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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code Section 
21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.). 
The Final EIR incorporates, by reference, the Draft EIR prepared by Orange County Sanitation 
District (Sanitation District) for the Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation project 
(State Clearinghouse No. 2011081022) as it was originally published and the following chapters, 
which include revisions made to the Draft EIR. 

1.1 CEQA Requirements 

CEQA Guidelines specify that the Final EIR shall consist of the following: 

 The Draft EIR or a revision of that draft; 

 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR; 

 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR; 

 The response of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process; and 

 Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Final EIR document for the Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation project 
includes: 

 The written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR along with a response to each 
comment (Chapter 2);  

 Revisions made to the Draft EIR in response to comments received (Chapter 3); and 

 Minor revision to the text included as part of the record by the Sanitation District 
(Chapter 4). 

1.2 Public Participation Process 

1.2.1 Notice of Preparation 
Beginning on August 8, 2011, the NOP was circulated for 30 days and mailed to approximately 
200 interested parties, including local, State, and federal agencies. Copies of the NOP were also 
made available for public review in the newspaper and at the Sanitation District Administrative 
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Office Building, Huntington Beach Central Library, Huntington Beach Banning Library, Newport 
Beach Public Library, and the Sanitation District’s web site: www.ocsd.com. 

The NOP provided a general description of the facilities associated with the proposed Project, a 
summary of the probable environmental effects of the proposed Project to be addressed in the 
Draft EIR, and figures of the proposed Project location and proposed Project components. The 
NOP provided the public agencies and interested parties with the opportunity to review the 
proposed Project and provide comments or concerns on the scope and content of the 
environmental review document.  The NOP comment period ended on September 8, 2011.  A 
total of 17 comment letters were received.  These comment letters were included in Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR. 

1.2.2  Public Scoping Meeting 
CEQA recommends conducting early coordination with the general public, appropriate public 
agencies, and local jurisdictions to assist in developing the scope of the environmental document. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15083, a public scoping meeting was held on August 25, 2011, at 
the Orange County Sanitation District Administrative Office Building, Board Room. A public 
notice was placed in the Orange County Register on August 7 and August 12, 2011, informing the 
general public of the availability of the NOP and the scoping meeting. Attendees were provided an 
opportunity to express their  comments or concerns regarding potential effects of the proposed 
Project and the issues to be included in the Draft EIR.   

1.2.3 Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR 
The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was posted with the County Clerk in Orange 
County and the State Clearinghouse on December 14, 2011. The Draft EIR was circulated to 
federal, state, and local agencies and interested parties who requested a copy of the Draft EIR.  
Copies of the Draft EIR were made available to the public at the following locations: 

 Orange County Sanitation District, Administrative Office Bldg., Engineering Planning 
Department,10844 Ellis Avenue, Fountain Valley, CA 92708 

 Huntington Beach Central Library – 7111 Talbert Avenue, Huntington Beach, CA  

 Huntington Beach Banning Library – 9281 Banning Avenue, Huntington Beach, CA 

 Newport Beach Public Library – 1000 Avocado Avenue, Newport Beach, CA 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review from December 14, 2011 through January 27, 
2012. All comments received on the Draft EIR are addressed in this Response to Comments 
document which, together with the Draft EIR and changes and corrections to the Draft EIR, 
constitute the Final EIR. 
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1.2.4 Public Hearing 
The Sanitation District staff held a public hearing on January 12, 2012 at the Orange County 
Sanitation District Administrative Office Building, Board Room. Attendees were provided an 
opportunity to express their comments or concerns regarding the contents of the Draft EIR. 

