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Appendix P6 Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 
P6  

COMMENT O-01. ECOSLO, MIRANDA LEONARD 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-01 

O-01-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT O-02. FRIENDS OF THE ESTUARY AT MORRO BAY, BRIAN B. 
STARK 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-02 

O-02-1 
Regulatory compliance is discussed in Section 4, Appendix L, and Master Response REG-1.  It 
should be noted that the Estero Point coastline should not be classified as a “pristine” coastal 
environment and, as stated in Draft EIS Section 5.1.4, currently receives treated wastewater from 
the City of Cambria, community of Cayucos, and Abalone Farm as well as discharges from 
energy production facilities.    

O-02-2 
Comment noted. The purpose of the proposed project is to provide drainage service to the San 
Luis Unit. The use of irrigation water and farming practices in the Central Valley are outside of 
the scope of this EIS. 

O-02-3 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

O-02-4 
The Final EIS has been modified to state that Morro Bay and San Francisco Bay are part of the 
National Estuary Program. 

O-02-5 
Water quality impacts are presented in Section 5, and bioaccumulation and toxicity impacts are 
discussed in Section 8. More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS. See Master 
Responses SW-3 and SW-13. 

O-02-6 
More detailed information about pesticides and herbicides in discharge water has been included 
in Section 5 of the Final EIS. See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13. 

O-02-7 
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates for the Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives are 
presented in Appendix O. 
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COMMENT O-03. WRI, JOSEPH LANGENBERG 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-03 

O-03-1 
Drainage reuse reduces the amount of drainage that must be subsequently treated and evaporated 
and, thereby, reduces the overall cost of drainage service. Biotreatment is required to remove Se 
from drainage to reduce environmental impacts of concentrated drainage in evaporation basins. 

O-03-2 
See Master Response P&N-1.  

O-03-3 
Higher RO recovery was considered and evaluated. Higher recovery is technically feasible, but 
extensive pretreatment to remove calcium would be required and is not cost effective. 
Reclamation continues to investigate options for higher recovery. 

O-03-4 
The basin area is based on historical evaporation and precipitation data and on projected drainage 
flows. The stated basin area is the maximum for each alternative and could be reduced if 
enhanced evaporation technologies are demonstrated to be cost effective. 

O-03-5, 6 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-03-7 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

O-03-8 
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning. 

O-03-9 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-03-10 
Bringing all lands back to Prime or Statewide Importance status was not an identified purpose of 
the project, although those kinds of effects would likely result from drainage service. Section 13 
describes how different alternatives would affect the amount of land having Prime or Statewide 
Importance status. 
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O-03-11 
Reclamation is aware that high boron concentrations can have adverse effects on crop 
productivity. Modeling and analysis of boron concentrations in both the shallow groundwater 
system and through the treatment system processes have been conducted to predict 
concentrations in the product and brine disposal water. Section 5 and Appendix C2 present 
predicted water quality data for boron.  

O-03-12 
There are two primary reasons for not building deep basins: (1) evaporation rate decreases with 
increasing depth, and (2) construction cost increases with increasing depth. 

O-03-13 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of RO treatment options and 
technologies. 

O-03-14 
Recent pilot data collected through December 2005 will be appended to the Final EIS and will 
include an evaluation of biotreatment sludge and disposal requirements. 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. 

O-03-15 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

O-03-16 
The components of drainage service listed in Table 17-4 were assembled from extensive 
stakeholder input, field testing, and data analysis to develop an alternative that achieves the 
purpose and need of drainage service while minimizing cost and impacts. 

O-03-17 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-03-18 
The In-Valley Alternatives include local processing and storage of brine in evaporation basins. 

O-03-19 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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O-03-20 
Reclamation is aware of two water districts in the drainage study area where drainwater 
recycling has been practiced for several years – Panoche and Firebaugh Canal water districts. No 
evidence indicates that this practice has created large areas of increased soil salinity and general 
devastation in these water districts. The primary cause of groundwater and soil salinity is lack of 
drainage. The proposed alternatives include reuse facilities with drainage for irrigation of salt-
tolerant crops. 

O-03-21 
In the reuse facilities, the total volume of drainwater is reduced as the plants grown transpire the 
applied drainwater. Hence, the total volume of irrigation water (drainwater) is reduced, thereby 
reducing the total volume of drainage requiring ultimate disposal. 

Conclusions in the Draft EIS regarding salinity increases beneath the reuse facilities consider 
these increases as small in area, localized, and reversible. From a project-wide perspective, the 
reuse facilities are relatively small in area. Between 7,500 and 19,000 acres of reuse facilities are 
needed to accommodate the expected drainage volume from the different alternatives considered. 
The area of reuse facilities corresponds to 2 to 5 percent of the drainage-impaired area, and 1 to 3 
percent of the drainage study area. The reuse areas are assumed to have subsurface tile drains. 
These drainage systems will be designed to collect percolating reuse water and, therefore, 
prevent rising water levels and downslope migration of water and dissolved constituents. During 
long-term use, the water quality under the reuse area is expected to gradually decline, which is 
typical for all aquifers underlying irrigated land. 

