concentrations of water 
quality constituents at the edge of the ZID (the point of compliance) for the Regional Project 
would be similar to those reported for the Local Project. Therefore, the Draft EIR correctly 
concludes that based on modeling of the Regional Project against ambient ocean conditions, as 
with the Local Project, the brine discharge from the Regional Project would not contribute 
contaminants or increase their concentration significantly over ambient levels beyond the mixing 
area. 

Response HBCH-35 
In response to comments, some changes have been made to the EIR to clarify various issues. 
Also, in response to comments, additional studies were undertaken that merely amplify or clarify 
the data in the EIR and confirm its impact analyses; those studies also support future regulatory 
decisions to be made by other agencies. However, neither the methodologies employed nor the 
conclusions reached have changed in any way that implicates a significant environmental impact 
not identified in the Draft EIR, a substantially more severe significant environmental effect than 
indicated, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5). The questions raised by the commenter, and any revisions that have been made to the 
Draft EIR in response, are not significant in a way that would require recirculation of, or 
supplement to, the Draft EIR because they provide additional clarifications, and do not change 
any of the impact determinations, previously discussed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is 
comprehensive and robust, compiled by scientists and experts in their respective environmental 
fields. West Basin as the lead agency under CEQA believes it complies with the requirements of 
CEQA and is supported with substantial evidence. For these reasons, recirculation of the Draft 
EIR is not required. The commenter’s suggestion to consider reconfiguring the project is noted 
for the record. The commenter is also referred to Master Response: Supplemental Studies.  
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Response to Letter MLBU: City of Malibu 
Response MLBU-1 
West Basin’s core mission is to ensure a reliable water supply in an economically responsible 
manner. Although the proposed Project may increase wholesale water rates supplied to local 
retailers, the ultimate goal of the proposed Project is to stabilize water prices to minimize risks of 
substantially higher water costs that could occur with a less reliable water supply, which is 
subject to drought and risk of upset within California’s vast water importation systems. As a 
component of responsible water management planning, any increase in rates caused by the 
proposed Project would serve to protect against future cost spikes associated with potential 
imported water system inefficiencies or failure. See also Master Response: Cost and Rates. 

Response MLBU-2 
While West Basin appreciates the comment, it does not specify any deficiencies in the analysis 
included in the Draft EIR. As a result, this comment has been noted for the record and no further 
response is necessary. See Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues. See also Master Response: Cost 
and Rates and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-3 
This comment expresses an opinion about the need and appropriateness of the project, and 
provides a brief summary of the issues the commenter has on the Draft EIR. For responses to 
these specific comments, see response to comments MLBU-4 through MLBU-33.  

Response MLBU-4 
The EIR used the appropriate baseline to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Project 
on marine biological resources. See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response MLBU-5 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area for an explanation of the validity 
and adequacy of the marine study area, as it relates to the larger Santa Monica Bay. Additionally, 
as identified in Section 5.11, Marine Biological Resources, in the discussion of potential 
entrainment (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 through 5.11-54) and discharge shear stress (Draft EIR 
pages 5.11-58 through 5.11-60), the CWA 316(b) entrainment studies upon which the proposed 
Project-related entrainment and shear stress effects were estimated, and APF calculations are 
based, utilize an area of recruitment within SMB that is much larger than the proposed Project 
marine study area. Any larval fish or invertebrate taxa that might spawn outside the established 
marine study area would be reflected in the multi-year data used to analyze these impacts. 
Similarly, any adults that settle out within SMB, or the greater Southern California Bight, would 
be reflected in the site data used to identify fish and invertebrate species present within the marine 
study area. See also Draft EIR Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Subsection 5.9.4, for a 
discussion of the brine dilution modeling conducted for the proposed Project (specifically, Impact 
HYDRO-5.9-2 on Draft EIR page 5.9-49) and Final EIR Appendix 14. 
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Response MLBU-6 
The Draft EIR provides substantial evidence that project direct and indirect effects on marine 
habitats and biological resources would be confined to a relatively small area, and would not have 
the potential to generate impacts to habitats or marine species at greater distances than the Marine 
Study Area. See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area and response to 
comment MLBU-5. Regarding the need to assess potential impacts to water quality and marine 
biological resources outside of the defined Marine Study Area, see Master Response: Marine 
Biological Resources Study Area.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4, consistent with the requirements of the California 
Ocean Plan for the discharge of desalination brine, the dilution analyses completed in support of 
the impact assessment assume zero ocean current velocity, representing the worst-case condition 
in terms of brine dilution with receiving waters. Overall, the effect of ocean currents is to increase 
dilution compared to the zero current results. Resulting salinities would be substantially lower 
than those reported in the Draft EIR since greater dilution is achieved through additional dynamic 
mixing from waves or ocean currents. Neglecting the effect of currents (assuming zero current), 
consistent with the required methodology prescribed in the Ocean Plan, represents the most 
conservative (i.e., the “worst-case”) scenario, and therefore, the Ocean Plan regulations related to 
water quality would continue to be met for all anticipated ocean currents occurring in Santa 
Monica Bay.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR, Santa Monica Bay dissolved oxygen concentrations are generally 
around 8 mg/l (page 5.9-33). Impacts relating to reduced dissolved oxygen concentrations from 
the discharge of brine are assessed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4 under Impact 5.9-2 (pages 
5.9-53 and 5.9-54). Based on the receiving water dissolved oxygen content at the proposed 
diffuser location and the dynamics of brine discharges via a multiport diffuser (Final EIR 
Appendix 14A), the amount of dissolved oxygen supplied to a discharged dense brine plume by 
entrained ambient seawater would ensure that dissolved oxygen levels would not be substantially 
reduced in receiving waters as compared to baseline conditions. Furthermore, the treatment 
process would involve concentrating source ocean water and hence would not alter the mass 
loading of organics or oxygen demands. As a result, hypoxia would not occur and impacts 
relating to decreased dissolved oxygen in Santa Monica Bay would be less than significant. 

Response MLBU-7 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response MLBU-8 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area for an explanation of the validity 
and adequacy of the marine study area. Additionally, as identified in Section 5.11, Marine 
Biological Resources, in the discussion of potential entrainment (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 
through 5.11-54) and discharge shear stress (Draft EIR pages 5.11-58 through 5.11-60), the CWA 
316(b) entrainment studies upon which the proposed Project-related entrainment effects were 
calculated utilize a much larger area of recruitment within SMB than the marine study area. If the 
Point Dume State Marine Conservation Area contributes any larval fish to the marine study area, 



14. Local Agency Comments and Responses 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-263 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report   October 2019 

this would be reflected in the multi-year data used to analyze the entrainment impacts. Similarly, 
if any adults from either of the Marine Protected Areas located on either end of SMB immigrated 
into the marine study area, their presence would be reflected in the site data used to identify fish 
and invertebrate species present within the marine study area. See Master Response: 
Supplemental Studies; specifically, Comparison of 316(b) Data in SMB (Final EIR Appendix 12). 

See response to comment MLBU-5.  

Response MLBU-9 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response MLBU-10 
The Draft EIR Section 4.1 presents the approach to the cumulative analysis. As explained in the 
Draft EIR on page 4-2 to 4-3, both the list approach and the summary of projections approach are 
used to determine the proposed Project’s cumulative impacts, depending upon which approach is 
appropriate/relevant for any one environmental issue area. Additionally, the geographic area 
considered for the cumulative analysis varies according to environmental issue area and was 
determined based upon the proposed Project’s scope and anticipated area in which the proposed 
Project could contribute to an incremental increase in cumulatively considerable impacts. Draft 
EIR Table 4-2 lists 12 off-shore projects that have been proposed within the Southern California 
Bight that were considered in the cumulative analysis of Marine Biological Resources in Draft 
EIR Subsection 5.11.5. In addition, potential impacts of the proposed Project are evaluated 
against baseline conditions, which by definition includes the effects of existing projects that are 
producing related impacts and those impacts are then evaluated for their contribution to a 
cumulative impact. The marine resources study area is discussed in Master Response: Marine 
Biological Resources Study Area, and cumulative impacts on marine resources are presented in 
Draft EIR Subsection 5.11.5. The less than significant proposed Project impacts to marine 
biological resources would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. For example, 
underwater noise impacts are relatively localized to the area where impacts occur. Therefore, the 
potential for reasonably foreseeable noise impacts including cumulative noise impacts are 
described to the extent that they are reasonably foreseeable given the nature and duration of the 
anticipated noise sources from both construction and operation and given the nature of existing 
and cumulative sources of noise. See also response to comment HBCH-11 and MBCH3-9.  

Response MLBU-11 
As the CEQA lead agency, West Basin will use this EIR to review the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed Project and to determine whether to approve the proposed Project and 
pursue permitting, which will include a request to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (LARWQCB) for California Water Code (CWC) Section 13142.5(b) 
determination (the “Water Code determination”). The LARWQCB must find that the applicant 
has complied with the Ocean Plan Amendments in order to make the Water Code determination. 
More specifically, pursuant to Ocean Plan Chapter III.M.2.a.(2), LARWQCB (not the applicant) 
must independently analyze a range of feasible alternatives for the best available site, best 
available design, best available technology, and best available mitigation measures and then must 
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consider all four factors collectively to determine the best combination of feasible alternatives to 
minimize intake and mortality of all forms of marine life.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(a) provides that a threshold of significance is an identifiable 
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect. The Draft EIR 
assessment of impacts on water quality from the discharge of proposed Project brine (see Draft 
EIR Subsection 5.9.4, Impact HYDRO 5.9-2) specifically incorporates the numeric thresholds 
defined in the Ocean Plan (2 ppt at 100 meters) for determining impacts from operation of the 
Local and Regional Project. As explained on Draft EIR page 5.9-60, “[T]he impact analysis 
presented below first assesses salinity increases from Local Project operational discharges and 
whether such increases comply with California Ocean Plan numeric salinity standards.” 

As to the request to add “minimize intakes and mortality to all forms of life” to the threshold of 
significance, this would not be appropriate because first of all, this determination under the OPA 
is to be made by the LARWQCB. Furthermore, there is no single criterion to meet this threshold, 
rather this standard would be applied by the LARWQCB to all components of the proposed 
Project (siting, design, technology, and mitigation) pursuant to the OPA. However, West Basin 
has presented as much information as possible to demonstrate consistency with the OPA 
requirements. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, and to support future consideration of the proposed 
Project by permitting agencies, West Basin prepared four supplemental Studies (see Master 
Response: Supplemental Studies). In response to comment LARWQCB-30, West Basin 
completed an analysis of a linear diffuser (Final EIR Appendix 14A), the objective of which is to 
minimize the extent of the Brine Mixing Zone and minimize the jet exit velocity in order to 
minimize mortality of organisms that may be entrained into the jets due to turbulence and shear. 
West Basin also completed an analysis that compares the existing 316(b) data from the El 
Segundo Generating Station (ESGS), the Scattergood Generating Station (SGS), and the Redondo 
Beach Generating Station (RBGS), and evaluates the differences in planktonic species’ variation 
and densities, and the potential levels of entrainment that could result from a desalination plant at 
each location. Results of the analysis (Final EIR Appendix 12) indicate that the preferable 
location for a project’s ocean water intake in coastal California must be as distant as possible 
from rocky reef/hard substrate habitat, coastal lagoons and estuaries, and marine protected areas 
(MPAs) in order to minimize the entrainment of larval fish, including special status and managed 
fish and invertebrate taxa. Based on available data, the evidence indicates the ESGS is the “best 
available” site in SMB to minimize the intake and mortality of marine life. 

The conclusions in the EIR are adequately supported by the technical detail provided for the 
purposes of determining impacts under CEQA. See Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan 
Compliance. 

Response MLBU-12 
The commenter is correct in asserting that the Ocean Plan Amendments of 2015 (SWRCB 2015), 
represent “… a starting point” from which, “…more work is needed to understand the long-term 
impacts of desalinization discharges.” As illustrated in the analysis of proposed Project-related 
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possible ocean water entrainment and discharge sheer stress mortality, scientific studies 
conducted since the promulgation of OPA 2015 suggest that both the extent of entrainment that 
occurs when using wedgewire screened intakes and the magnitude of sheer stress induced 
mortality of planktonic organisms is less than projected by OPA 2015 (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 
through 5.11-60) as illustrated in Draft EIR Tables 5.11-9 and 5.11-12. The APF calculations can 
vary a minimum of 11-12 percent for entrainment effects and 17-25 percent or more for shear 
stress effects based on basic operational assumptions and scientific studies showing that only 
organisms <1 mm in size are affected and that not all planktonic taxa are affected by sheer stress 
turbulence. Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 commits to a level of compensation or offsite habitat 
restoration based on actual on-site scientific studies that analyze the potential impacts on marine 
productivity from the proposed Project.  

The Intake Effects Assessment Report (Tenera 2014, see Draft EIR Appendix 4A) documented the 
performance of a wedgewire screened ocean intake associated with a demonstration desalination 
project, and as such is applicable to either the Regional or Local Projects. This study evaluated 
impingement of planktonic and larval organisms under intake water flow rates of <0.5 fps using a 
1.0 mm wedgewire screen. These conditions are the same as those proposed for the proposed 
Project and therefore, would be applicable to the assessment regardless of actual flow volume. 
Flow volume only becomes critical in estimating potential total entrainment of planktonic 
organisms <1.0 mm in size. The analysis of entrainment of these sized organisms is provided for 
both the Local and Regional Projects in the Draft EIR on pages 5.11-49 through 5.11-54 and as 
summarized in Draft EIR Tables 5.11-9 and 5.11-12.  

The Draft EIR determination is that entrainment and discharge related shear stress impacts are 
potentially significant and therefore required mitigation, and that the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-M2, which includes a commitment of offsite ecological habitat 
enhancement or financial support of a fee-based mitigation program, would reduce the potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. As discussed above, the purpose of the post-operation 
entrainment studies is to more precisely identify and define the potential magnitude of the 
proposed Project’s entrainment and sheer stress impacts and to provide the additional science 
specifically identified by the commenter that is missing and which can only be obtained once a 
desalinization project in SMB is operational.  

Response MLBU-13 
The comment correctly cites the conclusion in the Draft EIR concerning intake entrainment from 
the proposed Project: “At present, the extent of protection that wedgewire screens could provide 
to prevent entrainment of larval fish and invertebrates in the Project marine study area is 
unknown.” However, the comment incorrectly claims what that quoted statement refers to. The 
potential impacts of planktonic entrainment on marine ecosystems are well established as 
documented by the SWRCB in the supporting work used to prepare the OPA (SWRCB 2015). As 
the commenter indicated, the SWRCB established how all desalination projects that utilize ocean 
water intakes will assess entrainment effects and how they will offset those impacts to a less than 
significant level (SWRCB 2015). The commenter should note that Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 
includes new, site-specific studies of a coastal desalination operation in SMB that is intended to 
improve the understanding of the magnitude of entrainment by these types of facilities, and the 
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effectiveness of implemented operational controls, and therein reduce some of the uncertainty 
associated with the adverse impacts of desalination. Regardless of the findings of these studies, 
both entrainment and shear stress effects on planktonic taxa and the potential resultant impact on 
marine ecosystems, will be determined by the LARWQCB during the Water Code Determination 
process, and impacts will be fully mitigated by West Basin through offsite ecological habitat 
restoration, consistent with OPA 2015 and as directed by the LARWQCB. See also response to 
comment HBCH-14. 

Response MLBU-14 
The Draft EIR addresses the infeasibility of comingling brine with wastewater. See response to 
comment MBCH3-75. Furthermore, the proposed diffuser design has been adequately analyzed. 
A supplemental model analysis of dilution was conducted for linear diffuser configurations (see 
Master Response: Supplemental Studies and Final EIR Appendix 14A). The objective of the 
analysis was to advance the proposed diffuser configuration and to confirm that the proposed 
diffuser design would comply with the required Ocean Plan criteria for desalination discharges. 
These criteria are: The salinity increment must be less than 2 ppt within the maximum allowable 
BMZ of 100 m (328 ft), and the jets must be fully submerged and not impact the water surface. In 
addition, the analysis identified a liner diffuser configuration that would minimize the extent of 
the BMZ and minimize the jet exit velocity in order to minimize mortality of organisms that may 
be entrained into the jets due to turbulence and shear.   

Through the assessment, two linear diffuser designs were identified that had a common port 
spacing and number of ports, and therefore diffuser length, that will meet the required 
environmental compliance criteria for all potential proposed operational discharge scenarios (see 
Final EIR Section 11, Refinements to the Project Description for details relating to incorporation 
of the linear diffuser design into the proposed Project). One port diameter is needed for the Local 
Project operational discharge scenarios and a different diameter for the Regional Project 
operational discharge scenarios. Therefore, the supplemental dilution analyses identified potential 
linear diffuser configurations that require only the port diameters be changed when transitioning 
from the Local Project to Regional Project. See response to comment LARWQCB-30 for 
additional details. 

Response MLBU-15 
The Draft EIR does not evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Project on eelgrass 
because, contrary to the comment’s assertion, there are no submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) 
beds, including SAV such as the surfgrass Phyllospadix and the eelgrass Zostera, in the vicinity 
of the proposed intake or discharge infrastructure. The reference cited in the comment (Brock et 
al. 2011) does not identify any eelgrass or surfgrass beds in the vicinity of the proposed Project’s 
intake or discharge infrastructure.  

Response MLBU-16 
The temperature requirements for existing and new discharges in California coastal waters 
defined in the SWRCB Thermal Plan are presented in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.1 on page 
5.9-20. As discussed in the Draft EIR (Subsection 5.9.4, et seq.), the assessment of impacts to 
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water quality comprehensively applied and considered the applicable regulations. Dilution model 
analysis of brine discharges presented in the Final EIR Appendix 14A provides the assumed 
temperature of the receiving waters of Santa Monica Bay in the vicinity of the proposed discharge 
point as well as the assumed temperature of the brine discharge. Impact 5.9-2 (Subsection 5.9.4) 
presents a detailed analysis of potential water quality impacts from operational discharges of 
brine, including consideration of thermal impacts in the context of the regulatory requirements 
defined in the SWRCB Thermal Plan.  

As discussed under Impact 5.9-2 on page 5.9-56 (see Footnote 21), temperature is a commonly 
studied parameter due to the practice of commingling brine streams from desalination plants with 
power plant discharges of cooling water that have high temperatures. Given that the proposed 
Local and Regional Project would not operate in combination with a power plant or other facility 
that uses ocean waters for cooling purposes, there would be no heating mechanism or any process 
that would substantially increase the temperature of the source water as it passes through the 
treatment units. Therefore, the desalination process would not substantially increase the 
temperature of the discharged effluent, and thermal impacts on receiving waters would not occur. 
See also response to comment HBCH-17. 

Response MLBU-17 
Regarding the proposed diffuser configuration see response MLBU-14 and Master Response: 
Supplemental Studies for additional information. Concerning potential marine life shear mortality 
caused by the jet force of the diffusers, as suggested by the commenter, the Draft EIR thoroughly 
assesses the potential effects of diffuser jets operated at set flow rates on planktonic organisms, 
using several recent scientific studies (e.g. Foster et al. 2013; Roberts 2018; Jessopp 2007; Zhang 
2017) that have evaluated shear stress on planktonic organisms (Draft EIR pages 5.11-58 through 
5.11-60). These studies were published after the reference cited by the commenter. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 includes not only offsite ecological habitat enhancement to offset 
proposed Project related shear stress effects to marine ecosystems, but also proposes conducting 
additional site-specific studies to determine more accurately the magnitude of those effects, 
which can only be conducted once the desalinization facility is operational. Regarding impacts 
related to shear mortality and the supplemental studies analyzing linear diffuser designs, see 
response to comment LARWQCB-30 and HBCH-18.  

Regarding the need for monitoring of brine discharges and potential unknown consequences to 
marine biological resources, as described in detail in the Draft EIR Subsections 5.9.1 and 5.9.4 
and summarized in the Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan Compliance, West Basin will 
prepare and submit information required by the Ocean Plan when submitting the NPDES 
discharge permit application to the LARWQCB including a Report of Waste Discharge, which 
will provide a detailed analysis of compliance with the Ocean Plan water quality standards, and a 
request for a water code determination will require that West Basin prepare and provide the 
LARWQCB with a Marine Life Mortality Report as described in Ocean Plan chapter 
III.M.2.e.(1)(a), and a Mitigation Plan.  

Further, and to address potential unknown consequences of different water quality constituents 
interacting in the marine environment, as part of the NPDES permit application, Whole Effluent 
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Toxicity (WET) testing would be required for the facility point of discharge, representing an 
integrated approach for assessing the potential for acute and/or chronic toxicity of proposed 
discharges. WET testing represents a standardized measure of the aggregate toxic effect of an 
effluent measured directly by a toxicity test and is used to evaluate biological impacts of 
discharges for NPDES permitting. 

The primary objective of WET testing is to ensure that effluent released from industrial and 
municipal facilities into the nation’s waters does not cause unacceptable levels of toxicity to 
aquatic life. As described in Subsection 5.9.1, the point of compliance for water quality standards 
relating to operational discharges is the edge of the Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID). Such an 
approach for water quality standards acknowledges the concept of a regulatory mixing zone 
where water quality constituent concentrations contained in discharges undergo rapid and 
substantial reduction via dilution. Within the mixing zone, water quality criteria may be exceeded 
as long as toxic conditions are prevented. To determine whether an effluent has the potential to be 
toxic, WET tests are performed on various aquatic test species.  

Additionally, as described in detail in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4 (page 5.9-55), West Basin 
would be required to comply with the Monitoring and Reporting Program requirements of the 
NPDES Permit and would also be subject to the monitoring and reporting requirements of the 
California Ocean Plan (described in Subsection 5.9.1). Monitoring requirements under the 
California Ocean Plan ensure that monitoring be conducted for salinity levels, benthic community 
health, aquatic life toxicity, and hypoxia and that the monitoring program be consistent with the 
requirements detailed in Appendix III of the Ocean Plan which specifies monitoring plan 
framework, scope, and methodological design for determining compliance. The performance 
standard(s) associated with the monitoring requirements of the California Ocean Plan are defined 
in Chapter III of the Ocean Plan (Part 4 (a)) and in Appendix III (Part 8) with definitions of terms 
provided in Appendix II.  

Response MLBU-18 
Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR analysis is inconsistent with the thresholds 
within Appendix F, and that the Draft EIR downplays the extent to which seawater desalination is 
the most energy-intensive source of water, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Energy Use. 

Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR should have analyzed the Project’s energy 
and GHG impacts in comparison to a range of other water supply alternatives that are less energy 
intensive, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use, and Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-19 
West Basin recognizes the energy requirements of different local water supply alternatives, and 
recognizes that ocean water desalination is more energy-intensive than other local water supplies. 
However, the demand for water in the West Basin service area cannot be fully met with any one 
of the local water supply alternatives. The EIR evaluates the proposed Project’s energy 
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consumption in Section 5.5 and concludes that although the energy requirements to operate the 
ocean water desalination would be greater than other water supplies such as recycled water and 
imported water, the benefit of a drought-proof water supply balances benefits and risks of the 
water supply portfolio. See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

Regarding the commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR does not reference the analysis conducted 
by the Pacific Institute that compares energy and GHG emissions of seawater desalination to 
other water supply options, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 
The Pacific Institute’s study concludes that ocean desalination process is energy intensive 
compared with other water supplies. The EIR acknowledges this in Section 5.5 Energy. West 
Basin recognizes the energy requirements of different local water supply alternatives, and 
recognizes that ocean water desalination is more energy-intensive than other local water supplies. 
However, the project objectives are to diversify water sources in a manner that is economically 
viable and environmentally responsible. The EIR describes that a diverse water supply portfolio 
may include sources with varying power requirements and does not preclude any source solely on 
its energy requirements. The most reliable water source may also have the highest energy 
demand. This may limit the percentage produced from a particular source, but does not eliminate 
its value within a diverse and resilient supply portfolio.  

The Project objectives of West Basin’s proposed Ocean Water Desalination Project are to:  

• Diversify West Basin’s water source portfolio to increase reliability in the near and 
intermediate term (5–15 years) and the long term (15–30 years) while reducing reliance on 
imported water. 