1.3 Final EIR Certification and Approval 

As the Lead Agency, the Sanitation District must provide the Final EIR to commenting agencies 
at least 10 days prior to consideration for approval. Prior to considering the project for approval, 
Sanitation District Board of Directors will review and consider the information presented in the 
Final EIR and will certify that the Final EIR has been adequately prepared in accordance with 
CEQA at its regularly scheduled Board Meeting on February 22, 2011 at 6:30 PM. Once the 
Final EIR is certified, the Sanitation District may proceed to consider project approval (CEQA 
Guidelines §15090. Prior to approving the Project, the Sanitation District shall make Findings 
regarding any significant, unavoidable environmental effects identified in the Final EIR, and if 
necessary, adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations regarding these impacts (CEQA 
Guidelines §15091, §15093). The Sanitation District will certify the EIR and file a Notice of 
Determination (NOD) with Orange County Clerk-Recorder and the State Clearinghouse.  
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CHAPTER 2 
Response to Comments 

2.1 Summary 

The Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the Orange County Sanitation District (Sanitation District) was completed and 
released for public review on December 14, 2011 pursuant to California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) requirements. The public review period lasted 45 days and officially closed on 
January 27, 2012. A total of 18 comment letters were received on the Draft EIR in addition to two 
commenters provided comments during the public hearing held on January 12, 2012.  

This document provides the comment letters received and responses to these comments. The 
comment letters are followed by responses to each comment. Any changes made to the Draft EIR 
to address comments raised in a comment letter are specifically identified in the response to 
comments. The comments are referenced by the commenting party for each letter received and 
are numbered in sequential order. For example, the first comment in the first letter is NAHC-1. 
Table 2-1 on the following page lists the comments received on the EIR during the comment 
period.  

The Final EIR for the Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation Project consists of 
the response to comments document and the Draft EIR. Attachment A of this document contains 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) which includes each mitigation 
measure identified in the Draft EIR, and as modified in response to comments received on the 
Draft EIR.  
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TABLE 2-1 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR   

ID No. 
Commenting 
Party 

Agency/Organization/Interested Party Date Received Page Number 

Agency     

NAHC Dave Singleton Native American Heritage Commission December 16, 2011 2-4 

Caltrans Christopher Herre CA Department of Transportation December 20, 2011 2-9 

CDC Syndi Pompa CA Department of Conservation January 20, 2012 2-10 

DTSC Al Shami CA Department of Toxic Substances Control January 24, 2012 2-12 

CDPR Joseph Milligan CA Department of Parks and Recreation January 24, 2012 2-13 

USFWS Karen A. Gobel US Fish and Wildlife Service January 25, 2012 2-17 

HB Jennifer Villasenor City of Huntington Beach January 25, 2012 2-20 

OCPW Michael Balsamo,  Orange County Public Works January 25, 2012 2-23 

CDFG Edmund Pert CA Department of Fish & Game January 26, 2012 2-28 

SWRCB Ahmad Kashkoli State Water Resources Control Board January 26, 2012 2-32 

NB Patrick Alford City of Newport Beach January 27, 2012 2-49 

CSLC Cy R. Oggins California State Lands Commission January 27, 2012 2-51 

ACOE Stephen M. Estes Department of the Army January 31,2012 2-56 

Interested Parties  

DS Don Schulz Surfrider Foundation January 9, 2012 2-58 

S&SA Cheryl Egger Sea & Sage Audubon January 17, 2012 2-59 

SCGC Jeanette Garcia Southern California Gas Company January 18, 2012 2-61 

JG Judith Gielow Costa Mesa Resident  January 25, 2012 2-62 

OCC Colin Kelly Orange County Coastkeepers January 27, 2012 2-63 

Public Hearing Comments on January 12, 2012 

DK Dave Coffman  Resident    

BM Bill McCarthy  Resident   
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2.2 Comment Letters 
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From:                              Tom Barnes
Sent:                               Monday, January 09, 2012 11:11 AM
To:                                   Danielle Griffith; Allyson Dong
Subject:                          FW: Public Notification of Sanitation District's Outfall Draft EIR
 
 
 
