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JBryan Speeglc, Director
300 N. FlowrrStecet

COUNIY OF OMNGE Sante Ana, CA

P.O. Box 448
Sant Ana, CA 92702-4048

Telephane: (714) 834-2300
B Fax: (714) B34-5188°

RESOURCES & DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

oL G015
June 2, 2005

Ricky Ramos

City of Huntington Beach
Planning of Department

2000 Main Street :
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

LI e e -

SUBJECT: Recirculated DEIR No. 00-02 for the Poseidon Seawater Desalination Project

Dear Mr. Ramos:

Thbe County of Orange is submitting its comments affer the close of the public_revi:_:w period en.c!ing on Friday,
May 26, 2005 following agreement with Ricky Ramos and Howard Zolefsky granting an extension for County
review of the subject Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

The project consists of the Aécnstﬁ;qtiqn and operation of a 50 million gallon. per day scawater desalipatioq _
Facility to be Jocated on a sevén acre portion of the 22 acre AES Huntington Beach Geuerating VP‘l'anf at 21730
Newland Street, off Pacific Coast Highway. _ . .

The County of Orange has reviewed the Recimuiated DEIR and gffers the following comments:
OPEN SPACE/RECREATION: ‘ -

The County has no comments regarding the proposed desalinization plant sitc within the City of Huntington
Beach, but is concemed regarding: ¢ ‘ '

Proposed OC-44 Pump Station in Resonrce Preservation Easement:

1. The proposcd pump station site is located in an eastern area of the City of Newport Beach within a
County “Resource Preservation Easement™ in Lot C, Recorded Tract 15945. Temms and limitations for
the casements are per that separate instrument recorded November 14, 1984, as Instrument No. 84-
468083, and cited on the recorded tract map. Specifically, removal of native vegetation is prohibited, no
grading or land-filling petmitted exccpt to repair slope damage due to failure or to construct access ways
to developed areas when no other access routes are available, and structures limited to open fencing.

Activitics rcgarfiin_g site glacemcnt, grading and construction of the proposed pump station are
prohibited within the subject Resource Prescrvation Easement. Additionally, given the nature of

—y
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existing habitat on the site and the acknowledgement of construction related impacts (Secmon 5.9),
permits from the California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG) and perhaps the Ammy Corps of
Engineers (ACOE) or U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) will likely be required in orderto .
Jmplement the booster pump station at this proposed location. Should the applicant be successful in
securing any required CDFG and/or ACOE, USFWS perrnits, the applicant will also nced to file for a
County Property Penmit (encroachment permit) with the Connty of Crange as well asa request for b
vacation of the Resource Protection Easement over the project site. If the request for vacation and
County Property Permit are decmed appropriate, additional mitigation and/or compensatmn aver and
above any CDFG, ACOE or USFWS permit reqmremmts will likely be required,

]

“Alterpative Pipclinc Alignment™ along Victorda Street:

2. An alternative pipeline aligmment is proposed along Victoria Street in the City of Costa Mcsa. The DEIR
acknowledges that the pipeline will befoeated within public easements, but does not cvaluate auy
proposed impacts to Talbert Nature Preserve located both on the north and south side-of Victoria Street c
pear the Santa Ama River. Any short term construction impacts and/or long term project impacts fo the
Talbert Nature Preserve would also require a County Property Permit from the County of Orange with
appropriate mitigation for those impacts.

|

Trails and Bikewgys;
Project Site: | -

3.  Talbert Channel may become a future regiomal trail or bﬂccway As such the County fequests that the
project not pmclude the possxblc reuse of the levee scrvice road for frail or bikeway purposes.

Perimeter Wall:

4.  Where the perimeter wall is adjacent to the chamnel levee, the County requests that instead of a block
wall, the City use a vertical metal-tubing fence. This type of fencing opens up the view from the trail
and avoids the “tunnel™ effect created by a long, blank, block wall. Also, block walls are susceptible to

. praffiti. - ‘ d
Interior Landscaping:

S.  Wherethe project is adjacmt to the chmmel the County requests that landscaping be planted just inside
the metal fencmg to mlprove the quality of the view shed.

Water Transm:ss:on Lm:s

6. Several proposed water transmission Jine alignments ¢ross numerous County trails and bikewsys. These
facilities are used by pumerous commuter and recreational bicyclists and trail users. Based on Exhibit
39 (Atzﬁ.mnmate Desalination Water Distribution Aren), the followmg traxls and bikeways wﬂl be
impac

a. Alisa Creek Bikeway (scveral Jocations)
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b. Aliso Creek Trail (several locations)
¢.  Santa Ana River Class I Bikeway (3 locations)
d.  Santa-Ana River Trail (3 locations) :
e. = Greenville-Banning Class I Bikeway (1 location) -
f.  Peters Canyon Class I Bikeway (2 Jocations
g Peters Canyon Trail (2 Jocations) - d
h. San Diego Creek Class 1 Bikeway (1 or more locations) : '
i Sand Canyon Class ] Bikeway (1 location)
e Santa Ana Heights Trai] (1 location)
k.  Wood Canyon Trail (1 location)
This is only an estimate. There may be other locations where additional regional or Joeal trails and
bikeways may also be impacted by the project. . ]
R T g . L wegnam s D S e . L e R .

Existing Bikeways and Trails to Remain Open:

7. Existing bikeways and trails should remain open at all times during projcct construction, either by .
protecting in place or by providing a detour. Detour plans should follow Caltrans standards. A detour e
rnust remain in place until the affected trail or bikeway can be returned to its original alignment. Also,
trajls and bikeways must be returned to original condition upon completion of construction activities as
a requirement of 2 County Property Permit for encroachment within any of its frails or bikeways (thc

County will provide additional details when zn encroachment permit is requested).

Coordination regarding Trails and Bikeways: oL S '—[
8. We suggzsttha: the applicant coordinate with Jeff Dickman, Chicf of the County’s Treil Planning, who

may be reached at (714) 834-5372. : : f
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Recirculated DEIR. It'yoxi have any qucstibns, please contact
Charlotte Haryman at (714) 834-2522. : ‘ ]
Sincerely,

Environmental Planning Division



Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington Beach RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Response No. 6

County of Orange
Resources and Development Management Department
Ronald L. Tippets, Chief, Environmental Planning Division

6a.

6b.

6c¢.
6d.

Ge.

6f.

This text provides an introduction to the comment letter and does not require a
response.

Comment noted. Implementation of the OC-44 booster pump station would
require acquisition of all necessary resource and encroachment permits, which
could include permits from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and
County of Orange.

Refer to Response 6b, above.

The proposed project site is within close proximity to the Talbert Channel. The
proposed conveyance pipeline would be either microtunneled or directionally
bored beneath the Channel, and would not impact the levee service road. In
addition, the project would not place a block wall adjacent to any public trails.
Moreover, as shown in DREIR Exhibit 3-16, CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE
MASTERPLAN, landscaping is proposed along the eastern side of the subject
site, adjacent to the Huntington Beach Channel.

To clarify, Exhibit 3-19, DESALINATED WATER DISTRIBUTION AREA of the
DREIR depicts existing water conveyance pipelines in Orange County. The
proposed project would not impact the listed trails/bikeways. Note that the
proposed distribution pipeline would be microtunneled or directionally drilled
beneath the Santa Ana River and Greenville-Banning Channel, and their
associated bikeway and trail would not be disturbed.

Refer to Response 6d, above.

This paragraph provides contact information for the County, and does not require
a response.