• Improve water security through West Basin’s increased local control of water supplies and 
infrastructure.  

• Improve West Basin’s local control of future water costs and long-term price stability. 

• Improve climate resiliency by developing a water source that is less susceptible to hydrologic 
variability. 

• Develop a potable water supply that is economically viable and environmentally responsible. 

Response MLBU-20 
Regarding the commenter’s statement that the Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
energy impacts, see responses to comments MBCH3-43 and -44 and Master Response: 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 

Response MLBU-21 
The Draft EIR Section 5.5.4 explains that the electricity demands of the desalination facility and 
pump stations would be supplied by SCE, which is subject to California’s RPS Program. As a 
result, the electricity available to the proposed Project will, over time, include greater 
contributions from renewable energy supplies. The Draft EIR concludes that the small percentage 
of load increase compared with the regional demand would not jeopardize SCE’s ability to meet 
RPS goals. The small increase in load is well within the CPUC’s authorization for SCE’s 
increased power generation as described on page 5.5-24. As described on page 5.5-18, the Project 
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would not result in a wasteful use of energy that would jeopardize the State’s GHG reduction 
goals. Rather, the incremental increase in energy per acre foot of water produced would modestly 
increase energy demands compared with current regional and local use. Regarding energy 
conductoring infrastructure in the coastal areas, the Draft EIR acknowledges on page 5.5-21 that 
the final determination for whether additional poles are needed and where they would be located 
would be determined by SCE in the future. If SCE is required to build additional infrastructure 
such as power poles, SCE may need to conduct a subsequent assessment.   

Response MLBU-22 
As lead agency, West Basin has concluded that the amount of GHG emissions associate with the 
proposed Project would be partially offset by reductions in the need for imported water within its 
service area. See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. Regarding the 
commenter’s concern that the Draft EIR should have analyzed the Project’s energy and GHG 
impacts in comparison to a range of other water supply alternatives that are less energy intensive, 
see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use, and Master Response: Water 
Supply Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-23 
The Draft EIR does not argue that significant impacts of the proposed Project (e.g., on GHG 
emissions) can be justified compared to impacts of imported water. As explained in the Draft EIR 
Sections 1.2, Executive Summary and 3.3, Project Objectives, desalination as a component of 
West Basin’s future water supply portfolio would partially offset the need for imported water. See 
Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR’s position of achieving net neutral GHG emissions fails 
because “experts agree” ocean desalination will not reduce stresses on freshwater systems; the 
Draft EIR makes no such claim regarding freshwater resources.  

The citation used in the comment comes from a May 2016 report which summarizes “An 
Uncommon Dialogue” on the coastal and marine impacts of ocean desalination that was 
facilitated and organized by Stanford University’s Water in the West, was taken out of context, 
and is not relevant to the GHG discussion in the Draft EIR. The Uncommon Dialogue had two 
primary objectives: 1) to promote information exchange and open discussion regarding the best 
available science, technology and policy related to marine and coastal impacts of desalination 
projects in California and beyond; and 2) to identify key issues and knowledge gaps for future 
research and policy development with respect to marine and coastal impacts of ocean desalination 
in California. Two of the West Basin Draft EIR preparers were invited “experts.” 

To put the citation in context, the May 2016 report summarizes the four facilitated sessions; the 
first session, which is quoted in the comment, was titled, “Scope of Desalination and Current 
Regulatory Framework in California” and notes that “[t]he current drought, restrictions on 
historical sources of freshwater and uncertainty stemming from a changing climate are among the 
factors driving a search for new sources of water for human use — including ocean desalination 
for coastal populations.” The first finding of this session begins with, “[t]he role of ocean 
desalination will be minor in the context of California’s overall water budget, although it may be 
very important in some local areas.” And the entire finding quoted in the comment reads: “Ocean 
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desalination will not, in the foreseeable future, significantly reduce stress on freshwater resources 
— particularly freshwater ecosystems. Even the highest total projected production of potable 
water from ocean desalination in California is so low that it will not meaningfully reduce stress 
on freshwater systems, such as, for example, exports from the Bay Delta system (Water Plan, 
2013). In addition, it is not clear the extent to which planned desalination facilities will provide 
the regions with supplemental supply and therefore, work to reduce or replace existing 
demands on groundwater and surface water sources.” [Emphasis added.]  

See also Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

Response MLBU-24 
The Draft EIR does not require the offset of GHG emissions associated with MWD’s imported 
water. Nor does the Draft EIR’s analysis rely on changes in MWD’s actions. Instead, the analysis 
considers the reduction of GHG emissions that would result from West Basin’s reduction in use 
of imported water and compares that to the GHG emissions that would be created by construction 
and operation of the proposed Project. In other words, West Basin is accounting for the GHG 
emissions associated with its own water demand, while other recipients of imported water would 
be responsible for GHG emissions associated with their portfolio. As West Basin modifies its 
water supply portfolio, its GHG emissions inventory changes associated with each water source. 
West Basin is not responsible for GHG emissions associated with water imported for other users. 
See Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use.  

Response MLBU-25 
Regarding to the commenter’s statement that the Draft EIR ignores the superior alternative of 
using renewable energy to offset the GHG emissions of a less energy intensive water source, see 
Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Energy Use. 

Response MLBU-26 
Flooding and coastal hazards and the effects associated with coastal flooding and tsunami 
impacts, including sea level rise, are discussed in the Draft EIR Section 5.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, Impact 5.9-6 on pages 5.9-72 through 5.9-78.  

As explained on page 5.9-72, sea level rise is an existing environmental condition, and unless the 
proposed Project will exacerbate this condition, it is not considered a potentially significant 
impact under CEQA. In the interest of providing as much information as possible, West Basin 
conducted a site-specific Coastal Hazards Analysis for the proposed desalination facility at the 
ESGS North and South Sites, a copy of which is provided as Draft EIR Appendix 5. In response 
to this and other comments, however, West Basin also prepared a supplemental Coastal Hazards 
study (see Master Response: Supplemental Studies) that considered a high-risk sea level rise 
projection and the “extreme risk aversion” scenario known as the “H++” scenario. The results of 
the study confirmed that development on the site is feasible.  

Finally, the comment suggests that the proposed Project be relocated outside of the coastal zone. 
The Draft EIR on page 7-42 evaluates using the AES site in Redondo Beach. This site was 
rejected for numerous reasons presented in the discussion including greater marine impacts and 
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institutional constraints. As explained further in Master Response: Supplemental Studies, detailed 
technical investigations into subsurface intake options concluded that the proposed Project could 
not obtain source water through alternative intake mechanisms (e.g., wells located near, but not 
directly on the shoreline), and that in order for the proposed Project to function, open ocean 
intakes would be required. Thus, even if the proposed Project as a whole is a not determined to be 
a coastal-dependent development or use, because the intake facilities “…require a site on, or 
adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all,” those components are necessarily coastal-
dependent per the Coastal Act Section 30101 definition. Accordingly, because the proposed 
Project would be “dependent upon a coastal-dependent development or use,” it would necessarily 
be a coastal-related development (Section 30101.3).   

Response MLBU-27 
The Draft EIR Subsection 7.1.3 explains the proposed Project would result in very few significant 
and unavoidable impacts and identifies those impacts as air quality and noise during construction. 
The Draft EIR found that impacts on other topical areas such as energy, GHG emissions, water 
quality, and the marine environment, among others, would be less than significant, or less than 
significant with mitigation (see Draft EIR Sections 5.5, 5.7, 5.9, and 5.11, respectively). See 
response to comment HBCH-29 and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-28 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 explains that the lead agency, in this case the District, is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly 
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives (see Draft EIR Subsection 7.1.4). There is 
no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the 
rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and 
Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 
Cal.3d 376). Although a lead agency may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow 
definition, a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative analysis around a reasonable definition 
of underlying purpose and need, and not study alternatives that cannot achieve the basic goals of 
the project. The Draft EIR appropriately analyzed the water supply alternatives as initial 
screening alternatives and dismissed each of the alternatives due to inability to meet project goals 
and/or infeasibility. However, the CEQA alternatives (including the No Project Alternative, AES 
Redondo Beach Generating Station Alternative, Reduced Capacity Alternative, and Reduced 
Elevation Alternative) were all analyzed in greater depth and meet the range of reasonable 
alternatives required by CEQA.  

The water supply alternatives that were discussed in the Draft EIR (including increased 
conservation, stormwater capture, and IPR and DPR) contribute to the goal of ensuring future 
water supply reliability, consistent with goals identified in West Basin’s 2015 Urban Water 
Management Plan. West Basin’s vision statement from the 2017 to 2022 Strategic Business Plan 
state’s the District goal is “sustainable and drought-proof water services enhancing the quality of 
life and economy of our communities.” As noted throughout the Draft EIR, West Basin continues 
to develop water supply alternatives in addition to ocean water desalination, representing a 
responsible, diverse, and balanced water supply portfolio. This includes maintaining and 
increasing conservation as an integral component of its water supply portfolio. It also includes 
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continuing to provide non-potable recycled water. Therefore, the water supply portfolio inclusive 
of ocean water desalination (and as analyzed in this EIR) is in fact a hybrid solution. See response 
to comment HBCH-32, LAW2-38 and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Regarding the commenter’s Footnote 74: as noted by the Water in the West Summary Findings 
(Leon Szeptycki et al. 2016, page 7), “Future work is needed to further define the elements of 
sustainable desalination projects and develop policies to incentivize adoption of those elements. 
Elements of sustainable desalination identified at the conference included projects that are 
smaller; that provide supply to meet a specific, clear local demand; that are located away from 
sensitive and valuable marine areas; and that are powered by renewable energy sources.” The 
proposed Project would generally satisfy these elements. 

Response MLBU-29 
As noted in the Draft EIR Subsection 7.1.4, while it is not necessary to perform any further 
analysis of the screened alternatives, given the interest expressed by the public in the alternatives 
to the proposed Project, West Basin has included a discussion of Project objectives and a brief 
discussion of potential impacts for each of the screening alternatives.  

But contrary to the comment, the EIR does not evaluate alternatives against costs. The project 
objectives “control of water” and “control of pricing” focus on control. As explained in the Draft 
EIR Subsection 7.2.1 for example, increased conservation would not improve West Basin’s local 
control of future water costs and long-term price stability; the Stormwater Capture Alternative 
would not improve West Basin’s local control of future water costs and long-term price stability; 
the Increased Recycling Alternative would not improve West Basin’s local control of future water 
costs and long-term price stability; as for the indirect potable reuse alternative, greater price 
certainty would be achieved for those proposed Project components owned by West Basin but 
less so for the source water facilities owned by the City of Los Angeles. See also Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-30 
Contrary to the assertion in the comment, the need for 21,500 AFY equates directly to the 
difference between total supplies and total demands during a multi-dry year event similar to the 
2012-2015 drought conditions (20,342 acre-feet in 2020), as shown in UWMP Table 5-5; see 
response to comment LAW2-37. The shortfall assumes the District continues to manage water 
supplies and reduce demand for water through the continued implementation of conservation 
savings, recycled water production, and the expansion of groundwater supplies by the retail 
agencies, to the maximum extent practicable. West Basin 2010 and 2015 UWMPs Table ES-3 
display the expected increases in these supplies between 2010-2035 and 2015-2040, respectively. 
Draft EIR Table 2-1 also displays the increases between 2015 and 2040. As noted in Section 4.5 
of the 2015 and the 2010 UWMP, West Basin is actively diversifying its water supply portfolio 
beyond traditional imported water and groundwater supplies, and both the 2015 and 2010 
UWMPs dedicate entire sections to discussing alternative supply programs such as recycled water 
(Section 9), desalinated ocean water and brackish groundwater (Section 10), and increased water 
use efficiency programs (Section 7). West Basin is pursuing these alternative supplies as part of 
its water reliability initiative. 



14. Local Agency Comments and Responses 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-274 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report   October 2019 

 

Even with the maximum practicable conservation savings, increases in recycled water production, 
and expansion of groundwater supplies by retail agencies, West Basin’s service area could 
experience a shortage of 20,342 acre-feet per year by 2020 and 21,500 acre-feet per year by 2025 
and beyond. In other words, the proposed Local Project is sized at 20 MGD (or approximately 
21,500 AFY), to directly respond to the multi-dry year event shortfall. Thus, the proposed Project 
would provide the quantity of water necessary to make up the expected shortfall in imported 
water supplies for what are expected to be more frequent and severe future droughts. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR consider alternatives that can avoid or 
substantially lessen significant impacts of a project. The alternatives in Draft EIR Section 7 
(excluding the No Project Alternative) are evaluated based on their ability to accomplish most of 
the Project objectives (see Subsection 7.1.3) while avoiding or minimizing one or more of the 
proposed Project’s potentially significant impacts identified in EIR Sections 5.1 through 5.16. 

See response to comment LAW2-38 and Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan Compliance, 
Master Response: Supplemental Studies and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-31 
Draft EIR Section 3.2 explains that the ocean water intake and concentrate discharge tunnels, 
installed in 1965 to supply cooling water to the conventional steam turbine units at ESGS (Units 3 
and 4), were decommissioned in December 2015. Therefore, the proposed Project, which 
proposes the use of the existing tunnels, did not contemplate using the once-through-cooling 
water as diluent for the brine. In response to this and other comments expressing concern about 
the siting of the proposed Project and associated intake and discharge structures at the ESGS 
facility, West Basin reviewed publicly available data for other similar intake and outfall facilities 
within the Santa Monica Bay. This analysis compares the existing 316(b) data from the ESGS, 
the Scattergood Generating Station (SGS), and the Redondo Beach Generating Station (RBGS), 
and evaluates the differences in planktonic species’ variation and densities, and the potential 
levels of entrainment that could result from a desalination plant at each location. Results of the 
analysis (see Final EIR Appendix 12) indicate that the preferable location for a project’s ocean 
water intake in coastal California must be as distant as possible from rocky reef/hard substrate 
habitat, coastal lagoons and estuaries, and marine protected areas (MPAs) in order to minimize 
the entrainment of larval fish, including special status and managed fish and invertebrate taxa. 
Based on available data, the evidence indicates the ESGS is the “best available” site in SMB to 
minimize the intake and mortality of marine life. See Master Response: Supplemental Studies. 

West Basin has chosen to utilize wedgewire screens because they are prescribed by the Ocean 
Plan Amendment where subsurface intakes are infeasible. As explained in the Draft EIR Sections 
1.2, Executive Summary, and 3.3, Project Description, West Basin’s goal is to ensure future water 
supply reliability for service area customers by adding a locally produced, drought-proof potable 
water source to the West Basin supply portfolio, consistent with goals for desalinated ocean water 
supplies identified in West Basin’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Desalination 
as a component of West Basin’s future water supply portfolio would offset up to 22,500 AFY3 of 
                                                      
3 Including 1,000 AFY of brackish groundwater desalination that could come from West Basin’s existing C. Marvin 

Brewer Desalter facility. 
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imported water in order to “diversify West Basin's water source portfolio” and would allow West 
Basin to “increase reliability . . . while reducing reliance on imported water.” The EIR is an 
informational document that is intended to provide public agencies and the public with detailed 
information about the effect that a project is likely to have on the environment. Comments on the 
appropriateness of the project size are not within the scope of CEQA. Nevertheless, these 
comments are included within the Administrative Record and will contribute to the information 
that will be considered by the decision-makers in the context of the entire record. See also 
response to comment LAW2-38, SCLA-3 and EOGB-23 and Master Response: Water Supply 
Alternatives. 

Response MLBU-32 
The Draft EIR does not extrapolate Local Project impacts to the Regional Project, nor is the 
Regional Project analysis tiered off the Local Project analysis as asserted by the commenter. As 
explained in the Draft EIR Section 5.0, Approach to Analysis, impacts associated with the Local 
Project are assessed at a project-level, whereas impacts associated with the Regional Project are 
assessed at a project-level for those components that are known (such as the physical size of the 
facility) and a programmatic-level for those aspects of the proposed Project that are not well-
defined (such as regional partners). Every topical section in Section 5 (Environmental Analysis) 
distinguishes between the Local Project and the Regional Project when discussing and analyzing 
the potential impacts of each proposed Project component (i.e., Ocean Water Desalination 
Facility, Screened Ocean Intake and Concentrate Discharge, Desalinated Water Conveyance 
Components). The impacts resulting from the Regional Project are sometimes assessed in terms 
of the incremental increase against baseline potentially resulting from the additional build out and 
operation of the Regional Project, in addition to the impacts from the Local Project. 

However, in the example cited by the comment (“As with the Local Project . . .”), the Draft EIR 
draws the conclusion it does about the Regional Project because that is what the evidence 
presents, not because of extrapolation or an incremental increase. In the paragraph prior to the 
text cited in the comment, the Draft EIR explains that Table 5.9-8 summarizes the minimum 
initial dilution ratios modeled for the proposed operational discharges for the Regional Project, 
and explains these dilution ratios are almost identical to those calculated for the Local Project 
although the volume of discharge would be greater. As such, the assessed concentrations of water 
quality constituents at the edge of the ZID (the point of compliance) for the Regional Project 
would be similar to those reported for the Local Project. Therefore, the Draft EIR correctly 
concludes that based on modeling of the Regional project against ambient ocean conditions, as 
with the Local Project, the brine discharge from the Regional Project would not contribute 
contaminants or increase their concentration significantly over ambient levels beyond the mixing 
area. 

Response MLBU-33 
In response to comments, some changes have been made to the EIR to clarify various issues. 
Also, in response to comments, additional studies were undertaken that merely amplify or clarify 
the data in the EIR and confirm its impact analyses; those studies also support future regulatory 
decisions to be made by other agencies. However, neither the methodologies employed nor the 
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conclusions reached have changed in any way that implicates a significant environmental impact 
not identified in the Draft EIR, a substantially more severe significant environmental effect than 
indicated, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5). The questions raised by the commenter, and any revisions that have been made to the 
Draft EIR in response, are not significant in a way that would require recirculation of, or 
supplement to, the Draft EIR because they provide additional clarifications, and do not change 
any of the impact determinations, previously discussed in the Draft EIR. In addition, the Draft 
EIR is comprehensive and robust, compiled by scientists and experts in their respective 
environmental fields. West Basin as the lead agency under CEQA believes it complies with the 
requirements of CEQA and is supported with substantial evidence. For these reasons, 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required. The commenter’s suggestion to consider 
reconfiguring the project is noted for the record. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response: Supplemental Studies. 
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Response to Letter MBCH: City of Manhattan Beach 
Response MBCH-1 
West Basin initially provided a Draft EIR review and comment period of 60 days, from March 
27, 2018, through May 25, 2018. In response to comments requesting an extension, West Basin 
granted a 31-day extension for review and comment on the Draft EIR, as requested by the 
commenter. The public review period ended at 5 p.m. on Monday, June 25, 2018, providing a 91-
day public review period. 

  



14. Local Agency Comments and Responses 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-278 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report   October 2019 

 

Response to Letter MBCH2: City of Manhattan Beach 
Response MBCH2-1 
West Basin initially provided a Draft EIR review and comment period of 60 days, from March 
27, 2018, through May 25, 2018. In response to comments requesting an extension, West Basin 
granted a 31-day extension for review and comment on the Draft EIR, as requested by the 
commenter. The public review period ended at 5 p.m. on Monday, June 25, 2018, providing a 91-
day public review period. 
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Response to Letter MBCH3: City of Manhattan Beach 
Response MBCH3-1 
In response to comments, some changes have been made to the EIR to clarify various issues. 
Also, in response to comments, additional studies were undertaken that merely amplify or clarify 
the data in the EIR and confirm its impact analyses; those studies also support future regulatory 
decisions to be made by other agencies. However, neither the methodologies employed nor the 
conclusions reached have changed in any way that implicates a significant environmental impact 
not identified in the Draft EIR, a substantially more severe significant environmental effect than 
indicated, or a new feasible alternative or mitigation measure (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088.5). The questions raised by the commenter, and any revisions that have been made to the 
Draft EIR in response, are not significant in a way that would require recirculation of, or 
supplement to, the Draft EIR because they provide additional clarifications and do not change any 
of the impact determinations previously discussed in the Draft EIR. In addition, the Draft EIR is 
comprehensive and robust, compiled by scientists and experts in their respective environmental 
fields. West Basin as the lead agency under CEQA believes it complies with the requirements of 
CEQA and is supported with substantial evidence. For these reasons, recirculation of the Draft 
EIR is not required.  

Response MBCH3-2 
West Basin has provided written responses to comments to commenting agencies in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.  

As explained in the Draft EIR Section 5.0, Approach to Analysis, impacts associated with the 
Local Project are assessed at a project-level, whereas impacts associated with the Regional 
Project are assessed at a project-level for those components that are known (such as the physical 
size of the facility) and a programmatic-level for those aspects of the proposed Project that are not 
well-defined (such as regional partners). The impacts resulting from the Regional Project are 
assessed in terms of the incremental increase against baseline, in addition to those impacts 
potentially resulting from the construction and operation of the described Local Project facilities. 

The baseline conditions against which the potential direct and indirect impacts of the Project(s) 
(and alternatives) are assessed are based on the quality of environmental resources within the 
proposed Project area at the time of the issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), as well as 
the existing regulatory framework relevant to construction and operation of the proposed Project. 
If substantial changes are proposed to the Project, or substantial changes in circumstance under 
which the project is being undertaken occur following certification of this Final EIR, or if new 
information which could not have been known at the time the EIR was certified becomes 
available, a subsequent or supplemental environmental review would be required (CEQA Section 
21166).  

The Local Project and Regional Project are described in an appropriate amount of detail and 
“stability” in the Draft EIR Section 3, Project Description. The Local Project components are 
described in the Draft EIR Subsection 3.4.1 and the Regional Project components are described in 
the Draft EIR Subsection 3.4.2. As stated in each section, respectively, the Local Project would 
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produce 20 MGD of product water, while the Regional Project would produce 60 MGD. The 
Local Project construction is described in the Draft EIR Section 3.5 while the Regional Project 
construction is described in the Draft EIR Section 3.6. Every topical section in Section 5 
(Environmental Analysis) distinguishes between the Local Project and the Regional Project when 
discussing and analyzing the potential impacts of each proposed Project component (i.e., Ocean 
Water Desalination Facility, Screened Ocean Intake and Concentrate Discharge, Desalinated 
Water Conveyance Components).  

The Local Project and the Regional Project are defined distinctly for several reasons. The primary 
reason is that the construction effort associated with each component would occur independently 
and at different times; the Local Project would be installed first, followed by the Regional Project 
if regional collaborators are secured. If, at a later date, the Regional Project becomes a reality, the 
analysis clearly defined and included in this EIR will be expanded upon, if necessary, to fully 
evaluate the construction and operation of the Regional Project. All of the analysis contained 
within each section of the EIR fully describes the impacts of implementing a series of facilities, 
which, comprised together, encompass the whole of the proposed Project.  

Response MBCH3-3 
The Draft EIR Subsection 5.16.4 describes potential impacts on the sewer systems. Industrial 
wastewater generated at the ocean water desalination facility would be conveyed to either the 
City of Los Angeles sewer system (El Segundo connection) or the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County sewer system (Manhattan Beach connection) depending on capacities, and West 
Basin would be required to obtain an Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit to comply with the 
facilities’ Wastewater Ordinances. 

Response MBCH3-4 
The routine use or accidental release of hazardous materials is evaluated in the Draft EIR Section 
5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

Response MBCH3-5 
The ESGS North Site is an approximate 8-acre area located in the middle of the ESGS property 
and the South Site is an approximate 13-acre area located in the southern portion of the property 
(see Draft EIR page 3-2). Since the Draft EIR Table 3-1 shows that the total footprint for the 
Local Project would be about 3 acres (138,000 or 133,600 square feet at the South or North Site, 
respectively), there would be ample acreage for a parking lot that the Draft EIR explains on page 
3-10 would be a single-level structure located adjacent to the Joint (with NRG) 
Administrative/Operations building; it would be graded as such along with the site circulation 
roads (see Draft EIR page 3-19). Resulting impacts on aesthetics and biological resources (and all 
other topical sections) are addressed in the Draft EIR for the whole of the proposed Project 
footprint. Any traffic or circulation impacts resulting from any spillover parking would be 
managed within the fenced proposed Project site and would not impact public roads. The same 
parking structure would accommodate, and would not be impacted by, the Regional Project. 
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Response MBCH3-6 
The Draft EIR text on page 3-11 has been revised to explain that the frequency of the bypass 
events for the Local Project is expected to be minimal, at several times a year for a duration of 
approximately one to 24 hours each. And the bypass events for the Regional Project (Draft EIR 
page 3-17) could occur several times per month for a duration of approximately one to 24 hours 
each. Since the discharges would “bypass the entire treatment facility”, the bypassed flows would 
therefore be comprised of seawater. 