From: Burror, Jim [mailto:JBURROR@OCSD.COM] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 28, 2011 8:41 AM
To: Anderson, Angie; Koester, Pam; Tom Barnes
Subject: FW: Public Notification of Sanitation District's Outfall Draft EIR
 
I may not have forwarded this one yet. FYI
 
Jim Burror
Engineering Supervisor
Orange County Sanitation District
714-593-7335 (W) / 714-962-5018 (F)
www.ocsd.com
10844 Ellis Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708
 
From: Donald Schulz [mailto:surfdad@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, December 17, 2011 6:10 PM
To: pars11@aol.com
Cc: Joe Geever; donald schulz; Dave Hamilton; conner everets; Tony Asoc; doug kortoff; Ray Heimstra; colin@coastkeeper.org;
Sandra Genis
Subject: RE: Public Notifcation of Sanitation District's Outfall Draft EIR
 
I would suggest that we support option one, discharge sewage to the 5mi. outfall.
Don

From: PARS11@aol.com
Date: Fri, 16 Dec 2011 08:51:06 -0500
Subject: Fwd: Public Notifcation of Sanitation District's Outfall Draft EIR
To: jgeever@surfrider.org; surfdad@hotmail.com; de.hamilton@verizon.net; ConnerE@west.net; aosacs2@aol.com; doug@seal-
beach.org; ray@coastkeeper.org; colin@coastkeeper.org; slgenis@stanfordalumni.org

FYI
 
merle
 

From: AANDERSON@OCSD.COM
To: PARS11@aol.com
Sent: 12/14/2011 7:36:06 P.M. Pacific Standard Time
Subj: Public Notifcation of Sanitation District's Outfall Draft EIR
 
Ocean Outfall Draft EIR Report
 The Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Outfall Land Section and Ocean Outfall Booster Pump Station Piping (OOBS) Rehabilitation Project. OCSD
proposes to rehabilitate the land portion of its outfall system which presently discharges wastewater to the
Pacific Ocean through its 120-inch diameter, five-mile outfall.

Two alternatives are evaluated in the Draft EIR for the proposed project, one to construct a bypass and
continue discharge to the five-mile outfall or temporarily divert effluent to the one-mile, short outfall to

2-58

mailto:[mailto:JBURROR@OCSD.COM]
http://www.ocsd.com/
mailto:[mailto:surfdad@hotmail.com]
mailto:pars11@aol.com
mailto:colin@coastkeeper.org
mailto:PARS11@aol.com
mailto:jgeever@surfrider.org
mailto:surfdad@hotmail.com
mailto:de.hamilton@verizon.net
mailto:ConnerE@west.net
mailto:aosacs2@aol.com
mailto:doug@seal-beach.org
mailto:doug@seal-beach.org
mailto:ray@coastkeeper.org
mailto:colin@coastkeeper.org
mailto:slgenis@stanfordalumni.org
mailto:AANDERSON@OCSD.COM
mailto:PARS11@aol.com
jpc
Text Box

jpc
Text Box

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
DS
  1

jpc
Typewritten Text
DS



2-59

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
S&SA
   1

jpc
Typewritten Text

jpc
Typewritten Text

jpc
Typewritten Text
S&SA
   2

jpc
Typewritten Text
S&SA
   3

jpc
Typewritten Text
S&SA
   4

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text

akd
Typewritten Text
S&SA



2-60

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
S&SA
   5



2-61

jpc
Typewritten Text
SCGC

jpc
Typewritten Text

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
SCGC
    1



2-62

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
JG

jpc
Typewritten Text
JG
 1

jpc
Typewritten Text

jpc
Typewritten Text

jpc
Typewritten Text
JG
 2

jpc
Typewritten Text
JG
 3

jpc
Typewritten Text
JG
 4



2-63

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
    1


jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
    2


jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
    3



2-64

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Line

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
   4

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
   5

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
  6

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
   7

jpc
Typewritten Text
OCC
   8



2. Response to Comments 

 

Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation 2-65 ESA / 211261 
Final EIR February 2012 

2.3 Response to Comments  

Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage Commission  

Comment NAHC 1 

The comment states that a NAHC Sacred Lands File search did not identify cultural resources 
within the Project area and this area of Orange County is known to the NAHC to be very 
culturally sensitive. Also, the absence of archaeological resources does not preclude their 
existence. The commenter states that early consultation with Native American tribes is the best 
way to avoid unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a Project is 
underway. Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and 
cultural significance of the historic properties in the Project area (e.g. APE). The commenter 
urges contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the list. 

