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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-01
F-01-1, F-01-2
See Master Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

F-01-3
Adaptive management strategies for the In-Valley Alternatives are described in Appendix J,
Section J6. This strategy will include periodic monitoring and performance evaluation of the
drainage system.

F-01-4
In accordance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act and related California laws, sitespecific cultural resource field surveys are not required at this stage of environmental review.
These surveys would be conducted for the preferred alternative during engineering design.

F-01-5
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to long-term management planning of retired lands.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-02
F-02-1
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-02-2
Appraisal-level cost estimates for construction (including right-of-way and land acquisition),
annual operation and maintenance (including energy), and replacement costs were included for
all alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1. The analysis
of project costs is adequate for an appraisal-level design. Mitigation cost estimates are presented
in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

F-02-3
See Master Responses GEO-1 and SW-15.

F-02-4
See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. Costs
and escalation factors for energy were developed based on accepted practices for Reclamation
projects.
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F-02-5
More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to address the constituents that
may be present in the Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge. See Master Response SW-13 for
additional discussion.

F-02-6
See Master Response AG-1 in regard to the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative
discharge to cause a change in agricultural discharge requirements.

F-02-7
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-03
F-03-1, 2
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-3
The potential for Se and other toxic contamination to ecosystems is discussed in Master
Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 for the Ocean Disposal Alternative and Master Response SW2 for the Delta Disposal Alternatives.

F-03-4
See Master Response SW-11 for a discussion of nutrient loading under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-13, SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-10 in regard to
effects on water quality, habitat, wildlife, and recreational values of Morro Bay.

F-03-5
Comment noted. See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of treatment options
and technologies.

F-03-6
Appendix J of the Final EIS has been updated to include additional information regarding
mitigation and adaptive management for evaporation basins. Also see Master Response MIT-2.

F-03-7
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the contaminant profile and disposal options for the
Se biotreatment biosolids and RO brine. Additional data on water quality from the Northerly
Drainage Area have been included in Appendix C, Table C2-7a.

F-03-8
The comment is noted. Reclamation’s plans for pilot studies, evaluation of technologies, and
monitoring are described in Appendices B and J. Additional information about phased adaptive
management for the In-Valley Alternatives has been included in Section 20 and Appendix J of
the Final EIS.

F-03-9
See Master Responses SW-13 and SW-3 for additional information on constituents in drainwater
and compliance with water quality standards for the Ocean Disposal and Delta Disposal
Alternatives, respectively.
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F-03-10
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-11
See Master Response SW-11 for a discussion of nutrient loading under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-10 in regard to effects on
habitat, wildlife, and recreational values of Morro Bay.

F-03-12
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 in regard to effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on ocean and estuarine resources in Morro Bay. A discussion of the Morro Bay
National Estuary Program and Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan has been
added to Appendix L, Section L-3.1.

F-03-13
See Master Response REG-1 for a discussion of permit requirements and water quality standards
that may apply to the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Master Response SW-13 provides additional
information about constituents in drainwater.

F-03-14
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 for detailed discussions of the diffusion zone and the
potential for bioaccumulation.

F-03-15
Reclamation has completed consultation under Section 7 of the ESA for the In-Valley
Alternatives. The findings of the Biological Opinion have been incorporated into the Final EIS,
and the opinion is included as Appendix M2. There is no requirement under NEPA or ESA for
Reclamation to conduct consultation for all alternatives retained in the Final EIS. If, and only if,
Reclamation intends to select the Ocean Disposal Alternative, will Reclamation complete the
necessary consultations on it prior to signing the ROD.

F-03-16a
As discussed in Appendix G, Section G5.2, a study conducted by Amweg et al. (2003) indicated
that Se bioavailability may increase during treatment. However, as noted in this section, this
study provided limited information, and the design of the treatment system has been modified
substantially since then. Reclamation is currently conducting a new pilot study of the treatment
system as well as bioaccumulation in evaporation cells. Results of this study will be incorporated
into the Final EIS. See Master Response SE-2 regarding the bioavailability of organic and
inorganic forms of Se resulting from biological treatment.
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F-03-16b
See Master Response REG-3 in regard to the compatibility of Se levels under the Delta Disposal
Alternatives with new Se criteria and the use of a mixing zone to meet water quality standards.

F-03-17
Modeling results predict that any increase in contaminant concentrations from the proposed
project would be negligible compared to the existing concentrations, and the EIS analysis has
concluded that effects to drinking water quality would not be significant. See Appendix C and
Master Response SW-3 in regard to the quality of effluent water that would be discharged under
the Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives and Section 5 for water quality modeling results.

F-03-18
See Master Response REG-3 in regard to compliance of the Delta Disposal Alternatives with the
Se-based TMDL.

F-03-19, 20
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-21
In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward, resulting from the
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply
wells. From a drainage study areawide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical
direction than horizontally, and groundwater level and quality impacts in any given field occur
primarily as the result of irrigation of the field. In general, the Draft EIS analysis and current
hydrologic understanding of the system indicate that irrigation of upslope lands is generally not a
significant source of dissolved constituents to drainwater collected in the downslope drainageimpaired area. In fact, the lateral downslope movement of groundwater is very slow. However,
hydraulic pressure effects can affect groundwater levels and drainage volumes in downslope
areas. In this way, redirection of surface water previously applied to proposed retired lands to
upslope areas may affect downslope groundwater levels.
The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model to analyze how
shifts in applied water and land use potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in upslope and
downslope areas. From a drainage study area perspective, the extent of upslope acreage that can
be irrigated without impacting downslope lands is determined primarily by the irrigation water
source. For example, irrigation with local groundwater can have beneficial effects relative to
shallow water table conditions. The extraction and consumption of local groundwater increases
the forces driving groundwater movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the total
volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. In
contrast, upslope irrigation solely with imported surface water reduces local groundwater
consumption and can exacerbate shallow water table conditions.
For areas that do not receive sufficient surface water, pumping is the only (or supplemental)
source of irrigation water. For alternatives that include a land retirement component, the Draft
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EIS analysis assumes that local groundwater use remains constant, regardless of whether or not
surface-water supplies are redirected within the districts. In this way, the pumping benefit is
maintained and total applied water necessarily decreases as lands are taken out of production.
More intensive groundwater management was considered during development of the
alternatives, but after deliberation it was concluded that there were too many uncertainties about
the quality of the pumped water to assess its appropriate use. Inclusion of groundwater
management as part of an alternative requires commitments on the part of local entities to accept
and use the groundwater. Lacking more extensive field and pilot testing for the development of
optimal pumping and delivery relative to groundwater quality constraints, groundwater
management was not considered a proven technology and was not included in the alternatives. It
should be noted that a separate groundwater pumping project is currently being pursued by the
local agencies.