Response MBCH3-7 
The Draft EIR Table 3-2 lists the desalination facility chemical storage capacities for the Local 
Project as well as for the Regional Project. 

Response MBCH3-8 
As described in the Draft EIR Subsection 3.4.2, a pump station would only be required for the 
Regional Project. EIR Section 2.2 explains that this EIR would provide the basis for any future 
project-level CEQA analysis for the incremental addition of the Regional Project (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15168(d)) if it were to be pursued. Draft EIR Subsection 5.14.4 explains that 
the pump station sites would remove some areas of existing parks from public use, but once 
constructed would not substantially reduce the availability of recreational facilities in the 
community. Only small portions of the existing public space would be committed to the pump 
station. Installation of the pump station within an existing recreational facility, if necessary, 
would be consistent with goals to accommodate local water supply projects and would not 
significantly impact the use of the existing facilities and impacts would be less than significant. 

In response to this comment, the Draft EIR text in Project Description Table 3-11 is revised (see 
Final EIR Section 11, Refinements to the Project Description) as follows: 

L.A. County Parks Encroachment Permit May be required for siting, construction and 
operation of the Regional Project pump station. 

Response MBCH3-9 
A complete listing of all ocean intake/discharges in the Southern California Bight is not necessary 
to characterize the cumulative context within which the proposed Project would occur. Potential 
impacts of the proposed Project are evaluated against baseline conditions, which by definition 
includes the effects of existing projects. As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, a 
cumulative impact from multiple separate projects consists of an impact which is created as a 
result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other closely related 
projects. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a) states that an EIR must discuss cumulative impacts 
of a project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in 
Section 15065(a)(3). Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that 
is not “cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant but 
must briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively 
considerable.  
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The approach to each cumulative analysis varies for each environmental issue and is described at 
the end of each topical section in Section 5. In particular, the analysis of cumulative water quality 
impacts is focused on the pollutants associated with desalination operations, which consist 
primarily of increased salinity in discharged water and minor other incidental pollutants including 
copper resulting from corrosion of the wedgewire screens. The analysis of cumulative water 
quality impacts is provided in the Draft EIR on pages 5.9-78 to 5.9-80. As indicated on page 5.9-
79, “cumulative discharges to the Santa Monica Bay include cooling water discharges from the 
operating units of the ESGS Site, the 5-mile ocean outfall from the City of Los Angeles Hyperion 
Water Reclamation Plant, the County of Los Angeles Joint Pollution Control Plant outfall off 
Palos Verdes, and numerous stormwater drainages along the coastline including major 
contribution from Ballona Creek.” The analysis goes on to indicate that, “the likelihood of 
discharge plumes from different outfalls … intersecting or merging and resulting in exceedances 
of the California Ocean Plan defined water quality objectives or receiving water salinity 
limitations and adversely affecting beneficial uses of receiving waters (Santa Monica Bay) is very 
low.” Further the analysis indicates that “brine discharge from the operation of the proposed 
Project desalination plant would be subject to water quality limitations under a NPDES Permit for 
the discharge through the diffuser (Impact 5.9-2). Similarly, the operational discharges of projects 
considered in the cumulative scenario (Table 4-2) are subject to the water quality requirements of 
the NPDES permit system, administered by the LARWQCB. Mandatory water quality testing and 
analysis, required as part of the NPDES permit process, would ensure operational discharges 
comply with Basin Plan and California Ocean Plan water quality objectives and effluent 
limitations. The cumulative impact from the discharges to the Santa Monica Bay would be 
considered less than significant.” The contribution of the proposed Project and other similar 
projects that have regulated discharges would not be cumulatively considerable with unregulated 
discharges.  

Response MBCH3-10 
The Draft EIR evaluates potential impacts to scenic resources in Section 5.1. The Draft EIR notes 
on page 5.5-21 that power would be supplied by SCE and that additional power poles may be 
needed. As stated on page 5.5-21 of the Draft EIR, “[i]t is anticipated that the SCE electrical 
power grid may require upgrades to supply the Project operations. Upgrades could include, for 
example, new conductoring on existing power poles or installation of new poles. However, SCE 
is unable to confirm the necessary upgrades to their power grid. As a result, subsequent 
evaluation of these upgrades may be required.” [Emphasis added.] Potential new poles that may 
be required to enhance the power grid are not evaluated in the Draft EIR because they are 
speculative, but if they are required in the future, any potential impacts would be reviewed at that 
time.  

Response MBCH3-11 
Impacts to scenic vistas and scenic resources in a state scenic highway are discussed on pages 
5.1-9 through 5.1-19 of the Draft EIR, and include consideration of visual simulations from four 
key view vantage points depicted in Figures 5.1-1 through 5.1-22 (presented on pages 5.1-32 
through 5.1-67 along with descriptions of effects to each key view as a result of the Local Project 
and Regional Project at each of the potential locations – South Site and North Site). The analysis 
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of construction impacts does not rely on the temporary nature of construction impacts, rather the 
analysis is based on the totality of the circumstances as well as the mitigation measures. On page 
5.1-10, the analysis indicates that “[c]onstruction activities at the ESGS South Site would be 
visible from the public coastal areas, Marvin Braude Coastal Bike Trail, 45th Street, and Vista 
Del Mar. The existing 45th Street berm would be retained and re-landscaped to minimize 
exposure to local land uses and public views. .... For the entire ESGS South Site construction 
period, construction views from 45th Street would be screened by use of temporary construction 
screening and the existing berm.” The analysis relies upon Mitigation Measures AES-1 through 
AES-4 that require screening of construction activities to the maximum extent practicable.  

Response MBCH3-12 
The mitigation measures are not deferred as they include performance standards. The dimension 
and material of screening will be determined when the equipment to be screened and the duration 
of necessary screening have been identified. As noted by the commenter, Mitigation Measure 
AES-1 requires that staging areas be screened to minimize public views to the maximum extent 
practicable. West Basin would be responsible for ensuring compliance with all mitigation 
measures. The basis for the benchmark is existing conditions. Mitigation measures would be 
implemented as needed to mitigate impacts. For example, AES-1 requires screening of staging 
areas, so prior to use of such areas, screening would be put in place.  

Response MBCH3-13 
West Basin is responsible for implementing all mitigation measures including ensuring that 
rooftop mechanical equipment is screened from view where possible. Screening of views will be 
based on the four key viewpoints evaluated in the Draft EIR that are representative of all potential 
views and vantage points. West Basin would evaluate and implement as appropriate additional 
screening as needed to ensure mechanical equipment is screened as much as possible. 
Nonetheless, the buildings will have some rooftop mechanical equipment similar to most light 
industrial buildings, and the impacts of these facilities to local views would be less than 
significant when thoughtfully designed and screened as required in the mitigation measure.   

Response MBCH3-14 
The mitigation measures commit the applicant to implementing feasible screening where 
possible. A screen is designed to shield potentially unattractive elements from view. Screens 
typically consist of fencing but can include vegetation. With respect to the proposed Project it is 
anticipated that most public views during construction will be screened by solid construction 
fencing that would block views of construction equipment from most public vantage points. 
Nonetheless, the buildings will have some rooftop mechanical equipment similar to most light 
industrial buildings, and the impacts of these facilities to local views would be less than 
significant when thoughtfully designed and screened as required in the mitigation measure. 

Response MBCH3-15 
The Draft EIR provides Key View 3 which is from 45th Street immediately adjacent to the South 
Site. As indicated on page 5.1-37, if constructed on the South Site, the proposed Project “would 
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be visible from the street level on 45th Street; refer to Figure 5.1-8. Existing views to the on-site 
surface parking lot (the former ESGS Tank Farm site) would be replaced with Local Project 
ocean water desalination facility structures, which would extend above the visible horizon.” The 
intent of CEQA is to evaluate potential impacts on the environment as a whole as compared to 
existing conditions. The view from 45th street adjacent to the South Site is from a relatively 
limited location experienced by most people very briefly in passing. The majority of the view that 
would be blocked from that limited location is of a parking lot, but a short segment of ocean view 
visible above the parking lot would also be blocked from the roadway. 45th street is not a main 
vehicle thoroughfare and does not have a sidewalk for pedestrian use for much of its length, 
therefore view impacts are considered less than significant with the mitigation measures 
(screening) identified in the Draft EIR. 

Response MBCH3-16 
The impact evaluation of operational impacts of the Regional Project is not based on historic 
uses. As noted on page 5.1-17, “[t]he industrial nature of the existing site and surrounding uses 
(north and east) provides context for the proposed Project, and in general the proposed Project is 
considered compatible with existing and historic uses on the site and expected to result in less 
than significant impacts to views with incorporation of mitigation measures.” [Emphasis added.] 

Response MBCH3-17 
The California Coastal Act does not indicate that a project cannot block any views of the coast. 
The California Coastal Act recognizes that there is a need for some coastal dependent industrial 
uses and provides policies that allow appropriate evaluation of such projects. As indicated on 
page 5.1-17, “… the expanded development proposed at the ESGS South Site is considered 
consistent with the LCP and Coastal Act since it would: (1) not block views of the scenic coastal 
areas, (2) minimize the alteration of natural land forms, (3) be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas (north and east), and (4) include landscaping to enhance visual 
quality in visually degraded areas and to buffer the community to the south.” A detailed 
discussion of proposed Project consistency with the Coastal Act and the El Segundo Local 
Coastal Plan is provided in table 5.10-3 pages 5.10-17 through 5.10-20. 

Response MBCH3-18 
The proposed Project is not located within Manhattan Beach and therefore a detailed evaluation 
of consistency with Manhattan Beach General Plan policies is not appropriate. However, West 
Basin is sensitive to the needs of neighbors to the south in Manhattan Beach and intends to 
implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts on Manhattan Beach residents. As 
the commenter notes, relevant policies that apply to adjacent development in the City of 
Manhattan Beach are presented in the Draft EIR on page 5.1-3. Goal LU-4 indicates “[p]reserve 
the features of each community neighborhood, and develop solutions tailored to each 
neighborhood’s unique characteristics.” The proposed Project is consistent with the existing 
zoning on the proposed Project site. Policy 4.1 under that goal indicates that public access and 
enjoyment of the beach should be protected while respecting privacy of beach residents. The 
proposed Project does not affect access. While it does add an industrial use (to an industrially 
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zoned property) along the beach front, the proposed Project would not change the character of the 
site and would not substantially impact enjoyment of the beach. 

Response MBCH3-19 
As noted in footnote 1 in the Draft EIR on page 5.1-1, “the analysis addresses public views and 
not private views, since obstruction of private views is not generally regarded as a significant 
environmental impact.” The footnote goes on to highlight the courts’ position that a CEQA 
analysis, “must differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular persons and adverse 
impacts upon the environment of persons in general.” The Draft EIR evaluates impacts of the 
proposed Project on the environment. Impacts of the proposed Project on the South Site to visual 
character are evaluated in the Draft EIR on pages 5.1-20 through 5.1-22. Mitigation measures 
require screening that would reduce impacts by softening the southern border of the site with 
landscaping and screening mechanical equipment from view.  

Response MBCH3-20 
As explained in the Draft EIR on page 3-14, the Regional Project would be an expansion of the 
initial 20 MGD Local Project. In order to clearly present impacts and avoid repetition, the EIR 
describes impacts of the Local Project and then the added impacts of the Regional Project. The 
impacts of the Local Project and the impacts of the Regional Project are evaluated in comparison 
to the existing baseline.  

Response MBCH3-21 
The mitigation measures identified to address impacts to aesthetic resources generally require 
screening and rely on performance standards to achieve impact reduction. More screening would 
be required of the larger Regional Project, but the same performance standards would apply (e.g. 
minimizing public views of staging areas).  

Response MBCH3-22 
As noted in the Draft EIR on page 5.1-26, “[c]onstruction would generally not occur during the 
nighttime; however, security lighting would be required.” Therefore, the analysis of construction 
lighting impacts is based on the anticipated low-level security lighting. Further the analysis 
indicates, “[t]o ensure that light spillover onto adjacent property does not occur, compliance with 
Mitigation Measure AES-5 requires preparation of a Construction Safety Lighting Plan that 
demonstrates that all construction-related lighting is located and aimed away from adjacent 
residential and public beach areas and consists of the minimal wattage necessary to provide safety 
at the construction site.”  

Mitigation Measure AES-6 for operational impacts is not deferred mitigation as it includes a 
performance standard to ensure that exterior lighting does not spill onto adjacent residential 
properties. The benchmark would be existing lighting levels. West Basin would evaluate 
proposed lighting to ensure that the proposed Project does not result in new spillover lighting on 
to adjacent residential properties. It is possible to shield lights such that no light spills on to 
adjacent properties.  



14. Local Agency Comments and Responses 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-286 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report   October 2019 

 

The proposed Project site is located in the City of El Segundo. Pages 5.1-2 through 5.1-5 identify 
generally the most applicable regulations and policies. As noted on page 3-42 in footnote 1, 
“California Government Code Section 53091(d) states that ‘[b]uilding ordinances of a county or 
city shall not apply to the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, 
storage, treatment, or transmission of water, wastewater, or electrical energy by a local agency.’ 
Furthermore, Section 53091(e) states that ‘[z]oning ordinances of a county or city shall not apply 
to the location or construction of facilities for the production, generation, storage, treatment, or 
transmission of water . . .’ However, West Basin intends to make every effort to comply with all 
applicable building and zoning ordinances stipulated under the City of El Segundo Municipal 
Code in the construction and operation of the Ocean Water Desalination Project.” Mitigation 
Measure AES-7’s painting requirement would be consistent with these building and zoning 
ordinances.  

West Basin is responsible for implementing the mitigation measures identified in the EIR and 
would determine the appropriate implementation actions to meet the identified performance 
standards based on professional judgement.  

Response MBCH3-23 
A discussion of General Conformity is addressed in the Draft EIR starting on page 5.2-25 in the 
Federal Conformity Analysis for SRF (CEQA Plus) section. Because the proposed Project 
exceeds the de minimis threshold for NOx, West Basin performed a general conformity analysis. 
Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. section 93.158 Criteria for determining conformity of general Federal 
actions, “where the action involves regional water and/or wastewater projects” exceeding limits 
for ozone or nitrogen dioxide, such action is determined to conform to the applicable state 
implementation plan (SIP) if the project is “sized to meet only the needs of population projections 
that are in the applicable SIP. See 40 C.F.R. Section 93.158(a)(5)(v). As discussed in the last full 
paragraph on page 5.2-28 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project meets the conformance criteria 
under 40 C.F.R. section 93.158(a)(5)(v) because it is a regional water project that is sized to 
replace approximately 10 percent of the imported water supplies to meet existing demand and 
population projections included in the SIP. The proposed Project replaces existing water supply; 
it does not create new water supply capacity. Such replacement water would help to meet existing 
and future water demands outlined in the 2015 UWMP, thereby reducing the District’s imported 
water dependency. The water demands identified in the UWMP are based on the applicable 
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan /Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) population 
and water demand projections that are specifically developed to conform to the South Coast Air 
Basin’s SIP for NOx. Therefore, the proposed Project conforms with the SIP population 
assumptions and meets the criteria for conformance applied to regional water supply projects.  

Response MBCH3-24 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 requires that contractors provide proof of the use of Tier 4 engines. 
West Basin would be responsible for ensuring compliance with the mitigation measure. As a 
public agency, records of compliance will be maintained for public scrutiny, but no public 
participation in compliance enforcement would be initiated or needed.  
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Response MBCH3-25 
In order to identify impacts to nearby sensitive receptors, the SCAQMD recommends using its 
Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs). Based on the size of a project and the distance to 
receptors, if its daily emissions are under this screening level, it would not have the potential to 
exceed federal or state Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). If, as shown in Table 5.2-18 for 
NOx from the offshore emissions, a project’s daily emissions exceed the LSTs, there is the 
potential for the project to exceed the AAQS and a refined analysis must be conducted to 
determine if impacts to sensitive receptors is significant. The refined analysis is an additional 
level of analysis between the LSTs and dispersion modeling that takes into account more project-
specific information to provide a more accurate account of emissions from a project. These 
pollutant concentrations are then compared to the most stringent AAQS for that pollutant. 
Pollutant concentrations that do not exceed the AAQS are determined to be less than significant 
for impacts to sensitive receptors. The “refined analysis for Offshore Emissions” row in Table 
5.2-18 provides the results of the additional analysis performed for NOx emissions and, as shown, 
demonstrates that while the proposed Project exceeds the LSTs, when a more project-specific 
analysis is conducted, the proposed Project would not exceed the AAQS. In response to the 
comment requesting clarification of the Local Project’s offshore emissions related to NOx shown 
in Table 5.2-18, the Draft EIR text is modified as presented below.  

The Draft EIR text on page 5.2-20 is revised as follows: 

… For sites over 5 acres, if the emissions exceed the screening level thresholds in the lookup 
tables the site would have the potential to result in significant local impacts and the 
SCAQMD recommends air quality dispersion modeling to assess impacts to nearby sensitive 
receptors. This refined analysis uses the AERMOD dispersion model to determine the 
concentration of the pollutant at the nearby receptor locations. For NOx and CO emissions, 
concentrations derived from the dispersion modeling are converted to ppm, added to the 
existing background emissions, and compared to the appropriate ambient air quality standards 
shown in Table 5.2-1. For PM10 and PM2.5, concentrations are compared to an increase of 
10.4 µg/m3.  

The Draft EIR text on page 5.2-46 is revised as follows: 

… It is noted that due to the location of the Project components, LST emissions associated 
with the construction of the onshore facilities for the ESGS were evaluated for a 5-acre site at 
25 meters. Construction of offshore Project components were evaluated for a 5-acre site at 
500 meters. Construction of the off-site conveyance pipeline was were evaluated for a 1-acre 
site at 25 meters. Where emissions exceed the screening tables, a refined analysis was 
conducted to determine the potential to result in significant impacts as discussed in Section 
5.2.3 Significance Thresholds and Criteria – Localized Significance Thresholds. 

The following footnote is added with respect to the refined analysis of offshore emissions to 
Table 5.2-18 on page 5.2-47 as follows: 

Refined analysis for Offshore Emissions2 

2The refined analysis utilized dispersion modeling. Because the Basin is in non-attainment for 
NOx, the threshold is based on California ambient air quality standards as identified in Table 
5.2-1. 
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The Draft EIR text on page 5.2-47 is revised as follows: 

As identified in Table 5.2-18, incorporation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-3 for 
Local Project emissions for the screened ocean intake and concentration discharge facilities 
would result in less than significant impacts. Mitigated NOx emissions exceeds the LST 
screening tables for a 5-acre site at 500 meters. Therefore, a refined analysis was conducted 
to determine if the Project concentrations would exceed CAAQS for the specific Project 
conditions. Based on the results of the dispersion model, the impacts from the Project for the 
offshore emissions would not exceed the CAAQS and, therefore, the Project would result in 
less than significant impacts with respect to NOx emissions.  

Response MBCH3-26 
The quantitative analysis of the health risk assessment and emissions modeling is summarized in 
the body of the Draft EIR and detailed assumptions and calculations used in the analysis are 
included in Draft EIR Appendix 3D. In response to the comment, Section 5.2 Air Quality, 
particularly related to the health risk discussion, is updated to direct the reader to the appropriate 
appendix sections for technical data, including the risk calculations. As detailed in Appendix 3D, 
emissions reductions afforded by the incorporation of Mitigation Measures MM AQ-1 through 
MM AQ-3 were accounted for in the mitigated health risk calculations which results in the less 
than significant finding.  

The Draft EIR text on page 5.2-48 is revised as follows: 

…The resulting health risk calculations were performed using a spreadsheet tool consistent 
with the OEHHA guidance. The spreadsheet tool incorporates the algorithms, equations, and 
a variable described above as well as in the OEHHA guidance, and incorporates the results of 
the AERMOD dispersion model. Risk assumptions and calculations for both unmitigated and 
mitigated scenarios are included in Appendix 3D, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Data, Health Risk Assessment.  

The Draft EIR text on page 5.2-53 is revised as follows: 

…Construction of the Regional Project would contribute to the long-term emissions 
associated with the Project and would therefore add to the cumulative emissions experienced 
during the lifetime of nearby residents. Risk assumptions and calculations for both 
unmitigated and mitigated scenarios are included in Appendix 3D, Air Quality/Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Data, Health Risk Assessment.  

Response MBCH3-27 
The first paragraph on Draft EIR page 5.2-56 states: “Construction in the immediate vicinity of 
45th Street would also be of relatively short duration, and odors would be typical of construction 
and grading projects, and regulated by the ARB and SCAQMD.” The analysis does not suggest 
that the construction period for the entire proposed Project is of relatively short duration, rather 
that the portion of time where construction equipment would be in the immediate vicinity of the 
residents would be of a relatively short duration. As outlined in Table 3-9 and described on page 
3-32 installation of pipeline generally proceeds at 150 feet per day. Construction activities in 
front of a specific property would occur for three to four weeks. 
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The residents along 45th street are within approximately 100 feet and up to 1,200 feet from 
construction activities that would occur on the South Site, with the majority of construction 
occurring within 800 feet of these receptors. Construction equipment is not a stationary source 
and, therefore, would not be emitting diesel exhaust along the property line adjacent to the 45th 
street residents for the full duration of a construction day. Also, as shown in Project Description 
Figure 3-10, construction activities on the South Site are anticipated to be 50 or more feet in from 
the property line closest to 45th street, and not occurring along the fence-line. Activities that could 
occur along the proposed Project site boundary would be materials stockpiling during 
construction and would not include ground disturbing activities or large earth moving equipment. 
Additionally, the 100 feet measures the distance from the proposed Project site boundary to the 
property line and not to the actual residences farther away. As such, the distance from the source 
of emissions to the receptors would typically be greater than 100 or even 200 feet from where the 
residential sensitive receptors would be. During the times when the heaviest equipment is 
anticipated to be onsite, typically during demolition and grading activities, the equipment would 
be working over a large section of the site throughout the day and, therefore, emissions are not 
concentrated at the property fence-line.  

Furthermore, the proposed Project is subject to SCAQMD Rule 402 which states “… a person 
shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other 
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of 
persons or to the public…” This would include odor as a nuisance. Because the project must 
comply with Rule 402, the potential for objectionable odors to affect residents is minimized. In 
sum, while during construction nearby residences may occasionally be affected by odor, given the 
distance and limited duration of construction activity, these impacts are considered to be less than 
significant.   

Response MBCH3-28 
As discussed in Draft EIR Subsection 5.3.2, a site survey of the proposed Ocean Water 
Desalination Facility was conducted on November 2, 2015 for biological resources. For the 
proposed pipeline alignments and regional pump station, the Draft EIR found that installation 
would occur within disturbed areas or within existing rights-of-ways, and that as such no impact 
to sensitive biological resources would occur. Tree removals are not anticipated along pipeline 
alignment. The Draft EIR concludes that indirect impacts to nesting birds in ornamental 
landscaping would be minimal due to existing human activity and disturbances in the urban 
landscape within city streets. No mitigation is required. The reason why cultural surveys were 
conducted along the alignments as the commenters references is that a disturbed landscape does 
not indicate a lack of cultural resources, which can be historic in nature and depend on the year 
built. That is why cultural surveys were done in this particular case.  