Response NAHC 1 

A cultural resources report was prepared for Alternative 1 and Alternative 2and included as 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR. As part of the of the cultural resources report the NAHC was 
contacted on August 2, 2011, to request a database search for sacred lands or other cultural 
properties of significance to local Native Americans. As noted on page 4.4-6 of the Draft EIR, the 
NAHC provided a list of people or organizations that might have specific information regarding 
cultural resources in the Project area. Appendix C of the Draft EIR provides consultation 
correspondence sent to the organizations.  The correspondence described the proposed Project 
and included a map depicting the location of the Project. Each of the contacts identified on the 
contact list provided by the NAHC, were contacted.  To date, one response has been received, 
Alfred Cruz of the Juaneno Band of Mission Indians responded by phone on September 1, 2011.  
Mr. Cruz requested that an archaeological monitor be present during ground disturbing activities 
and that he be notified if any cultural resources were unearthed. 

Comment NAHC 2 

The comment requests the Native American consulting parties be provided pertinent Project 
information. The NAHC recommends pursuing a Project that would avoid damage to Native 
American cultural resources.  

Response NAHC 2 

The commenter is referred to response NAHC 1 above. The people and organizations identified 
by NAHC were provided pertinent Project information in the consultation correspondence as 
documented in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a through 4.4-1b and 4.4-
3 pertaining to Alternative 1 require an archeological monitor during any earth moving activities. 
Since the excavation would occur around the previously excavated outfall trenches, there is a 
very low potential for encountering archaeological resources. The commenter should note, the 
preferred Alternative for the proposed Project, is Alternative 2, which does not require any earth 
moving activities. 
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Comment NAHC 3 

The comment states that consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting 
parties, on the NAHC list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal 
NEPA and Section 106 and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) 
(2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et seq. and 
NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001- 3013) as appropriate.  

Response NAHC 3 

The commenter is referred to Response NAHC 1 and Response NAHC 2 above. The cultural 
resources report included in Appendix C describes the requirements and applicability of these 
referenced regulations.   All of the Native American contacts provided by the NAHC in their 
August 3, 2011 response to the Notice of Preparation were contacted.  As noted on page 4.4-7 of 
the Draft EIR, Alfred Cruz of the Juaneno Band of Missions Indians requested that a monitor be 
present during excavation activities. As a result, if Alternative 1 is implemented requiring 
ground-disturbing activities, the Sanitation District’s cultural resources representative will contact 
the Native American contacts provided by the NAHC in their December 16, 2011 letter, including 
the additional contact provided by the NAHC, the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians. The 
commenter should note, Alternative 2 is the preferred Alternative and it is not anticipated any 
archaeological resources will be discovered during Project implementation since no ground 
disturbing activities will occur. 

Comment NAHC 4 

The comment states that confidentiality of "historic properties of religious and cultural 
significance" should also be considered as protected by California Government Code §6254( r) 
and may also be protected under Section 304 of the NHPA or at the Secretary of the Interior 
discretion if not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