In the future, soil and groundwater salinity beneath the reuse facility will probably increase, but 
the soils should not have to be retired. The facilities are drained, and a salt balance should 
ultimately be achieved. The salt balance will be determined by the existing soil quality, quality 
of the drainwater applied, the water application rate, and the type of plants grown. If desired, 
salt-affected soils and groundwater can later be reclaimed by applying relatively high quality 
irrigation water, and removing the leached salts and saline groundwater with the drainage 
systems. Moreover, drainage systems are intended to prevent the subsurface spread of saline 
water to other areas. 

O-03-22 
See Responses to Comments O-03-04 and O-03-12. 
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COMMENT O-04. CALIFORNIANS AGAINST WASTE, LORI A. BLAIR 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-04 

O-04-1 
See Master Response GW-1 regarding effects due to operation of evaporation basins and Master 
Response SE-2 regarding the bioavailability of organic and inorganic forms of Se resulting from 
biological treatment. 
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O-04-2 
The commenter has been added to Reclamation’s list of interested individuals and will be 
informed of the publication of the Final EIS and Record of Decision. 
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COMMENT O-05. MORRO BAY NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM, DANIEL 
BERMAN 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-05 

O-05-1 
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control of drainwater. 

O-05-2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-05-3 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

O-05-4 
The Final EIS has been modified to state that Morro Bay and San Francisco Bay are part of the 
National Estuary Program. 

O-05-5 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, SW-12, and SW-3 in regard to impacts from 
the Ocean Disposal and Delta Disposal Alternatives. 

O-05-6 
More detailed information about pesticides and herbicides in discharge water has been included 
in Section 5 of the Final EIS. See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13. 
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COMMENT O-06. THE BAY FOUNDATION OF MORRO BAY, CHRIS 
CLARK ET AL. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-06 

O-06-1 
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control of drainwater. 

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

O-06-3 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

O-06-4 
The Final EIS has been modified to state that Morro Bay and San Francisco Bay are part of the 
National Estuary Program. 
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O-06-5 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, SW-12, and SW-3 in regard to impacts from 
the Ocean Disposal and Delta Disposal Alternatives. 

O-06-6 
More detailed information about pesticides and herbicides in discharge water has been included 
in Section 5 of the Final EIS. See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13. 
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COMMENT O-07. SAN DIEGO BAYKEEPER, GABRIEL SOLMER 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-07 

O-07-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-07-2 
See Master Responses SW-4 and SW-5 in regard to changes in ocean receiving waters under the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 
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COMMENT O-08. THE MARINE INTEREST GROUP OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 
COUNTY, DANIEL BERMAN 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-08 

O-08-1, 2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT O-09. UTL MARKETING, INC., JOHN LEITER 
 

 
 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-33 

 1

 2



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-34 

 3

 4



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-35 

 5

 6



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-36 

 7



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-37 

 
 8

Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, 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 O-09 

O-09-1 
The comment makes reference to land retirement leaving fallow (dead) and barren land and 
creating dust storms. As defined in Section 11.2.2 of the Draft EIS, land retirement is the 
removal of lands from irrigated agricultural production to another form of land management by 
means of land purchase or lease. Non-irrigated (retired) lands would be tilled to control weeds 
approximately twice a year. Lands could also be grazed or sprayed for weed management. This 
level of dust-generating activity is less than what would occur under many commercial/irrigated 
agricultural operations. The SJVAPCD requires owners and operators of agricultural operations 
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in the valley to reduce PM10 fugitive dust from on-farm sources. Land fallowing is identified as 
one measure that reduces land preparation and cultivation activities. Table 11-3 of the Draft EIS 
presents conservation measures (including land fallowing) that are taken from SJVAPCD’s Rule 
4550, which provides conservation management practices for agricultural operations. 

As stated in Master Response AIR-1, Reclamation will develop operation-related emissions 
estimates and complete any applicable Federal consistency analysis and permitting during the 
detailed design phase of the project. 

O-09-2 
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. Compatible (non-irrigated) and foreseeable land management uses 
were estimated to account for ongoing management costs associated with the land retirement as 
well as to evaluate foreseeable environmental impacts. Post-retirement land management would 
be the responsibility of the landowner. Post-retirement land uses beyond the scope of those 
evaluated would be a separate project subject to all applicable environmental review, permitting, 
and financing requirements. 

Land uses for retired lands include fallowing, dryland farming, and grazing. No water is required 
for these activities. 

O-09-3 
The reuse facilities are local managed operations and are assumed to include subsurface tile 
drains. These drainage systems would be designed to collect percolating reuse water to prevent 
rising water levels and downslope migration of water and dissolved constituents. In the future, 
soil and groundwater salinity beneath the reuse facilities will probably increase and a new salt 
balance will be ultimately achieved determined by the existing soil quality, quality of the 
drainwater applied, water application rate, and type of plants grown. If desired, salt-affected soils 
and groundwater could later be reclaimed by applying relatively high-quality irrigation water and 
removing the leached salts and saline groundwater with the drainage systems. Moreover, 
drainage systems are intended to prevent the subsurface spread of saline water to other areas. 

O-09-4 
See Master Responses GW-1 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins on migratory 
waterfowl and other species, GW-2, MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning, and MIT-1 in 
regard to adaptive management and monitoring. 