Response MBCH3-29 
As disclosed on page 5.3-15, the biological resources survey was conducted in November 2015, 
outside the nesting bird season. However, the Draft EIR recognizes that nesting and roosting 
opportunities on the ESGS site exist. To account for the possibility of nesting or roosting birds 
within the construction zone and adjacent areas, Mitigation Measure BIO-5 requires that a 
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qualified biologist conduct nesting bird surveys prior to any construction activities occurring 
within the nesting bird season, and includes detailed performance standards to ensure impacts are 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

Response MBCH3-30 
Even though coast buckwheat is the host plant for the El Segundo blue butterfly, it does not 
currently meet the definition of a special-status species (see Draft EIR Subsection 5.3.2, page 5.3-
11). It should be noted that the coast buckwheat was artificially planted as part of ESGS 
improvements. Nevertheless, although the site visit was conducted outside the blooming period 
for many of the plants listed in Table 5.3-1, the survey concluded that the habitat was of sufficient 
quality to support the El Segundo blue butterfly based on an analysis of the quantity and extent of 
on-site habitat, the presence of the El Segundo blue butterfly in nearby areas, and the degree of 
urbanization in the area. Pre-construction surveys required in Mitigation Measure BIO-9 would 
be conducted to determine presence of listed plant and wildlife species that may have occupied 
the site in the intervening years between the initial surveys and construction.  

Response MBCH3-31 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion to include performance standards within Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2, the Draft EIR text on page 5.3-36 is revised as shown in response to comment 
CEC-3. 

Response MBCH3-32 
In response to the commenter’s suggestion about implementing measures within a close temporal 
timeframe to construction, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been revised as follows:  

BIO-6: Prior to Within 72 hours of the commencement of ground-disturbing activities, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction clearance survey for western snowy 
plover on and in the vicinity of the Project ESGS site. This shall include a focused search 
for western snowy plover in suitable habitat within 500 feet of proposed construction 
activities. Western snowy plover shall be avoided by workers waiting for western snowy 
plover to leave an area before working in it. If western snowy plovers are observed 
nesting within 500 feet of construction activities, a minimum buffer of 500 feet shall be 
delineated around the nest and monitored until the nest is no longer considered active. 

Response MBCH3-33 
A list of projects analyzed for cumulative impacts can be found in Table 4-1. As discussed in 
Draft EIR Subsection 5.3.5, all proposed Project impacts would be mitigated to less than 
significant levels and the Project’s contribution toward cumulative impacts is not considered to be 
cumulatively considerable. This includes cumulative impacts to the western snowy plover. 

Response MBCH3-34 
Buildings associated with resources P-19-188895 (Hawthorne High School) and P-19-189423 
(apartment building) are located more than 25 feet away from the proposed water conveyance 
pipeline alignments which would be installed using excavators and paving equipment. As 
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indicated in Chapter 5.12 Noise on page 5.12-26, ground-borne vibrations associated with the 
proposed water conveyance pipeline alignments would not be above levels that could damage 
structures at a distance of 25 feet from the source of vibration.  

Resource P-19-190098 (El Segundo Generating Station) has been evaluated and found to not 
qualify as a historical resource pursuant to CEQA. Therefore, any project-related ground-borne 
vibrations at the El Segundo Generating Station are not considered a significant impact on a 
cultural resource.   

Response MBCH3-35 
Mitigation Measure CUL-3 has been revised to specify both onshore and offshore components 
shall be monitored and specific monitoring methodology for offshore components has been 
included. See response to comment SLC-14 to see these changes to the measure. 

Response MBCH3-36 
The preparation of the CRMMP is not a deferral of mitigation; rather it sets forward performance 
standards for cultural resources monitoring which necessarily would occur in the future. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-3 has been revised as follows and use of the word “mitigation” in 
reference to inadvertent discoveries has been replaced with the term “treatment” to avoid being 
conflated with the mitigation measures outlined in the EIR. Mitigation Measure CUL-3 has been 
revised to include greater specificity regarding the treatment of inadvertent discoveries. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-3 has also been revised to specifically include both onshore and 
offshore components. See response to comment SLC-14 to see these changes to the measure.  

Response MBCH3-37 
Mitigation Measure CUL-4 has been revised and use of the word “mitigation” in reference to 
inadvertent discoveries has been replaced with the term “treatment” to avoid being conflated with 
the mitigation measures outlined in the EIR. Mitigation Measure CUL-4 has been revised to 
reference Mitigation Measure CUL-3, which includes treatment for inadvertent discoveries. See 
also responses to comments SLC-15 and MBCH3-36. 

Response MBCH3-38 
Mitigation Measure CUL-5 has been revised as follows to include a provision that any 
confidential information pertaining to cultural resources will not be publicly disseminated.  

CUL-5: Within 90 days after completion of ground-disturbing activities, West Basin 
shall prepare a CRR that specifies all field activities including dates, times and locations, 
findings, samplings and analysis. All survey reports, DPR 523 forms, and additional 
research reports not previously submitted to the CHRIS shall be included as an appendix 
to the CRR. All confidential information protected by relevant law and pertaining to 
cultural resources identified during monitoring shall remain confidential and will not be 
publicly disseminated. 
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Response MBCH3-39 
The preparation of the PRMMP is not a deferral of mitigation; rather it sets forward performance 
standards for paleontological resources monitoring which necessarily would occur in the future. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-8 has been revised to include details as to what the PRMMP will 
include. See reponse to comment SLC-16 to see these changes to the measure. See also response 
to comment SLC-18.  

Response MBCH3-40 
As stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.4-26, fossil specimens have been identified in the vicinity of 
the proposed Project within Older Alluvium (Qoa) and Elevated Alluvial sediments (Qae) starting 
at depths of 13 feet below ground surface. Based on this research, it is assumed that the potential 
to encounter paleontological resources within these deposits is high at approximately 13 feet 
below ground surface. Given that the depths of these deposits are likely not uniform and fluctuate 
somewhat, monitoring will start at 10 feet to provide a buffer. Mitigation Measure CUL-10 has 
been revised as follows to clarify that paleontological resources monitoring will begin at 10 feet 
deep. The mitigation measure also clarifies inadvertent discovery protocol of a paleontological 
resource at a depth of less than 10 feet when a paleontological monitor is not present. 

CUL-10: West Basin shall ensure that the PRMs monitor all construction-related 
grading, excavation, trenching, and boring in areas that involve excavations greater than 
810 feet and extend into older Quaternary alluvial deposits, both at the desalination 
facility site, and desalinated water conveyance pipeline alignment, and offshore Project 
components. In the event that the Qualified Paleontologist determines full-time 
monitoring is not necessary in locations that were identified as potentially fossil-bearing 
in the PRMMP, monitoring activities may be modified, at the direction of the Qualified 
Paleontologist. 

West Basin shall ensure that the Qualified Paleontologist and PRMs have the authority to 
stop or redirect construction if a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature is encountered. Should a paleontological resource be identified at a 
depth of less than 10 feet and a PRM or the Qualified Paleontologist is not present, all 
construction shall halt and the Qualified Paleontologist shall be contacted to assess the 
discovery and develop appropriate treatment in coordination with West Basin. 

West Basin shall ensure that the Qualified Paleontologist prepares a summary of 
monitoring and other paleontological activities that will be reported on monthly. The 
summary will include the name(s) of the Qualified Paleontologist or PRMs active during 
the month, general descriptions of training and monitored construction activities, and 
general locations of excavations, grading, and other activities. A section of the report 
shall include the geologic units or subunits encountered, descriptions of samplings within 
each unit, and a list of identified fossils. A final section of the report shall address any 
issues or concerns about the Project relating to paleontological monitoring, including any 
incidents of noncompliance or any changes to the monitoring plan. 

Response MBCH3-41 
In response to the comment that asks for clarification on the “on-site solar power generation,” the 
Draft EIR text on page 5.5-15 is revised as follows: 
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West Basin is committed to pursuing reasonable and feasible energy minimization and 
efficiency as part of the Project, including use of energy recovery devices (for the first pass 
reverse osmosis [RO] process) and energy efficient pumps. In implementing Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1, West Basin may will also use on-site solar power generation to reduce load 
demand from the grid. 

Response MBCH3-42 
The statement on page 5.5-16 of the Draft EIR is included in the impact analysis portion of the 
section and is presenting ways in which the proposed Project’s energy use is reduced with 
implementation of anti-idling regulations as compared to existing conditions. This discussion is 
based on the fact that construction activities associated with the Project would occur on top of the 
environmental baseline (existing conditions). The commenter is correct that if the proposed 
Project would not occur and the baseline conditions were maintained, use of energy efficient 
vehicles would not result in energy savings. However, the impact analysis is intended to 
demonstrate which potential impacts could occur if a project is implemented, and discuss ways 
those impacts can be mitigated, if possible. In this case, the EIR is stating that with anti-idling 
regulations, impacts resulting from implementation of the Project would be reduced compared to 
existing conditions.  

Response MBCH3-43 
The Draft EIR identifies the energy requirements of the proposed Project and evaluates whether 
the use of energy would be wasteful in Section 5.5. West Basin acknowledges that ocean water 
desalination is a more energy-intensive source than imported water but increases water supply 
stability and reliability for the overall regional water supply portfolio. The addition of ocean 
water desalination as a component of a diverse water supply portfolio is not a wasteful use of 
energy, since it represents a thoughtful balance of costs and risks aimed at benefiting the public 
and stabilizing availability and pricing of a vital public utility. Furthermore, the proposed Project 
would utilize state of the art technology to maximize efficiency.  

Comparing the amount of energy to the overall County consumption provides a meaningful 
assessment of energy availability, and assists in determining whether the proposed Project would 
exceed the available electricity supply or require the construction of new or expansion of existing 
facilities. As shown, in Draft EIR Table 5.7-1, the energy intensity of MWD imported water 
ranges from 2,451 to 3,163 kWh/acre-feet. The estimated energy intensity of the Project as shown 
in Tables 5.5-5 and 5.5-6 is estimated at 4,867 kWh/acre-feet for the Local Project (20 MGD) and 
5,215 kWh/acre-feet for the Regional Project (60 MGD), which is similar to the 5,086 kWh/acre-
feet (15.6 kWh/kgal) estimate for the recently approved desalination project at South Coast Water 
District’s Doheny Ocean Desalination Project (South Coast Water District 2018).  

Another way of comparing the scale of the proposed project’s energy use would be against West 
Basin’s existing imported water energy use. As of 2015, West Basin imports 105,000 AFY that 
results in the use of approximately 294,735 mwh/y (2,807 kwh/AF x 105,000 AFY) by MWD. 
The proposed project would produce 21,500 AFY using 104,641 mwh/y (4,867 kwh/AF x 21,500 
AFY). The proposed project represents 35 percent of the current total amount of energy expended 
to provide imported water supplies to the West Basin service area. The total energy use associated 
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with providing the same volume of water (21,500 AFY desalinated water and 83,500 AFY 
imported water) to the service area would increase from 294,735 mwh/y to 339,025 mwh/y, an 
increase of approximately 15 percent.   

Regarding the commenter’s statement that there are less energy intensive alternatives than ocean 
desalination for increasing local water supplies, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and Energy Use.  

Response MBCH3-44 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, Energy Conservation, states that the evaluation of energy use 
should be evaluated in an EIR and provides guidance for consideration in this evaluation. In 
accordance with Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, and as described in the Draft EIR in 
Section 5.5.3, the Project would result in a significant impact with regard to energy if the Project 
would, among other things, cause wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy 
during construction, operation, and/or maintenance. These guidelines also state that in order to 
assure that energy implications are considered in project decisions, EIRs are required to 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 (see Public 
Resources Code section 21100(b)(3)).  

Under Impact 5.5-3, the Draft EIR references Table 5.5-4 only to illustrate that daily operation of 
the proposed Project would account for the majority of its demand for electricity. Impact 5.5-3 
concludes that the proposed Project buildings would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy, as they would be built to be highly energy efficient in 
accordance with California’s Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6) as well as 
applicable requirements in CalGreen (Title 24, Part 11). Additionally, the proposed Project would 
not result in any unusual characteristics that would result in excessive operational fuel 
consumption, and fuel consumption associated with Project-related vehicle trips would not be 
considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments in 
the region. The Project would adhere to all applicable state and federal energy efficiency 
standards, and it would incorporate all available feasible energy recovery and conservation 
technologies to minimize the Project’s energy electricity consumption, as required by Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1.    

Regarding the commenter’s statement that there are less energy intensive alternatives than ocean 
desalination for increasing local water supplies, see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and Energy Use. 

Response MBCH3-45 
The Draft EIR concludes on pages 5.5-20 and 5.5-21 that the expected increase in demand for 
electricity does not exceed available supply or distribution infrastructure capabilities that could 
result in the construction of new energy facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. 
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As noted in the Draft EIR on page 5.5-21, it is anticipated that the SCE electrical power grid may 
require upgrades to supply the proposed Project operations. West Basin would ensure that 
relevant connection/expansion fees are paid to SCE in order to upgrade the existing SCE 
electrical grid such that it can adequately support proposed Project operations alongside the 
existing energy demands of the El Segundo Generating Station. Upgrades could include, for 
example, new conductoring on existing power poles or installation of new poles. However, SCE 
was unable to confirm the necessary upgrades to their power grid at time of writing.    

The Draft EIR on page 5.5-21 describes the electrical substation that would be required on the 
property to lower the voltage from service voltage to site distribution voltage. The substation 
would be located at the proposed Project site, as shown in the Draft EIR in Figures 3-9 (ESGS 
North Site) and 3-10 (ESGS South Site). The impacts associated with construction and operation 
of that substation, are analyzed throughout the Draft EIR along with impacts of the overall 
Project. 

While upgrades to SCE’s power grid may be needed, SCE is unable to confirm what those 
necessary upgrades would be. As such, predicting and analyzing the impacts of these upgrades 
would be speculative. However, West Basin assumes that the upgrades would be relatively minor, 
involving the construction of a few additional poles or modifying conductoring that would result 
in less than significant impacts. Large scale infrastructure implementation such as the 
construction of a large off-site substation, power generating facility, or long-range conveyance 
system is not anticipated. West Basin has committed to paying all applicable 
connection/expansion fees to SCE. SCE would be required to implement any necessary 
mitigation measures and comply with all applicable laws and regulations in implementing the 
upgrades.  

The Draft EIR acknowledges that the operation of the Local Project and the Regional Project 
would result in a less than significant impact from GHG emissions with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1, which requires the preparation and implementation of an Energy 
Minimization and GHG Reduction Plan. The discussion under Impact 5.5-3 correctly 
acknowledges that Mitigation Measure GHG-1 will reduce operational energy consumption 
through the use of available feasible energy recovery and conservation technologies, and thus 
prevent the proposed Project’s wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.   

Response MBCH3-46 
The basis for using SCE’s entire service area as a geographic context for the cumulative impact 
analysis is that SCE is the anticipated electrical service provider for the proposed Project. 
Furthermore, the cumulative impacts analysis assesses SCE’s capacity planning for the Western 
Los Angeles Basin of the Los Angeles Basin local reliability area (see Draft EIR page 5.5-24). 
This is an appropriate level of detail given the manner in which SCE distributes electricity within 
its service area. The Draft EIR provides an overview of SCE’s broad infrastructure and capacity, 
as well as the more local system. The Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s additional demand is 
within the CPUC-approved future capacity authorizations for the Los Angeles Basin subarea. 
This is relevant and appropriate to include in the EIR.  
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The EIR complies with the requirements of CEQA in explaining that the proposed Project is not a 
wasteful use of energy since it represents a thoughtful balance of costs and risks aimed at 
benefiting the public and stabilizing availability and pricing of a vital public utility. Furthermore, 
the proposed Project would utilize state of the art technology to maximize efficiency. See also 
response to comment MBCH3-43.  

Response MBCH3-47 
Lateral spreading is discussed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.6.2 on page 5.6-12. The surface and 
shallow subsurface geologic condition beneath the proposed Desalination Facility, Screened 
Ocean Intake, and Concentrate Discharge Site provides a low potential for lateral spreading as 
discussed in the Final Engineering Geology Report for the redevelopment of ESGS Units 5 
through 8 (Ninyo & Moore 2013). While the potential for lateral spreading at the proposed 
Desalinated Water Conveyance Corridors, and Regional Pump Station Optional Site is unknown 
at this time, given the lack of a free face, the relatively flat topography, and low liquefaction 
potential east of the shoreline, the potential for lateral spreading is also considered low. In 
addition, as explained in Impact GEO 5.6-1 in the Draft EIR on page 5.6-16, the CBC and local 
ordinances require that the structural elements of the proposed Project undergo appropriate 
design-level geotechnical investigations and evaluations prior to final design and construction. 
The geotechnical investigation and evaluation would include any recommendations for soils 
remediation and/or foundation systems necessary to reduce seismic-related hazards to less than 
significant. Compliance with the existing regulations would ensure that persons and structures 
associated with the Local Project ocean water desalination facility would not be exposed to 
potential substantial adverse effects involving strong seismic ground shaking and seismic-related 
ground failure (liquefaction, lateral spreading, and landslides). With compliance with existing 
regulations and conditions, the impact would be less than significant. 

Response MBCH3-48 
The Draft EIR did not fail to establish an adequate baseline. As noted by the California Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) “the focus of the analysis should not be on the ‘conflict’ with the 
plan, but instead, on any adverse environmental impact that might result from a conflict. For 
example, destruction of habitat that results from development in conflict with a habitat 
conservation plan might lead to a significant environmental impact. The focus, however, should 
be on the impact on the environment, not on the conflict with the plan.” (OPR 2017, page 35).  

The Draft EIR acknowledges on page 5.10-22 that an LCP amendment would be needed to 
change the use from power generation to water production. Both uses provide a coastal-dependent 
public utility service that do not increase local coastal hazards compared with existing conditions. 
See also response to comment MBCH3-49.  

Response MBCH3-49 
The effects associated with coastal flooding and tsunami impacts, including sea level rise, are 
discussed in Draft EIR, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact 5.9-6 on pages 5.9-72 
through 5.9-78. 
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As explained on page 5.9-72, sea level rise is an existing environmental condition, and unless the 
proposed Project will exacerbate this condition, it is not considered a potentially significant 
impact under CEQA. However, in the interest of providing as much information as possible, West 
Basin conducted a site-specific Coastal Hazards Analysis for the proposed desalination facility at 
the ESGS North and South Sites, a copy of which is provided as Draft EIR Appendix 5. In 
response to this and other comments, however, West Basin also prepared a Supplemental Coastal 
Hazards study (see Master Response: Supplemental Studies) that considered a high-risk sea level 
rise projection and the “extreme risk aversion” scenario known as the “H++” scenario. 
Furthermore, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 in EIR Subsection 5.9.4, requires the District to 
complete a Project-specific coastal engineering study for the final Project design, and requires the 
final Project engineering design to minimize conflicts with the applicable Coastal Act Section 
30235 (Construction altering natural shoreline) and Section 30253 (Safety, stability, pollution, 
energy conservation, visitors). See also response to comment CCC-19. 

Response MBCH3-50 
The Draft EIR did not find all construction-related impacts to be less than significant; see Draft 
EIR Subsection 7.1.3. Construction-related impacts associated with Air Emissions and Noise 
were found to be significant and unavoidable.  

With respect to the impact of seismic damage, as discussed in Subsection 5.6.3, CEQA generally 
does not require a lead agency to consider the impact of the existing environment on the project. 
However, if a project exacerbates a condition in the existing environment, the lead agency is 
required to analyze the impact of that exacerbated condition on the environment. There is no 
indication that the construction or operation of the proposed Project would exacerbate the 
exposure of people or structures to seismic hazards. The possibility of moderate to high seismic 
activity may be considered as approximately similar to the entire Southern California region as a 
whole. Nevertheless, the Draft EIR recognizes that seismic damage during construction would 
result in a delay in the completion of the proposed Project, and some unfinished and/or damaged 
project components may have to be rebuilt. Such delays would be temporary and therefore, the 
potential for the proposed Project to be exposed to the adverse effects of seismic hazards, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving a seismic event during construction would be 
less than significant. See Draft EIR Subsection 5.6.4. No further analysis is required. 

Response MBCH3-51 
Expansive soils are discussed in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.6.2 on page 5.6-13. Expansive soils 
are clayey soils that have the potential to shrink and swell and damage structures. However, the 
surface and shallow subsurface geologic conditions beneath the proposed Project components are 
sandy and would not be susceptible to expansion, as evidenced by the lack of structural damage 
to the existing on-site NRG Units 3 and 4 structures. This is not a vacant property with unknown 
soil characteristics. In addition, as explained in Impact GEO 5.6-4 on page 5.6-24, the CBC and 
local ordinances require that the structural elements of the proposed Project undergo appropriate 
design-level geotechnical investigations and evaluations prior to final design and construction. 
The geotechnical investigation and evaluation would include any recommendations for soils 
remediation and/or foundation systems necessary to reduce hazards from soil conditions. 
Compliance with the existing regulations would ensure that persons and structures associated 
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with the Local Project ocean water desalination facility would not be exposed to potential 
substantial adverse effects involving expansive soils. With compliance with existing regulations 
and conditions, the impact would be less than significant.  

Response MBCH3-52 
Starting on page 5.7-19, Draft EIR explains that the threshold of significance used in this 
document is net carbon neutral; i.e., the Project would have a significant impact on GHG 
emissions if it were to increase emissions above net carbon neutral as compared to emissions 
associated with continuing to import water. To the extent GHG emissions resulting from the 
Project exceed this net carbon neutral standard, West Basin has committed to Project design 
features and mitigation measures that will offset 100 percent of these excess emissions so that 
impacts are less than significant. Also see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Energy Use.  

Response MBCH3-53 
The Project’s operational GHG emissions, as shown in Table 5.7-3, represent average annual 
electricity consumption needed to operate the desalination facility, based on the report Energy 
Consumption for West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project EIR (SPI 2017), and the most 
recent emission factor (2016) publicly reported by SCE.  

Response MBCH3-54 
Regarding the commenter’s concern over of use of a net carbon neutral goal as an emissions 
threshold rather than a numeric one, please see Master Response: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Energy Use.  

Response MBCH3-55 
The estimate for the Regional Project’s average annual GHG emissions included in the Draft EIR 
Section 5.7.4 is based on the amortized total construction emissions plus annual emissions that 
result from operational electricity use, as presented and explained in Table 5.7-4 (Draft EIR page 
5.7-27); the Draft EIR does not assume a linear increase in GHG emissions from the Local 
Project.  

Response MBCH3-56 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires that West Basin offset emissions to the net carbon neutral 
quantities, i.e., no increase from current levels of emissions needed to deliver water to West Basin 
customers. Table 5.7-3 provides a calculation of the GHG offset quantities envisioned by the 
measure for the Local Project. This quantity estimate will vary depending on the verified 
emissions calculations prepared in compliance with Mitigation Measure GHG-2. The preparation 
and implementation of the Energy Minimization and GHG Reduction Plan required by Mitigation 
Measure GHG-1 can include some or all of the mitigation options identified in subsection 3, as 
needed to achieve required energy reductions; any or all of them represent a viable means to 
directly reduce or offset GHG emissions associated with the Project. However, the measure 
requires West Basin to minimize the proposed Project’s energy demand and implement on-site 
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renewable energy use before progressing through the remainder of the mitigation options 
identified in subsection 3 of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (renewable power purchase agreement, 
renewable energy certificates, and carbon offsets) on the basis of the options’ physical and 
economic feasibility. Without knowing the required reductions to achieve the GHG threshold, 
along with current information on cost-effectiveness, regulatory feasibility, technological 
feasibility, and availability of each option, it would be speculative to quantify the emissions 
reductions from each of the mitigation options at this time.  

Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires that West Basin prepare and publish an annual GHG Report 
to quantify annual GHG emissions resulting from proposed Project operation and the annual 
GHG emissions avoided by not using imported water sources. The sum of the GHG emissions 
from Project operation and the amortized construction emissions minus the avoided GHG 
emissions from not using imported water would be used to determine the annual incremental 
GHG emissions that must be mitigated by the proposed Project.  