Response NAHC 4 

The comment is noted. Under Alternative 2, it is not anticipated any archaeological resources will 
be discovered during Project implementation as no ground disturbing activities will occur. Under 
Alternative 1, Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a through 4.4-1b require that prior to the start of any 
earth-moving activity an archaeological monitor would be retained by the Sanitation District to 
monitor ground-disturbing activities. Additionally, the archaeological monitor would conduct 
pre-construction cultural resources worker sensitivity training.  These mitigation measures would 
ensure that any sensitive resources identified during excavation are monitored by a qualified 
archaeological monitor. Since the excavation would occur around the previously excavated 
outfall trenches, there is a very low potential for encountering archaeological resources. In the 
event that cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, the archaeological 
monitor has the authority to halt or redirect ground-disturbing activities away from the vicinity of 
the find so that the find can be evaluated. 
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Comment NAHC 5 

The comment states Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code 
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally 
discovered archeological resources during construction and mandate the processes to be followed 
in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a Project location other than a 
'dedicated cemetery'. 

Response NAHC 5 

The comment is noted. Under Alternative 2, it is not anticipated any archaeological resources will 
be discovered during Project implementation since no ground disturbing activities will occur. For 
Alternative 1, where there will be some excavation required around the existing outfalls, 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 provides for adherence to the provisions for the discovery of human 
remains identified. Since the excavation would occur around the previously excavated outfall 
trenches, there is a very low potential for encountering human remains or other archaeological 
resources. Under Alternative 2, the Sanitation District’s preferred alternative, it is not anticipated 
any archaeological resources will be discovered during implementation since no ground 
disturbing activities will occur. 

Comment NAHC 6 

The comment states that to be effective, consultation on specific Projects must be the result of an 
ongoing relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies, Project proponents and 
their contractors. 

Response NAHC 6 

The comment is noted. The people and organizations identified by NAHC have been notified of 
the Project information as documented in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. See response to comment 
NAHC 2.  
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Christopher Herre, California Department of Transportation 

Comment Caltrans 1 

The comment states in the event of activity in Caltrans right-of-way, an encroachment permit will 
be required.  

Response Caltrans 1 

The Project is proposing work at the Sanitation District’s Plant 2, at Air Vac Station 12+05, 
adjacent to the Talbert Marsh and on Huntington State Beach. An encroachment permit is only 
required when the Project involves work in the State Right of Way (ROW). No work is proposed 
within the State ROW for this Project. No encroachment permit from Caltrans will be required.   
However, if it is determined during the design refinement process the Sanitation District may 
encroach upon State ROW, the Sanitation District will take the appropriate steps to secure an 
encroachment permit from Caltrans. 
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Syndi Pompa, California Department of Conservation 

Comment CDC 1 

The comment states the proposed Project is located within the administrative boundaries of the 
Newport, West oilfield and there are 26 plugged and abandoned oil wells within the Project 
boundaries. There are 3 plugged and abandoned oil wells very close to the proposed excavation 
area under Alternative 1. These wells are identified on Division Map 136 and in Division records. 
The Division recommends that all wells within or in close proximity to Project boundaries be 
accurately plotted on future Project maps. 

Response CDC 1 

Upon review of Division Map 136, it was determined there are no wells identified on the map on 
the coast side of Pacific Coast Highway (PCH), where the only excavation is anticipated to occur. 
Because excavation required for Alternative 1 would occur near the Beach Box where no wells 
are known to occur, there would be no potential for the excavation around the Beach Box area to 
encounter abandoned oil wells. Additionally, Alternative 2 is the Sanitation District’s preferred 
Alternative and would require no excavation at the Beach Box. However, there are three wells 
identified in Division Map 136 near the Air Vac Station 12+05. The proposed Project under 
Alternative1 and Alternative 2 would conduct all work within the Air Vac Station 12+05.  There 
are no planned excavation activities in this area. Therefore, there would be no potential to 
encounter abandoned oil wells during the rehabilitation efforts.  

Comment CDC 2 

The comment states the Division is mandated by Section 3106 of the Public Resources Code 
(PRC) to supervise drilling, operation, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of wells for 
the purpose of preventing: (1) damage to life, health, property, and natural resources; (2) damage 
to underground and surface waters suitable for irrigation or domestic use; (3) loss of oil, gas, or 
reservoir energy; and (4) damage to oil and gas deposits by infiltrating water and other causes.  