City of Huntington Beach August 17, 2005

92



COMMENT 7

--MW2 .
METAOPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

xecutive Office

May 26, 2005

r\}r.—h‘cky Ramos
;_City of Huntington Beach
“Department of Planning

2000 Main Street

“Hurmtington' Beach, California 92648

Dear Mr, Ramos:

. Recirculation of 2
“Draft Environmental Impact Repx

~The-Metropolitan-Water District-of Southern-Catifornia (Metropoiitan) hes received a copy of
the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Seawater Desalination
Project at Huntington Beach (Project). The city of Huntington Beach (City) is acting a5 the Lead
“Agency. for this Project. The Project consists of the construction and-operation of 2 50 million
- gallon per day seawater desalination facility within the City. The facility would consist of
“seawater intake pretreatment facitities; = desatinationplamt utilizing reverse osmosis technology,
product water storage, two pump stations, materials storage tanks, and 42 to 48-inch diameter
—product water transmission pipeline possibly up to 10 iiles i length in Huntington Beach and
Costa Mesas. The facility would utilize existing seawater intake and outfall pipelines for its
operations. The proposed Project is located on an 11-acre portion of the 22-acre Huntington
-Beach Generating Plant located at 21730 Newland Street, off Pacific.Coast Highway. The
proposed Project includes construction of an underground purnp station in a portion of
“unincerporated Orange County; south-of Bonita Canyon Drive, near theeastern border of the
City of Newport Beach. A second pump station is proposed in a church parking lot located at a
45945 Afton Parkway within the City of Irvine. ' ’ '

—Both-Metropolitan and-its- member agencies have & responsibility to provide adequate, reliable,
high quality water supplies to meet current and projected water demands in Southern California.

_“Tothat end, alternative water supplies must be explored beyond the additional development of

“current imported supplies. .Over the past several dacades, Metropolitan has explored.the ‘

- potential of seawater desalination as a water resource alternative for Southern California. More

“recently, Metropolitan’s-Beard of Directors adopted policy principles in February 2001, which
define a strategy for the development of brackish and seawater desalination. These policy
“principtes will serve as guidelines in defining the future direction of seawater desalination

TOgl’NrAﬂzmedﬁ—Slreet, Los Angeles; California 80012+ -Mailing Address: Box 54183, tosAngaies;Caﬂfumia' 8D054-0153 + Telephone {213) 217-8000



“THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

MrRicky Ramos

I;Ege 2
ay 26, 2005

‘development through strategic plarming processes. This{etter comtains Metropolitan’s views, as
a potentially affected public agency, on the scope and content of the Recirculated Draft EIR.

General Comments

Metropolitan’s July 2004 Integrated Water Resources Plan Update (IRP, Report 1236),

~esablishes that Metropolitan and its member agencics arc partnérs in ensiring adequate, reliable,
high quality water supplies to meet southern California’s current and future water demands. The

- guiding principlesof the IRP are reliability, affordability, water quality, flexibility,

“environmental, and institutional constraints.. The IRP .and Metropolitan's-water rate structure

- support the development of local water resources by member agencies, recognizing contributions

“ofsuch projects to-water- suppiyfchabﬂaty‘orsomhem California. ‘The TRP also recognizes
seawater desalination as a potential supply option for the region.

Metropolitan remains concerned about the ultimate fate of the additional bromide loading from
~the-desalinated seawater. -Bromide-in- the scawater is expected to be ~0:6 mg/L, greater than
drought-level bromlde concentratlons m State Water Pro;ect (S WP) ngh brormde levels may

groundwater basins should be mcluded in the EIR.

~ Additionally, Metropolitan provicied a comment letter on the Draft EIR, dated October 28, 2003,
“(uttached). Our review of the Retirculated Draft EIR indicates that some of our comments,
restated below, were not adequately addressed.

"“The Trviné Cross Feeder and the East Orange County Feeder No. 2 are within the proposed
_location for the underground booster pump station. . According: to the Recirculated Draft EIR, the
proposed site for the booster pump station is within an Orange County Resource Preservation

“Easement, about % mile north of the-San-Joaquin-Reservoir, where the East Orange County
Feeder No. 2 and the OC-44 transmission pipelines converge. These facilities are owned and
o‘perated‘ by Metropolitan.

Metropohtan is concerned with poténtial impacts to the East Orange County Feeder No. 2, the
_ Irvine Cross Feeder, and Service Connection OC-44 as a result of the construction of the
~proposed booster. pump station. . Metropolitan requests that the City consider.our facilities in its
" project planning and identify potential impacts to these facilities that may result from Project
“implementation. Service Connection OC-44 is owned and operated by Metropolitan and,
therefore, coordination with Metropolitan should occur prior to project approval.

Further, Metropolitan requests that the City address opexjational impacts and mitigation
“mreasures, if any, related to the imtroduction of desalinated seawater into Metropolitan's regional

|

-
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Mr}Ri'ckj‘r'Ramos
Page 3
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“istribution system. -More specificatly, Metropolitan recommends-that the City and Project
Applicant coordinate with Metropolitan regarding operational and design issues presented in

Appendix D - Pressure Surge Analysis. This technical document extends beyond the scope of
“the Draft EIR review and requires extensive coordination, analysis, and review among sl parties | @
involyed. Based on preliminary evaluation of the proposed introduction of desalinated seawater

"\'m{eMetropolitaa s-regional distribution- system, hydraulic eonditions and surge impacts would
affcct current operating conditions within the distribution system. Agreement on the operational

‘f:as:blhty of connecting-to Service Connection OC-44;the East Orange County-Feeder No. 2,
- and the Irvine Cross Feeder requires further review, _

|

Nnorder to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's rights-6T-way and because the booster
“~pump-station-is proposed to connect to Service Cennection OC-44; - we-require that design plans
~ for any activity in the area of Metropolitan's pipelines or facilities be submitted for our review

“ard written approval. I addition;" Metrcpoiitan must also be atfowed to maintain its rights-of-

way and access to our facilities at all times in order to repaxr and maintain the current condition

of those facilities.

~ The City may obtain detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way by
~calling Metropolitan!s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist in preparing
. plans that are compatible with Metropolitan’s facilities, easements, and properties, we have
—enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Ares of Facilities, Fee Properties,
- and/or Easements of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note that
“att-submitted designs or plans mmust clearly identify Metropolitan's facilities and nghts-of-way ]
Met.ropolltan also requests that the effect of blending water sources with differing tcmpcraturcs
be discussed in the EIR. The EIR should &lso demonstrate that blending desalinated seawater
“swith other sources produces an sesthatically acceptable end product. . Additionally, the EIR g
- should also demonstrate that the delivered water must be acceptable to all downstream users for ‘
“ts-aesthetic qualities, temperature; and-alf regulated and unreguiated constituents. It appears that
- few of the downstream users have been consulted in this regard. __1

\Spétiﬁc Comments T

“Executiva Snam-sa%y,fsge. 1-2 (ias¢ paragraph); Page 3-30 (first paragraph); and Page 3.9- | h
10, Coastal Junction Pump: In addition to pumps, telemetry equipment, appurtenances and one o
~diese}-powered electrical generator for-emergency-back-up purpeses at the Coastal Junction

pump station, the EIR should assess the need for surge protectxon as provided for the OC-44
purnip station.
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“Page3-32:- Table 3-1-shows only selected water quality parameters and the table overstates the
benefits of desalinated seawater. Some parameters such as bromide and chloride significantly
increase. Although a high Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) may be indicative of water with higher

corrosivity, it is actually the concentrations of specific ions.that.influences corrosion. While