Response MBCH3-57 
Mitigation Measure GHG-1 requires the preparation of an Energy Minimization and GHG  
Reduction Plan, while Mitigation Measure GHG-2 describes how the annual monitoring of the 
Plan will work. As the Draft EIR describes on page 5.7-32, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires 
West Basin to prepare and publish an annual GHG Report quantifying annual emissions and 
demonstrating how the Project is meeting its obligation to reduce GHG emissions to a net carbon 
neutral threshold of significance. The findings of the annual report are to be validated and verified 
by a third-party accredited entity under a state-recognized standard, such as ISO 14065, which 
specifies principles and requirements for validation or verification of GHG accounting, or a 
similar standard. In addition, compliance with the offset is required through West Basin’s 
commitment to implementing the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.  

Response MBCH3-58 
As the Draft EIR describes on page 5.7-32, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires West Basin to 
prepare and publish an annual GHG Report quantifying annual emissions and demonstrating how 
the Project is meeting its obligation to reduce GHG emissions to a net carbon neutral threshold of 
significance. The findings of the annual report are to be validated and verified by a third-party 
accredited entity under a state-recognized standard, such as ISO 14065, which specifies principles 
and requirements for validation or verification of GHG accounting, or a similar standard.  

In response to the comment, revisions have been made to Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to further 
clarify that the mitigation reduces impacts. In response to the comment, the Draft EIR text on 
page 5.7-32 is revised as follows:  

West Basin shall implement items a. and b. and progress through the remaining GHG 
reduction strategies and offset strategies remainder (items c. through e.) to achieve the net 
carbon neutral threshold of significance. Selection and implementation of the options will be 
based on their on the basis of the options’ physical and economic feasibility, as reasonably 
determined by West Basin, with low-cost options preferred over high-cost options. In the 
event that options have equivalent costs, options enumerated higher in the above list shall be 
selected by West Basin over options enumerated later in the above list. 
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Note that this clarifying change presented in the mitigation measure does not result in a decrease 
in the effectiveness of the proposed measure, does not result in an increase in the severity of the 
identified impact after mitigation, and does not preclude meaningful review and comment. 

Response MBCH3-59 
There is no public process in the verification of the annual report. As the Draft EIR describes on 
page 5.7-32, Mitigation Measure GHG-2 requires West Basin to validate and verify the findings 
of the annual report by a third-party accredited under a state-recognized standard, such as ISO 
14065, which specifies principles and requirements for validation or verification of GHG 
accounting, or a similar standard.  

Response MBCH3-60 
As explained in the footnotes to Table 5.7-6, energy savings estimates from West Basin’s water 
conservation and recycling programs are based on the average energy intensity of imported water. 
Because the water supplied by the proposed Project (after mitigation) will have net carbon neutral 
GHG emissions compared to imported water, the expected emissions reductions associated with 
water conservation would remain the same. 

Response MBCH3-61 
The Draft EIR Subsection 3.5.2 provides a discussion of the options for managing the dredge 
materials on pages 3-24 and 3-25 and explains the materials to be dredged would be sampled and 
analyzed for hazardous constituents prior to dredging. Samples would be collected in compliance 
with USEPA dredge sample collection methodology. The disposal options would be based on the 
analytical testing results and would be in compliance with all federal, state, and local regulations. 
As noted in the Draft EIR on page 3-25, Footnote 7, it is assumed that a majority of the dredged 
materials will be suitable for offshore disposal because the proposed offshore dredging location 
has not been identified previously as a contamination area. Contaminated materials, if any, are 
assumed to be negligible in volume and could be disposed of at any number on onshore licensed 
disposal facilities permitted to accept the materials. In the unlikely event that onshore disposal is 
necessary, acceptance criteria for onshore disposal facilities are discussed in the Draft EIR 
Section 5.8 on page 5.8-1. 

Response MBCH3-62 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-3 through HAZ-6 are described in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.8.4 on 
pages 5.8-24 and 5.8-25.  

HAZ-3 is the preparation and implementation of an Anchoring Plan that would be in compliance 
with U.S. Coast Guard regulations, which include required plan elements (performance 
standards). The performance standard for the Anchoring Plan is the communication of anchoring 
procedures and the preparation of a response plan in the unlikely event that a vessel becomes 
unanchored. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 provides a list of the required plan elements that would 
be expanded to address U.S. Coast Guard regulations regarding mooring during offshore 
construction and routine maintenance. The measure requires a description of vessels to be used, 
delineation of safety and anchor zones, mapping of areas with kelp, seagrasses, and hard substrate 
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if they exist in the work area, and identification of vessels and buoys including daylight and 
nighttime marking schemes. 

HAZ-4 is the preparation and implementation of a Marine Safety Plan that would also be in 
compliance with U.S. Coast Guard regulations, which include performance standards. The 
performance standard for the Marine Safety Plan is the communication of safety protocols as 
listed in the mitigation measure. Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 provides a list of the required plan 
elements that would be expanded to address U.S. Coast Guard regulations regarding offshore 
mooring during construction and routine maintenance. The measure requires a description of 
marine operations protocols, critical operations and curtailment plan, offshore fueling procedures, 
storm procedures, marine communications plan, marine transportation plan for barges, tugboats, 
crewboats, and other vessels, and a navigational marking and lighting plan. 

HAZ-5 is the preparation and implementation of a Marine Oil Spill Response Plan that would 
also be in compliance with U.S. Coast Guard regulations, which include performance standards. 
The performance standard for the Marine Oil Spill Response Plan is the communication of 
procedures for the cleanup of marine oil spills to the satisfaction of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 provides a list of the required plan elements that would be expanded 
to address U.S. Coast Guard regulations regarding offshore mooring during construction and 
routine maintenance. The measure requires a description of spill response team and equipment, 
notification requirements including names and phone numbers of agencies to be notified, and a 
description of marine spill scenarios and response procedures. 

HAZ-6 is the preparation and implementation of a Diver Safety Plan that would also be in 
compliance with U.S. Coast Guard regulations, which include performance standards. The 
performance standard for the Diver Safety Plan is the communication of safe diving procedures to 
divers, including the preparation of a job safety analyses for each dive and a plan for evacuating 
injured divers. Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 provides a list of the required plan elements that 
would be expanded to address U.S. Coast Guard regulations regarding offshore mooring during 
construction and routine maintenance. The measure requires a description of the diving 
techniques and equipment that will be used to support the underwater work activities, a 
description of the job safety analysis tool that will be used to prepare for each day’s diving 
operations, an evacuation plan for evacuating injured divers, and a contact list for local 
emergency services organizations and facilities.  

Response MBCH3-63 
Both the Local and Regional Projects are evaluated against baseline conditions. The Draft EIR 
Subsection 3.4.2 explains on page 3-14 that the Regional Project would result in a larger capacity 
desalination plant than the Local Project, and therefore, would result in the generation of more 
water. The Regional Project components assessed in the Draft EIR would be in the same locations 
as the Local Project components, and some components would have a larger footprint than the 
Local Project. However, from a hazardous materials perspective, the Local and Regional projects 
are both required to comply with the same federal, state, and local regulations. Therefore, it is not 
unreasonable to analyze the Regional project as a larger version of the Local project that would 
have similar impacts.  
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Response MBCH3-64 
As described in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4, consistent with the requirements of the 2015 
California Ocean Plan Amendment, the Project-specific dilution analyses assume zero ocean 
current velocity, representing the worst-case condition in terms of brine dilution with receiving 
waters. As described in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.2 the environmental parameter most 
relevant for dilution and mixing is the receiving water density structure, and the physical water 
quality parameters (e.g., salinity, temperature, and dissolved oxygen) within the Santa Monica 
Bay exhibit distinct seasonal variations and spatial distributions (such as with depth). Such 
variation is a result of interactions among bathymetry, vertical mixing, freshwater discharge, and 
biological processes. The seasonal cycles correspond to oceanic patterns such as water masses 
transported by the California Current from the northwest and the Southern California 
Countercurrent from the south and freshwater discharges from major surface water bodies.  

Overall, and contrary to the comment, the effect of ocean currents increases dilution compared to 
the zero current results; brine does not collect within the countercurrent. Resulting salinities at the 
Brine Mixing Zone (BMZ) boundary would be substantially lower than those reported in the 
Draft EIR because greater dilution would be achieved through additional dynamic mixing from 
waves or ocean currents. Neglecting the effect of currents (assuming zero current), consistent 
with the methodology prescribed in the Ocean Plan for assessing salinity impacts from brine 
discharges, represents the most conservative (i.e., the “worst-case”) scenario, and therefore, the 
Ocean Plan regulations related to salinity would continue to be met for all anticipated ocean 
currents occurring in Santa Monica Bay.  

Given the Ballona Creek location (north of the proposed Project site) and the predominant ocean 
current flow direction (from north to south, see Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4 on page 5.9-54), and 
the results of the dilution  modeling which indicates the Project would meet Ocean Plan 
thresholds well within the Marine Study Area, water quality at Ballona Creek would not 
experience increases in salinity from brine discharge. The Draft EIR provides substantial 
evidence that project direct and indirect effects on marine habitats and biological resources would 
be confined to a relatively small area and would not have the potential to generate impacts to 
habitats or marine species at greater distances than the Marine Study Area. See also Master 
Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

 

 

Response MBCH3-65 
The Draft EIR Appendix 2 presents the Feasibility Assessment of Subsurface Seawater Intakes 
that includes two separate evidence-based studies. In response to this and other similar comments, 
a supplemental study has been conducted that expands upon the Subsurface Intake (SSI) 
Feasibility Study provided in the Draft EIR. The findings of this supplemental study (provided as 
Final EIR Appendix 13) present further evidence that confirms West Basin’s conclusions in the 
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Draft EIR, and provide support for future regulatory decisions. See also Master Response: 
Supplemental Studies. 

Response MBCH3-66 
Water quality sampling conducted as part of West Basin’s Pilot Project located in El Segundo (at 
the proposed Project site) and Demonstration Project located in Redondo Beach documented that 
water quality conditions in Santa Monica Bay are highly variable over time and that some 
existing constituent concentrations at times exceeded the California Ocean Plan water quality 
objectives under baseline conditions (Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4, page 5.9-54; see also response 
to comment LARWQCB-11 for additional details).  

It should be noted that the proposed Project would not add or contribute new or additional 
pollutants to Santa Monica Bay. Although the RO treatment process would result in the discharge 
of increased concentrations of constituents within a localized area or mixing zone, the overall 
total loading of chemicals and minerals being discharged into Santa Monica Bay would not be 
increased with implementation of the proposed Project as compared to existing (baseline) 
conditions. The proposed Project proposes to return to Santa Monica Bay all the associated water 
quality constituents that originated in the source water but were rejected from the RO treatment 
process. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR (Subsection 5.9.4, et seq.), the assessment of impacts to water 
quality comprehensively applied and considered the applicable regulations discussed in the 
regulatory setting section (Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.1, et seq.), such as the National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program as well as the Water Quality Objectives 
of the California Ocean Plan. As described in detail in the Draft EIR Subsections 5.9.1 and 5.9.4 
and summarized in Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan Compliance, West Basin will 
prepare and submit information required by the Ocean Plan when submitting the NPDES 
discharge permit application to the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(LARWQCB), including a Report of Waste Discharge, which will provide a detailed analysis of 
compliance with the Ocean Plan water quality standards. Further, as part of the NPDES permit 
application, Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing would be required for the facility point of 
discharge, representing an integrated approach for assessing the potential for acute and/or chronic 
toxicity of proposed discharges. The primary objective of WET testing is to ensure that effluent 
released from industrial and municipal facilities into the nation’s waters does not cause 
unacceptable levels of toxicity to aquatic life. Subsection 5.9.1 describes that the point of 
compliance for water quality standards relating to operational discharges is the edge of the Zone 
of Initial Dilution (ZID). Such an approach for water quality standards acknowledges the concept 
of a regulatory mixing zone where water quality constituent concentrations contained in 
discharges undergo rapid and substantial reduction via dilution. Within the mixing zone, water 
quality criteria may be exceeded as long as toxic conditions are prevented. To determine whether 
an effluent has the potential to be toxic, WET tests are performed on various aquatic test species.  

WET testing represents a standardized measure of the aggregate toxic effect of an effluent 
measured directly by a toxicity test and is used to evaluate biological impacts of discharges for 
NPDES permitting. The use of biological testing provides a means to evaluate the impact of 
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chemical and physical mixtures at the site of discharge and will consider benthic species and/or 
species most relevant to the site. By nature, and definition, toxicity cannot be measured 
analytically, as is done for assessing the in-pipe concentrations of constituents regulated under the 
Ocean Plan with numeric Water Quality Objectives (WQOs). Chemical analyses are practical 
only when all potential constituents present in an effluent are known. WET testing assesses the 
combined toxic effects of all constituents of an effluent, known or unknown.  

Response MBCH3-67 
The impact analysis in the Draft EIR incorporates the findings of a quantified analysis of copper 
dissolution rates from the proposed copper/nickel wedgewire screens. The Project-specific copper 
dissolution assessment was conducted for the proposed intake structures to determine the 
potential implications for water quality impacts in the context of numeric water quality standards 
defined in the California Ocean Plan. The analysis of copper dissolution, presented in the Draft 
EIR Appendix 4B (Applied Marine Sciences, 2018. Technical Memorandum: Dissolution 
Estimate of Copper:Nickel Corrosion from Wedgewire Screens) and incorporated into the 
analysis of impacts under Impact 5.9-2 (Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4), determined that the 
dissolution of copper into seawater would not result in exceedances of the California Ocean Plan 
water quality objectives for copper. Specifically, the mean concentrations of copper-nickel alloy 
loss were calculated to be 0.03 micrograms per liter (μg/L) for the 90:10 and 0.05 µg/L for the 
70:30 copper-nickel alloy wedgewire screens (see Table 5.11-10, Draft EIR Section 5.11, Marine 
Biological Resources, page 5.11-55). In comparison to the 6-month median of 3 micrograms per 
liter (μg/L), daily maximum of 12 μg/L, and instantaneous maximum of 30 μg/L identified as the 
California Ocean Plan Water Quality Objectives for Protection of Marine Life thresholds (see 
Subsection 5.9.1), the estimated daily and instantaneous copper concentrations resulting from 
corrosion of the copper-nickel alloy would be orders of magnitude smaller. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR consider alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen 
significant impacts of a project. The use of copper-nickel alloy wedgewire screens would not 
result in an impact requiring the EIR to evaluate a stainless steel alternative; no change has been 
made to the EIR as a result of this comment. 

Response MBCH3-68 
Water quality impacts of the Regional Project brine discharge are not assessed against the Local 
Project’s future baseline as the commenter asserts. Water quality impacts from the Regional 
Project are presented under Impact 5.9-2 (Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4 page 5.9-58 et seq.) which 
explains that impacts to water quality standards or Waste Discharge Requirements would occur if 
operational discharges from the Regional Project resulted in salinity concentrations greater than 2 
ppt above ambient salinity levels (i.e., baseline salinity of Santa Monica Bay under existing 
conditions, not existing conditions at the time of implementation of the Regional Project) at the 
edge of the BMZ. The methodology and assumptions for assessing Regional Project salinity 
impacts are the same as described for the Local Project and are presented in detail in Appendix 
14A of the Final EIR. Assuming the most conservative scenario, the model analysis demonstrates 
that operational discharges from the Regional Project would meet the California Ocean Plan 
salinity standard (Final EIR Table 5.9-8).  
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Response MBCH3-69 
As described on page 5.9-16 of the Draft EIR, the LARWQCB General NPDES Permit No. 
CAG994004 (R4-2003-0111) (Dewatering Permit) covers discharges of treated and untreated 
groundwater generated from permanent or temporary dewatering operations, including 
groundwater generated from construction dewatering activity. As assessed and discussed in detail 
under Impact 5.9-1 under “Construction Excavation Dewatering Activities” (Draft EIR 
Subsection 5.9.4, pages 5.9-42 to 5.9-43), construction dewatering at the proposed desalination 
facility would require West Basin or their contractor(s) to obtain coverage under the Dewatering 
Permit for dewatering. The permit requires testing of the effluent to identify the presence of 
potential contaminants and implementation of appropriate treatment and disposal methods. 
Options for disposal of dewatering discharge include: (a) onsite treatment, then discharge to the 
sanitary sewer, (b) discharge to mobile storage tanks, then transportation to a licensed treatment 
or disposal facility permitted to accept the waste, or (c) onsite treatment, then discharge to 
groundwater (recharge wells and trenches). An ongoing monitoring and reporting program, with 
LARWQCB review and approval, is also required under this permit to ensure on-site treatment 
and/or disposal adheres to the conditions of the Dewatering Permit. Mandatory compliance with 
the requirements of the Dewatering Permit would ensure that proposed Project dewatering 
discharges would not mobilize pollutants, result in exceedances of water quality standards, or 
otherwise degrade water quality or deleteriously affect the beneficial uses of receiving waters. 

In addition, as discussed under Impact 5.9-1 and described in detail in Section 5.8 (Draft EIR 
page 5.8-22 et seq.) Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 shall include procedures for managing 
groundwater generated from dewatering activities, including contaminated groundwater, if any. 
The disposal procedures for contaminated groundwater would be required to comply with the 
regulations listed in Subsection 5.8.1 which include RCRA, Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
Program, Hazardous Waste Control Law, and the Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous 
Materials Management Regulatory Program, all of which require that hazardous waste be 
disposal at licensed facilities permitted to accept the waste. The specific disposal facility – the 
sewer system or a hazardous waste treatment facility – would depend on the nature and 
concentrations of chemicals in the dewatering effluent. See response to comments CCC-13 for 
additional details. 

Response MBCH3-70 
As discussed in detail under Impact 5.9-3 (Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4, page 5.9-61 et seq.), 
groundwater levels in the City of El Segundo vary, but are typically 20 feet below ground surface. 
While proposed Project construction may require dewatering where deep excavations encounter 
shallow or perched groundwater, any such dewatering activities would be temporary, highly 
localized, and would involve the extraction of low volumes of shallow groundwater (i.e., not 
groundwater from aquifers used for municipal or industrial water supply). No long-term pumping 
of groundwater from coastal aquifers is proposed as part of the Project and, as such, dewatering 
activities conducted during construction would not result in significant long-term effects to local 
groundwater supplies, such as saline intrusion into coastal aquifers. As discussed on page 5.9-35 
of the Draft EIR, seawater intrusion has already occurred along the coastal area; the temporary 
construction dewatering for the desalination facility would not change this condition. In addition, 
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as explained on pages 5.9-35 and 5.9-36 in the Draft EIR, the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works (LACDPW) owns and maintains a seawater barrier system located inland from the 
ESGS. This system injects barrier injection water to maintain protective levels to protect the 
aquifer from seawater intrusion. 

Response MBCH3-71 
This comment describes similar concerns expressed in comment MBCH3-49. The comment 
asserts that the decreased elevation of the proposed Project site could expose people to risks 
associated with flooding, tsunamis, or wave run-up. As explained in the response to comment 
MBCH3-49 and on page 5.9-72 in the Draft EIR, Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, sea 
level rise is an existing environmental condition, and unless the proposed Project will exacerbate 
this condition, it is not considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA.  

Nonetheless, West Basin has evaluated the potential effects of anticipated future sea level rise and 
will implement further design measures to protect the proposed Project from potential effects of 
sea level rise, as explained in the response to comment MBCH-49 and in the Draft EIR, Section 
5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, Impact 5.9-6 on pages 5.9-72 through 5.9-78. In the interest of 
providing as much information as possible, West Basin conducted a site-specific Coastal Hazards 
Analysis for the proposed desalination facility at the ESGS North and South Sites, a copy of 
which is provided in Appendix 5 of the Draft EIR. In response to this and other comments, 
however, West Basin also prepared a supplemental Coastal Hazards study (see Master Response: 
Supplemental Studies and Final EIR Appendix 15) that considered a high-risk sea level rise 
projection and the “extreme risk aversion” scenario known as the “H++” scenario. The results of 
the study confirmed that development on the site would be constrained, but feasible.  

While the Draft EIR acknowledges on page 5.9-76, that although the existing southern berm 
along 45th Street would be retained, the entire ESGS South Site behind the 45th Street berm would 
be lowered to roughly at grade with the bike trail in order to reduce visual impacts, and would 
therefore, require coastal hazard protection similar to that provided by the existing ESGS seawall. 
While the Draft EIR acknowledges that the purpose of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 is to 
require the final Project engineering design to minimize conflicts with the applicable Coastal Act 
Section 30235 (Construction altering natural shoreline) and Section 30253 (Safety, stability, 
pollution, energy conservation, visitors), Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 has been revised in 
response to comment CCC-19, to include the relevant Coastal Act sections as performance 
standards. See Master Response: Supplemental Studies, and Final EIR Appendix 15. As noted in 
Draft EIR Section 7.4, one of the reasons the North Site is preferred over the South Site is 
because of the reduced total construction time because of reduced grading (see Draft EIR Section 
7.4). 

Response MBCH3-72 
See response to comment CCC-31 regarding the proposed Project’s potential to conflict with the 
LCP’s Power Plant (PP) land use designation.  
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Response MBCH3-73 
The potential presence of hazardous construction materials, such as oils, lubricants, paints, 
thinners, solvents, cleaning agents, degreasers, glues, other adhesives, cement, concrete, and 
asphalt mixtures, on work vessels engaged in the modification of the ESGS intake and discharge 
pipelines are temporary and must be stored onboard in accordance with both State and Federal 
regulations. Any “leaching or leaking” of these materials from the work vessels by definition is 
an accidental release and must be prevented and responded to immediately. As discussed in the 
Draft EIR on pages 5.11-43 and 5.11-44, the application of mitigation measures HAZ-4 and 
HAZ-5, respectively, are designed to prevent the accidental release of these materials if present 
on board any of the work vessels, and therein preventing any potential significant impact should 
they be released. Furthermore, as indicated in Section 5.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
none of these products, with the exception of vessel fuel, should be present on the offshore work 
vessels in quantities sufficiently large to pose a significant threat to marine biota if accidentally 
released.  

Response MBCH3-74 
The Draft EIR Section 2.10.10 presents West Basin’s extensive evaluation of the technical, 
economic, social and environmental feasibility of incorporating subsurface intakes into the 
proposed Project design. Based on the extensive research and site-specific field-testing and 
analysis, none of the eight subsurface intake technologies evaluated were found to be feasible for 
the design intake rate of 40 MGD at the ESGS facility. See Master Response: CEQA and Ocean 
Plan Compliance, Master Response: Supplemental Studies, and Final EIR Appendix 13. 

Response MBCH3-75 
The Draft EIR Subsection 7.2.3, page 7-35 identifies alternative brine discharge solutions 
including co-mingling of brine with wastewater discharges at the City of Los Angeles Hyperion 
Water Reclamation Plant. As noted on page 7-35, West Basin recognizes that the Ocean Plan 
Amendment requires that desalination projects demonstrate the best available site, design, 
technology and mitigation for the treatment facility, intake and discharge facilities. As such, the 
Draft EIR included two studies in Appendix 10 and Appendix 11 that evaluate the feasibility of 
using the existing Hyperion discharge to co-mingle the brine discharge as recommended in the 
Ocean Plan Amendment. The studies identified constraints that made use of the Hyperion 
discharge facility infeasible. The constraints included the potential for the brine contribution to 
result in exceedances of Hyperion’s existing NPDES permit such that reconfiguration of the 
diffusers would be required at the end of the five-mile outfall to comply with the Ocean Plan 
Amendment. The Draft EIR describes why co-mingling of brine with wastewater discharge is not 
the preferred discharge technology.  Nevertheless, West Basin recognizes that during permitting, 
the feasibility of this alternative will be evaluated for consistency with the Ocean Plan 
Amendment. For additional discussion regarding Ocean Plan compliance and the assessment of 
impacts under CEQA see Master Response: CEQA and Ocean Plan Compliance. 
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Response MBCH3-76 
See Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. The Draft EIR provides 
substantial evidence that proposed Project direct and indirect effects on marine habitats and 
biological resources would be confined to a relatively small area and would not have the potential 
to generate impacts to habitats or marine species at greater distances than the Marine Study Area, 
as demonstrated through the empirical transport modeling and characterization of the 
Environmental Setting. Therefore, species that may be inhabiting the area near the terminus of 
Ballona Creek, for example, would not be affected by the proposed Project construction or 
operation, regardless of their sensitivity to salinity increases. 