O-09-5 
Features of reuse areas are presented in Section 2.3.2.3. Reuse areas would not be lined, but they 
would be managed operations and are assumed to include subsurface tile drains. These drainage 
systems would be designed to collect percolating reuse water to prevent rising water levels and 
the spread of saline water to other areas. 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-39 

O-09-6 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-09-7 
The comment is noted. Reclamation is required by court order to provide drainage service to the 
San Luis Unit, as explained in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS. See Section 1.2 for a discussion of 
the court order and the background of the proposed project. 

O-09-8 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

O-09-9 
See Master Responses ALT-T1 and MIT-1, which discuss the evaluation of water treatment 
options and adaptive management and monitoring, respectively. 

O-09-10 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-09-11 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 

O-09-12 
Additional information is needed to evaluate the recommended technology, e.g., reports of 
scientific or academic evaluation, or independent verification of tests and results. See Master 
Response GEN-5. 
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COMMENT O-10. MORA ENTERPRISES, DANIEL MORA 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, 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 O-10 

O-10-1 
Evaporation basins are one component of the drainage system that includes source control, reuse, 
Se treatment, and RO. 

O-10-2 
This technology/option was evaluated and screened out during the development of alternatives as 
described in the PFR.  See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water 
treatment options and technologies. 
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COMMENT O-11. SUPERIOR SALT, INC. (1 OF 2), GERALD GROTT 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, 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.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-11 

O-11-1 
Previous geologic, hydrologic, and water-quality investigations indicate that historical irrigation 
has impacted the upper 20 to 200 feet of the saturated groundwater zone. In California, water 
supply well construction specifications are governed by State, county, and local ordinances. The 
comment regarding recommended well construction specifications is noted.  

The purpose of the drainage project is to manage the shallow water table, collect and dispose of 
shallow groundwater from the root zone, and ensure a long-term sustainable salt and water 
balance. In the drainage study area, withdrawal of the shallow, saline groundwater (20 to 50 feet 
below the water table) is typically achieved using subsurface tile drains, which are analogous to 
horizontal wells. Plans to reclaim deeper salt-affected groundwater are not included as part of the 
project purpose. 

O-11-2 - 4 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies. 
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COMMENT O-12. TAXPAYERS FOR COMMON SENSE, STEVE ELLIS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-12 

O-12-1 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to payment of project costs. 

O-12-2 
The In-Valley Alternatives incorporate features of the report “Drainage Without a Drain” to 
contribute to a complete drainage solution. 
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O-12-3 
The comment states that Reclamation should investigate In-Valley Alternatives that do not 
involve evaporation basins. Evaporation basins were selected as the best available disposal 
option for these alternatives. See Master Response ALT-T1.  

O-12-4 
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of excess water under the Land Retirement 
Alternatives. 
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COMMENT O-13. THE OCEAN CONSERVANCY, KAITILIN GAFFNEY 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-13 

O-13-1, 2 
Comment noted. No response necessary.  
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O-13-3 
See Master Responses REG-1 in regard to obtaining the necessary permits for the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative and GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the EIS analysis. 

O-13-4 
See Master Response SW-6 in regard to the need for Se removal for Ocean Disposal Alternative 
discharges.  

O-13-5 
More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to identify the full range of 
constituents likely to be present in the discharge. See Master Response SW-13. 

O-13-6 
See Master Responses CUM-1, SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-12 in regard to cumulative 
effects of existing and potential pollutant sources in the area. 

O-13-7 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 

O-13-8 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT O-14. FRIENDS OF THE ELEPHANT SEAL, ANN E. GROSSMAN 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-14 

O-14-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-14-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12 for discussion of the effects of Ocean Disposal 
Alternative discharge on near-field water quality, bioaccumulation, and special-status species. 

O-14-3 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, and SE-1 in regard to the effects of Ocean 
Disposal Alternative discharge on water quality in Estero Bay, nutrient levels, and 
bioaccumulation in marine life. 

O-14-4 
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. 

O-14-5 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 
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O-14-6 
See Master Response GEN-4. 

O-14-7 
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. 

O-14-8 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT O-15 
Note:  This comment was reassigned as Comment L-26.  See Appendix P5. 
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COMMENT O-16. NORTH COAST ADVISORY COUNCIL, CAROL BROADHURST 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-16 

O-16-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-16-2 
The comment states that insufficient research has been conducted to ensure protection of the 
local marine wildlife if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected. The Final EIS has been 
revised to include expanded analysis of the potential for impacts to aquatic resources as a result 
of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Reclamation has performed a reasonable level of research as 
required by NEPA in conducting the additional analysis. Results of the expanded analysis 
indicated impacts to ocean resources would not be significant. Also see Master Responses SW-8, 
SE-1, SW-9, and SW-12. 

O-16-3 
See Response to Comment O-16-2 and Master Response SW-10. 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-62 

COMMENT O-17. GREENSPACE, RICHARD HAWLEY 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-17 

O-17-1 
Regulatory and compliance requirements are summarized in Section 4 and discussed in detail in 
Appendix L. The Draft EIS did not specifically include the San Luis Obispo General Plan and 
certain other local plans and programs in the discussion of regulatory compliance since Federal 
jurisdiction overrides local land use planning, but as stated in Section 4 of the Final EIS, 
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Reclamation will coordinate with State, regional, and local agencies to ensure consistency with 
relevant regulations, plans, and policies. As discussed in Appendix L, the proposed project 
would need to comply with numerous CWA provisions. 