- sulfate is lower in desalinated water, chloride will increase by about 100 mg/L.. Furthermore, the

“Recirculated-Draft EIR-inconsistently states the-average TDS of the desalinated water. In Table

: 3-1, the TDS is shown us 250 — 350 mg/L, a significant decrease from Metropolitan's Diemer

“Filtration Plant water of 373 —491-mg/L. However; ‘Appendix O (Page 0-3) shows the TDS of

- desalinated seawater as 350 — 400 mg/L.

| L

)age’3-34, (first paragraph; first seritence): The sentence stating, .. the seawater

“desalination. facility would usc fewer chemicals of lower dosages than existing conventional
water treatment plants in Southern California, because its unique source of water ... is of
sigmificantly better quality than other available sources .;.” is incorrect; First, the seawater
desalination facility will use far greater chemical dosages than typical surface water plants (e.g.,

. 3-10 mg/L ferric sulfate, 30 mg/L of lime [App. 0-9], 6 mg/L of carbon dioxide, 15-20 mg/L of

~sulfuric acid [in the full intake flow, not the product water flow], polymer 6£0.5 to 1 mg/L, and

- . membrane cleaning chemicals). Second, the Watershed Sanitary Survey [Appendix E] shows

“significant contamination potentiats-that-arcgreater than-experienced in surface waters (e.g., an

- unidentified source of bacteria and ammonia, with ammonia concentrations as high as 1.7 mg/L,

“Ted-tides, and process water and drainage). ' . : —

“-Page 3-36 (first paragraph, first sentence): - Please change this-sentence fo read as follows: “It
. is well established that Southern California as we know it today could not exist without the
“region’s historic investment-inmumerous varied focat and imported water projects.” _

“Page 3-36 (first paragraph, second sentence): Please change this sentence to read as follows:

- “These well-known regional water projects include: the Los Angeles Aqueduct (operated by the
Les-Angeles Department of Water-and Power); the-State Water Project (operated by the

; Califomia Department of Water Resources [DWR]); and the Colorado River Aqueduct (operated

WD), zs well as award-winning conservation, recycling and 6ther local water supply _]

projects,

'\Page 3-37, A: The Project Provides a Drought-Prosf Water Supply, (first paragraph): The

\statement that ‘'California has not experienced the hardships and environmental pressures of a

. prolonged drought since the early 1990s...” could be misinterpreted to mean there has not been a

“prolonged drought since-the early 1990s. -The years 2000 through 2004 were very dry for

¢ Southern California; 1999 through 2004 were record drought years for the Colorado River Basin;
1,-2002, and 2004 were dry yeers for the State Water Project watershed.

[ ==
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Page 5
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The IRP for the region, which was first adopted in 1996, establishes a water resource mix that
would meet the retail-level demands under all foreseeable hydrologic conditions. As a result,
—Metropolitan and its member agencies embarked on development of water use efficiency
. measures, Jocal supplies including recycled water, and storage programs. Metropolitan's storage
“capacity has increased more thanten=fold-from-1996 to-2665. - Metropotitan also adopted a Water
Surplus and Drought Management Plan in 1999 to guide its management of water through wet
and dry years.” The investments that Metropolitan and its mémber agencies have made and the
prudent management of water have prevented hardshlps to end-users during the dry period of the

early 2000s.

“Additionally, these two semtences state™. . but experts agree that similar or worse conditions of
~unreliable water supplies...  and “During long er-extreme droughts,-water supplies are less
- reliable, ..." The use of the word “unreliable” or “reliable” is confusing. In fact, water supplies

“arerehiably less during drought.

“Metropolitan suggests. clarifying these two.sentences-with the following: -“It-is recognized that
Southern Califomia, being in a semi-arid region, periodically experiences droughts that could be
“protonged. During long or extreme droughts, water supplies are reduced, groundwater levels
decline and conflicts increase among water users.”

\Pnge 3-37, A. The Project’ Provides a Drought-Proof Water Supply, (third paragrnph
second sentence): This sentence u'nphes that construction of Diamond Velley Leake is not

. complete. It implies that improvements in infrastructure are needed at Diamond Valley Lake to

\add flexibility in operating California’s water system. In fact, Diamond.Valley Lake and the

. other projects mentioned in this paragraph have been completed and are operating. Metropohta.n;

“suggests that the first sentence-of thisparagraph ischanged-to read-as follows, “Recent changes
(primarily improvements in infrastructure) should make it easier to respond to future drought

conditions.”

“Page 3-37, A. The Project Provides-2 Drought-Proof Water-Supply, (last-paragraph):
- Please update this and all subsequent references to the Draft 2004 California Water Plan to the -

“Public Review Draft of the California Water Plan Update, released in April 2005.

- Page 3-38, A, The Pro_;ect Provides a Drought-Proof Water Supply, (first paragraph):
“Please change this sentence toread as follows, *..; Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington
Beach would add even more flexibility in operating California’s water system, and would '

provide particular drought relief in Orange County.”

Page 3-38, B. The Project Provides a Replacement Water Supply: Replace “through ongoing

comtributions to MWD with “through ongoing water purchases from MWD.”

pa—
—

—

—

—
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Mr; Ricky Ramos
Paéeﬁ
May 26, 2005

Page 3-38, B. The Project Provxdes a Replaceme'}t Water Supply: The description under this
_section is misleading.. This section states that environmental constraints have.reduced supplies
. from the SWP and Mono Lake area. Metropolitan’s deliveries from the SWP have increased
“sienificantly-since the-availability-of storage-capacity. -Additionally; Metropolitan’s [RP has
accounted for the variability of supply availability and determined that resource targets are
adequate to meet all retail demands under various hydrologies. “In other words, there is no
additional need 1o replace water supplics from SWE or Mono Lake.

“THis section also seems to imply the historic over-usage of up to 1 million acre-feet per year by

“~the-State of Californiats anamount “tost™ to the region and needs to-beTeplaced by Metropolitan
or Orange County. According to Metropolitan's IRP, the resource target for Colorado River

. supply is full aqueduct when needed. This goal is achievable with the Quantification Settlement

_Ag:eement and Interim. Surplus Water Guidelines, and programs Metropolitan and its member

. agencies have implemented, including the San Diego County Water Agency-Imperial Irrigation

“District water transfer, the-Water Suppty-Management and- Crop-Rotation Program at Palos
Verde Irrigation District, and storage programs such as the Hayfield Water Storage Project.

~ Metropolitan suggests that this section be renamed “The Project Provides a Water Supply to

“Ensnre Reliability to Handle Uncertainties.”. Water supply. planning.inherently faces a

. number of uncertainties such as more extreme hydrology than experienced in recorded past,

“~higher than projected econemic and-population growth, more stringent water quality and
environmental 'regulatioxis contaminations to water supplies, and delays in implementations of
- planned water supply projects, ]

\?sge*s 40, Southern Cntrforma‘ﬂntegratedw ater Resources Plan: Please replace the

—reference, and all subsequentreferences,to the 2003 1RP Update tothe: IRP Update, July 2004 or
simply the IRP Update The dual dates of 2003 IRP adopted in July 2004 are confusing to
readers.