F-03-22
To our knowledge, no plans exist for new lands to be irrigated. The Draft EIS used a threedimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally developed by the U.S. Geological
Survey [USGS]) to analyze groundwater levels and flow in upslope and downslope areas. In
general, model results and current hydrologic understanding of the system indicate that
continued irrigation of upslope lands will generally not cause increased adverse affects on
downslope retired or drained areas because the primary groundwater impact in any given area is
irrigation and artificial drainage of that area. The results of our analysis indicate that additional
drainage service, reduced deep percolation, and land retirement will reduce the area underlain by
shallow groundwater. Se hot spots in Westlands are identified for retirement in the Land
Retirement Alternatives.

F-03-23
Groundwater management was considered in the Draft EIS development at some length. The
primary uncertainty is groundwater quality; salinity, boron, and Se are the primary constraints on
use of pumped groundwater. After some deliberation, it was concluded that additional data
collection and analysis would be required to fully develop a project that effectively integrates
extensive groundwater pumping into current water management practices. Proposal of
groundwater management as part of the action alternatives requires commitments on the part of
local entities to accept and use the groundwater. Additional deep well installation, exploration,
and water yield and quality analysis is needed to determine pumping and delivery strategies
relative to the groundwater quality constraints. Local agencies are pursuing these analyses as a
water supply project.

F-03-24
Coordinated surface and groundwater use was incorporated into the Draft EIS to the extent that
the project assumes that local groundwater use remains constant at the safe yield of 175,000
acre-feet per year (AF/year). The remaining irrigation need for lands in production after
inclusion of groundwater pumping is covered by available surface supplies (up to 70 percent of
contracted delivery rates). As lands are retired the total surface supply needed to irrigate lands
remaining in production decreases. Irrigation with local groundwater can have beneficial effects
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relative to shallow water table conditions. The extraction and consumption of local groundwater
increases the forces driving groundwater movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases
the total volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water
table.
More intensive groundwater management was considered during development of the action
alternatives, but after deliberation it was concluded that it was not a proven technology (see
Responses to Comments F-03-21 and F-03-23).

F-03-25
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-26
Land retirement in the Northerly Area was evaluated in the PFR. See Master Response ALT-L2
for additional discussion.

F-03-27
An expanded analysis of potential uses of retired lands and related benefits and costs would
require separate environmental analysis, as described in Master Response ALT-L3.

F-03-28
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

F-03-29
Reclamation is currently investigating the Se concentration in biomass sludge as part of the pilot
testing program. Results of the testing are presented in the Final EIS. For the purpose of cost
analysis, the biomass sludge was assumed to require disposal at a Class 1 landfill. It should be
noted other sludge recycling and management strategies will be investigated as a part of the
adaptive management strategy.

F-03-30
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies. Reclamation plans to develop and implement a demonstration-scale Se treatment
system and to conduct a peer review of the Se treatment technology as part of the
implementation of the technology.

F-03-31
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of treatment options and technologies.
Recent pilot data collected through December 2005 are included in the Final EIS and include an
evaluation of biotreatment sludge and disposal requirements. For the purpose of cost analysis,
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the biomass sludge was assumed to require disposal at a Class 1 landfill. It should be noted other
sludge recycling and management strategies will be investigated as a part of the adaptive
management strategy.

F-03-32
Design features for reuse areas and evaporation basins are described in Sections 2.3.2.3 and
2.4.1.3. Reuse areas will be drained to capture subsurface groundwater and convey it to the
treatment facilities. Evaporation basins will be sited and designed to minimize seepage losses
and in most cases will be surrounded by reuse areas that would serve as an additional means to
recover seepage losses. Groundwater monitoring wells would be included in the designs to
monitor seepage.

F-03-33
See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins on migratory waterfowl
and other species.

F-03-34
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-35
Potential effects of evaporation basins on biological resources are evaluated in Sections 7 and 8
of the Draft EIS. For additional discussion, see Master Responses GW-1 and BIO-3. Sections 7
and 8 of the Final EIS have been updated to include changes in project design features to avoid
impacts and a revised estimate of mitigation requirements.

F-03-36
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning for biological and other resources.

F-03-37
The Final EIS has been revised to include a discussion of the Service’s 1995 Alternative Habitat
Protocol and Compensation Habitat Protocol in Appendix J and the revised Service Coordination
Act Report (which includes a discussion of efforts to update protocols) in Appendix M1.
Reclamation would need to purchase water supplies for mitigation habitat similar to any other
project implemented by Reclamation.

F-03-38
Containment, closure, and monitoring of evaporation basins are described in Section 2.4.1.3 of
the Final EIS.
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F-03-39
Section 2.3.2.3 provides a description of reuse facility operation and control measures to
minimize ponding. These measures include infrastructure improvements, climate and soil-based
irrigation management, drainage systems, tailwater recycling, and monitoring systems. Storm
event management will be developed as part of the Implementation Plan. Also see Master
Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

F-03-40, 41
See Master Response GW-2.

F-03-42
All action alternatives include constructing conveyance facilities to transport drainage to reuse,
treatment, and disposal facilities from the Firebaugh sumps that currently discharge to the DeltaMendota Canal.

F-03-43
Although actions to address the required source control measures are up to the growers,
Reclamation will not accept more drainage than is discussed in the EIS.

F-03-44
Reclamation will continue to work with districts to encourage implementation of cost-effective
source control measures to control drainage. However, implementation of source control
measures is a local action, and the specific actions that are implemented are up to the local
agencies and landowners. Note that the EIS included costs to support irrigation system
improvements on non-drainage-impaired lands as a further means of supporting source control
and water use efficiency.