O-17-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 

O-17-3 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SE-1, and SW-10. 

O-17-4 
Note that the Draft EIS analysis did not indicate a significant impact to tourism from the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative; therefore, no economic impact is expected.  See Master Response SW-10.   

O-17-5, 6 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT O-18. MONTEREY BAY AQUARIUM, MICHAEL SUTTON 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-18 

O-18-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 
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O-18-2 
Construction and operation of the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be subject to a variety of 
regulatory compliance actions, as stated in Section 4. See Master Response REG-1 for additional 
discussion of regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

O-18-3 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-18-4 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, and SW-9. 
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COMMENT O-19. PASOWATCH, SUSAN HARVEY 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-67 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-19 

O-19-1 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the issues identified 
in the comment would be addressed in later design phases. 

O-19-2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

COMMENT O-20. ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER OF SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY, 
TIM LASALLE 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-20 

O-20-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT O-21. THE OTTER PROJECT, LEAH ROSE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-21 

O-21-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-21-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 in regard to Se in drainwater discharged under the 
Ocean Disposal. Master Response SW-13 discusses other constituents in the drainwater. 

O-21-3 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-12. 
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COMMENT O-22. SUPERIOR SALT, INC. (2 OF 2), GERALD J. GROTT 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-22 

O-22-1 - 5 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and 
technologies and the recovery and reuse of product water. 
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COMMENT O-23. LOS OSOS COMMUNITY ADVISORY COUNCIL, CAROLE 
MAURER 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-23 

O-23-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-23-2 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 

O-23-3 
An extensive 3-dimensional analysis of local ocean current dynamics was not conducted as part 
of the EIS, as it was Reclamation’s judgment that this detailed level of analysis was not 
warranted (see Master Response GEN-1). However, it is important to note that a substantial 
quantity of ocean current data was collected and utilized in the 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, page 5-52). 
These data indicated that currents in the vicinity of the proposed outfall location would afford 
substantial effluent dilution. Water quality impairment of the MBNMS is unlikely given its 
distance (10 miles) from the discharge site and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs 
immediately after discharge into the ocean. Once discharged to the ocean, the agricultural 
drainwater would mix with and be diluted by ocean water. However, the diffuser design analysis 
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demonstrates that the concentration of effluent, and concentrations of particular constituents of 
concern in the effluent, will be diluted to levels below appropriate water quality standards very 
quickly after discharge and, thus, surrounding ocean areas will experience relatively low levels 
of effluent. For example, even under the infrequently (< 1 percent of the time) occurring 
condition when zero ocean currents are above the diffuser, Se concentrations would reach the 
applicable water quality criterion of 15 µg/L between 6 and 12 meters above the diffuser. With 
maximum expected currents, diffusion to the water quality criterion would be achieved only 2 
meters above the diffuser (see Section 5.2.8.3, page 5-65). Thus, the water quality criterion 
would be met very quickly after discharge. At locations farther from the diffuser (e.g., MBNMS) 
dilution would reduce constituent concentrations to levels well below the water quality standard. 

O-23-4 
See Master Responses GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEN-3 for discussion of seismic activity in the 
project area and the potential for pipeline failure. 

O-23-5 - 7 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT O-24. ENVIRONMENT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST, GORDON R. 
HENSLEY 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-24 

O-24-1, 2 
NEPA does not require a Draft EIS to identify a preferred alternative if one has not been selected 
(40 CFR 1502.14[e]). Reclamation had not identified a preferred alternative at the time the Draft 
EIS was published. See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred 
alternative. 

O-24-3 
Descriptions of the Morro Bay National Estuary Program and the MBNMS have been added to 
the Final EIS in Appendix L, Sections L3.1 and L2, respectively. Based on the analysis presented 
in the Final EIS, the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be consistent with the goals of both the 
Morro Bay National Estuary Program and the MBNMS. See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, 
SW-9, and SW-12. 
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O-24-4 
Reclamation believes that the conclusions of the environmental analysis are supported by the 
document and that the project will achieve the objectives. 
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COMMENT O-25. FRIENDS OF TRINITY RIVER, CALIFORNIA TROUT, INC., 
ENVIRONMENTAL WORKING GROUP, NORTHCOAST 
ENVIRONMENT CENTER, PACIFIC COAST FEDERATIONS OF 
FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATIONS, PUBLIC TRUST ALLIANCE, 
BUTTE ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL, AND FRIENDS OF THE 
EEL RIVER 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, 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 O-25 

O-25-1 
The alternatives presented in the EIS have been designed to address the purpose and need for the 
project in accordance with NEPA.  The project has independent utility irrespective of other 
Reclamation actions; therefore, it is not piecemeal. 

O-25-2 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

O-25-3, 4 
See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to the evaluation of contract renewals. 