Response CDC 2 

The comment is noted. The commenter is referred to response CDC 1 above. Neither Alternative 
1 nor Alternative 2 evaluated in the Draft EIR would require drilling, operation, maintenance, or 
plugging of wells. The Sanitation District’s preferred Alternative is Alternative 2, which would 
not require abandonment or plugging of wells. 

Comment CDC 3 

The commenter states, if any structure is to be located over or in the proximity of a previously 
plugged and abandoned well, the well may need to be plugged to current Division specifications. 
Section 3208.1 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) authorizes the State Oil and Gas Supervisor 
(Supervisor) to order the reabandonment of any previously plugged and abandoned well when 
construction of any structure over or in the proximity of the well could result in a hazard. 
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Response CDC 3 

The commenter is referred to Response CDC1, above. Neither of the Alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EIR would locate any structures over or within the proximity of a previously plugged well 
as verified by Division Map 136. No permanent improvements will be installed. Alternative 1 
would require excavation in the immediate vicinity of the two outfalls within areas previously 
excavated during installation of the pipelines.   

Comment CDC 4 

The comment states that an operator must have a bond on file with the Division before certain 
well operations are allowed to begin.  

Response CDC 4 

The commenter is referred to Response CDC 1 above.  

Comment CDC 5 

The comment states that written approval from the Supervisor is required prior to changing the 
physical condition of any well. The operator's notice of intent (notice) to perform any well 
operation is reviewed on engineering and geological basis. 

Response CDC 5 

The commenter is referred to Response CDC 1 above.  

Comment CDC 6 

The comment states the Division must be notified to witness or inspect all operations specified in 
the approval of any notice. 

Response CDC 6 

The commenter is referred to Response CDC 1 above.  

Comment CDC 7 

The comment states that the Division recommends that adequate safety measures be taken by the 
Project manager to prevent people from gaining unauthorized access to oilfield equipment. 

Response CDC 7 

The commenter is referred to Response CDC 1 above.  

Comment CDC 8 

The comment states if any plugged and abandoned or unrecorded wells are damaged or 
uncovered during excavation or grading, remedial plugging operations may be required. If such 
damage or discovery occurs, the Division's Cypress district office must be contacted to obtain 
information on the requirements for and approval to perform remedial operations. 
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Response CDC 8 

The commenter is referred to Response CDC 1 above.  
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Al Shami, CA Department of Toxic Substance Control 

Comment DTSC 1 

The commenter states that based on the review of the submitted document to the DTSC, the 
DTSC has no further comment. 

Response DTSC 1 

The comment is noted. 
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Joseph Milligan, California Department of Parks and Recreation  

Comment CDPR 1 

The commenter states that the California Department of Parks and Recreation, Orange Coast 
District, is landowner and operator of Huntington State Beach and has reviewed the Draft EIR. 
The commenter states concerns for this Project remain similar to those previously stated in the 
NOP response letter dated September 6, 2011. 

Response CDPR 1 

The California Department of Parks and Recreation response to the NOP identified the following 
issue areas: biological resources, hydrology and water quality, land use, recreation, traffic and 
cumulative impacts. These issues are repeated in comments CDPR 2 through CDPR 9. See 
responses to comments CDPR 2 through CDPR 9 below.  

Comment CDPR 2 

The commenter states that although many concerns were addressed in the Draft EIR, the State 
Parks does not support full closure of the bikeway for any duration of time. Temporary closures 
or traffic breaks of the bike path along with flagmen and signage may be considered. The 
commenter states that a safe route for the public should be maintained at all times.  