F-03-45, 46
See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13 for additional information about contaminants in
agricultural drainwater.
Waste products from the reuse, treatment, and disposal systems are limited to spent granular
activated carbon (GAC) from bioreactors and regenerate solutions from the reverse osmosis
system. RO systems are established technology and have predictable waste components with
established methods for handling and disposal. As such, discussion of RO waste handling is not
needed for the environmental analysis. Review of other full-scale biotreatment facilities
indicates that GAC has a long useful lifetime and would only be replaced every few years.
Reclamation conducted preliminary waste characterization testing on GAC from bioreactors as a
part of the pilot testing program. Results of the characterization are presented in Appendix B.
Reclamation and the ABMet patent holder are currently evaluating methods to reuse and recycle
GAC.
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F-03-47
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to long-term monitoring of project facilities. Funding of
the action alternatives is discussed in Master Response ALT-M1.

F-03-48
Additional information on mitigation planning has been added to Section 20, and mitigation cost
estimates are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

F-03-49
Section 11.1.4 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a discussion of Clean Air Act (CAA)
Section 176(c)(1) and the requirement for Federal agencies to assure that their actions conform to
applicable implementation plans for achieving and maintaining the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for criteria pollutants. See Master Response AIR-1 in regard to the need for a
conformity determination. Future permitting for the selected and funded alternative would be
required to comply with CAA Section 176(c)(1).

F-03-50
See Master Responses GEN-1 in regard to the level of analysis in the EIS and AIR-1 in regard to
emissions estimates for the construction and operation of the project. Analysis of potential
effects of project alternatives on air quality was conducted in a qualitative manner to allow
comparisons among alternatives.

F-03-51
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline alignments. If an Outof-Valley Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility
and final design studies would provide more detailed information about crossings of waters of
the United States and other waterbodies.

F-03-52
As stated in Section 7.2.8.2 of the Draft EIS, once final conveyance alignments and related
facility locations have been selected, preconstruction wetland delineations and other
requirements, pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA, would be completed on all
wetlands, stream crossings, adjacent riparian habitat, floodplains, and other waters of the United
States likely to be affected by project construction.

F-03-53 - 56
See Master Response CUM-1 in regard to the analysis of cumulative impacts.
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F-03-57
Appendix N includes the National Economic Development analysis of costs and benefits of the
project alternatives. See also Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

F-03-58
See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to the status of agency consultations and assessment of
potential effects to special-status species.

F-03-59
The comment is noted. Assumptions used in the Long-Term Water Contracts Renewal EIS and
this EIS have been reviewed and made as consistent as possible given each project’s different
purpose and need. See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to water contract renewals.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-04
F-04-1
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 in regard to the effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on the discharge vicinity and the potential for bioaccumulation and ecotoxicity
effects.

F-04-2
Potential effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on the southern sea otter are discussed in
Master Response SW-12.
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F-04-3
See Master Response SW-11 for a discussion of nutrient loading under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, and SE-1 in regard to the effects of
Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge on water quality in Estero Bay and bioaccumulation in
marine life.

F-04-4
The comment is noted. No water quality changes are expected to result from the Ocean Disposal
Alternative that would affect agricultural discharge requirements for Central Coast farmers. See
Master Response AG-1 for additional discussion.

F-04-5
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10.

F-04-6
See Master Response GEN-4.

F-04-7
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
differentiating alternatives based on their environmental effects. The alternative selection process
is described in the PFR.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-05
F-05-1
The comment is noted. Impacts to terrestrial, marine, and freshwater aquatic habitats are
discussed in Sections 5, 7, and 8 of the Draft EIS.
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F-05-2
The purpose of the project is to provide drainage service, as required in the authorization of the
San Luis Unit. One objective is to avoid adverse environmental effects of the project; however,
restoration and enhancement are not part of the project purpose and need.

F-05-3
Known conflicts have been identified. If others exist, Reclamation is not aware of them, nor does
the comment identify them.

F-05-4
See Response to Comment F-05-2. The development of alternatives included consideration of
potential impacts to biological resources, as described in the PFR. Protection, enhancement, and
restoration of ecosystems are not part of the purpose and need for the project.

F-05-5
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-05-6
See Responses to Comments F-05-2 and F-05-4.

F-05-7
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-05-8 - 10
The PFR and PFR Addendum describe the development of the project alternatives. The
retirement of all drainage-impaired lands was considered but screened out, as described in Draft
EIS Section 2.11.4.1. Retiring these lands from irrigated agriculture would not avoid negative
impacts because uncontrolled flows and seepage would still occur that could result in adverse
effects to water quality and wildlife. See Master Response ALT-L2 for additional discussion.

F-05-11
Responses to comments about specific actions and decisions are provided below.

F-05-12 - 15
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of excess water.

F-05-16
Adaptive management strategies for mitigation of evaporation basins are described in Appendix
J, Section J6, of the Final EIS. Also see Master Responses MIT-1 and GW-1.
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F-05-17, 18
The need and plans for ecological monitoring of the evaporation basins are described in
Appendix J, Section J6, of the Final EIS. Also see Master Responses MIT-1 and GW-1.

F-05-19
The costs for ecological monitoring of the evaporation ponds are included in the total project
costs. Mitigation cost estimates are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS. Also see Master
Response MIT-1.

F-05-20
Storm event management will be developed as part of the Implementation Plan. Also see Master
Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

F-05-21
The Draft EIS utilized a three-dimensional numerical groundwater flow model (originally
developed by the USGS) to analyze groundwater levels and flow in the drainage study area. The
model uses mean annual recharge and pumpage data to project long-term (49-year) changes in
annual water table elevation. The drainage-areawide modeling analysis did not address extreme
flood events as it was beyond the scope of the analysis and model capability. Flood control is not
the intended purpose of the drainage program. Other programs such as the proposed PanocheSilver-Creek Detention Basin are addressing flood control issues. It should be noted the
Grassland Bypass Project includes storm event operational plans intended to minimize the
potential effects of flood events on drainage discharges.

F-05-22
The comment is noted. Specific concerns are addressed in the responses below.