O-25-5 
Section 7 consultation was not completed prior to completion of the Draft EIS. However, 
Reclamation has completed Section 7 consultation for the In-Valley Alternatives, and the 
findings of the Biological Opinion (included as Appendix M2) have been incorporated into the 
Final EIS. If an In-Valley Alternative is not identified as the preferred alternative, Reclamation 
will initiate Section 7 consultation for the preferred alternative. A preferred alternative will be 
identified and results from Endangered Species Act consultation will be included in the ROD. 
Issues related to long-term water contract renewals are outside of the scope of this EIS. 
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O-25-6 
Coordination has been ongoing throughout the project planning phases, as evidenced by the 
Planning Aid Memoranda from the Service that date back as far as 2002. 

O-25-7 
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to water contracts. 

O-25-8 
See Master Response ALT-L2 for a discussion of land retirement in the Northerly Area. 

O-25-9 
See Master Response P&N-1 in regard to the continued irrigation of drainage-impaired lands. 

O-25-10 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-25-11 
See Response to Comment O-25-9. 

O-25-12 
See Response to Comment to O-25-3. 

O-25-13 
Retirement of all drainage-impaired lands in the Unit was evaluated in the PFR and is described 
in Draft EIS Section 2.11.4.1. See Master Response ALT-L2. 

O-25-14 
The economic analysis used to evaluate the full land retirement alternative did include estimated 
costs for mitigation of potential impacts to birds using the evaporation ponds.  

O-25-15 
See Master Response GEN-2.  

O-25-16 
See Response to Comment to O-25-3. 
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O-25-17 
Following the ROD and funding of the selected alternative, operating permits for an adaptive 
management and monitoring plan will be developed. Compliance with these permits and plans 
provides the assurance that unforeseen circumstances will be responded to in an acceptable and 
legal manner. Performance bonds are not accepted incentives for governmental agencies.  

O-25-18, 19 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

O-25-20, 21 
See Master Response SE-2 regarding the bioavailability of organic and inorganic forms of Se 
resulting from biological treatment. 

O-25-22 
The comment is noted. As discussed in Section 8.2.4.2 and Appendix G, significant effects to 
waterfowl are expected to occur if one of the In-Valley Alternatives is implemented. Mitigation 
would be implemented as described in Section 20. 

O-25-23 
Drainage rates are based on implementation of feasible source control measures. Additional 
drainage will not be accepted. See Master Response ALT-S1 for additional discussion of source 
control. 

O-25-24 
See Master Responses MIT-1, MIT-2, and GW-1 in regard to adaptive management and 
monitoring, mitigation planning, and effects related to evaporation basins, respectively. 

O-25-25 
The CVP contract rate of delivery/reliability is 70 percent. See Master Response BIO-2 in regard 
to ESA consultation, mitigation measures, and monitoring.  

O-25-26 
The Draft EIS refers to the NED analysis in Section 2.15 and Appendix K. A discussion of the 
NED analysis is included in Appendix N of the Final EIS. 

O-25-27 
The effects of Se in treatment plant effluent on waterfowl are discussed in Section 8 and 
Appendix B. 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-91 

O-25-28 
(1) Since all project power currently being produced is fully subscribed, any project power 
needed for additional drainage features would reduce the energy available to current power 
customers and would need to be replaced. Realistically, the regional energy impact can be 
described as the amount of energy (acquired on the spot market) needed to operate the project 
drainage facilities.  Power costs were developed using market analysis.   

(2) Mitigation costs are described in Appendix O of the Final EIS. 

(3) Water sources for mitigation of In-Valley Alternatives would depend on the timing and 
availability of supplies and could include CVP water, State water, or exchanges. For planning 
purposes, water costs were assumed to be at market rates. 

(4) See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

O-25-29 
Section 20 of the Final EIS has been revised to include planned mitigation activities for all 
alternatives.  Appendix O provides mitigation cost estimates.   

O-25-30 
See Master Responses P&N-1 and GEN-6 in regard to reasonable water use and contract 
renewals, respectively. 

O-25-31 
Ideally, these analyses should be concurrent. However, the lead agency is responsible for timing 
(40 CFR 1501.7(b)(2)), and Reclamation determined that the existing schedule best meets the 
demands of the court order and need for information in decision making. The feasibility and 
economic analyses will be completed before the Final EIS. 

O-25-32, 33 
See Response to Comment O-25-9. 

O-25-34, 35 
See Master Response ALT-L2 in regard to retirement of all drainage-impaired lands. 
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COMMENT O-26. PUBLIC TRUST ALLIANCE, MICHAEL WARBURTON 
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Note:  The final page of Comment O-26 appears to contain material that was not intended to be 
part of the formal submission and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  

RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-26 

O-26-1 
See Master Response P&N-1. 
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O-26-2 
Without more information about which sovereign concerns are perceived to have been ignored, 
no response is possible. 

O-26-3 
The commenter’s opinion is noted. No response necessary. 

O-26-4 
See Master Response P&N-1. Construction and O&M costs are discussed in Section 2, and 
mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O. 

O-26-5 
It is unclear how the scope of the public review process has been inappropriately segmented as 
stated in the comment. The public review process was conducted in compliance with NEPA and 
is described in Sections 21 and Appendix P1. The proposed project has independent utility 
relative to other Federal actions. 