—

~Page 7.2, 7.1, No Project-Alternative
. The No Project Alternative would not result in any “shifting™ of resource targets.in the IRP
‘deaﬁe -The IRP-resource targets are established based on & number of factors including the
desire to have a diversified portfolio, affordabﬂxty, water quality, and physical, environmental _J
and institutional constraints. . :

- Page 7-4, 2. Increased Use of Imported Water Supplies
As mentioned above, the No Project Altenative would not cause any increased use of imported
“weter supplics:-Furthermore; the statement that *water planmers are continuing to project
increased reliance on imported water supplics” is untrue. The IRP resource target for Colorado
“River resources is full aqueduct when nieeded, as was the 1996 IRP target; both of which are

Vi
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Mr. Ricky Ramos
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May 26, 2005

~Comsistent with-past practices: “Metropotitan and its member agencies have implemented and are
- in the process of implementing approved programs (see comment to Page 3-38, B. The Project
“Provides a Replacement Water Supply, for examples of programs) to manage this supply.
Likewise, the IRP resource target for the SWP reflects supplies from existing infrastructure and
operations, and identified projects under various stages of implememation. ]
The assertion that water transfers “have economic dislocation and environmental issucs related toﬁ
“theDelta” and “would result in economic and environmental impacts™ is not true.
Metropolitan’s policy on water transfers (Metropolxta.n Adm1mstrat1ve Code § 4203, provided

—below) addresses economit -and environmental tssues.

§ 4203. Water Transfer Policy.

“To meet its public water supply objectives inthe future; Metropelitan will
vigorously pursue the development of water transfers, subject to the following
- considerations:

(a) Water transfers, including water marketing, will be developed only on
a voluntary basis with willing partners;

b) A full-range of watertransfer options will be pursued, including
arrangements with appropriate state and federal agencies, public and private water
“entities; and individuat waterusers;

(c) Water transfers will be designed to protect and, where feasible,
enhance environmental resources;

~(dy “Water transfers will be designed-to-&void-comributing to or creating a
condition of long-term groundwater overdrafi;

ey Efforts will continue to develop water transfers in'cooperation with the
agricultural community, which seek to avoid unreesonable operational and financial
impacts; and

(f) Strategies will be developed to appropriately address community
impacts of water transfers.

ML 39412 - Janwary 14,1992.

\<



THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN TALIFORNIA
Mr:Ricky Ramos

Page 8

Mey 26,2005

“PEge TS 4 Construction of Additionat Local Water Supply Projects{last sentence)
It is our position that without the proposed Project, other local water supply pro,)ects may be
—constructed, but not additional projects. Furthermore, currantly planned projects by member

agencies and their retail water suppliers meet or surpass the IRP target. Please clarify this issue
in this paragraph.

A.ppend!x N, Page N-9 (third paragraph) The rapid disappearance of combinc chlerine

“tesidual- in-the disinfected reverse osmesis permesate must be considered-a-significant impact on
- product water quality. Appendix N showed rapid decay of the chloraminated seawater or
“blended water. The rapid decay of chioraminated water releases additional ammonia that

increases the risk of nitrification. Further study must be conducted to assess the impact of the
. chlorine residual decay. :

e appreciate the opportunity 1o proiride inputto your planning process and we look forward to

receiving future environmental documentation on this Project. If we can be of further assistance,
~ please contact me at (213)217-6232.

Very truly yours,

Taurad- Snnonek _
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

“LIM/rdl
- (Public Folders/EPU/Leners/20-MAY-05A doc ~ Ricky Ramos)

“Enciosurer Metropolitan letter, dated October 28,2003

—
—

%

E-



‘ ‘COPY
MWD ]
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

October 28, 2002

I\lh'.—Ricky Ramos
ity of Huntington Beach
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach, CA 92/48%

\De“aer; Ramos:

“Praft-Environmental Impact-Report forthe Poseidon Seawater Desalination Pro ject

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) hes received a copy of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Poseidon Seawater Desalination Project.
. ~The-proposed project entails-the construction-and operation-of a-50-million gallons per day
- seawater desalination facility within the city of Huntington Beach (City). The facility would
ist of seawater intake pretreatmemt faciiities, a seawater desalination plant utilizing reverse
osmosis technology, product water storage, two pump stations, materials storage tanks, and 42-
to 38:inch ‘diamcter product water transmission pipelines up to ten miles in length in Huntington
Beach and Costa Mesa. The facility would utilize existing seawater intake and outfall pipelines
for operations. The proposed desalination facility would be located on seven acres of the
\existing 22-acre. AES Huntington Beach Generating Plant located at 21730 Newland Strest, off
- Pacific Coast Highway, The proposed project includes construction of an underground pump

“station-in & portion of unincorporated-Orarge County, south of Bonita Canyon Drive, near the o

- castern border of the city of Newport Beach.

- Foﬂi'Metropélitan and its member agencies have a responsibility to provide adequate, reliable,
“high-quality water suppliesto meetcurrent and projected water demands in Southern California.
To that end, alternative water supplies must be explored beyond the additional development of

_ current imported supplies. Over the past several decades, Metropolitan has explored the

—potential of seawater desalination as.a water resource alternative for Southern California. More

. recently, Metropolitan's Board of Directors adopted policy prnciples in February 2001, which

—define & strategy for the development of brackish armd scawater desaiination. These policy
principles will serve as guidelines in defining the future direction of seawater desalination
development through strategic planning processes. This letter contains Metropolitan’s views, as

“a-potentially. affected public agency, on-the-scope and content of the Draft- EIR. General
comments are contained within the following paragraphs; specific comments to the Draft EIR are

“tontained within a separa“te'secti‘on'foﬂowing'the general comments.

aa
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~Burreview.of the Draft EIR indicates that Metropolitan has no-facilities in the vicinity of the ‘
- proposed desalination plant, However, Metropolitan owns and operates facilities in the vicinity
“of the offsite proposed unterground booster pump station location:“The Irving Cross Feeder arid
the East Orange County Feeder No. 2 are within the proposed location for the underground
. booster pump station. The underground booster pump station is proposed to be located at the
“convergence of the East Orange County Feeder No. 2 and the Irvine-Cross Feeder, - According to
- the Draft EIR, this proposed location is within the Orange County Resource Preservation
“Easement.- The booster pump station is proposed 1o connect 1o Metropolitan’s Service

;\;onncction OC-44 of the East Orange County Feeder No. 2, which is owned and operated by _J

€tropolitan.
{“Mttmpoiitanis concerned: with-potential fmpacts to-the East Orange County Feeder No. 2, the
Irvine Cross Feeder, and Service Connection OC-44 as a result of the construction of the
, proposed booster pump station. “Metropslitan requests that the Tity consider Metropolitan’s

\facilities in its. project planning and identify potential impacts to-these facilities as a result of
- project implementation. Service Connection OC-44 is owned and operated by Metropolitan and,
“therefore, coordination-with Metropotitan-shoutd oecur priorto project implementation. ]

“Further, Metropolitan requests that the-City address operationat impacty and mitigation meesures, |
- if any, related to the introduction of desalinated seawater into Metropolitan’s regional
“distribution system, More specifically, Metropalitan recommends that the City conduct a
hydraulic analysis that supports the operational feasibility of connecting to Service Connection
OC-44, the Eest Orange County Feeder No. 2, and the Irvine Cross Feeder. Based on preliminary
~evalvation of the proposed introduction of desalinated seawater. into. Metropolitan’s regional
. distribution system, hydraulic conditions would exceed the design gradients of the Irvine Cross
“Feeder-and the reach from Service-Connection-OC-44-turnoutto-Coastal Junction Pressure
Control Structure at the East Orange County Feeder No.2. _

“hrrorder to void potential tonflic with M etropolitan’s rights-of-way and because the booster

~pump station is proposed t0 connect ta Service Connection. 0C-44, we require that design plans

- for any activity in the area of Metropolitan's pipelines or facilities be submitted for our review

“and-written approval.In addition; Metropolitan-must also be aliowed to maintain its right-of-way
and access 1o our facilities at all times in order to repair and maintain the current condition of
‘those facilities.