F-05-23
Additional information about mitigation and adaptive management is provided in Section 20 of
the Final EIS. Also see Master Response MIT-1 for a discussion of adaptive management and
monitoring.

F-05-24
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

F-05-25
The EIS recognizes that uncertainty is associated with pond design elements and wildlife use
patterns, and has made predictions based on the best information available. See Master Response
MIT-1.
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F-05-26, 27
The comment is noted. See Master Response MIT-1 for a discussion of adaptive management
and monitoring. Appendix J provides a monitoring and mitigation plan for the In-Valley
Alternatives, including monitoring elements and contingency planning. Appendix O provides
preliminary cost estimates for mitigation actions for all alternatives. Detailed mitigation
locations and costs are included in the Feasibility Study.

F-05-28
No implementation of drainage service would be the No Action Alternative, which is discussed
in Section 2.2 and evaluated throughout the EIS. The potential for incorporating alternative or
innovative technologies is addressed in Appendix J of the EIS. See Master Responses MIT-1 and
ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive management and monitoring and the evaluation of treatment
technologies, respectively.

F-05-29
Post-project evaluation of environmental impacts will be performed using actual field data in
accordance with the adaptive management strategies described in Appendix J of the EIS. Also
see Master Response MIT-1.

F-05-30
The comment is noted. Reclamation has developed alternatives using proven technology and will
include an adaptive monitoring and management plan to assure and evaluate progress toward
achieving the project objectives.

F-05-31
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-05-32
NEPA allows Reclamation to use the best available information attainable without exorbitant
cost (40 CFR 1502.22) so long as, where information is lacking, the relevance of the information
to the decision is stated. The Draft EIS contains such information. Additionally, a supplement is
appropriate only when there is a substantial change to a proposed action or there are significant
new circumstances or information (40 CFR 1502.9(1)). Since no change is proposed and no new
information has been provided, a supplement is not appropriate at this time.

F-05-33
See Response to Comment F-05-32 in regard to the need for a supplement. Retirement of all
drainage-impaired lands is discussed in Master Response ALT-L2.
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F-05-34
See Response to Comment F-05-32.

F-05-35
See Master Response ALT-L2 in regard to retirement of all drainage-impaired lands.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-06
F-06-1
Impacts of the Delta Disposal Alternatives on drinking water quality and the Delta estuary and
fisheries are presented in Sections 5 through 8.

F-06-2
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-3
NEPA does not require identification of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. The agencypreferred alternative is described in Section 2.15 of the Final EIS.

F-06-–4, 5
All alternatives have been given the same level of analysis in the EIS. Impacts of the Delta and
Ocean Disposal Alternatives to the resources described in the comments are discussed in
Sections 5 through 8.

F-06-6
The comment is noted. An In-Valley Alternative has been identified as the preferred alternative
in the Final EIS, as discussed in Section 2.15.

F-06-7
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-8
The comment is noted. See Master Response P&N-1.

F-06-9
CVP water contracts are addressed in Master Response GEN-6.

F-06-10
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

F-06-11
See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to water contract renewals.
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F-06-12, 13
Land retirement can be accomplished through placement of non-irrigation covenants on the lands
and does not necessarily imply a change in fee title ownership of the lands nor require
identification of ownership.
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of excess water.

F-06-14
Reclamation will identify appropriate users of reclaimed water in the final design phase of the
selected alternative. Identification of users will take into account water quality and quantity and
the availability of conveyance facilities to deliver water from the RO facilities.

F-06-15
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-16
The comment is noted. See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins
on migratory waterfowl and other species and MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning.

F-06-17, 18
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-19
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative.

F-06-20
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-07
F-07-1a
The comment is noted. It should be pointed out that the discharge of agricultural drainwater to
the Central Coast would take place under the Ocean Disposal Alternative, which has not been
identified as the preferred alternative.

F-07-1b
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.

F-07-2, 3
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route and design.

SLDFR Final EIS

App_P3_Federal

P3-62

Appendix P3
Federal Agency Comments and Responses
F-07-4
Additional information about the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on the marine
environment is provided in Master Responses SW-8 (discharge environment), SE-1
(bioaccumulation), SW-9 (ecotoxicity), and SW-13 (water quality).

F-07-5
As discussed in Master Response SW-13, water quality impairment of the MBNMS is unlikely
given its distance from the outfall and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs immediately after
discharge. Also see Master Responses SW-9 and SE-1 in regard to the ecotoxicity and potential
size of the discharge plume.

F-07-6
The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary is located approximately 10 miles from the
proposed discharge location under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. As shown in Master
Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, and SE-1, any effects that occur are expected to be very
localized (within about 100 meters of the discharge point).

F-07-7
The need for Se treatment was considered during the formulation of alternatives. Based on the
existing analysis of environmental impacts of the Ocean Disposal Alternative, Reclamation does
not propose to add Se treatment to the Ocean Disposal Alternative at this time.

F-07-8
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-07-9
The comment expresses concern that the level of detail provided in the Draft EIS is inadequate to
conduct an analysis of the environmental impacts of constructing and operating a outfall offshore
of Point Estero. Figure P-1 in Master Response SW-8 provides additional details for the location
and water depth of the diffuser at the planned outfall location. This level of planning detail is
adequate to assess environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

F-07-10
See Response to Comment F-07-9.

F-07-11
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the pipeline corridor
would be defined in a later design stage, as described in Master Response GEN-1.
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F-07-12
For the offshore section of the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline, construction methods and
costs were developed from similar projects. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for
further consideration, additional information on field conditions would be gathered as necessary
to develop feasibility level and construction level designs, as described in Master Response
GEN-1. See Master Response SW-8 for additional information on the marine environment in the
proposed outfall vicinity.

F-07-13, 14
See Master Responses GEN-1 and ALT-P2.

F-07-15
The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level
of detail of the pipeline route and design.

F-07-16
See Master Responses SW-8 and SW-12 for additional discussion of effects of the Ocean
Disposal Alternative on flora and fauna in the outfall vicinity.

F-07-17
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline design. The ocean
segment of the pipeline would be 18-inch diameter HDPE for the 29.1 cubic feet per second (cfs)
discharge.