O-26-6 
Reclamation believes that the Draft EIS is in compliance with the requirements for 
environmental review as required by NEPA. See Master Response P&N-1 and Response to 
Comment O-26-5. 

O-26-7 
See Master Response P&N-1. 

O-26-8 
The commenter’s opinion is noted. No response necessary. 

O-26-9 
The proposed action is not a discretionary action as the comment suggests. See Master Response 
P&N-1. 

O-26-10, 11 
Renewal of water contracts is addressed in Master Response GEN-6. 

O-26-12 
Reclamation believes that the geographical extent and impacts of the project have been 
adequately described in the EIS. 
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O-26-13 
Section 12 provides estimates of the value of water made available by land retirement under the 
alternatives. The In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative makes water 
available in excess of the demands for irrigation within the San Luis Unit. Reclamation policy is 
that this water would be available for other CVP uses, including agricultural use, urban use, and 
refuge water supply. 

O-26-14 
The impact from CVP water rights has been described in the CVPIA and the EIS prepared for 
the implementation of the CVPIA.  

O-26-15, 16 
See Master Response P&N-1 in regard to the authorization of the San Luis Act to provide water 
and drainage service to the San Luis Unit.  

O-26-17 
The proposed project has independent utility as required by law. NEPA does not require analysis 
of broad public interest issues not pertinent to this Federal action. See Master Response P&N-1. 
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COMMENT O-27. CALIFORNIA COASTKEEPER ALLIANCE, LINDA SHEEHAN 

 
Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, 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.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-27 

O-27-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-27-2 
 Reclamation disagrees with the comment that impacts and costs for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative have not been taken into account.  Appendix O of the Final EIS provides mitigation 
cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative as well as other action alternatives. See Master 
Responses SW-4, SW-5, and SW-9 through SW-15 for additional discussion of effects of the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative.   

O-27-3 
Construction and operation of the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be conducted so it would 
not be in conflict with the programs that the commenter identified.  See Section 4 and Master 
Response REG-1 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

O-27-4 
The comment is noted. All of the project alternatives have been analyzed to the same level of 
detail. The EIS provides sufficient detail to compare alternatives on the basis of their 
environmental impacts. 
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COMMENT O-28. NRDC AND OTHER JOINT COMMENTERS, 
HAL CANDEE ET AL. 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-100 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-101 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-102 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-103 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-104 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-105 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-106 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-107 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-108 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-109 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-110 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-111 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-112 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-113 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-114 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-115 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-116 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-117 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-118 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-119 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-120 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-121 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-122 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-123 

 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-124 

 
Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, 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.   
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT O-28 

O-28-1a 
See Master Response P&N-1. 

O-28-1b 
The issues cited in the comment relate to water supply issues and ESA consultation, which are 
not the subject of this NEPA evaluation of the Federal action to provide drainage service to the 
San Luis Unit.  The commenter is directed to submit these comments to the NEPA review of the 
Long-Term Water Contracts Renewal Project.  Assumptions about water supply are included in 
Section 2 and are based on historical CVP water deliveries at 70 percent of the contract amounts 
and use of pumped local groundwater supplies up to the sustainable yield amount (175,000 
AF/year). Detailed analysis of issues related to additional water purchases for other water supply 
and long-term water contract renewals are outside of the scope of this EIS. Consultation with the 
Service and NOAA Fisheries has been completed for the In-Valley Alternatives to identify the 
types of information and actions necessary to protect special-status species while addressing 
project needs. Information developed during consultation has been incorporated into the Final 
EIS.  The Biological Opinion from the Service and the consultation findings from NOAA 
Fisheries are included in Appendices M2 and M3, respectively.  

O-28-1c 
The full record of the Sumner Peck litigation will be included in the administrative record. 

O-28-2 
The comment is noted. See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

O-28-3 
Reclamation disagrees with the comment that impacts and costs for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative have not been taken into account.  Appendix O of the Final EIS provides mitigation 
cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative as well as other action alternatives. See Master 
Responses SW-4, SW-5, and SW-9 through SW-15 for additional discussion of effects of the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

O-28-4 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-28-5 
All of the features listed in the comment are included in the In-Valley Alternatives. 



Appendix P6 
Private Organizations and Businesses Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P6_Org  P6-126 

O-28-6, 7 
Reclamation has considered the "Rainbow Report" and "Drainage Without a Drain" in the 
development of project alternatives. 

O-28-8 
As stated in the comment, an agency-preferred alternative or alternatives must be identified in 
the Draft EIS “if one or more exists.” Reclamation had not identified a preferred alternative 
when the Draft EIS was published. The agency-preferred alternative is identified in the Final EIS 
(see Section 2.15), and the environmentally preferred alternative will be identified in the ROD as 
required by Council on Environmental Quality regulations for NEPA implementation. 

O-28-9 
The comment is noted. See Master Responses GEN-1, ALT-T1, and SW-8. 

O-28-10 
The discharges discussed in the EIS are expected to maintain receiving water quality and 
associated beneficial uses of the receiving waters as described in the EIS.  Discharges in 
accordance with limitations and specifications of subsequent NPDES permits are not expected to 
degrade water quality.  Accordingly, these alternatives are consistent with the requirements of 
State Board Resolution No. 68-16 (commonly called the Anti-Degradation Policy). 