Response CDPR 2 

The Draft EIR evaluates impacts to the bikeway on the Huntington State Beach on page 4.12-10. 
The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 which requires that the Sanitation District 
coordinate with the California State Parks, Orange County Parks Department, Orange County 
Flood Control District, City of Huntington Beach, and the City of Newport Beach to prepare and 
implement a bicycle/pedestrian detour plan for the duration of construction. Figure 4.12-3 
identifies the proposed bike trail detour that would maintain a viable alternative route across the 
SAR for the duration of construction for either Alternative 1 or 2. The Sanitation District 
recognizes the importance of keeping bikeways open as much as possible, but also recognizes 
that public safety is the first priority. The Draft EIR concludes that a temporary detour of the 
bikeway would not be considered a significant impact of the proposed Project. The detour plan 
will consider the feasibility of temporary closures and traffic breaks of the bikeway along with 
flagmen and signage with public safety as a priority. The final detour and closure schedule will be 
determined in consultation with California State Parks, Orange County Parks Department, Orange 
County Flood Control District, City of Huntington Beach, and the City of Newport Beach for 
either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.  

Comment CDPR 3 

The commenter states that State Parks discourages any activity that temporarily alters the current 
footprint of the Huntington State Beach Least Tern Natural Preserve and any other activity that 
does not support the mission of the California State Parks. 
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Response CDPR 3 

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impact to the California Least Tern Preserve Area on pages 
4.3-20 and 4.3-21. The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measures 4.3-1b, 4.3-1d, 4.3-1f, 4.3-1g 
and 4.3-1h that would return the impacted area within Huntington State Beach to its pre-
construction contours and all fencing would be reinstalled under either Alternative 1 or 2. 
Alternative 2 would not require any encroachment into the chain-link fenced area of the preserve. 
As noted on page 3-1 Draft EIR, the objective of the Project is to rehabilitate the Long Outfall 
System, in particular the Beach Box within Huntington State Beach, in order to avoid failure of 
the discharge system and potentially significant impacts to public health, beach access, water 
quality, and biological resources on the beach. Alternative 2 is the preferred Alternative since it 
would minimize impacts to biological resources and avoid temporary impacts within the existing 
fence line of the California Least Tern Preserve.  

Comment CDPR 4 

The commenter states that State Parks requires all of their facilities be made whole or improved at 
the end of the Project to including fencing, signs, access routes, bike path, parking lots, barriers, 
light poles, painting and striping and that mitigation will be required for any activities impacting 
the resources at Huntington State Beach. The commenter states that State Parks will work to 
develop a right-of entry permit for any activities on State Park property which will outline access, 
staging, cultural, natural and environmental protection if/when the Project is approved by all 
governing agencies. 

Response CDPR 4 

The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.3-1f which commits the Sanitation District to 
returning the construction areas to their pre-construction contours. The Draft EIR acknowledges 
on page 3-36 that a Use Permit from the California Department of Parks and Recreation would be 
required to implement the Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. Under this permit, requirements to 
return the affected work area to pre-construction conditions will be proposed. In response to the 
comment, an additional mitigation measure is added to the Recreation discussion under Impact 
4.12-1 in the Draft EIR regarding physical deterioration of recreation facilities: 

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: The Sanitation District shall return the Project area to pre-
construction conditions (e.g., fencing, signs, access routes, bike path, parking lots, 
barriers, light poles, painting and striping) following construction activities in 
coordination with the California State Parks and Orange County Public Works (OCFCD 
and OC Parks).  

Comment CDPR 5 

The commenter states that while Alternative 2 is less impacting to CDPR property and 
operations, is shorter in duration, and research provided in the Draft EIR shows no significant 
impact to water quality, the commenter insists water quality standards for public contact be 
maintained at all times by way of monitoring and testing if this is the permitted alternative. The 
commenter states that water quality is a primary concern for public safety involving water contact 
sports and marine/terrestrial habitat and if water quality issues such as beach warnings, cautions 
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and closures can be avoided utilizing Alternative 2 through full secondary treatment, enhanced 
disinfectant and continual monitoring then this appears to be the most viable option. 