F-07-18
The Ocean Disposal Alternative design calls for trenching and refilling of the substrate. If this
alternative were to proceed, details of the route in the area would be addressed in a later design
stage. The use of directional drilling and other excavating techniques would be considered. See
Master Response GEN-1.

F-07-19
See Master Response SW-12 for additional discussion of effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on special-status species.

F-07-20 - 22
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, a precise pipeline
alignment would be selected and a detailed review of these resources would be conducted in later
design stages, as described in Master Response GEN-1. The impact assessment presented in the
Draft EIS is adequate for comparison of alternatives and selection of a preferred alternative.
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F-07-23
See Response to Comment F-07-21. Also Master Response SW-8 in regard to the marine
environment in the outfall vicinity.

F-07-24
Seasonal oceanographic conditions at the outfall location were accounted for in the Draft EIS
analysis. A substantial quantity of ocean current data (over 200,000 data points) were collected
and utilized in the Draft EIS analysis, including data for different seasons. Temperature, salinity,
and current velocity data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge
diffusion analysis (see Section 5.2.2.1).

F-07-25
Additional information about potential impacts to threatened, endangered, and other specialstatus species in the Ocean Disposal Alternative vicinity are described in Master Response SW12. Also see Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 in regard to the discharge location environment
and the potential for bioaccumulation effect. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as
the preferred alternative, ESA consultation would be initiated during the final design and
permitting phases.

F-07-26 - 28
The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of
pipeline design.

F-07-29, 30
HDPE pipe should be excellent for this use and has been used in other outfall projects. The
Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline would be buried where high-energy waves occur.

F-07-31
The current level of design (see Master Response GEN-1) does not include check valves or other
devices. Future designs would likely consider an isolation valve near the shore, but this valve
would not serve the purpose of automatically closing if a leak were to occur. See Master
Response SW-15 for additional information on leak detection.

F-07-32
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were to proceed, then subsequent designs should reasonably
accommodate sensitive habitats. The pipeline operators would monitor the pumping plants for
pressure changes that could indicate pipeline breaches, as discussed in Master Response SW-15.
The final route and exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the Ocean
Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration and subject to a feasibility-level
design assessment. The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the environmental impacts
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of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative. If the Ocean Disposal
Alternative were advanced for further consideration, additional environmental review would be
conducted as necessary.

F-07-33
See Response to Comment F-07-31 and Master Response SW-15.

F-07-34
See Master Responses SW-11 and SW-13 in regard to the constituents, including pesticides,
herbicides, and nutrients, that could be present in drainwater discharged under the Ocean
Disposal Alternative.

F-07-35
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to stimulation of algal blooms from the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

F-07-36
See Master Response SW-13 in regard to adsorption to sediment particles by pesticide,
herbicides, and associated agricultural chemicals. Evaluation of existing water quality data
indicates that pesticides and herbicides are generally not present in drainwater.

F-07-37
The commenter states that Reclamation must assess impacts associated with high loads of
persistent pesticides including DDT that would be untreated prior to discharge into the marine
environment. See Master Response SW-13. Evaluation of existing water quality data indicates
that pesticides and herbicides are generally not present in drainwater.

F-07-38
Master Response SW-13 provides additional detail about water quality and marine sediments.

F-07-39
Additional information about the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on wildlife and
humans is provided in Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-10.

F-07-40
Water quality impacts relating to bromide concentrations for the Delta Disposal Alternatives are
described in Sections 5.2.9 and 5.2.10 of the Final EIS.
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F-07-41
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to
stimulate algal blooms.

F-07-42, 43
Master Response SW-8 describes the environment of the outfall vicinity, and Master Response
SE-1 discusses the diffusion of the discharge with specific regard to Se levels and the potential
for Se bioaccumulation.

F-07-44
The comment questions the fate of the Se in waters discharged under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative after the discharge into the ocean is halted. During the 50-year project planning
period, assuming that the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative,
the discharge is not anticipated to be halted. If the discharge were halted, the Se that had been
discharged into the ocean would circulate and possibly be redistributed into ocean sediment
according to oceanic circulation patterns and specific biogeochemical properties for Se in the
oceanic environment.

F-07-45, 46
See Response to Comments F-07-42, 43.

F-07-47
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 in regard to Se bioaccumulation and Master Response
SW-10 in regard to bioaccumulation-related human health effects.

F-07-48
This omission has been corrected in Table 5.1-10 of the Final EIS, as described in Master
Response SW-10.

F-07-49
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10.

F-07-50
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-13.

F-07-51
First, the discharged effluent would not be substantially fresher than the surrounding seawater.
Seawater has an average salinity of approximately 33.5 parts per thousand (ppt), and the
proposed discharge would have an average salinity of 19 ppt. According to diffuser plume
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modeling, the plume would be diluted to approximately ambient salinity at the edge of the zone
of initial dilution (ZID), under all conditions, even when ocean currents are zero. Second,
differences between ambient and effluent temperatures would not be significant. As discussed in
detail in Master Response SW-14, differences between ambient and effluent temperatures would
not be significant for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Third, even if salinity and temperature
differences were more significant, the initial momentum of the effluent when discharged from
the diffuser drives initial mixing, and buoyancy (governed by density differences related to
salinity and temperature) is a secondary (and minor) driver of mixing for this discharge. A
preliminary sensitivity analysis shows that if discharge temperatures are assumed to be
equivalent to seasonally averaged ambient air temperatures for Morro Bay (12ºC in winter and
15ºC in summer), mixing conditions in the ZID would be virtually unaffected and temperature
differences at the edge of the ZID would be negligible for both locations and seasons. Therefore,
dilution is relatively insensitive to expected density differences between the discharge and the
surrounding ocean water. Finally, long-term time-dependent effects of the plume were not
explicitly accounted for in the steady-state plume modeling undertaken. Because stagnant
conditions are infrequent and short in duration, little potential exists for discharge buildup in the
discharge vicinity. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as the preferred alternative in
the Record of Decision, a more detailed analysis of the time-dependent effects of the plume
would be conducted.