~The-City may obtain-detaited-prints-of drawings of Metropotitan's pipelines and rights-of-way by
calling Metropolitan’s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist the City in

_ preparing plans that are compatible with Metropcliten’s facilitics and cascments, we have

“enclosed a copy. of the "Guidelines for Developments in the. Area of Facilities, Fee Properties,

. and/or Easements of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California.” Please note that

i
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“alt-submitted designs or plans must clearly-identify Metropolitan’s facilities and rights-of-way. _J
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Wopoiitan believes that the generél discussion of seawater desalination in the Draft EIR
~should convey. the message-that-desalination is necessary-to-ensure future water supply reliability.
- In addition, Metropolitan requests that an expanded discussion of water quality impacts and
“benefits; &s & result of the seawater desalination project, be added to the Draft EIR.

[

Metropolitan does not believe that the issue of potential water quality impacts of blending
desalinated water supplies with imported water supplies has been addressed adequately. Itis
unclcar how backwash solids will be treated prior 10 discharge. . The.chemicals ferric chloride
. and polymer were described to treat the influent water, however, it is not clear how residual
“solids-would be removed. - Page4.3-9-describes-elarifiers; but these-clarifiers are not described in
the project description or on schematics (note Exhibit No. 6). An expanded discussion is
nécessary. ‘ :

Metropolitan requests that the effect of blending water sources with differing temperatures be
discussed in the Draft EIR. The report should also demonstrate that blending desalted water with
other sources produces.an sesthetically-acceptable end product... Additienally, the report should
- also demonstrate that the delivered water must be acceptable to all downstream users for its
“eesthetic qualities, temperature; and-all regutated-and unregulated constituents. It appears that

few of the downstream users have been consulted in this regard.

- Specific Comments:

:“Sedt'iori 3.4 (Project Characteristics), page 3-20: In the Water Delivery subsection, no
“information was provided-to-support the Statement that delivery relizbitity would be impraved by
the proposed project. Delivery reliability depends on numerous factors such s storage, multiple
pipelines, and multiple power sources (and backup power supplies). Though the project would
add additional treatment capacity, the lack of significant storage may limit the improvement in
reliability. Additionally, on page 3-16, the report states that the desalination facility output may
—be reduced for electricity conservation. . It is unknown how this-would.be implemented. That is,

- would the power source be interruptible by the electricity provider? Would flow reductions for
“eieetricity conservation be offset by other regionat water supplies? “Adequate storage for a new
supply is integral to improving reliability. , ]

—

Section 3.5 (Project Needs and Objectives), page 3-20, 2nd paragraph, ist sentence: The phrase
“except in times of extreme-drought)” imphes-that-there were numerous vccasions where the
imported water system did not meet all of the region’s supplemental water supply needs.
. However, March 1991 to March 1992 was the only one-year period that all of the region’s
“supplement water supply-needs.were not-met. This-was the-Jast year of a-six-year drought.
. Metropolitan requests that this statement be revised to more accurately reflect that thers was only
“one year-where all of the region's supplemental water supply needs were not met,

af |
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lS’eb?I'o_n 3.5 (Project Neéds and Objectives), page 3-21, 2nd paragraph, Ist sentence: Revise this
sentence to read, “Solutions to potential water shortage and reliability problems include water

~management programs on imported water systems as well ac an-increased relianee on many

. different sources of water supply and a continued emphasis on water conservation through
“implementation-of State-approved Best Manzgement Practices (BMPs).”

“Section 3.5 (Project Needs-and Objectives), page 3-21,-2ud paragraph; last-sentence: No offset

. 1s needed according to Metropolitan's plan. Additional supplies are necessary to accommodate

~expected increases-in population and-economic-activity. ‘A reporton Metropolitan’s Water
Supplies, dated February 11, 2002 is provided for your information.

."Section 3.5 (Project Needs anid Objettives), page 3-21, 3rd paragraph, Sth sentence: Revise the
~fifth-sentence-to-read, “Depending tpontechnological 2dvencerments and sconomic constraints,
- the IRP projected that as much as 800,000 acre feet of recycled water could be made available to

“tieTegion by year 2020

 “Seetion 3.5 (Project-Needls-and-Objectives); poge 3-21, Ird paragraph; 6tk sentence: Revise the

sixth sentence to read, “Recycled water projects will certainly be relied upon to help meet
projected growth in the region.

;“Seaﬂon 3.5 (Project Needsﬁﬂd{;bj'eﬁim). -page 3-21, 4thparagraph, 2rd sentence: Revise the
second sentence to read, “Consequently, seawater desalination was also one of several potential
resource options identified in the 1996 TRP.™

~Section 3.5 (Project Needs and-Objectives), page 3-2 I 4th-paragraph,<th sentence: - Revise the
fourth sentence to read “The IRP stated that besed on feasibility studies on potential projects,
“about 200,000 acre-feet par year (of desalingted ocean watér) coiilld be devéloped by 2010 (p.3-
12)7 o _ ‘ :

“Bection'3.5 (Project Needs and Objectives), page 3-21, 4th paragraph, 5th sentence: Revise'the
~fifth sentence to.read, “The proposed Poseidon. Seawater Desalination- Project represents an

; opportunity to develop approximately 56,000 acre-feet per year, or approximately one-fourth of
“the-potential for seawater desatination development identified by the 1996 TRP.”

“Section 3.5 (Project- Needs and Gbyectives), puge 3:22,1st paragraph, last sentence:
Metropolitan disagrees with the statement, “In general, anticipated statewide shortages can be
. expected to translate to equivalent local and regional shortages, with similar economic and
“environmental effects.”. Senate-Bill(SB) 221-and SB 610 require-demonstration of water supply
reliability prior to development. Revise the text to include the statement referenced above and
“Include-the-information provided irthe comment regarding SB 221 and 610.

>~
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- Section 3.5 (Project Needs and Objectives), page 3-23, Table 3-2: Teble 3-2 does not include
“—planned projeets-and-Metropolitan-doesnot believe that this table shoutd be used as the basis for
-_developing conclusions related to future water supply needs. Metropolitan requests that Table 3-
2 and the paragraph on pagé 3-22 that réferences the fable be deleted.

‘Seetion 3.7 {Agreement;-Permits; andﬁppr"mals*ﬁeqza’red)‘,‘ page 3:25: ~Add Metropolitan as a
responsible agency for access to its rights-of-way.”