Response MBCH3-77 
As described in Draft EIR Subsection 5.3.2, page 5.3-30 and displayed on Figure 5.3-2, critical 
habitat for the snowy plover occurs within the study area. Impacts to critical habitat are 
sufficiently analyzed on Page 5.3-30. Impacts to snowy plover are sufficiently analyzed in 
Subsection 5.3.4, page 5.3-33.  

Response MBCH3-78 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the Draft EIR does indeed address underwater noise and 
vibration generated by potential Project-related pile-driving. The topic is extensively discussed in 
the Draft EIR Subsection 5.11.4 (pages 5.11-44 through 5.11-50). In addition, the Draft EIR 
provides calculations of projected underwater noise generated by Project-related pile-driving 
(Draft EIR Table 5.11-7, Draft EIR page 5.11-50). Mitigation Measure BIO-M1 (Draft EIR pages 
5.11-62 -5.11-63) requires the Project sponsor to prepare a noise reduction plan prior to Project 
implementation that re-calculates all potential underwater noise generated by the final piling 
design, and it requires the Project sponsor to develop a plan to reduce underwater noise to levels 
determined by NMFS not to harm fish and marine mammals. This plan should include all feasible 
BMPs currently known to reduce underwater noise generation, as well as any new BMPs 
developed after the preparation of the CEQA analysis and prior to Project implementation. This 
approach ensures that the best technology is employed to reduce the generation and potential 
effects of underwater noise from the proposed project that is years, if not decades, from its 
implementation.  

Estimates of underwater noise levels, noise transmittal, and noise attenuation with distance are 
calculated based on technical data available for pile type, pile driver type, and pile-driving 
scenario. Calculation of sound attenuation for projected pile-driving determines the distance at 
which NMFS establishes underwater sound criteria for the proposed Project. These SEL 
Cumulative threshold distances for fish, and for marine mammals, were presented in Draft EIR 
Table 5.11-7, and were updated in the Final EIR based on revised technical data, and are 
presented as part of this response. As illustrated in the revised Table 5.11-7 below, underwater 
sound levels high enough to potentially cause acute damage to fish is < 2 meters for a vibratory 
hammer and <18 meters for an impact hammer, depending on the pile composition and diameter 
used for the piling. Cumulative SEL levels resulting in behavioral changes, depending on the type 
of pile hammer used, range between 1 and 215 meters. SEL Cumulative harassment underwater 
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sound levels for marine mammals range between 0.1 and 34.8 meters, depending on the species, 
piling composition and diameter, and type of hammer used.  

Based on these findings, establishing a 500-meter zone by which extra BMP measures are 
required was considered to be overly cautious. For this proposed Project, work barges, anchoring 
arrays, and support boats are expected to utilize an area slightly less than 500-meters in 
circumference. Past marine mammal observations have demonstrated that marine mammals 
naturally avoid activities and vessels associated with underwater construction. Considering that 
neither SEL Cumulative sound thresholds, nor impacts associated with construction-related 
vessels and activities, are estimated to occur at distances greater than 500-meters, requiring 
additional measures to reduce noise levels that do not exceed these thresholds within this zone is 
not necessary. Moreover, it would only be necessary to apply additional BMPs if the generated 
underwater noise levels exceeded established acceptable criteria at some distance from the sound 
source within which marine mammals could reasonably be expected to occur.  

In response to this and other comments (see response to comment SLC-26), the Draft EIR text in 
Table 5.11-7 is revised as follows: 
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TABLE 5.11-7 
ESTIMATED VIBRATORY AND IMPACT HAMMER PILE-DRIVING SOUND LEVELS AND DISTURBANCE TO CRITERIA LEVELS 

Pile Type 
Equipment 

Type 

Distance to Sound Level Thresholds (meters) for Non-impulsive Vibratory Hammer Sound Sources2 

Attenuation 
Equipment 

SEL Cumulative 
Threshold 4 

150 dB 
(Fish-

Behavioral) 3, 

4 

SEL Cumulative Threshold 3, 4 

187 dB 
(Fish ≥2g) 

183 dB 
(Fish < 2g) 

199 dB 
(Low-

Frequency 
Cetaceans) 

198 dB 
(Mid-

Frequency 
Cetaceans) 

173 dB 
(High-

Frequency 
Cetaceans) 

201 dB 
(Phocid 

Pinnipeds) 

219 dB 
(Otariid 

Pinnipeds) 

12-inch Steel Pipe Pile1 Vibratory 1 0.0 1 0.0 12 20 2.3 108 0.1 29.5 2.1 12.1 1.2 0.9 0.1 None 

13-inch Steel Pipe Pile1, 5 Vibratory 1.0 1 2.0 25 22.0 20 4.3 108 0.2 29.5 3.8 12.1 2.3 0.9 0.2 None 

16-inch Steel Pipe Pile1 Vibratory 1.0 1 2.0 4.0 58.5 5.1 5.2 0.3 86.5 4.4 35.6 2.7 2.5 0.2 None 

16-inch Fiberglass/ concrete pile1 Vibratory 0.0 1.0 1.0 4.3 1.8 0.4 0.1 6.4 1.6 2.6 1.0 0.2 0.1 None 

Pile Type 
Equipment 

Type 

Distance to Sound Level Thresholds (meters) for Impulsive Impact Hammer Sounds Sources2 

Attenuation 
Equipment 

SEL Cumulative 
Threshold 

150 dB 
(Fish-

Behavioral) 3, 

4 

SEL Cumulative Threshold 3, 4 

187 dB 
(Fish ≥ 2 g) 

183 dB 
(Fish < 2 

g) 

183 dB 
(Low-

Frequency 
Cetaceans) 

185 dB 
(Mid-

Frequency 
Cetaceans) 

155 dB 
(High-

Frequency 
Cetaceans) 

185 dB 
(Phocid 

Pinnipeds) 

203 dB 
(Otariid 

Pinnipeds) 

12-inch Steel Pipe Pile3 Impact 6 1.0 11 1.0 100 1.1 1.8 0.1 2.2 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.1 None 

13-inch Steel Pipe Pile3, 4, 5 Impact 0 10.0 0 18.0 215 29.2 1.0 34.8 15.7 1.1 None 

16-inch Steel Pipe Pile3 Impact 3 2.0 5 3.0 63 2.7 4.8 0.2 0.2 5.5 1.7 2.5  0.1 0.2 None 

16-inch Fiberglass/ concrete pile3 Impact 0 1.0 1.0 76 0.2 1.2 0.0  0.0 0.5 1.4 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 None 
NOTES:  
1 Vibratory pile driving hammers have been documented to reduce underwater noise levels a minimum of 14-15 dB and up to 28-29 dB, depending on the pile type, water depth, and type of hammers being used (Caltrans 2015). Estimating the potential 

underwater noise attenuation distances for steel pipe and fiberglass/concrete pilings using a vibratory hammer, underwater noise levels documented for impact hammers were reduced by 14 dB. 
2 NOAA 2018b, NOAA 2016b; NMFS 2016; Caltrans 2015, AMS 2018  
3 Time duration for using an impact hammer to set any pilings to desired depth assuming the vibratory hammer cannot, by itself, achieve required anchor depth was <1 hour. Calculations assumed 4,440 50 blows per piling, 2 piles per day, XLogR = 15, pulse 

duration = 0.8 seconds, 2.5 2.0 weighting factor adjustment. 
4   In calculating the potential SEL cumulative or behavioral threshold distances for fish, if no RMS values available for pile driving calculation, the mean of Peak dB and SEL dB values used. If no SEL value available for the pile driving calculation, then the RMS 

values is used. 
5.  Data for the installation of the 13-inch steel pilings reflect very shallow water conditions on the Mad River in Arcata, CA and appear to reflect unique underwater noise reflective conditions. 
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Response MBCH3-79 
Draft EIR Subsection 5.11.2, Marine Biological Resources explains on page 5.11-34 that the 
Ballona Lagoon (adjacent to Marina del Rey), the El Segundo Dunes, and the Palos Verdes 
Peninsula have been designated as Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) and Coastal Resource 
Areas (CRAs) by the County of Los Angeles. Further discussion of Ballona Creek is presented in 
Draft EIR Section 5.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. The Draft EIR on page 5.9-26, discusses 
Ballona Creek within the context of the Santa Monica Watershed. Given the Ballona Creek 
location (north of the proposed Project site) and the predominant ocean current flow direction 
(from north to south), as explained in Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.4, the ambient water quality at the 
ESGS in the nearshore area could be affected by the water quality of the Ballona Creek and 
Marina Del Rey discharge points, particularly during storm events. The Draft EIR provides 
substantial evidence that project direct and indirect effects on marine habitats and biological 
resources would be confined to a relatively small area and would not have the potential to 
generate impacts to habitats or marine species at greater distances than the Marine Study Area. 
See also Master Response: Marine Biological Resources Study Area. 

Response MBCH3-80 
As described in the Draft EIR Subsection 5.9.2 (page 5.9-32), salinity levels are generally 
constant in ocean waters, on average around 34 grams per kilogram of water (commonly reported 
as parts per thousand (e.g., 34 ppt), but can fluctuate within coastal zones due to introduction of 
near-shore freshwater. The MBC Applied Environmental Sciences, 2017, Existing Conditions 
Summary states that salinity levels within Santa Monica Bay (SMB) are generally uniform and 
vary from 33 ppt to 34 ppt (Draft EIR page 5.9-32) and cites a 1993 study. In the next paragraph, 
MBC 2017 presents salinity data from between 2010 and 2014 that confirms the salinity range 
cited from 1993.  

The diffuser model analysis (Draft EIR Appendix 4C, Final EIR Appendix 14A), which was 
summarized and incorporated into the analysis of operational impacts (Impact 5.9-2, Draft EIR 
page 5.9-49 et seq.), assumed a receiving water salinity of 33.5 ppt based on more than 20 years 
of local NPDES monitoring, consistent with the 33 ppt to 34 ppt range presented in the proposed 
Project water quality environmental setting. 

The characterization of marine habitats and associated marine communities provided in the Draft 
EIR Section 5.11, Marine Biological Resources established the dominant biological taxa and 
overall community composition of the various marine habitats present within the marine study 
area and within SMB. This characterization was based on current knowledge of the biological 
taxa that utilize habitats offshore of California. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, 
the environmental setting for marine resources needs to characterize the biological communities 
present, or expected to be present, within the identified study area that would be potentially 
exposed to proposed Project activities and impacts. The description of the habitats and associated 
marine biological communities present within the study area were based on an extensive review 
and analysis of intertidal and subtidal habitats and biological taxa in the Southern California 
Bight (SCB) in general, SMB more specifically, and where possible, within the study area itself. 
This information on the study area was provided in MBC 2017, which was then condensed and 
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summarized in Draft EIR Section 5.11, Marine Biological Resources, pages 5.11-12 through 
5.11-36.  

The information for the marine study area provided in MBC 2017 was augmented by data and 
information provided in the 2010 lease extension for the El Segundo Marine Terminal located 
immediately up coast of the marine study area, and by data from a recent fiber optic cable landing 
CEQA EIR prepared for the City of Hermosa Beach in 2015. It was fortuitous that a major coastal 
industrial operation is present within the marine study area, which conducted site-specific 
scientific investigations of subtidal and intertidal habitats and their associated marine biota. Such 
site-specific investigations do not exist with respect to most of the coast of California. Even 
though many of the site-specific studies were conducted 5 or more years ago, the scientific 
information they provide is valid and demonstrates that the taxa inhabiting the various marine 
habitats within the SCB are also present, and serve the same ecosystem roles, in the marine study 
area. Because of previously demonstrated anthropogenic impacts on the nearshore waters near the 
proposed Project site, reductions and loss of certain species in the marine study area have already 
occurred. Additionally, more recent studies would not be expected to provide any significant 
increase in scientific data that would change or alter the analysis of potential impacts on the 
marine ecosystem. The impact analysis was based on potential habitat alterations by the Project 
and the potential for impacts to all marine organisms utilizing those habitats. For instance, it is 
irrelevant if species A or species B of a mollusk was present; if the impact was projected to affect 
mollusks, all species of mollusks present would be impacted. Finally, all special-status species 
that have any potential to be present in the marine study area and have any reasonable potential 
for being effected by Project activities have been adequately assessed. 

Response MBCH3-81 
The commenter is correct in stating that the occurrence of White sharks in the coastal waters of 
SMB have been increasing in recent years, especially during the recent warmer El Niño years. 
The commenter’s statement that the waters of SMB serve as potential nursery areas is also correct 
but misleading because all of the State’s inshore coastal waters are used by juvenile White sharks 
as nursery grounds and foraging areas. To better reflect these considerations and the criteria for 
establishing expected occurrence within the marine study area, column five of table 5.11-3 has 
been updated for White sharks to read as follows: 

Low-Moderate Not Expected to Low. Present in coastal waters throughout 
the State but typically north of the study area. with inshore coastal waters 
frequently used as foraging areas for juveniles. The presence of juvenile 
White sharks has been noted to increase in SMB during El Niño conditions, 
but this increase is typically expected to occur north of the study area. 

It is an incorrect assertion, however, that the proposed Project’s impact analysis omitted White 
sharks from the analysis and that the Draft EIR only identified two FESA or CESA protected 
species that had any probability to occur within the marine study area. In fact, 15 taxa of fish and 
marine mammals were identified as having a low to high probability of occurrence in the marine 
study area. The analysis of potential Project effects on marine biological resources evaluated 
those impacts initially on an altered or damaged habitat-basis, and then considered all marine 
organisms and trophic groups present within those habitats and whether the Project-identified 
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changes would directly or indirectly impact those taxa. As stated in the Draft EIR (pages 5.11-37 
through 5.11-76) the potential for disturbance to pelagic habitat-based taxa during construction is 
from the temporary loss of foraging area, the temporary decrease in water clarity, and from 
underwater noise. During operations, potential impacts would include the temporary exposure to 
the brine plume located within the 0.3 to 0.9 acre Brine Mixing Zone, which represents < 0.04 
percent of the pelagic habitat within the marine study area. Based on the defined CEQA 
evaluation criteria (Draft EIR Subsection 5.11.3, pages 5.11-36 to 5.11-37), the potential for 
Project-related activities to impact White sharks remains less than significant. Finally, the data 
used to assess the potential occurrence of special status species does not come from outdated data 
from surveys in 2001, but as documented in the footnotes of Draft EIR Table 5.11-3 in the Draft 
on EIR page 5.11-30, the key references used include scientific documents dated 2008, 2010, 
2011, 2014, 2017, and 2018. 

Response MBCH3-82 
See response to comment MBCH3-81. 

Response MBCH3-83 
The Draft EIR in its discussion of underwater noise from pile-driving activities establishes that 
underwater noise at high decibel levels causes harm to fish and marine mammals (Draft EIR 
pages 5.11-44 to 5.11-50). This harm can range from acute effects including death, and indirect 
effects resulting in altered behavior. NOAA, as the Federally mandated agency responsible for 
enforcement of the MPA and FESA for marine species, has established underwater noise 
threshold levels for both fish and marine mammals below which no harm is expected. These 
thresholds for Level A (acute effects) are provided in Draft EIR Table 5.11-7. Level B 
(harassment levels) have been established as 120 and 160 dB for non-impulsive and impulsive 
sound sources, respectively, and were provided in the Draft EIR on pages 5.11-47. NOAA has 
already gathered sufficient scientific data as well as conducted a number of studies in order to 
establish acceptable underwater noise levels at which little to no harm to fish or marine mammals 
are expected to occur. NOAA’s regulatory determinations and potential effect levels were duly 
cited and provided in the Draft EIR on pages 5.11-47-48.  

The recent scientific work conducted by Ted Cranford and referenced by the commenter was 
published on April 23, 2018, after the March 27, 2018 release of the Draft EIR. Cranford used 
computer tomography of an entire minke whale and combined it with custom-developed 
computer simulation tools to model how whales hear sounds. This research is not directly 
relevant to the analysis in the EIR because it is not necessary to understand how a specific species 
hears sound in order to recognize negative effects of sound on that animal above certain sound 
levels. NOAA, as the Federally mandated agency responsible for implementation of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act, has determined at what sound levels acute or chronic effects occur on 
marine mammals. It is in accordance with these Federally established noise thresholds that the 
Draft EIR assessed proposed Project related underwater noise generation and potential effects.  
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Response MBCH3-84 
All work vessels, including work barges, commercial diver tenders, pipe laying ships, etc. are 
expected to originate from the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles (POLB/POLA), as stated in 
Draft EIR Subsection 3.5.2 and again on page 5.11-39. The marina at Marina Del Rey is too 
small to support or dock these large offshore construction and support vessels. Smaller crew boats 
that may be used to ferry work crews on a daily basis during offshore construction activities for 
the proposed Project may originate from POLB/POLA or Marina Del Rey, since smaller vessels 
can be used. This option is also accurately described in Draft EIR Subsection 3.5.2 and on page 
5.11-39. The potential impact analysis for marine biological resources considered different types 
of vessels originating from all local harbors, as well as POLB/POLA, as stated in the Draft EIR 
on page 5.11-39. 

Response MBCH3-85 
The bulk of the information on recovery of benthic infauna following dredging comes from 
experience with offshore sand mining projects for beach nourishment, construction materials, and 
precious metals. Most of these scientific studies were conducted worldwide in the late 1990’s and 
early 2000’s. Although several coastal desalination projects have been constructed in California, 
none of those projects have been required to conduct post-construction benthic recovery studies. 
The commenter’s concern regarding dispersal of species and its role in mortality and harassment 
is unclear. The Draft EIR analysis assumed 100 percent mortality of all infaunal and epifaunal 
organisms inhabiting dredged sediments. This might include some small fish, such as blennies, 
that may be extracted with the dredged sand. Once this material is placed back on the seafloor, it 
will become recolonized through emigration from surrounding, undisturbed sediments and by 
annual spring recruitment of larvae that settle out onto the seafloor from the overlying water 
column. Therefore, a few months to several years were noted in the Draft EIR in order for the 
sediments to achieve full recovery, given that it might take a few years of recruitment to fully 
recolonize the sediments.  

Response MBCH3-86 
The analysis of potential dredging effects on marine seafloor habitat and associated invertebrate 
and fish taxa is presented in the Draft EIR on pages 5.11-39 through 5.11-43. It includes the 
temporary loss of approximately 8 acres of seafloor habitat used for fish foraging. Additional 
impacts to the seafloor habitat include increased turbidity, shading and light attenuation, and 
potential entrainment of small, less mobile fish and invertebrates. The Draft EIR determination 
that proposed Project dredging activities would result in a less than significant impact was based 
on multiple factors as outlined in the methodology (Draft EIR pages 5.11-36 through 5.11-38). In 
reference to the commenter’s concern about entrainment of fish and less motile invertebrates 
during dredging, as discussed in the subsection entitled Marine Wildlife Entrainment (Draft EIR 
page 5.11-41), the proposed Project will use a clamshell dredge as prior studies by the USACE 
(Reine and Clark 1998) have demonstrated that this type of dredge substantially limits the 
entrainment of fish. Fish are typically not entrained because most fish swim away from the actual 
dredging area, and because fish stay away from the area due to the physical disturbance created 
by the dredge bucket entering and exiting the water column. However, some fish, such as small 
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blennies, and epifaunal invertebrates, that tend to either hide in burrows in the sediment or are too 
slow to move away from the dredge bucket, may be entrained together with the sediments during 
dredging. When this material is side-cast the material is winnowed into the water column just 
above the seafloor allowing many of the entrained fish and some of the epifaunal invertebrates to 
swim or float away. The combination of the proposed dredging equipment, the use of side-
casting, the documented behavior of fish in response to dredging activities, and the small area of 
the seafloor being temporarily disturbed, resulted in a determination of less than significant 
impact from proposed Project dredging activities. 

Additionally, the distribution of epibenthic invertebrates, such as urchins, sea stars, sea pens, sand 
dwelling anemones, are typically fairly broad and the numbers entrained by the clamshell dredge 
are limited and low. Recovery of these organisms, like the benthic infauna are fairly rapid, 
typically faster than that required for benthic infauna. 

Response MBCH3-87 
As with the response to comment MBCH3-85 above, the determination of an impact was based 
on multiple criteria (Draft EIR pages 5.11-36 through 5.11-38). Relative to increased turbidity 
from proposed Project dredging activities, it was based on the extremely small area of seafloor 
being dredged (<0.4 percent), the short duration of dredging activities (< 60 days), the 
standardized permit requirements issued by State and Federal agencies, which routinely include 
all existing BMPs to reduce suspended sediments, the grain size composition of the sediments 
being dredged, and naturally occurring oceanographic conditions that would be expected to 
quickly disperse any generated turbidity plume. These BMPs include the use of silt curtains, 
gunderbooms, dredging operation controls such as longer cycle times to reduce the speed at 
which a loaded dredge bucket is pulled through the water column, elimination of multiple bites 
with the dredge bucket, and using environmental dredge buckets as appropriate and feasible. 
These BMP’s were listed in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.9-45. 

Response MBCH3-88 
The Draft EIR Subsection 2.10.4 presents the results of an impingement and entrainment study 
for the West Basin Demonstration Desalination facility (Tenera 2014) and the entire report is 
included as Appendix 4A to the Draft EIR. The report assessed impingement and entrainment 
impacts for the West Basin Demonstration Desalination Facility and a conceptual full-scale 
desalination facility. Appendix 4A was discussed in Draft EIR Subsection 2.10 as Project 
Development Background, and provided an overall assessment of the impacts of the 
demonstration facility, of a proposed full-scale facility, and of the potential reductions in impacts 
due to the use of wedgewire screens. In fact, while the Draft EIR explains on page 2-33 that 
“losses of 1 to 2 percent of the source water populations for the majority of the taxa analyzed,” 
the next sentence on the same Draft EIR page explains that the “report findings indicate that 
screened ocean intakes fitted with wedgewire screens significantly reduce or eliminate potential 
impingement effects and entrainment impacts.” 

Furthermore, the analysis of impacts on the marine environment from the proposed Project is 
evaluated in Draft EIR Subsection 5.11.4. By utilizing the approach to mitigation described in the 
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2015 Ocean Plan Amendment, the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 will 
counteract annual larval losses by increasing area of habitat potentially used for fish spawning 
and as fish nursery grounds. 

Response MBCH3-89 
The Draft EIR did not require an independent assessment of cross-current velocities across the 
proposed wedgewire screened intakes. A previous site-specific evaluation of wedgewire screened 
intakes (Tenera 2014, see Draft EIR Appendix 4A) was conducted under operating conditions 
comparable to the proposed Project (1.0 mm wedgewire screens with intake flow velocities of 
<0.5 fps), demonstrating that no impingement of larval organisms or larger fish occurred. The 
analysis in this study confirmed that under the proposed operating conditions and at a location 
near the proposed Project, impingement did not occur. Additionally, the approach velocity of 
ocean water flowing across the screen’s surface was calculated, given an intake flow rate of 0.5 
fps, would be approximately 0.141 fps (GHD 2018). This velocity represents the cross-flow 
current speed needed to prevent impingement. Surface currents in SMB average between 0.3 – 
0.66 fps (Hickey 1992), not including wind wave or storm surge, which would increase these 
average figures. 

Response MBCH3-90 
The previously conducted Intake Effects Assessment Report (Tenera 2014, see Draft EIR 
Appendix 4A) referenced by the commenter assessed the potential for impingement on the 
wedgewire screen by a scaled-down pilot version of an ocean intake in SMB. This pilot intake 
facility was operated under the same intake water flow rate of <0.5fps and using a 1.0 mm slot-
width screen, as is proposed by the Project. The results of this study are directly applicable to the 
assessment of the Project’s impingement potential, regardless of actual intake flow volume. Flow 
volume only becomes critical in estimating potential total entrainment of planktonic organism 
<1.0 mm in size. See also response to comment MBCH3-89. 