F-07-52
Species in the discharge environment are discussed in Section 7 of the EIS. As described in
Sections 2 and 5, salinity of the drainwater is expected to be similar to that in the ocean.
Therefore, a discussion of species sensitivity to salinity changes is not necessary.
Discharge temperatures from the Ocean Disposal Alternative, particularly once mixing has
begun, would not approach upper temperature tolerances for fish, as discussed in Master
Response SW-14.

F-07-53
The plume would approximate ambient salinity no farther from the diffuser than the edge of the
ZID, even under maximum discharge and stagnant ocean current conditions. Further, as noted in
the same comment response, the agricultural drainwater is relatively saline (19 ppt) and, thus,
cannot be characterized as “freshwater.” Also, initial mixing from the diffuser is driven primarily
by momentum and not by buoyancy differences between the discharge and surrounding ocean
water.

F-07-54
Turbidity could result from the discharge in three different ways, none of which are expected to
be significant. First, turbidity could result from high discharges of TSS into the water column,
which could cloud the water directly. Given the relatively low expected TSS discharge
concentrations (average of approximately 23 milligrams per liter [mg/L]), we do not expect TSS
to be a significant source of ocean turbidity. Second, the flocculation that sometimes increases
turbidity in estuaries (such as the Delta) when freshwater mixes with saltwater is not expected to
occur for this ocean discharge. Typically, estuarine flocculation occurs at a salinity level of
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approximately 2 ppt, much lower than the salinity of the Point Estero ocean diffuser discharge.
Third, turbidity could occur if the high-momentum diffuser jets disturb loose sediments (i.e.,
sand and silt) in the ocean-floor area surrounding the diffuser. However, since the diffuser ports
are expected to be located a significant distance above the ocean floor, this effect is not expected
to occur. Furthermore, even when such effects have occurred near other diffusers, they are
generally associated with the initial diffuser start-up. After a few hours of operation, any loose
sediments that might have been disturbed will have migrated from the diffuser area and settled
again, and the diffuser quickly reaches equilibrium with its surrounding environment. Overall,
then, the ocean discharge is not expected to significantly affect ocean turbidity, even near the
diffuser.

F-07-55
See Master Responses MIT-1, MIT-2, and SW-8 in regard to adaptive management and
monitoring, mitigation planning, and water quality effects associated with the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

F-07-56 - 67
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected, a monitoring, implementation, and adaptive
management plan would be developed.

F-07-68
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9.

F-07-69
Water quality impairment of Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary is unlikely given its
distance from the discharge site (10 miles) and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs
immediately after discharge into the ocean, as discussed in Master Response SW-13.

F-07-70 - 72
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-07-73
The analysis of effects from the construction of the Ocean Disposal Alternative offshore pipeline
and outfall uses existing information where available. Section 7.2.8.2 discloses the potential for
effects on resources as required by NEPA. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as
the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final design studies would be conducted to
identify the habitat types and species potentially affected and appropriate mitigation.
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F-07-74
The commenter states that the Draft EIS does not specify the pollutants, including persistent
pesticides, that would be discharged into the marine environment. See Master Response SW-13
for a discussion of constituents in the drainwater and related water quality impacts.

F-07-75, 76
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-9, SE-1, SW-11, and SW-10.

F-07-77
The comment is noted. The level of analysis presented was determined by the level of design of
the Draft EIS (described in Master Response GEN-1) rather than by external deadlines as the
comment suggests. The Draft EIS includes an adequate evaluation of impacts in accordance with
NEPA to enable consideration in selection of a preferred alternative.
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Note: Reclamation acknowledges the receipt of comments previously submitted on the PFR and
PFR Addendum and has already considered those comments in the development of the Draft
EIS. Because the remainder of this submittal does not address the Draft EIS, it is not included in
the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project and is available
upon request.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-08
F-08-1
The comment is noted. See Master Responses SW-2, MIT-1, ALT-T1, SW-8, SW-4, and GEN-1.

F-08-2
The comment is noted. Site-specific data on Se uptake are discussed in Section 8.1.4, and these
data were used in the EIS analysis. Luoma and Presser's (2000) Bay-Delta Selenium Model was
reviewed and is included by reference in the Draft EIS. Information from this report is cited in
the Draft EIS.

F-08-3
The EIS includes discussion of historical and recent data on Se concentrations in food webs, and
site-specific data were used in the analyses (see Section 8). Additional recently collected data
have been added to the Final EIS.

F-08-4
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1.

F-08-5
See Master Response GW-2.

F-08-6
The comment is noted. See responses to specific comments below.
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F-08-7
The Delta averaging area used to calculate tissue Se concentrations included Suisun and Grizzly
bays. Section 8.2.2.4 of the Final EIS has been modified to reflect this.

F-08-8
Figure 8.1-1 has been revised to correctly label Suisun and Grizzly bays and the Delta.

F-08-9
The comment is noted. It is recognized that existing Se levels in the Bay-Delta are above
identified toxicity thresholds (see Section 8.2.9.2).

F-08-10
Section 8.1.4 describes the affected environment of the Bay-Delta for the two Delta Disposal
Alternatives. The first sentence states that “Se speciation and fate in the Bay-Delta are not well
established; however, several studies have investigated the matter.” This section then goes on to
describe studies that provide data on Se speciation and fate in the Bay-Delta, and references
more than 10 sources of information specific to the Bay-Delta, including Luoma and Presser
(2000) (the first reference cited in the comment). More recent data on Se concentrations in white
sturgeon have been added to this section. The other two references cited in this comment (Presser
and Luoma 2004; Presser and Pipaz 1998) were reviewed. Presser and Luoma (2004) is a brief
fact sheet that summarizes information presented in Luoma and Presser (2000). Presser and
Pipaz (1998) provides information on Se speciation and bioaccumulation in the drainage areas,
tributaries, and San Joaquin River, but the focus of Section 8.1.4 is on the Bay-Delta
environment.

F-08-11
The comment is noted. As discussed in Sections 8.2.2.4 and 8.2.2.5, it is recognized that
uncertainty exists in the predictions of bioaccumulation.