- Section 4.6 (Public Services and Utilities), page 4. 6-11: In the Water Compatibility subsection, ~ |

“the-report states, “..:MWD-waterwould-most tikely have & stightly hizherlevel of organic
carbon content and disinfection by-products...”, but offers no evidence for this statement.
politan requests supporting evidence. :

—Section 4.6 (Public-Services and Utitittes), Table 4.6-1, pages 7.6-12 ~2.6-15: Table 4.6-1
describes product water qualities from the proposed project and other sources... Certain
. constituents such as chloride and sodium are substantially greater than from other sources.
{Bromide would also be-greater, though-it-in not-deseribed-in thistable). - Though chloride,
. sodium, and bromide do not have direct public health significance, their impact on either reuse
“basin=wide chioride objectives) of the formation 6f disinfection by-products (bromide) should be
explored. ' ]
Section 4.6 (Public Services and Ulilities), page 4.6-17: In the Water Compatibility subsection,
the report states, “Impacts in regards to water compatibility. are not anticipated to be significant.”
. No data or reports were described to support this statement. Proposed bench- and pilot-scale

“studiescompleted during the-desiga-phase-may be too ate to-adequatcty-address concems

|

—

akf'x

- regarding water compatibility. The compatibility issue must be further investigated.
“Seztion 4.6 (Public Services and Utitities), page 375-17: Tri thié first sentence of the Water r
“Quelity subsection, the report states, “The finalproduct waterwill be disirifeeted at the proposed
7 desalination facility with free chlorine using sodium hypochlorite to meet the Department of
\_He“ﬁlﬂi“SerViCé:s (DHS) treatment téchrique requirements for potable water disinfection of & -

surface water source.” More information is needed on this process. For example, what are the

. expected disinfection by-products formed by this process? How will chlorine residual be
“meesured, particularly. in the presence of relatively high (~0.5-mg/L) bromide concentrations?

- [Chlorination of water with high bromide results in the formation of bromine, which may

T

al

~complicate the measurement of and disinfection by free chlorine]. ]
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. We-appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward 1o | |
“receiving future envirommentat docurmentation on this project. 'If we cafi be of further assistance, | m‘
please contact me at (213) 217-6364.

“Very truly yours,

“Ofiginal Signed By
Meisler

Marty Meisler

Interim Menager,

Environmental Planning Team

JAHd1

" (Puhlic Folders/EPU/Leners/28-OCT-02.doc ~ Riuky Ramos)

“Eniclosures: Planning GuideTines
“Copy-of “Repert on Metropolitan’s Water Supplics”™ fFebruary 11, 2002)
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Response No. 7

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Laura J. Simonek, Manager, Environmental Planning Team

7a.

7b.

7c.

These paragraphs provide a summary of the project description and the
background of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California’s (MWD).
No response is necessary.

This text provides an overview of MWD’s Integrated Water Resources Plan
Update (IRP). Noted with interest, MWD has formally promoted seawater
desalination and as such expects its member agencies to address the issues
raised in this letter. The July 12, 2005 MWD decision to financially support five
reverse osmosis seawater desalination projects confirms MWD’s willingness to
work with desalination projects to ensure successful integration of desalinated
water into Southern California’s drinking water supply. No response is
necessary.

The Safe Drinking Water Act protects drinking water from unsafe disinfection
byproduct (DBP) formation by regulating total trihalomethanes (TTHMs) and
haloacetic acids (HAAs). Both TTHMs and HAAs consist of chlorine based and
bromide based compounds. Currently, total TTHMs and HAAs are regulated
while the individual compounds that make up the TTHMs and HAAS are not
individually regulated. Individual compounds that make up TTHMs and HAAs are
listed in Table2 of Appendix N of the DREIR.

The project’s potential to increase disinfection byproduct formation was analyzed
in the Disinfection Byproduct Formation Study, included as Appendix N of the
DREIR. The DBP Study analyzed various blends of desalinated water with water
from other existing sources, including water from MWD’s Diemer Water
Treatment Plant. The DBP Study concluded that blending existing sources of
supply with desalted water will have a very beneficial effect in terms of
significantly reducing disinfection byproducts due to the low organic content of
the desalinated water. For example, as presented in Table 2, page N-21 of
Appendix N, the TTHM concentration of the desalinated seawater after 72 hours
of disinfection contact time was only 2.4 ug/L, while TTHM level of Diemer’s
water after the same disinfection time was 74 ug/L. A 50%/50% blend of the two
waters resulted in 27% reduction of the Diemer water's TTHM level to 54 ug/L.
Similarly, the desalinated water HAAS concentration was not detectible, while
that of the Diemer water was 34 ug/L. The 50%/50% blend of the two waters
reduced the Diemer water HAAS level down to 18 ug/L.

In addition, the use of desalinated water is not expected to result in a measurable
increase in bromide levels in the groundwater for two reasons: (1) the volume of
desalinated water produced by the proposed seawater desalination facility would
contribute a relatively small portion (less than 8%) of the Orange County water
supply, as compared to the other “low bromide” water sources. Only a portion of
the desalinated seawater would be converted to wastewater, and only a portion
of this wastewater would be treated and used for groundwater recharge, by the
OCWD GWRS Project; (2) the groundwater recharged to the local aquifers via
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7d.

Te.

7f.

79.

7h.

7i

OCWD GWRS'’s facilities will be processed through GWRS’s RO treatment
system. Since RO membranes remove bromides as well as they do chlorides
(i.e. would reject 90% or more of the bromides in the water), the bromide
concentration of the desalinated water that would recharged through the OCWD
will be at a level comparable to that in the other water sources.

Section 5.11 of the DREIR, PRODUCT WATER QUALITY, includes extensive
analysis of the proposed project's impacts on the potable water distribution
system within Orange County. Various mitigation measures have been
incorporated into the DREIR to minimize impacts in regards to corrosion,
taste/odor, water quality, and hydraulics. In addition, as stated in Mitigation
Measure PW-9 (p. 5.11-24 of the DREIR), the use of existing distribution system
pipelines owned by local water agencies for desalinated water distribution would
require that the applicant coordinate with and obtain approval from those
agencies.

Refer to Response 7d, above.
Refer to Response 7d, above.

The desalinated water temperature will be in the same range as the temperature
of the source water produced by the existing MWD Skinner and Diemer water
treatment plants, and therefore, will not be a factor that would have a significant
impact on the product water quality or would result in a measurable change in the
temperature of the blended water.

In 2004, MWD sponsored a Taste Test Study of desalinated seawater, which
was completed by the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA). The results
of this study have been made available to the MWD staff by the SDCWA. This
study indicates that the desalinated water has comparable aesthetic quality to
that of the tap water produced by MWD. Additional discussions of the
desalinated water quality are presented Section 5.11 of the DREIR.

Desalinated water quality’s regulated constituents are presented in Table 5.11-3
of the DREIR. Analysis of this table indicates that the desalinated water will be in
compliance with the applicable drinking water quality regulations. Request for
water quality analysis of “all unregulated constituents” is unreasonable and is not
required under any applicable regulatory requirements and under CEQA.

An analysis of pressure surges for the proposed Coastal Junction and OC-44
pump stations is provided on page 5.11-21 of the DREIR and Appendix D to the
DREIR, PRESSURE SURGE ANALYSIS.

As stated in the title of Table 3-1 (DESALINATED WATER QUALITY — KEY
PARAMETERS) on page 3-32 of the DREIR, the purpose of this table is to only
show key water quality parameters regulated by the applicable federal and state
regulations. A complete characterization of the water quality of the desalinated
water and comparison to other water sources in the area is presented in Table
5.11-3 and discussed in detail in Section 5.11, PRODUCT WATER QUALITY, of
the DREIR.

City of Huntington Beach August 17, 2005
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It is agreed that the desalinated water and the existing water sources have
differences. These differences are clearly shown in Table 5.11-3 of the DREIR
and are not unusual or exclusive to the desalinated water. For example, MWD’s
Diemer water has chloride level of 69 mg/L which is over 5 times higher than the
13 mg/L chloride level in the Seal Beach Potable groundwater (see Table 5.11-3,
page 5.11-11). That does not necessarily make MWD’s Diemer water inferior in
comparison with the Seal Beach potable water because both of them are in
compliance with the Safe Drinking Water maximum limit for chlorides of 250
mg/L. Similarly, the MWD’s Diemer water is significantly higher than Seal Beach
Potable water in terms of sulfates (149 mg/L vs. 26 mg/L — page 5.11-12), but
both waters comply with the sulfate limit of 250 mg/L. We hope that the writer will
agree that five times higher levels of chloride and sulfates in the MWD water do
not necessarily make this water 5 to 6 times more corrosive than the Seal Beach
potable water or in any way unsuitable for distribution for public consumption.
Similarly, the desalinated seawater is in compliance with all applicable drinking
water quality regulations and differences of individual constituents do not detract
from its benefits and from the suitability of this water for distribution and public
consumption.