Response MBCH3-91 
The Draft EIR Section 5.11, Marine Biological Resources, does not make any reference or 
statements concerning entrainment of species >2 mm. The analysis of entrainment (Draft EIR 
pages 5.11-49 through 5.11-54) does consider the potential for entrainment of organism < 1 mm 
or close to 1 mm in size based on the wedgewire screen. The Intake Effects Assessment Report 
(Tenera 2014) previously referenced by the commenter states that some larval fish and 
invertebrate organisms < 1mm in size or close to 1 mm in size would still be expected to occur. 
This conclusion was included in the analysis of entrainment (Draft EIR page 5.11-51). The 
analysis on entrainment also considered larval fish head size and identified those taxa whose 
larval head size were substantially larger than 1 mm as planktonic organisms that would most 
likely not be entrained (Draft EIR Table 5.11-9). 

Response MBCH3-92 
The Draft EIR did in fact consider the potential impacts from increased salinity on organisms in 
the marine study area, including planktonic organisms. As discussed in more detail in the Draft 
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EIR (on pages 5.11-56 through 5.11-58) the potential effect of increased salinity, as high as 36.5 
ppt, was assessed for different kinds of taxa, including plants, invertebrates, fish and plankton. As 
presented in the Draft EIR Table 5.11-11, toxic effects from increased salinity to planktonic 
organisms such as Mysid shrimp, are only documented to occur when salinities are >47.8 ppt for 
survival and >49.7 ppt for growth. The projected salinity of the Project discharge is modeled to 
be <35.5 ppt at the edge of the Brine Mixing Zone (as defined by the CA Ocean Plan; SWRCB 
2015) for all scenarios modeled, which is estimated to be approximately 45 to 63 feet out from 
the diffuser for the Local Project and 70 to 98 feet for the Regional Project, and well below the 
salinity concentrations where any effects to planktonic organism have been documented.  

Response MBCH3-93 
The Draft EIR does in fact estimate potential impacts to planktonic organisms from impingement 
(Draft EIR page 5.11-49), entrainment (Draft EIR pages 5.11-49 through 5.11-54; Draft EIR 
Table 5.11-9), and potential discharge shear stress mortality (Draft EIR pages 5.11-58-5.11-60; 
Draft EIR Table 5.11-12). Impacts from shear stress and impingement and entrainment were not 
purposely “segmented”; they were analyzed in accordance with the OPA requirements. In the 
cases of entrainment and shear stress mortality, both impacts were assessed to be potentially 
significant unless mitigated. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-M2, which 
includes direct offsite ecological habitat enhancement or funding for offsite ecology habitat 
enhancement, the potential effects would be reduced to a less than significant level after 
mitigation.  

Response MBCH3-94 
The Draft EIR Appendix 11 evaluates the feasibility of constructing a brine discharge pipeline to 
Hyperion Water Reclamation Plant to co-mingle brine with the existing secondary-treated 
wastewater effluent. The study comports with the Ocean Plan Amendment requirements to 
evaluate the possibility of co-mingling brine with existing ocean discharges. The study concludes 
that the construction of a pipeline would be difficult, but technically feasible. However, the study 
concludes that future wastewater flows in the Hyperion outfall are not sufficiently reliable to 
support the dilution benefits associated with co-mingling. Furthermore, since the publication of 
the Draft EIR, the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles announced on February 21, 2019, that the 
City will recycle 100 percent of its wastewater by 2035, further assuring that any co-mingling of 
brine with wastewater at the Hyperion plant would be infeasible. As a result, significant 
alterations to the outfall diffuser would be required similar to the proposed outfall. And because 
West Basin does not own the Hyperion facility, the study concluded that it would be infeasible to 
obtain permission from the City of Los Angeles to retrofit the existing outfall to accommodate 
ocean water desalination brine. While, the benefits of co-mingling brine with wastewater effluent 
are to meeting water quality standards, little benefit is gained with regards to discharge 
entrainment and shear stress impacts. As such, West Basin has met the Ocean Plan’s requirements 
to investigate the feasibility of using existing outfalls to co-mingle brine and proposes to use a 
multi-port diffuser; see Final EIR Appendix 14.  
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Response MBCH3-95 
The commenter’s assertion that the potential effects of the Regional Project were determined to 
be less than significant on the basis that the impacts would be similar to those of the Local Project 
is incorrect. All of the potential effects of the Local and Regional Projects were assessed 
individually against baseline conditions. While the types of effects on marine habitats and 
ecosystems would be similar between the Projects, the magnitude of effects would differ. Specific 
to the commenter’s example of the differences between the Local and Regional Project’s salinity 
discharge, this is discussed in detail in Section 5.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, beginning in 
the Draft EIR on page 5.9-58, and Draft EIR Table 5.9-8, which presents information on the 
Regional Project relative to the brine discharge. 

Response MBCH3-96 
As discussed in Section 5.12.1, the proposed Project is located within the City of EL Segundo, 
which is subject to the El Segundo Municipal Code (ESMC) Section 7-2-10. Section D states the 
following:  

Exemptions:  

(D) Construction Noise: Noise sources associated with or vibration created by construction, 
repair, or remodeling of any real property, provided said activities do not take place between 
the hours of six o’clock (6:00) PM and seven o’clock (7:00) AM Monday through Saturday, 
or at any time on Sunday or a Federal holiday, and provided the noise level created by such 
activities does not exceed the noise standard of sixty five (65) dBA plus the limits specified 
in § 7-2-4C of this Chapter as measured on the receptor residential property line and provided 
any vibration created does not endanger the public health, welfare and safety. 

As stated on page 5.12-6, “Although the Project is not in the city of Manhattan Beach, the El 
Segundo Generating Station (ESGS) South Site is located immediately adjacent to Manhattan 
Beach City limits and within 130 feet of residential units across 45th Street from the South Site. 
Accordingly, potential impacts to these Manhattan Beach residents are evaluated in light of 
Manhattan Beach’s noise standards.”  

The Manhattan Beach Municipal Code (MBMC) Section 5.48.060, as well as Section 9.44.030, 
restricts construction to 7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p.m. on Saturdays. MBMC Section 5.48.250 exempts construction activities from the MBMC 
daytime standards.  

Therefore, both the ESMC and MBMC limit construction to daytime hours Monday through 
Saturday. Even though the proposed Project itself is not located in Manhattan Beach, construction 
of the proposed Project would adhere to these allowable daytime hours for construction activities 
occurring within the El Segundo and Manhattan Beach jurisdictional boundaries, as required in 
Mitigation Measure NOI-1. 

In addition, as stated on page 5.12-17, both El Segundo’s and Manhattan Beach’s noise 
ordinances exempt reasonable daytime construction noise. However, as is typical for construction 
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activities in proximity to residences, proposed Project construction noise would exceed the 
operational exterior noise standards for residential uses.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-3 would lessen construction noise 
and ensure that impacts at sensitive receptors would be minimized. Mitigation Measure NOI-1 
requires that construction equipment be equipped with properly operating and maintained 
mufflers and other state-required noise attenuation devices. Mitigation Measure NOI-2 requires 
that West Basin provide a qualified “Noise Disturbance Coordinator” to respond to local 
complaints, should they arise. Mitigation Measure NOI-3 would require West Basin to investigate 
pile installation methods other than percussive pile driving and implement the alternative method 
if feasible.  

Nevertheless, as stated on page 5.12-17, despite implementation of all feasible mitigation, and 
despite the fact that construction is exempt from the local noise ordinances, given the duration of 
construction and proximity to noise-sensitive receptors, and given the City of El Segundo’s and 
City of Manhattan Beach’s noise standards for residential uses that would be exceeded for an 
extended duration, construction of the Local Project with respect to noise impacts during 
construction is considered significant and unavoidable.  

Response MBCH3-97 
The Draft EIR identifies worse-case noise generation during specific construction activities in 
order to assess the maximum noise impact that could occur during construction. The loudest 
activities would not be occurring consistently over the 72 months for the Local Project, but may 
occur during extended periods. Mitigation Measures NOI-1 through NOI-4 have been  established 
to minimize the noise impacts to local receptors, including limiting the duration of noise 
generating activities. However, the Draft EIR concludes in Tables 5.12-9 and 5.12-16 that 
construction noise may exceed thresholds of significance. As discussed on page 5.12-17, 
Mitigation Measure NOI-3 would require West Basin to investigate pile installation methods 
other than percussive pile driving and implement the alternative method if feasible. As discussed 
on page 5.12-22, Mitigation Measure NOI-2 which would be implemented for construction 
activities near local residences, requires that West Basin designate a qualified Noise Disturbance 
Coordinator who shall have the authority to require the installation of a temporary noise barrier to 
reduce noise impacts to the closest sensitive receptors. The noise barriers shall be tall enough to 
effectively block sight-lines of the construction to the closest residences. The contractor shall 
install noise barriers as directed by the Noise Disturbance Coordinator to minimize construction 
noise and resolve noise complaints.  

However, despite implementation of all feasible mitigation, and despite the fact that construction 
is exempt from the local noise ordinances, given the duration of construction and proximity to 
noise-sensitive receptors, and given the City of El Segundo’s and City of Manhattan Beach’s 
noise standards for residential uses that would be exceeded for an extended duration, construction 
of the Local Project with respect to noise impacts during construction is considered significant 
and unavoidable.  
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Response MBCH3-98 
West Basin is aware that construction noise may impact sensitive receptors, and it has committed 
to implementing all feasible mitigation measures for both the Local Project and Regional Project. 
The comment does not suggest any additional mitigation measures that West Basin could 
implement that would assist in further reducing or avoiding noise impacts. Mitigation Measure 
NOI-2 already requires West Basin to install noise barriers if needed to meet noise thresholds 
established by the City or if needed to reduce nuisance noise at nearby receptors. Mitigation 
Measure NOI-3 requires West Basin to implement drilling or vibratory methods to install piles if 
technically feasible. The Draft EIR recognizes that percussive pile driving may be the only 
method that can achieve the building safety standards needed to ensure compliance with the 
California Building Code (CBC). If this is the case, West Basin has prepared for the possibility 
and identified a significant and unavoidable impact of the project. This is not a deferral of 
mitigation or refusal to implement all feasible mitigation, but rather a recognition that final 
geotechnical data may determine that other methods are insufficient.  

As stated in Mitigation Measure NOI-2, on page 5.12-22, throughout proposed Project 
construction and operation, West Basin shall document, investigate, evaluate, and attempt to 
resolve all Project-related noise complaints as soon as possible. For construction activities near 
local residences, the Noise Disturbance Coordinator shall have the authority to require the 
installation of temporary noise barriers to reduce noise impacts to the closest sensitive receptors. 
The noise barriers shall be tall enough to effectively block sight-lines of the construction to the 
closest residences. The contractor shall install noise barriers as directed by the Noise Disturbance 
Coordinator to minimize construction noise and resolve noise complaints. Noise barriers are 
effective only if it is feasible and technically possible to install a barrier of sufficient height and 
width that blocks the line-of-sight between the noise source and all potentially affected receptors. 
In addition, as discussed in Mitigation Measure NOI-3, West Basin shall determine the feasibility 
of using construction methods that avoid percussive pile driving. Other methods of pile 
installation such as vibratory or drilling shall be investigated during development of final designs 
and implemented if feasible.  

Response MBCH3-99 
The Draft EIR provides a detailed analysis of the potential for proposed construction methods to 
result in vibration that could damage structures. In an abundance of caution, the Draft EIR 
includes a Mitigation Measure NOI-5 that evaluates potential vibration effects of final 
construction methods and proximity to the existing structures and prohibits vibratory construction 
methods that are close enough to the storage tank to risk its structure integrity. This is not 
deferral, but rather a cautious measure to ensure the integrity of the storage tank.  

Typical vibration levels produced by construction equipment are illustrated in Table 5.12-13, 
which identify a range of vibration levels at 25 feet for pile drivers both impact and sonic. 
Proposed Project construction can generate varying degrees of ground-borne vibration, depending 
on the construction procedure and the construction equipment used. Construction equipment 
operations generate vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with 
distance from the source. The effect on structures located in the vicinity of the construction site 
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often varies depending on soil type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver 
structures. The results from vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration 
levels to low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to structural damage 
at the highest levels. Ground-borne vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that 
damage structures. 

The closest structure on site would be the storage tank that could be within 25 feet of the pile 
driving activities. At this proximity, vibration could exceed structural damage thresholds for 
reinforced concrete or steel structures, as noted in Table 5.12-7. Because neither specific pile 
driving equipment nor a specific construction contractor has been selected, Mitigation Measure 
NOI-5 would require that West Basin evaluate whether pile driving installation activities within 
100 feet of the existing storage tank located east of the ESGS site could damage the tank, which 
would depend on the specific pile driving equipment characteristics, as well as soil type, ground 
strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver structures. If vibration analysis concludes 
that construction methods could result in vibration beneath the tank that could result in structural 
damage, West Basin shall modify construction methods to ensure vibration would not be 
generated at levels that could damage the tank. The potential impact would only occur at the 
South Site Alternative. The Waste Management Plan that is required by Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-1 would include emergency contingencies to ensure full secondary containment of the 
storage tank is sufficient to avoid any risk of uncontrolled release from the tank. 

In addition, during construction, Mitigation Measure NOI-5 requires West Basin to continue to 
monitor the storage tank for damage if construction activities occur within 25 feet of the tank. In 
response to this comment Mitigation Measure NOI-5 has been modified to ensure that if any 
damage is detected, all related construction activities must immediately stop and be modified to 
avoid further damage: 

NOI-5: Prior to conducting sheet piling installation activities within 100 feet of the 
existing Chevron storage tank, West Basin shall conduct a vibration analysis of the local 
impact area to evaluate the potential for the construction methods to damage the tank. If 
vibration analysis concludes that construction methods could result in vibration beneath 
the tank that could result in structural damage, West Basin shall modify construction 
methods to ensure vibration would not be generated at levels that could damage the tank. 
West Basin shall provide the assessment to Chevron for their review and comment. West 
Basin shall monitor the existing Chevron storage tank for damage during construction 
activities within 25 feet of the tank. If damage from project-related vibration is detected, 
West Basin shall cease construction until methods are developed to avoid further damage 
and West Basin shall repair the damage.  

Response MBCH3-100 
The Draft EIR Section 5.12, Noise, analyzes the proposed Project’s potential to affect both 
temporary (Impact NOI 5.12-4, page 5.12-31) and permanent (Impact NOI 5.12-3, page 5.12-28) 
ambient noise in the area. The Draft EIR identifies the ambient noise measurements (page 5.12-
11) that were conducted at locations representative of typical existing noise exposure within and 
immediately adjacent to the desalination facility site and proposed conveyance system routes. The 
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ambient noise measurement location at the Strand and 45th street was selected to address potential 
noise impacts to the El Porto community in Manhattan Beach directly to the south of the 
proposed Project. The Draft EIR provides a detailed assessment of both construction and 
operational noise, concluding that construction noise could result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact of the project. Once constructed, noise impacts would be less than significant with 
mitigation applied. Operational noise impacts are analyzed on page 5.12-19.  

As discussed in Impact NOI 5.12-1, noise from the desalinated water pump station and discharge 
pump station would be approximately 62 dBA without incorporating noise attenuation from 
enclosures, intervening structures, or topography, which could exceed Manhattan Beach’s 
operational noise standards for residential uses. Mitigation Measure NOI-4 would require that 
West Basin incorporate acoustical treatments including enclosures for noise-generating 
machinery, which would achieve 40 dBA attenuation, to meet the nighttime noise standards for 
residential uses, which are lower than the daytime standards. Furthermore, as stated in Impact 
NOI 5.12-3, Mitigation Measure NOI-4 would require that West Basin design the facilities with 
acoustic treatments sufficient to meet local exterior noise standards. Mitigation Measure NOI-2 
would require West Basin to monitor noise levels at the facility to ensure that the proposed 
Project does not exceed El Segundo’s (Table 5.12-1) and Manhattan Beach’s (Table 5.12-2) noise 
standards for residential uses. The Draft EIR notes that the closest residences may be 130 feet 
south of the enclosed pump station. Compliance with the noise ordinance standards would require 
that the facility control noise sources to levels below existing ambient levels. As shown in Table 
5.12-6, the ambient noise level at the Strand and 45th Street is 59.3 dBA Leq. Therefore, with the 
incorporation of required mitigation measures, the proposed Project’s contribution to the 
permanent ambient noise would not be perceptible, and impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation. The Draft EIR complies with CEQA requirements to identify potential noise 
impacts associated with construction and operation and to propose mitigation measures that 
would ensure noise impacts are avoided or minimized through the establishment of measurable 
performance standards. See Master Response: Environmental Impacts to the El Porto 
Community. 

Response MBCH3-101 
As discussed in Section 3, Project Description, the proposed Project includes an initial 
desalination facility of 20 million gallons per day (MGD) of drinking water (Local Project) and 
the potential future expansion of the facility to produce up to 60 MGD (Regional Project). The 
Regional Project is inclusive of the Local Project, meaning that the assessment of noise impacts 
associated with the Regional Project includes the entirety of the combined facility at a project 
level. Project-level analyses examine all phases of a proposed project, including planning, 
construction, and operation, at a site-specific level, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15161 and 15378(a). The project-level EIR analysis is based on conservative assumptions, with 
the intent to sufficiently anticipate and address reasonably foreseeable potential environmental 
impacts. This EIR addresses appropriate aspects of the Regional Project (60 MGD) at a 
“programmatic level,” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. While much of the Regional 
Project components are analyzed at a project-level, the Regional Project’s details concerning 
design and operational characteristics have not been determined, and therefore, they cannot be 
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analyzed at the level of detail required for project-level analysis. The Regional Project would be 
collocated with the Local Project site (on either ESGS North or ESGS South). Once this Draft 
EIR environmental review process is complete, West Basin will consider whether to approve the 
Local Project. If the Local Project is approved, West Basin plans to pursue regulatory permits to 
implement the Local Project. If and when West Basin considers moving forward with the 
Regional Project (60 MGD), the specific designs that are known at that time could require 
subsequent project-level environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c).  

As discussed on page 5.12-30, similar to the Local Project, operation of the Regional Project 
would generate noise within structures designed to minimize noise impacts to sensitive receptors. 
On-site activities associated with facility operation would be subject to Mitigation Measure NOI-
2, ensuring that the facility would not increase ambient noise levels compared with existing 
conditions, and Mitigation Measure NOI-4, which would ensure that structures are designed with 
acoustic treatments sufficient to meet exterior noise standards. With implementation of 
mitigation, a less than significant impact would occur.  

Response MBCH3-102 
If the Chester Washington Golf Course is ultimately chosen as the location for the Regional 
Project pump station, West Basin will work with the County of LADPR to compensate for 
replacement of park space. The CEQA Guidelines questions analyzed in Section 5.14, 
Recreation, include 1) whether the proposed Project would increase the use of existing parks that 
would damage the recreational facilities or 2) whether the proposed Project would include 
recreational facilities or require expansion of recreation facilities that might have impacts on the 
environment. West Basin has appropriately analyzed these topics in Section 5.14. West Basin will 
coordinate with LADPR regarding any future use of the Washington Golf Course. See also 
Response to LADPR-1. 

Response MBCH3-103 
The agencies responsible for permits, approvals and regulatory requirements are listed in the 
Draft EIR Table 3-11. The same table also lists the required permits or approvals, and for what 
activity or component the permit or approval would be required. 

Response MBCH3-104 
As explained in Impacts REC 5.14-1 (pages 5.14-7 and 5.14-8) and TRA 5.15-6 (pages 5-15-33 
and 34), application of Mitigation Measures REC-1 and TRA-1 would provide for local agency 
coordination around bicycle path disruptions, and establishment of appropriate detours and 
associated signage during periods of closure. Thus, with these measures implemented, any 
closures of the bike routes identified in Figure 5.14-1 would be accompanied by bike path detours 
during construction.  

Response MBCH3-105 
Impacts associated with rerouting the Marvin Braude Bike Trail during construction are 
addressed in Section 5.14, Recreation and Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic. As discussed 
on pages 5.14-7 and 5.15-33, work immediately adjacent to the Marvin Braude Coastal Bike Trail 
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would occur for a period of several weeks. As currently envisioned, use of the bike trial could be 
disrupted for a period of several weeks during the 5-year construction period. As explained in 
Impacts REC 5.14-1 (pages 5.14-7 and 5.14-8) and TRA 5.15-6 (pages 5-15-33 and 34), 
application of Mitigation Measures REC-1 and TRA-1 would provide for local agency 
coordination around bicycle path disruptions, and establishment of appropriate detours and 
associated signage during periods of closure. Thus, with these measures implemented, any 
closures of the subject trail would be accompanied by instructions regarding safe alternative 
routes.  

Mitigation Measures REC-1 and TRA-1 apply to all bike routes that could be impacted by 
proposed Project construction as identified in Figure 5.14-1. 

Response MBCH3-106 
The analysis in Draft EIR Section 5.15, Transportation and Traffic (Impact TRA 5.15-1), 
examines the potential for the proposed Project to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. The 
discussion considers numerous local policies and regulations (specified in Subsection 5.15.1, 
Regulatory Framework and Subsection 5.15.3, Significance Criteria and Thresholds), and does 
not address those of individual jurisdictions specifically. Nevertheless, for the reasons presented 
in the Draft EIR, and summarized below, the analysis addresses and concludes the proposed 
Project would not conflict with applicable Manhattan Beach General Plan provisions.  

In the discussion of potential construction impacts (Impact TRA 5.15-1; pages 5.15-17 through 
5.15-22; 5.15-23 through 5.15-24), the Draft EIR acknowledges that the proposed Project would 
increase worker and truck trips on local roadways during the construction period. To minimize 
the effect of additional traffic on local roadways during construction, including traffic which 
could conflict with the policies and regulations of local jurisdictions, the Draft EIR recommends 
Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, which call for preparation and implementation of a 
traffic control plan and parking and staging plan. The traffic control plan would be required to 
address several construction traffic issues, including timing of materials deliveries, lane closures 
and detours, specify haul routes, and preservation of emergency service provider access, among 
other measures to reduce local construction traffic impacts. The parking and staging plan would 
require that all proposed Project-related parking occur on-site or in predesignated off-site 
proposed Project areas, among other measures (page 5.15-26). The Draft EIR concludes that with 
these measures, proposed Project construction would have a less than significant impact with 
respect to plans and policies establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system. 

Similarly, the Draft EIR’s discussion of operational impacts on traffic explains proposed Project 
operations would result in a nominal increase in local traffic, which would not significantly 
impact the level of service on areas roadways. The analysis concludes that, without mitigation, 
proposed Project operations would have a less than significant impact with respect to plans and 
policies establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system 
(Impact TRA 5.15-1; pages 5.15-22 through 5.15-23; 5.15-25 through 5.15-26). 
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Therefore, while the impact discussion does not include specific consistency findings with respect 
to individual provisions of specific local government policies and regulations concerning traffic 
and transportation, the impact discussion draws upon the requirements presented in Subsection 
5.15.1, Regulatory Framework, and standards presented in Subsection 5.15.3, Significance 
Thresholds and Criteria, in evaluating and concluding whether the proposed Project would 
conflict with any such requirement. Table 5.10-3 summarizes the proposed Project’s consistency 
with the Coastal Act, Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, and El Segundo LCP plans, policies, and 
regulations. For the reasons presented, the proposed Project would not conflict with Manhattan 
Beach goals or policies related to the performance of the circulation system.  

Response MBCH3-107 
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.14, Recreation (page 5.14-7) and Section 5.15, 
Transportation and Traffic (Impact TRA 5.15-6; page 5.15-33), work immediately adjacent to the 
Marvin Braude Coastal Bike Trail could occur for a period of several weeks. As currently 
envisioned, use of the bike trial could be disrupted for a period of several weeks during the 5-year 
construction period. As explained in Impacts REC 5.14-1 (pages 5.14-7 and 5.14-8) and TRA 
5.15-6 (pages 5-15-33 and 34), application of Mitigation Measures REC-1 and TRA-1 would 
provide for local agency coordination around bicycle path disruptions, and establishment of 
appropriate detours and associated signage during periods of closure. Thus, with these measures 
implemented, any closures of the subject trail would be accompanied by instructions regarding 
safe alternative routes, which would not include forcing trail users onto the sand.  