F-08-12
In the absence of information to predict changes in speciation in the Bay-Delta due to projected
Se discharges, the analysis in the EIS assumes that Se speciation and bioaccumulation rates in
the Bay-Delta would remain consistent with historical conditions. As discussed in Section
8.2.2.6, this assumption is identified as an uncertainty in the results. Even if information on Se
speciation in the treated effluent were available, it is likely that the speciation regime would
change significantly by the time the effluent discharges in the Bay-Delta, and would change
further due to ambient conditions as water moves through the Bay-Delta.
The Luoma and Presser (2000) model is a mechanistic model that accounts for changes in Se
speciation regimes as well as differences in distribution coefficients and particulate
bioavailability. This model was used to generate forecasts under three different hypothetical
regimes: high, moderate, and low bioavailability. Several different values for Se assimilation
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efficiencies for bivalves were also used in predictions. Using these scenarios, a range of
predictions is presented. However, without additional information on factors such as Se
speciation, no good way is available to narrow down the range of predictions. It is agreed that if
site-specific predictions of Se speciation and particulate bioavailability could be made with a
reasonable level of accuracy, a mechanistic model such as the Luoma and Presser model may
help to generate a more accurate prediction. However, absent this site-specific information, using
unsubstantiated predictions about changing speciation and bioavailability is considered
speculative.

F-08-13
As referenced in Section 8.2.2.4, the Regional Monitoring Program data were used to develop
the biota sediment accumulation factors that were used to predict Se concentrations in bivalves.
The RMP data are publicly available on the SFEI website.
Spatial averaging methods are also described in Section 8.2.2.4, and water quality modeling
methods are described in Section 5.2.2.

F-08-14
Site-specific data for Se biotransformation in the Bay-Delta are discussed in Section 8.1.4, and
Se sources, loads, and hydrodynamics are discussed in Section 5. As noted in Section 8.2.9.2,
Tables 8-7 and 8-8 focus on predicted increases of Se in bivalve tissue in the discharge area,
because this area is where the incremental, project-related change is highest.

F-08-15
The comment is noted. Sections 8.2.12.7 and 8.2.12.8 are meant to concisely summarize the
information presented in Section 8.

F-08-16
A reference to Appendix G, Section G3.1.3.3 was added to support this statement in Section
8.2.2.4.

F-08-17
Although the risk assessment in Appendix G is focused on the In-Valley Alternatives, the
toxicity data presented in Appendix G are also applicable to the Delta Disposal Alternatives.

F-08-18
The commenter expresses a concern that the endpoint used for the effects analysis is
unsubstantiated and does not include effects to fish. The method used to determine whether a
decrease in reproduction of 10 percent or more would occur is based on toxicity data for the
mallard, because adequate dose-response data exist only for this species. However, a review of
the available literature indicates that Se toxicity thresholds for fish are similar to those for birds,
although variability is considerable even within the same orders.
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Ecologically relevant toxicological endpoints for risk assessment are typically those that affect
population stability and, thus, sustainability of populations. However, population stability is not
readily measurable, and it is usually evaluated using surrogate toxicological endpoints. A variety
of surrogate toxicological endpoints are typically measured in controlled experiments (i.e.,
bioassays). At the species level, effects on survival, reproduction, and growth endpoints clearly
have the potential to adversely affect populations.
Ecological populations are most often defined as the “breeding population” (Menzie and
Wickwire 2001) whose sustainability is classically measured using birth and death rates (e.g., the
intrinsic rate of population increase, r). Understanding that the breeding population is
ecologically relevant for maintaining a particular species population and that the birth rate is a
dominant feature associated with the stability and integrity of the population is fundamental in
interpreting toxicological data. The relevant lifespan within an evaluation of potential ecological
risk is not an individual’s longevity (as often reported within the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry profiles) but an individual’s reproductive lifespan. The importance of this
concept is that an individual’s survival has little impact on the sustainability and integrity of a
population if the individual’s offspring successfully reproduce. Thus, individual survival and
longevity are not necessarily relevant in the context of adverse ecological impacts to populations
of receptor species. This concept is inherent in the EPA’s guidance in the use of “short-term
chronic” bioassays and the Disease Registry’s methods in which organisms are exposed during
the most sensitive (i.e., critical) lifestage (i.e., embryo-larval or gestational), as these types of
studies directly relate to reproductive success.
Because of the difficulty in relating effects levels to effects to fish and wildlife populations some
conventions have been developed in administering environmental regulations based upon the
ability to detect a population change using conventional laboratory and field methodology.
Without detailed information on specific populations over several years it is impossible to use
specific thresholds for the amount of change that a population can experience without becoming
unstable. Even then, the magnitude of change that would destabilize a population could vary in
time and by area.
As reported by Cook et al. (1999), “A 20% or greater reduction in one of the endpoint properties
measured in the field or a 20% reduction in survivorship, growth, or reproduction in a toxicity
test is considered to be potentially significant. The figure 20% is the lowest level of effects that
standard field and laboratory techniques can detect with conventionally acceptable confidence. It
is based on an analysis of EPA and Tennessee regulatory practices.”
In a related paper Suter et al. (1999) explain, “In addition to defining the assessment endpoints in
terms of environmental entities (the fish community) and properties of those entities (species
richness and abundance), it is necessary to identify a level of effect on those properties to
provide a benchmark for design and interpretation of studies. A 20% or greater reduction in one
of the endpoint properties measured in the field or a 20% reduction in survivorship, growth, or
reproduction in a toxicity test is considered to be potentially significant.” They add, “This was a
policy judgment concerning values, not science.”
Other environmental regulatory agencies have also considered changes of less than 20% or even
50%, in the case of terrestrial organisms on industrial or commercial sites, to not result in
significant effects at the population level. As dicussed by the British Columbia Ministry of
Environment, Land, and Parks (1998), “However, for environmental receptors such as plants or
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animals (i.e., not humans), the goal is not to protect each individual from any toxic effect, but
rather to protect enough individuals so that a viable population and community of organisms can
be maintained (provided other habitat factors are suitable). Therefore, a toxicity reference value
is chosen from the concentration-response curve that provides reasonable protection for a
specified percentage of the organisms. For terrestrial organisms on commercial or industrial
sites, this is the EC50, or the concentration that affects 50% of the organisms exposed (for
residential sites it is the EC20). For aquatic organisms at commercial, industrial or residential
sites this is the EC20.”1
A review of relevant scientific studies indicates that a threshold of 10 percent decrease in
reproduction would be adequately protective of most species. In a review of 41 studies that
included a total of 28 species and 44 toxicants, Forbes and Calow (2002) found that in 81.5
percent of the cases considered (out of a total of 81), individual-level variables were equally or
more sensitive than population growth rate. In a study by Gleason and Nacci (2001), a
population model indicated that the population growth rate for the European kingfisher (Alcedo
atthis) would experience decline when reproduction decreased by 10 to 30 percent, and that the
population growth rate for the least tern (Sterna antillarum browni) would experience decline
when reproduction decreased by 30 to 65 percent. The results of a sensitivity analysis indicated
that survival would be more important than fecundity for maintaining population of k-selected
species (long-lived, low fecundity, late age of reproduction), and that the reverse would be true
for r-selected species (short-lived, high fecundity, early age of reproduction).