Chloride and sulfate in the potable water are only two of the many constituents
that have effect on the drinking water corrosivity. The chloride and sulfate limits
in the Safe Drinking Water act of 250 mg/L were established in recognition that
water that contains these constituents in concentrations lower than the regulatory
limits will be safe in terms of distribution system corrosion. The concentration of
both chloride and sulfate in the desalinated water is significantly below the
regulatory limits.

The accurate representation of the typical desalination facility daily average TDS
concentration will be from 250 to 350 mg/L (average of 300 mg/L) as shown in
Table 3.1 and Table 5.11-3 of the DREIR. On an instantaneous basis the
desalinated water may reach 350 to 400 mg/L at times. The more conservative
upper range of instantaneous TDS concentration of 350 to 400 mg/L was used
for the purposes of the corrosion control analysis presented in Appendix O of the
DREIR. Using these instantaneous levels allows to account for the maximum
dosages of lime that may need to be added to implement a conservative
corrosion control strategy.

The open ocean seawater is a cleaner water source than some surface water
sources such as the Colorado River, which serves as one of the main existing
sources of water supply for Orange County. The Colorado has a turbidity and
organic content an order of magnitude higher than that of the ocean water
planned to be used by the desalination project. As a result, the MWD’s Diemer
and Skinner surface water treatment plants processing Colorado River water
have to use chemical coagulants at dosages of 40 to 100 mg/L which is several
times higher than those planned to be used by the seawater desalination facility
(5 to 10 mg/L).

The desalination facility’s source water is the HBGS once through cooling water
discharge. The HBGS withdraws the seawater from the ocean from an intake
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7p.

7q.

Tr.

structure that is submersed under the ocean surface and is over 1,840 feet off
shore. Based on the source water assessment and sanitary survey attached in
the DREIR, the area of the HBGS source water intake has no industrial
dischargers or potential from impact from agricultural runoff. In addition, due to
the significant depth of the HBGS intake, red tides have no measurable effect on
the source water quality. As indicated in the Watershed Sanitary Survey
(Appendix E of the DREIR), except for salinity, turbidity and pathogens the
source water for the desalination facility meets all other drinking water regulatory
limits.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

This comment adds additional information to that provided in paragraph B on
page 3-38 of the DREIR. The information provided in this comment is consistent
with the information provided in the DREIR. The sentence in the DREIR
regarding reduced imported supplies from the State Water Project (SWP) and
Mono Lake area specifically clarifies that the reduction is “compared to system
capacity and earlier projections” and not compared to recent deliveries. There is
no argument that MWD’s IRP (discussed in the DREIR at pages 3-40 and 3-41)
has identified resource targets for the SWP and the Mono Lake area. The only
point is that those targets are lower than the system capacity and the earlier
projections for these resources. Likewise, there is no debate that California’s
Colorado River allocation has been reduced from the amount the commentator
characterizes as an “over-usage” amount of 5.4 million acre-feet per year to 4.4
million acre-feet per year. There is no intent in Paragraph B at page 3-38 of the
DREIR to be misleading or to imply anything more than a “concern regarding the
amount of water that would continue to be available for delivery through the
imported water system.” For added clarity, Paragraph B will be re-tittled “The
Project Provides a Water Supply to Ensure Reliability to Handle
Uncertainties” as requested (refer to Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA).
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7X.

This change has been incorporated into Section 3.0 of the Responses to
Comments, ERRATA.

The No Project Alternative does not include the Seawater Desalination Project at
Huntington Beach and assumes that the MWD IRP Update is in place and would
be relied on by local water purveyors in Orange County. The adoption of the No
Project Alternative would not result in any shifting of resource targets as set by
MWD in its IRP Update. The proposed project offers a “new potable water
supply” of up to 56,000 acre-feet per year to meet future water demands in
Orange County.

The No Project Alternative includes a “planned for” increased use of imported
water supplies (when compared to the plans in the 1996 IRP). Table 7-2 in the
DREIR (derived from MWD'’s IRP Update) compares the 2020 supply projections
for the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) and the SWP in the 1996 IRP and the
IRP Update and shows that the IRP Update includes an “increased reliance on
imported water supplies” in the amount of 50,000 acre-feet per year for the CRA
and 57,000 acre-feet per year for the SWP.

The Metropolitan Water Transfer Policy provided in this comment recognizes that
water transfers can result in economic and environmental impacts. The Policy
includes measures to avoid “unreasonable” financial impacts as well as
measures to “protect” environmental resources and to “appropriately address”
community impacts. It may be that implementation of this Policy could avoid all
economic and environmental impacts resulting from such water transfers. Of
course, other agencies seeking such water transfers may not employ the same
policies as MWD.

The proposed project is not included as one of the “local projects” in the IRP
Update. The point being made by comparison in Paragraph 4 (on page 7-5 of
the DREIR) is that 10 to 12 additional local projects (projects that have not been
included in the IRP Update) would be needed to match the proposed 56,000
acre-feet per year additional water supply offered by the project.

The process of chloramination of desalinated water has been analyzed in the
DISINFECTION BYPRODUCT FORMATION STUDY (DBP Study), included as
Appendix N of the DREIR. The results in the DBP Study indicate that because of
the relatively higher levels of bromides in the desalinated water, a portion of the
ammonia introduced to the disinfected water reacts with the bromide and forms
bromamines.  Although bromamines are an order of magnitude stronger
oxidant/disinfectant than chloramines, they are less stable. Therefore, a portion
of the initially formed bromamines dissociates to ammonia and bromides.
Introduction of additional chlorine to the desalinated water beyond the levels
currently used for disinfection of the existing water sources provides the excess
chlorine needed to re-engage the ammonia released as a result of the
bromamine dissociation. This additional chlorine and the ammonia released from
the bromamine dissociation form chloramines and ultimately yield chlorine
residual levels similar to these observed in the existing water sources. The
modified disinfection strategies proposed to be used for the desalination system

City of Huntington Beach August 17, 2005

111



Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington Beach RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

7y.

do not require the use of ammonia dosages higher than these used for the
chloramination of the existing water sources. Since no additional ammonia
would be introduced into the distribution system beyond its current level, the risk
of nitrification in this system is not expected to be elevated.

As indicated on pages N-29 through N-31 of Appendix N of the DREIR, the
successful chloramination of desalinated water requires a disinfection strategy
slightly different than the disinfection strategies used for chloramination of the
existing sources of water introduced into the distribution system. The use of a
different disinfection strategy for desalinated water in order to match the existing
chloramine residual of the other water sources in the distribution system would
not result in a significant impact on product water quality of the desalinated water
or the blend of this water with MWD water from the Diemer plant, as shown on
Table 5, page N-31 of Appendix N.

The super-chlorination approach for achieving stable chloramine residual is not
new — it has been used successfully by Tampa Bay Water, which blends water
from five different sources in the distribution system. The plant has been
introducing chloraminated desalinated water in their water distribution system
since March 2003 without any observed nitrification related problems.