O-28-11 
The Final EIS has been modified to state that Morro Bay is part of the National Estuary Program, 
and a description of the program has been added to Appendix L, Section L3.1. See Master 
Response SW-12 for a discussion of impacts to special-status species.  Based on the impact 
analysis presented in the EIS, Reclamation believes the Ocean Disposal Alternative is consistent 
with the goals of the National Estuary Program.  

O-28-12 
The Water Quality Control Policy for the Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California (State Board 
Resolution 95-84) prohibits “new discharges of municipal wastewaters and industrial process 
waters.” The policy does not address agricultural drainwater. Further, the discharge would occur 
1.4 miles offshore in the Pacific Ocean north of Morro Bay. Based on reasonable research 
conducted as a part of this NEPA analysis, no significant impacts to the marine environment are 
expected. See also Master Response SW-13. 

 The California Thermal Plan specifies that the temperature of new ocean discharges shall not 
exceed natural receiving water temperatures by more than 20oF. As detailed in Master Response 
SW-14, the temperature difference between discharge and ocean would be greatest in the 
summer. The summer temperature difference between the drainwater entering the pipeline in the 
valley and the ocean at the depth of the diffuser is expected to be less than 27oF (15oC; see 
Master Response SW-14) and may be within the 20ºF temperature differential specified by the 
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Thermal Plan. A more formal analysis of heat loss within the conveyance system would be 
required to determine the maximum summer discharge temperature at the discharge location; if 
heat loss would not be sufficient to reduce the temperature differential, alternative temperature 
reduction measures could be implemented prior to discharge. In other seasons, the discharge 
would certainly fall within the 20ºF temperature differential. In addition, the discharge is 
expected to comply with the additional requirements specified in the California Thermal Plan for 
new ocean discharges (see Thermal Plan Section 3 B(1)–(4)). In any case, the temperature of the 
discharge/ocean mixture would decrease rapidly within the zone of initial dilution. 

O-28-13 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of cost estimates in the EIS. 

O-28-14 
See Master Responses ALT-P1 and GEN-1 in regard to right-of-way acquisition and costs. 

O-28-15 
Based on Reclamation’s analysis of the Ocean Plan discharge policy, current ocean discharge 
permits, and environmental impacts, discharge under the Ocean Disposal Alternative would not 
require Se treatment. However, if this alternative were selected, an NPDES Permit Application 
for Waste Discharge would be submitted. If treatment were required as a condition of permitting, 
Reclamation’s cost analysis indicates that Se treatment would increase the project cost by 
approximately $138 million. 

O-28-16 
Reclamation considered a full range of alternatives, including land retirement under the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative. Appendix K, Section K2 provides the analysis of Out-of-Valley Disposal 
Alternatives with land retirement. As shown in the analysis, the In-Valley Disposal Alternative 
was the lowest-cost alternative even when land retirement was included in the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative.  

O-28-17 
See Master Response SW-13 in regard to the expected range of concentrations and mass of 
pollutants with reasonable potential to be present in Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge.  

O-28-18 
See Master Responses SE-1, SW-8, SW-9, SW-12, and SW-13 for more detailed information on 
the potential biological effects of discharge under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  
Determination of what is a reasonable zone of initial dilution is ultimately the responsibility of 
the EPA.  In the EIS, the zone was deemed reasonable based on the size of previously acceptable 
ZIDs and professional judgment. 
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O-28-19 
Erosion control measures such as the use of BMPs to stabilize soils and restrict sediment 
movement from construction areas are standard engineering practices that would be included in 
the project design and implemented during construction. As such, they would be addressed in 
detail in later design stages if the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further 
consideration. Use of these measures along with similar measures required under the 
Construction General Permit and Section 404 permit would render the effects from pipeline and 
outfall construction not significant. 

See Master Response SW-13 for additional information about water quality impacts to receiving 
waters from the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  

O-28-20 
Mitigation for construction impacts to water quality is included as part of the standard 
engineering design process in the development of specifications for construction projects that 
disturb 1 acre or more of land. As a result, these measures are not mitigation. 

O-28-21 
Reclamation agrees with the comment. Reclamation is not attempting to justify a finding of no 
significance. 

O-28-22 
See Response to Comment O-28-19 regarding BMPs included in the project description.  See 
Section 7 regarding impacts to wetlands and mitigation.  Appendix O includes mitigation cost 
estimates.   

O-28-23 
The analysis uses existing information where available. That information indicates that timing 
and distance to areas used by marine species as it relates to potential construction activities 
would affect the level of impact. Section 7.2.8.2 discloses the potential for effects on resources 
as required by NEPA. 

O-28-24 
See Master Response SE-1 regarding the potential impacts to the outfall environment from Se 
bioaccumulation.   

O-28-25 
Based on a review of NPDES permits, no other specific sources of Se discharged to the offshore 
environment were found.  In addition, a review of State Board Mussel Watch data on Se 
concentrations in bivalves (see below) did not indicate that Se concentrations at locations along 
the shoreline and at Cayucos Pier were elevated beyond background concentrations found along 
the Central Coast, providing further evidence that cumulative impacts would not be significant.  
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Therefore, the statement in the EIS that no cumulative impacts would be present from other 
sources is supported.   