F-08-19
The text in Section 8.2.2.4 has been revised to refer to Water Year 1997 as a wet water year.
Note that calibration was conducted during the dry season of 1997 (June to November), during
which time minimal rainfall was recorded.

F-08-20
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1.

F-08-21
See Master Response SW-11, which discusses the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to
stimulate phytoplankton growth.

F-08-22
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-11.

F-08-23, 24
See Master Response GW-2.

1

An EC20 or EC50 is an Effects Concentration that affects 50 or 20 percent of the test population, respectively. It is
an endpoint that is typically used in bioassays.
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F-08-25
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

F-08-26
The comments received from the USGS (dated 8/19/03) were considered by Reclamation. See
response to Comment F-08-12 regarding the Se speciation issue. In addition to the biotasediment accumulation factor predictions using deployed mussels and oysters, a biota-sediment
accumulation factor 3 times higher for Asian clams was used in the analysis, based on the
Linville (2002) results (see Sections 8.1.4 and 8.2.2.4).

F-08-27
See Response to Comment F-08-12 regarding Se speciation. Because the biota-sediment
accumulation factors are based on site-specific data from the Bay-Delta, the analysis does take
into account conditions specific to this estuary.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-09
F-09-1
See Master Response GEN-1 regarding appraisal-level cost estimates.

F-09-2
Reclamation has identified the In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Land Retirement Alternative as the
preferred alternative in Section 2.15 of the Final EIS. The selection of the In-Valley/DrainageImpaired Land Retirement Alternative was based on the National Economic Development
(NED) Analysis (see Appendix N) conclusion that it would provide the greatest net benefit to the
economy. Costs for all alternatives were developed at an equivalent level of analysis (appraisal
level; see Master Response GEN-1).

F-09-3
A Feasibility Study will be conducted after Reclamation identifies a preferred alternative. See
Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the levels and sequence of project design.

F-09-4
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
assessment of environmental effects. In response to questions from commenters, Section 9.2.8 of
the Final EIS has been revised to include additional information on geologic effects of pipeline
construction and potential mitigation measures, and Section 9 and Appendix H have been
updated to include discussion of the San Simeon earthquake and its effects.

F-09-5, 6
See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of the pipeline size and other users of the
pipeline.

F-09-7
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
assessment of environmental effects.

F-09-8
See Master Response ALT-P1 regarding the use of existing rights-of-way for the Ocean Disposal
Alternative pipeline.
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F-09-9
Tunnels lined with concrete hold up well when subjected to seismic loadings. Unlike
aboveground structures that have inertia and resonant frequencies, tunnels move with the ground.
Problems can occur if a tunnel passes through an active fault. In that case, an internal flexible
pipe can be used inside the tunnel to prevent breaches.

F-09-10
Section 9 has been revised to include potential design features and mitigation measures to
address fault displacement, landslides, and liquefaction along the Ocean Disposal Alternative
route. If selected, the design of this alternative would emphasize preventing pipeline failure
rather than merely responding to it. See Master Response GEO-3 for additional discussion of
mitigation.

F-09-11
Section 9 has been revised to include potential design features and mitigation measures to
address fault displacement, landslides, and liquefaction along the Ocean Disposal Alternative
route. If selected, the design of this alternative would emphasize preventing pipeline failure
rather than merely responding to it. See Master Response GEO-3 for additional discussion of
mitigation.

F-09-12
The maximum flow rate of the pipeline would be 29.1 cfs.
The exact sizes and locations of pumping plants were not determined as part of the appraisal
level of design used for the Draft EIS (see Master Response GEN-1). In addition, the locations of
the pumping plants would probably change if the Ocean Disposal Alternative advances to the
feasibility level of assessment. Most of the pumping plants would be underground, but they
would have aboveground structures. The plants would need power lines.
The right-of-way for the pipeline would probably be 75 feet wide during construction and 30 feet
wide for ownership and maintenance. See Master Response ALT-P1 regarding multiple uses of
the rights-of-way.

F-09-13
As described in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, which does not typically include site visits or collection of new data. However, project
designers did visit the earlier pipeline routes, allowing them to see the slopes and the general lay
of the land. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the
pipeline alignment would be analyzed in depth and appropriate geotechnical data would be
collected.
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F-09-14
The In-Valley Alternatives would use RO treatment to recover 50 percent of drainage from reuse
facilities. This recovered water would be available for agricultural reuse.

F-09-15
See Master Responses SW-4, SW-5, and SW-13 for detailed discussion of effluent diffusion, farfield effects, and water quality impacts under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

F-09-16
The comment is noted. More extensive runoff controls are required for in-valley farmers than for
coastal farmers. The proposed project would collect subsurface drainage rather than surface
runoff. As discussed in Section 2, extensive source controls are required.

F-09-17
See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for discussion of the potential for pipeline ruptures
and leak detection and monitoring, respectively.

F-09-18
See Master Response SW-13 for a discussion of the constituents expected to be present in
drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

F-09-19
The cost of energy used to convey water for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is included in the
Annual Project Expenditures shown in Table 17-5. Reclamation consulted with appropriate
Federal agencies to develop the alternatives and the EIS.
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