Marina County Water District has been blending chloraminated desalinated
seawater with other chloraminated water sources in their distribution system
since 1996 without any measurable nitrification problems or disinfection issues.

During the operational implementation phase of the project, the proponent will
complete a distribution system water quality and corrosion control study. The
test facility will incorporate testing of piping and fittings similar to those used in
the existing distribution system and will have provisions to compare the potential
nitrification effects of desalinated water and imported water and other existing
water sources. The results of this operational study will be made available to
MWD staff for review in the course of project implementation and preparation of
contractual arrangements for introduction of desalinated water into the existing
distribution system.

This paragraph provides a conclusion to the comment letter and does not require
a response.

The commentator encloses a comment letter dated October 28, 2002. In
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, those who desired to
comment on the DREIR were directed to submit new comments. Accordingly,
comments received during the earlier circulation period do not require any
response. “The lead agency need only respond to those comments submitted in
response to the recirculated revised EIR.”

Although responses to the prior comment letters were previously made and are
not required for the DREIR, each of the prior comments has again been
responded to here. See Responses 7z through 7am, below
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Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington Beach RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Recirculated Environmental Impact Report 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

7z. This paragraph provides a summary of the project description, and does not
require a response.

7aa. This text provides a description of MWD and its responsibilities, and also
provides information regarding MWD facilities within the vicinity of the
underground booster pump station site. No response is necessary.

7ab. All of the facilities identified in this comment are addressed in the DREIR.
Coordination with MWD will be a prerequisite to project implementation.

7ac. In response to this comment on the originally circulated Draft EIR, the requested
information and analyses have been conducted and are included on page 3-29
and in the Appendix D and G to the DREIR. The applicant continues to meet
with MWD, MWDOC and local water purveyors to discuss operational issues.

7ad. Design plans will be submitted to MWD as requested. MWD will maintain its
right-of-way and access at all times.

7ae. In response to this comment on the originally circulated Draft EIR, an expanded
discussion of water quality impacts and benefits has been included in Section
5.11 and Appendix N of the DREIR.

7af.  Refer to Response 7ae, above, and Appendices D, N, and O of the DREIR.

7ag. The increase in delivery reliability for the regional system that results from the

project is solely due to the fact that the project introduces a new source of
supplemental water supply located in Orange County and is drought proof.
Variability in sources of supply is a factor in delivery reliability. In addition, the
desalination project design will allow maximizing electricity conservation by the
following three operational practices:

1. Energy Load Management: Refer to Response 2n, above.

2. Use of State-Of-The Art Energy Recovery Devices: The desalination
facility will be equipped with energy recovery equipment which will allow
for the reuse at least 30 percent of the energy introduced with the high-
pressure pumps of the RO system.

3. Use of Heated HBGS Water: The desalination facility will use warm
generating station cooling water to reduce the overall power demand by
at least 10 percent. The beneficial reuse of the thermal energy in HBGS'’s
discharge will result in significant conservation of power.

The effect of the power conservation measures listed above is additive (i.e. the
total amount of power conserved will be approximately 60 percent [20 percent
from off-peak use + 30 percent from energy recovery + 10 percent from use of
warm power plant water] as compared to conventional desalination facility
designs.
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Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington Beach RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report 2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

7ah. This comment requests specific clarifying changes to the text of the originally
circulated Draft EIR which are no longer relevant to the DREIR. The text
changes were addressed previously as an errata item in the Response to
Comments for the originally circulated EIR dated March 21, 2003.

7ai.  Refer to Response 7ae, above.

7aj.  The assumption that Table 5.11-3 of the DREIR (previously Table 4.6-1 of the
originally circulated Draft EIR) reflects desalination permeate water quality rather
than product water quality is incorrect. Table 5.11-3 shows the average
desalination facility product water quality after post-treatment and shows the
desalinated water concentrations for all Primary and Secondary constituents
regulated by the California Department of Health Services. Combination of lime
and carbon dioxide will be used for permeate post-treatment. The effect of the
addition of these two chemicals on the desalinated permeate is already reflected
in the product water quality, shown in Table 5.11-3. Caustic soda will not be used
for intake seawater or permeate treatment/pH adjustment. The specifications for
post-treatment chemical additions are determined based on analytical, bench-,
and pilot-scale studies. In addition, refer to Response 7ae, above.

7ak. Refer to Response 7ae, above, and Appendices D, N, and O of the DREIR.
7al.  Refer to Response 7ae, above, and Appendices D, N, and O of the DREIR.

7am. This paragraph provides contact information for the agency, and does not require
a response.
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COMMENT 8

MAY 2 62005
26 May 2005

Mr. Rickey Ramos

City of Huntington Beach
Planning Department

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental.lmpact Report for the Seawater

Desalination Project at Huntington Beach- SCAG No. | 20620200

Dear Mr. Ramos:

—_—

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report' (DEIR) for the
Seawater Desalination Project at Huntington Beach to the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment. As areawide
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects, SCAG’s responsibility as the region’s
clearinghouse per Executive Order 12372 includes the implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15125 [d]. This legislation requires the
review of local plans, projects and programs for consistency with regicnal plans.

We have reviewed the aforementioned DEIR, and have determined that the proposed
Project is regionally significant per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines (Section 15206).

Policies of SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide, Regional Transportation
Plan, and Compass Growth Vision, which may be applicable to your project, are outlined
in the attachment. We expect the final EIR to specifically cite the appropriate SCAG
policies and principles and address the manner in which the Project is consistent with
applicable core policies or supportive of applicable ancillary policies. Please reference
our policy numbers to provide a side-by-side comparison of SCAG policies and
Compass Growth Vision Principles with a discussion describing in detail how the
proposed project is consistent with and supports that policy or principle.

The intent of this process is to provide guidance to local agencies that will contribute to
the attainment of regionai goals and policies. Piease provide a minimum of 45 days for
SCAG to review the Final EIR when this document is available. If you have any questions
regarding the attached comments, please contact me at (213) 236-1851. Thank you.

Sincerely, —

Z g

Brian Wallace
Associate Regional Planner
intergovernmental Review
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COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
' FOR THE
SEAWATER DESALINATION PROJECT AT HUNTINGTON BEACH
SCAG NO. | 20050200

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the development and implementation of a 50 million gallon per day seawater
desalination facility within the City of Huntington Beach. The proposed Project is located on an 11 acre site
at the AES Huntington Beach Generating Facility located at 21730 Newland Street.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

Thé Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide contains a
number of policies that are particularly applicable to the Poseidon Seawater Desalination Project.

~ Core Growth Managerhent Policies

3.03  The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and transportation systems shall
be used by SCAG fo implement the region's growth policies.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL QUALITY OF LIFE

3.18  Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause adverse environmental impact.

~3.20  Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands gmundwater recharge areas, woodlands
production lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and animals.

3.21  Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and protection. of recorded
and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites.

3.22  Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in areas with steep
slopes, high fire, fiood, and seismic hazards.

3.23  Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at
preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to
seismic hazards, mlnlmlze eadhquake damage, and fo develop emergency response and recovery
plans

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

5.11  Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all levels of government
(regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider air quality, land use, transportation and
economic relationships to ensure consistency and minimize confilicts.




OPEN SPACE CHAPTER ANCILLARY GOALS

Resource Protection

9.08 Develop well-managed viable ecosystems or known habitats of rare, threatened and
endangered species, including wetlands.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY GPTIONS

: The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate fo the two water quality goals:
to restore and maintain the chemical, p<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>