Response MBCH3-108 
The Draft EIR includes provisions in the Project Description that indicate worker trips would 
occur prior to 7 AM and either before 4 PM or after 6 PM. This is based on the need to begin and 
end construction at the allowable hour each day to maximize constriction time. Additionally, the 
Traffic Control Plan required under Mitigation Measure TRA-1 will “identify need for 
construction work hours and arrival/departure times outside of peak traffic periods.” 

Response MBCH3-109 
The Draft EIR presents two options for sewer connection, the City of Manhattan Beach and the 
City of El Segundo. West Basin will work with both entities regarding the potential sewer 
connection. Impacts of both connections are adequately addressed in the Draft EIR on page 5.16-
16 respective to Utilities. West Basin will work with either city to procure all necessary permits 
and approvals.  

Response MBCH3-110 
The goal of the proposed Project is to reduce reliance on imported water and improve water 
reliability and security in an environmentally responsible manner. Phase 1 of the Project identifies 
21,500 AFY as a target amount that could be increased to 60,000 AFY in a Regional Project in 
the future. Since West Basin’s future demands are generally similar to existing demands (see 
Draft EIR on page 2-15), the amount of water provided by ocean water desalination would 
directly reduce the need for imported water. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 6-8 and 6-9, 
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“While the Project would provide a new water source within West Basin’s service area, it would 
replace imported water distribution through the service area and therefore would not induce 
future growth. Rather, as a project to support future reliability by creating a new local water 
source, the Project would accommodate existing demand and a very small (0.4 percent) annual 
increase in demand such that water infrastructure reliability would not be an impediment to 
already planned growth.” The Draft EIR therefore concludes that proposed Project neither 
supports nor encourages growth within West Basin’s service area to a greater degree than 
presently estimated by the 2015 UWMP and land use agencies with jurisdiction over the proposed 
Project area. See EIR Section 6, Other CEQA Considerations, specifically Section 6.2.3 
Population Growth. 

Contrary to the commenter’s interpretation of the language presented on page 6-9 on the Draft 
EIR, (“…the Project would be implemented in phases to ensure the new supply is appropriately 
keeping up with population growth”), the Regional Project would only be implemented as 
necessary to meet projected water demands (imported or locally-produced) consistent with the 
demographic forecasts developed by Southern California Association of Governments. In fact, 
the 21,500 AFY of potable water to be produced by the Local Project is in direct response to the 
20,342 acre-foot shortfall that West Basin’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (2015 UWMP; 
West Basin 2016) identifies would be experienced in a multiple-dry year event. See Master 
Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response MBCH3-111 
The demolition of existing NRG Units 3 and 4 are analyzed throughout the EIR where impacts 
would result from this particular activity. Where different, impacts associated with the North Site 
and South Site are distinctly analyzed in the Draft EIR (oftentimes with distinct headings). The 
example provided by the commenter is accurate because as stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.14-
7, the demolition of Units 3 and 4 would occur entirely within the ESGS site perimeter and would 
not interfere with nearby recreational activities. This is clearly not applicable to the South Site, 
where demolition of existing units would not occur and is not applicable to the analysis.  

Response MBCH3-112 
See response to comment MBCH3-94. 

Response MBCH3-113 
As stated in the Draft EIR in Subsection 7.3.4 on page 7-55, the Reduced Elevation – South Site 
Plan Alternative would reduce the significance level of aesthetic impacts by minimizing the 
aesthetic impact to neighboring residential land uses. While this alternative reduces the aesthetic 
impact, it does not reduce any of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the Draft 
EIR to air quality or noise.  

Regarding the commenter’s assertion that the Draft EIR be revised to include more alternatives 
that reduce potentially significant impacts, West Basin has done its due diligence per CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(b) to choose a range of reasonable alternatives that focus on 
“substantially lessening” any significant effects of the proposed Project, which this alternative 
does with respect to aesthetic impacts, which will be significantly reduced to neighboring 
residential land uses.  
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Response MBCH3-114 
The Draft EIR’s discussion of the environmentally superior alternative clearly states that the No 
Project Alternative is the environmentally superior Alternative to the proposed Project. CEQA 
Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) states if the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no 
project’ alternative, the EIR should identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives analyzed. Consistent with this requirement, the Draft EIR concludes on page 7-
59 that the proposed Project would be environmentally superior to the other Alternatives 
analyzed. For clarity, the EIR goes on to conclude that the North Site is environmentally superior 
to the South Site. No additional information is needed to comply with CEQA regarding 
identification of an environmentally superior project Alternative. 

Response MBCH3-115 
See response to comment MBCH3-1. 
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Response to Letter RBCH: City of Redondo Beach 
Response RBCH-1 
While West Basin appreciates the comment, it expresses  an opinion and does not specify any 
deficiencies in the analysis included in the Draft EIR. As a result, this comment has been noted 
for the record and no further response is necessary; see Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues.  

Response RBCH-2 
The Draft EIR discusses the proposed Project’s use of energy in Section 5.5, Energy, in Section 
5.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and marine resources are discussed in Section 5.11, Marine 
Biological Resources. As noted throughout the Draft EIR, West Basin continues to include 
conservation as an integral component of its water supply portfolio and West Basin’s recycled 
water sales are anticipated to increase in the future, even in the No Project Alternative. West 
Basin acknowledges the City’s position that West Basin should provide recycled water to every 
business and residence in Redondo Beach. But it is unclear what 250 MGD of nearby discharge 
water referred to in the comment could be put to beneficial use. See response to comment HTB-
37 and Master Response: Water Supply Alternatives. 

Response RBCH-3 
This comment does not address the environmental effects of the proposed Project; Draft EIR 
Subsection 7.2.1 discusses the current status of regulations addressing the direct use of recycled 
water for all non-potable uses. 

Response RBCH-4 
The Draft EIR Subsection 7.3.2 explains that the AES Generating Station in Redondo Beach has 
a long history of controversy regarding future land uses and local residents’ desire to see open 
space uses or redevelopment for tourism and economic benefit, and discloses that the City was 
working with AES on selling the property; therefore, its availability for West Basin use is 
uncertain at this time. Nevertheless, given the extensive prior evaluation of this site and the 
amount of land potentially available, this alternative is evaluated as an alternative in Section 7. 

Response RBCH-5 
The commenter’s opposition to the desalination facilities at both the El Segundo and the Redondo 
Beach locations are noted for the record. See Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues.  

Response RBCH-6 
Responses to comments provided by the City of Redondo Beach as Exhibit A are included in 
response to comments RBCH-7 through RBCH-14. 

Response RBCH-7 
The Draft EIR Subsection 7.2.1 considered 11 alternatives, including increased conservation, 
stormwater capture, increased non-potable recycling, indirect potable reuse, and direct potable 
reuse (see Draft EIR Table 7-1). See also response to comment CULV-10 and Master Response: 
Water Supply Alternatives. 
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Response RBCH-8 
As outlined in Draft EIR Section 5.11, Marine Biological Resources, there is a wide variation in 
the estimated magnitude of entrainment and therefore ecosystem effect. It is precisely for this 
reason that Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 commits West Basin to mitigating potential entrainment 
impacts of the proposed Project with ecosystem enhancement efforts. This measure also proposes 
to conduct a study of the operation under real-world conditions to assess the magnitude of 
potential impact. Further, Mitigation Measure BIO-M2 was developed specifically to clarify the 
impact of the proposed Project’s ocean intake and discharge on marine productivity and to 
provide commensurate ecological enhancement and improvement to offset any effects of the 
proposed Project on marine productivity, as required by CEQA, and therein reducing the potential 
effects of Project related entrainment to less than significant.  

In terms of the two mitigation opportunities referenced by the commenter, as stated within the 
text of Mitigation Measure BIO-M2, “If elected by the Project, habitat restoration will occur at a 
location of sufficient marine acreage or alternative coastal lagoon/estuary acreage (e.g. Ballona 
Wetland Restoration Project), and in a manner acceptable to the RWQCB as part of the Project’s 
permitting process.” While the Ballona site is mentioned, the final decision on location will be 
“determined by the RWQCB with consideration for: (1) existing level of wetland function at the 
site prior to mitigation; (2) resulting level of wetland function expected at the mitigation site after 
the proposed Project is fully successful; (3) length of time before the mitigation is expected to be 
fully successful; (4) risk that the mitigation project may not succeed; and (5) differences in the 
location of the lost wetland and the mitigation wetland that affect the services and values they 
have the capacity and opportunity to generate, consistent with the OPA.” 

Response RBCH-9 
In response to the comment providing updated information about the Waterfront Development 
Project’s approval by the Redondo Beach City Council and pending review of the California 
Coastal Commission, the Draft EIR text on page 4-5 is revised as follows:  

City of Redondo Beach 

Waterfront Development Project  
(Portofino Way and Torrance Circle)  

Demolition of approximately 207,402 SF of existing structures 
Retention of 12,479 SF of existing development 
Construction of up to 511,460 SF of retail, restaurant, creative 
office, specialty cinema, a public market hall, and a boutique 
hotel 
Total of new and remaining development on-site would be 
523,939 SF (304,058 SF of net new development) 
Status: Application being processed, NOP circulated June-July 
2014 Approval by City Council, under review by California 
Coastal Commission, construction anticipated 2017-2020 2019-
2021. 

Response RBCH-10 
In response to the comment providing updated information about the South Bay Galleria 
Improvement Project, which was approved by the Planning Commission on April 19, 2018 and is 
on appeal to the City Council, the Draft EIR text on page 4-6 is revised as follows:  
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23 South Bay Galleria Improvement Project (1815 
Hawthorne Boulevard) 

Increase existing SF by 217,864 SF, including department 
stores, mall shops, dining and entertainment. 
Overall density of development on the site (including retail, 
office, hotel, and housing) will increase to a maximum 
1,943,965 sf of building floor area. 
Project will also include a hotel of up to 150 rooms and up 
to 300 650 DU (townhomes, condos, and/or apartment 
homes). 
Status: NOP posted October 2015Approved by Planning 
Commission on April 19, 2018 and on appeal to the City 
Council, construction anticipated 2017-2018 2020-2023 

Response RBCH-11 
In response to new information about cumulative project number 24, the Draft EIR text on page 
4-6 is modified as follows:  

24 Mixed-Use Development  
(1700 South Pacific Coast Highway) 

149 115 DU 
2637,000 SF of commercial 
Status: Approved June 2016, construction to begin in 2019 
completed 2017 

Response RBCH-12 
In response to new information about cumulative project 25, the Draft EIR text on page 4-6 is 
revised as follows: 

25 600 North Pacific Coast Highway  Expansion of existing automobile sales office/lot with 
adjacent property at 610 N. Pacific Coast Highway  
Status: Initial project development stage Project under 
construction in 2019 

Response RBCH-13 
Mitigation Measure TRA-1 requires West Basin to prepare a Traffic Control Plan, which will 
identify temporary travel lane closures and truck routes. As indicated in the Draft EIR in Table 3-
11 on page 3-41, West Basin will be required to obtain an encroachment permit from the City of 
Redondo Beach prior to construction. West Basin will communicate with the City of Redondo 
Beach regarding lane closures within its jurisdiction.  

Response RBCH-14 
See response to comment RBCH-4. 
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Response to Letter LADPR: Los Angeles County Department 
of Parks and Recreation 
Response LADPR-1 
As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 2-3, this EIR addresses some aspects of the Regional 
Project (60 MGD) at a “programmatic level,” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168. A 
program-level analysis allows a public agency to evaluate the effects of a series of actions that are 
related geographically and as logical parts in a chain of contemplated actions, as is true for the 
Local and Regional Projects. The pump station is a Regional Project feature, and would be 
constructed by West Basin after the Local Project is implemented, and after the year 2026. While 
much of the Regional Project components are analyzed at a project-level, some of the Regional 
Project’s details concerning design and operational characteristics have not been determined, and 
therefore, they cannot be analyzed at the level of detail required for project-level analysis. The 
5,000-square foot pump station site is proposed to be constructed on the Chester Washington Golf 
Course, and impacts have adequately been analyzed in the Draft EIR at a programmatic level 
based on the information available at the time the Draft EIR was released. Additionally, the 
commenter’s request that information about how the land will be acquired, assessed, and used, be 
included in the Draft EIR, is outside of the scope of the CEQA analysis. If the site is still being 
considered at the time the Regional Project is built, West Basin will coordinate with the County 
of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation (LADPR) regarding acquisition, access, and 
use.  

Response LADPR-2 
If the Chester Washington Golf Course is ultimately chosen as the location for the Regional 
Project pump station, West Basin will work with the County of LADPR to compensate for 
removal of green space, per the Park Preservation Act, as appropriate. The CEQA Guidelines 
questions analyzed in Section 5.14, Recreation, include 1) whether the proposed Project would 
increase the use of existing parks that would damage the recreational facilities or 2) whether the 
proposed Project would include recreational facilities or require expansion of recreation facilities 
that might have impacts on the environment. West Basin has appropriately analyzed these topics 
in Section 5.14. West Basin will coordinate with LADPR regarding any future use of the 
Washington Golf Course. See also Response to LADPR-1. 

Response LADPR-3 
West Basin reviewed the Historic Resources Evaluation for the Chester Washington Golf Course 
provided by the commenter, and notes that the Chester Washington Golf Course is eligible for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and the County of Los Angeles 
Register of Landmarks and Historic Districts. The Draft EIR, beginning on page 5.4-31, discusses 
the Regional Project desalinated water conveyance components impacts for historical resources. 
This section has been updated to consider historical resources identified after certification of the 
EIR, but before proposed Project construction. A new mitigation measure, Mitigation Measure 
CUL-12, has been incorporated for the Regional Project’s desalination water conveyance 
components. This mitigation measure requires the preparation of a historical resources assessment 
prior to implementation of the Regional Project. The assessment will identify historic 
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architectural resources that may be directly or indirectly impacted by the Regional Project, 
including the golf course and associated facilities that are eligible for listing on the CRHR, and 
will provide treatments to avoid or reduce potential impacts. The Draft EIR text is modified on 
page 5.4-32 as follows: 

Desalinated Water Conveyance Components 
As noted above in the Local Project Impact CUL-5.4-1 discussion, no known historical 
resources were identified within the proposed desalinated water conveyance components 
as a result of the records search and survey. However, the geoarchaeological review 
indicates that the sediments underlying the eastern portions of the water conveyance 
components have the potential to contain buried archaeological deposits that may qualify 
as historical resources. Therefore, construction of the offshore and onshore portions of 
the ocean intake and concentrate discharge structures has the potential to encounter 
subsurface archaeological deposits that qualify as historical resources, resulting in a 
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-5 would 
be required to ensure that the Project’s potential impacts to archaeological resources that 
may qualify as historical resources are less than significant. 

Because the phasing of the Regional Project is unknown at this time, additional historic 
architectural resources that qualify as historical resources may be identified as part of 
separate projects within and/or adjacent to the desalinated water conveyance components. 
Should additional historical resources be identified in the future, construction of the 
Regional Project’s desalination water conveyance components could directly or indirectly 
impact these resources. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-12 would be 
required to ensure that the Project’s potential impacts to historic architectural resources 
that may qualify as historical resources are less than significant.  

Mitigation Measures: 
Implement Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-5 and CUL-12 for impacts to 
historical resources resulting from construction of the ocean water desalination facility 
and the desalination water conveyance components.  

CUL-12: Prior to development of the Regional Project’s desalination water 
conveyance components, West Basin shall retain a qualified architectural 
historian to conduct a historical resources assessment. All identified historic 
architectural resources shall be assessed for the Regional Project’s potential to 
result in direct and/or indirect impacts to those resources, and any historic 
architectural resource that may be affected shall be evaluated for potential 
significance (i.e., listing in the CRHR) prior to West Basin’s approval of Project 
plans and publication of subsequent CEQA documents. The qualified 
architectural historian shall provide recommendations for avoiding or minimizing 
impacts, or for the treatment of historical resources that will be impacted by the 
Regional Project. West Basin shall implement the recommendations.   
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Response LADPR-4 
The proposed Project does not anticipate the removal of trees requiring a removal permit. 
Avoidance of trees as well as necessary permitting should a tree require removal is discussed on 
pages 5.3-47 through 5.3-49. Tree removal permit requirements are discussed on page 5.3-9. 

Response LADPR-5 
The proposed Regional Pump Station would be a small structure that would not have the potential 
to significantly impact views or change the character of the surrounding area including the golf 
course. While design of the pump station has not yet been completed, pump stations are typically 
one-story shed-like structures. Final designs would ensure that access to the golf course is not 
impeded. As with other proposed Project facilities, the Regional Pump Station would be required 
to comply with mitigation measures to reduce aesthetic impacts including Mitigation Measure 
AES-1 to screen construction staging areas, Mitigation Measure AES-3 requiring enclosures to be 
compatible with adjacent structures, and Mitigation Measure AES-7 requiring that structures 
visible to the public be painted to minimize visual intrusion. 

West Basin will coordinate with the owner of the land on which the Regional Pump Station is 
proposed, in order to acquire the land and to ensure ongoing operation of adjacent facilities such 
as recreation areas.  

Response LADPR-6 
West Basin acknowledges that the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works manages the 
Marvin Braude Bike Trail. In response to the comment, the Draft EIR text in Table 3-11 on page 
3-41 is revised as follows:  

L.A. County Parks Los 
Angeles County 
Department of Public 
Works 

Encroachment Permit May be required for temporary ESGS seawall work 
along Marvin Braude Bike Trail. 

 

Response LADPR-7 
LADPR requested a typographical change to the Draft EIR Section 5.14, Recreation. In response 
to the comment, the Draft EIR text on page 5.14-6 is revised as follows:  

• Regional Pump Station Optional Site 5, which is sited within the westernmost edge 
of the Chester Washington Golf Course in unincorporated Los Angeles County. 

Response LADPR-8 
West Basin notes the Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation’s contact information for 
any future correspondence regarding this comment letter.   
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Response to Letter LADWP: Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power 
Response LADWP-1 
West Basin notes the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP) mission. A 
response regarding power resources are addressed in response to comment LADWP-2. 

Response LADWP-2 
The Draft EIR Figure 3-21 shows the proposed offsite staging areas. The note on the figure 
acknowledges that “offsite staging areas are preliminary, subject to change during final design 
and construction.” Although West Basin appreciates the comment, space availability at 
Scattergood may change in the future; therefore, no change has been made to the EIR. 

Response LADWP-3 
West Basin notes the LADWP’s contact information for any future correspondence regarding this 
comment letter.  

  



14. Local Agency Comments 

West Basin Ocean Water Desalination Project 14-335 ESA / 170766 
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2019 

Response to Letter LASAN: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation 
Response LASAN-1 
If West Basin chooses the sewer infrastructure option within the jurisdiction of the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Sanitation (LASAN), West Basin will coordinate with the City 
appropriately.  

Response LASAN-2 
West Basin notes the LASAN’s contact information for any future correspondence regarding this 
comment letter.  
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Response to Letter MWD: Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California 
Response MWD -1 
West Basin appreciates the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s (MWD’s) role as 
a regional wholesale water provider, its understanding of the proposed Project, its commitment to 
water use efficiency, and its support for desalination as a new, additional, local water supply, as 
demonstrated by the Seawater Desalination Program Agreement it entered into with West Basin 
in March 2006 (Agreement No. 70023; MWD 2006). Under the terms of that agreement (Sections 
2.3 and 2.4), West Basin will provide MWD (as a responsible agency under CEQA), with the 
necessary environmental documentation to support the proposed project, including a detailed 
project description.  

As noted on Draft EIR page 3-14, new conveyance infrastructure would convey product water 
from the Local Project desalination facility to the existing distribution system that delivers 
potable water to local area distribution systems, and to regional supply feeders owned by MWD. 
The closest regional potable water feeder system is MWD’s West Basin Feeder located within 
Manhattan Beach Boulevard and the West Coast Feeder located within El Segundo Boulevard. 
Both of these regional feeders are fed by the MWD Sepulveda Feeder, which is located within the 
north-south Van Ness Avenue. The locations of existing MWD facilities are shown in Draft EIR 
Figure 3-5.  

Several conveyance alignment alternatives may be used to convey desalinated water from the 
proposed desalination facility to the MWD Feeder System as well as to local water retailers’ 
distribution systems, as shown in Figure 3-5. The Draft EIR describes on page 3-14 that from the 
desalination facility, the new pipeline route would head north on Vista del Mar Boulevard, then 
slightly east on Grand Avenue, and continue east along El Segundo Boulevard to the intersection 
with Aviation Boulevard. Conveyance option alternative alignments could potentially include 
parallel alignments continuing along Grand Avenue, along Franklin Avenue, or through 
Chevron’s property. From the intersection of Grand Avenue and Aviation Boulevard, the 
proposed conveyance pipeline alignment would travel north on Aviation Boulevard to West 120th 
Street, where it would turn east and connect to the MWD Feeder at Van Ness Avenue. To connect 
the desalinated water conveyance pipeline to the west end of the existing West Basin Feeder, a 
pipeline would travel south on Inglewood Avenue from West 120th Street to Manhattan Beach 
Boulevard. Additionally, pipeline alternative alignments would be routed through various 
alternative routes to connections along the existing West Basin and West Coast Feeders. 

In response to this comment, the text on Draft EIR page 3-2 is revised as follows: 

Potable water produced at the facility would be conveyed to the existing local water 
distribution system through a new conveyance system. The new conveyance system 
would connect to the local distribution system serving the cities of El Segundo, Redondo 
Beach, Lawndale, Gardena, and Hawthorne and portions of unincorporated Los Angeles 
County, and/or MWD’s feeder system.  
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West Basin is currently focused on the Local Project that may convey product water to either the 
local retailers’ distribution systems or to MWD’s Feeder System. The full details of the Regional 
Project’s design and operational characteristics have not been determined at this time.  

As acknowledged in Draft EIR Table 3-11, West Basin would need to coordinate with MWD in 
the event the Regional Project is pursued. A partnership with MWD would be required and West 
Basin would enter into a Wheeling Agreement for use of MWDs conveyance route to transport 
the potable water produced from the desalination process to the West Basin service area retailers. 
An encroachment permit would also be required for any West Basin facililities that would be 
adjacent to MWD’s facilities or MWD’s rights of way. West Basin appreciates receiving the 
compatability Guidelines for Developments in the Area of Facilities. 
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Response to Letter SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
Response SCAQ-1 
Responses to comments provided by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) are included in response to comments SCAQ-2 through SCAQ-6. 

Response SCAQ-2 
West Basin acknowledges the brief summary of the Project Description provided by the 
commenter.  

Response SCAQ-3 
West Basin thanks the SCAQMD for the information regarding the SCAQMD General 
Conformity review process. A discussion of General Conformity is addressed in the Draft EIR 
starting on page 5.2-25 in the Federal Conformity Analysis for SRF (CEQA Plus) section. As 
stated, the proposed Project meets the conformance criteria under 40 C.F.R. section 93.158(5)(v) 
for conformance applied to regional water supply projects. Therefore, conformity is established 
by the nature of the Project. Since the Project is in conformance it would not utilize the general 
conformity emissions credits included in the 2012 AQMP. See response to comment MBCH3-23. 

Response SCAQ-4 
Draft EIR Table 3-11 lists the SCAQMD as an agency responsible for issuing a permit to 
construct the desalination facility, and a permit to operate any backup sources of power such as 
emergency generators. 

Response SCAQ-5 
West Basin will provide written responses to comments to commenting agencies in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.  

Response SCAQ-6 
West Basin notes the SCAQMD’s contact information for any future correspondence regarding 
this comment letter.  
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Response to Letter SCG: Southern California Gas Company 
Response SCG-1 
West Basin will coordinate with the Southern California Gas Company when the proposed 
Project is designed to ensure construction does not interfere with any of the high pressure gas 
lines mentioned in the comment.  
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Response to Letter SCG2: Southern California Gas Company  
Response SCG2-1 
Responses to comments provided by the Southern California Gas Company are provided in 
responses to comment SCGS2-2 through SCGS2-4. 

Response SCG2-2 
Please see response to comment SCG-1. 

Response SCG2-3  
Please see response to comment SCG-1. Per normal construction protocol, West Basin’s 
construction contractor will contact Underground Service Alert to make sure underground 
utilities are marked. 

Response SCG2-4 
Please see response to comment SCG-1. 
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