Selenium Concentrations in Central Coast Bivalve Tissue 

Station Name Number of Samples Mean Std Error 
Aptos Creek 3 0.283333 0.12114 
Carmel Bay/New Control 1 0.370000 0.20983 
Carmel STP/100m South 2 0.490000 0.14837 
Carmel STP/300m South 2 0.530000 0.14837 
Carmel STP/30m South 2 0.480000 0.14837 
Carpinteria Marsh 1 0.610000 0.20983 
Cayucos Pier 1 0.350000 0.20983 
Cuyama River/HWY 166 1 0.460000 0.20983 
Diablo Cove/South 1 0.410000 0.20983 
Diablo Cove/South/Transplant 1 0.430000 0.20983 
Intake Cove/Transplant 1 0.420000 0.20983 
Jalama State Beach 2 0.630000 0.14837 
Lake San Antonio 3 0.663333 0.12114 
Montana De Oro 5 0.336000 0.09384 
Montana De Oro 1 2 0.310000 0.14837 
Montana De Oro 2 1 0.200000 0.20983 
Morro Bay/Boat Works 1 0.490000 0.20983 
Orcutt Creek/Main Street 1 0.350000 0.20983 
Pacific Grove 8 0.396250 0.07419 
Salinas River/Chualar Bridge 1 0.290000 0.20983 
San Luis Harbor/Transplant 1 0.470000 0.20983 
Sandholdt Bridge 5 0.560000 0.09384 
Santa Maria River Lagoon 2 0.435000 0.14837 
Santa Maria River/HWY 1 1 0.530000 0.20983 
Sisquoc River/Santa Maria Rive 1 0.290000 0.20983 
Tembladero Slough 1 0.610000 0.20983 
Source:  State Board Mussel Watch (http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/programs/smw/) 

O-28-26 
See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to the assessment of project effects on special-status 
species. 

O-28-27 
See Responses to Comments O-28-15 and O-28-16. 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/programs/smw/
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O-28-28 
Reclamation believes the environmental analysis presented in the Final EIS is appropriate for the 
purpose of disclosing environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative and the other 
alternatives. Section 20 has been revised to include additional information on specific mitigation 
commitments. 

O-28-29 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

O-28-30 
See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to the evaluation of contract renewals. 

O-28-31 
See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to the consideration of water contract renewals. 

O-28-32 
See Response to Comment O-28-30. 

O-28-33 
Reclamation believes the EIS evaluation of potential effects from Se is adequate to compare 
environmental effects of alternatives and aid in selecting a preferred alternative.   

O-28-34 
The documents submitted by NRDC as part of their comments on the Draft EIS will be included 
in the administrative record. 

O-28-35 
See Master Response ALT-L2 in regard to retirement of all drainage-impaired lands. 

O-28-36 
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of saved water. 

O-28-37 
Section 2.4.1.3 includes design and operation measures to minimize use of evaporation basins by 
waterfowl, but it is recognized that these measures will not eliminate birds at the evaporation 
basins. Appendix G includes a detailed risk assessment of the potential effects to birds (including 
diving ducks) due to the evaporation basins, and these effects are summarized in Section 7 and 
identified as significant impacts. Also see Master Response GW-1. 
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Reclamation has been working with the Service, CDFG, and the Regional Board to develop 
mitigation plans. This planning has gone beyond the existing Service alternative and 
compensation habitat protocols, which are focused on breeding shorebirds. For the Final EIS, a 
substantial amount of detail regarding mitigation planning for the In-Valley Alternatives has 
been added to Appendix J, including mitigation for other types of waterfowl that may be affected 
by the evaporation basins, such as divers and dabblers. Also see Master Response MIT-2. 

Refer to Master Response SE-2 for a discussion of Se speciation and bioavailability and a 
summary of recent pilot study results. 

O-28-38 
Results from bioaccumulation study of biotreated drainwater are presented in Appendix B, 
including the requested information on Se speciation.  Reclamation has added an oxidation step 
to the biotreatment process to lessen the bioavailability of residual selenium.  As with current 
reuse areas, the new facilities would be operated to prevent ponding of drainwater.  Stormwater 
accumulation would be managed so that it would not persist for more than a few days.       

O-28-39 
The EIS recognizes that elevated Se levels occur in organisms in the Bay-Delta, and relevant 
information is presented in Sections 8.1.4, 8.2.2.4, 8.2.9, and 8.2.10. As discussed in these 
sections, available data indicate that Se tends to concentrate to a greater extent in benthic 
organisms, and organisms that feed on benthos, rather than pelagic, organisms. A recent 
synthesis of studies conducted through the CALFED Science Program and the Interagency 
Ecological Program to identify causes of pelagic organism decline did not identify Se 
concentrations as a potential cause (http://science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/workshops/ 
IEP_POD_2005WorkSynthesis-draft_111405.pdf).  Little or no evidence exists to indicate that 
the Delta Disposal Alternatives would exacerbate the decline in pelagic organisms. 

 

 

 



 

 

 