Response CDPR 5 

The Draft EIR discusses potential impacts to water quality resulting from implementing 
Alternative 2 in Section 4.10, Marine Environment. Mitigation Measures 4.10-6a and 4.10-6b 
would require full secondary treatment with enhanced disinfection and increased monitoring to 
ensure impacts to public health and the marine environment are avoided.  

Comment CDPR 6 

The commenter states the California Least Tern Natural Preserve is annually one of the top 5 
colonies statewide in production of this endangered species. The comment states that great care 
and appropriate timing is needed to avoid impacts to the breeding colony. The USFWS names the 
breeding season for this species as April 1 to Sept 1 of each year. If construction work extended 
into the breeding season, sound walls and other appropriate protections for the colony would be 
needed. The Natural Preserve contains Western Snowy Plovers throughout the year and 
California Least Terns during the breeding season. Daily biological monitors will be required to 
ensure impact avoidance. All work for this Project should be conducted so as not to enhance 
known predators to the California Least Tern. Alternative 1 would impact areas used for nesting 
in recent years by the California Least Tern, and impacts would need to be fully mitigated. 

Response CDPR 6 

The Draft EIR identifies the California Least Tern Preserve Area on page 4.3-2 and recognizes 
the special importance of this area to the recovery of the tern population. Construction of either 
Alternative would be restricted to the non-nesting season for the terns. The Draft EIR 
acknowledges that due to the tight construction schedule for Alternative 1, formal consultation 
would be required to ensure that impacts would be avoided. During this consultation additional 
conditions of approval could be identified and required such as installing sound walls. The Draft 
EIR identifies that the Western Snowy Plover is a year-round visitor to the area, although 
successful nesting of the plover has not been recorded within or near the preserve. Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1d would require a biological monitor to be present during construction activities on 
the beach. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d has been modified to minimize the potential for trash and 
food to be deposited in the area by construction workers. See response to comment S&SA 5. The 
Draft EIR concludes that with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d, neither Alternative 
1 nor 2 would not result in a significant impact to sensitive species on the beach.. However, the 
Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2, the environmentally superior alternative and Sanitation 
District’s preferred alternative,would result in substantially fewer impacts to sensitive species. 

Comment CDPR 7,  

The comment states that proposed work southeast of the California Least Term colony needs to 
be carefully defined and mitigations assigned. The comment also states that rare plants grow in 
abundance, as well as rare foredune habitat plants that should be avoided if possible and if 
impacted fully mitigated at the end of the Project.  
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Response CDPR 7 

The Draft EIR identifies the construction footprint for each Alternative. Alternative 1 would 
affect approximately 3.55 acres located inside the picket fence area and 0.26 acres located with 
the boundary of the California Least Tern Natural Preserve Area that has supported nesting in 
past years and also supports rare plants. Rehabilitation activities under Alternative 2 would 
disturb approximately 0.12 acres within the picket fence area at the Beach Box.  Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d and 4.3-1f for Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 will ensure the 
construction activities occur with the construction zone and work areas will be restored to their 
pre-construction conditions.  Mitigation Measures 4.3-1g and 4.3-1h would ensure that the rare 
plants affected by Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 would be restored upon completion of either 
Alternative. See response to comment CDFG 4.  

Comment CDPR 8 

The commenter states that a review of the easements and identified boundaries of Huntington 
State Beach and the Sanitation District need to be clearly defined and a survey of the corners and 
alignments should be reviewed during planning and before any earth work is conducted. 

Response CDPR 8 

The Draft EIR acknowledges that Alternative 2 would be conducted entirely within the existing 
Sanitation District easement on Huntington State Beach. This easement is identified in Figure 3-
15. The Draft EIR recognizes on page 3-36 that a Use Permit from the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation would be required under either Alternative. Prior to the non-nesting season, 
the Sanitation District will conduct a survey of the corners and alignments to be included in the 
final design plans. 

Comment CDPR 9 

The commenter states that construction activities, access routes, and lay down areas need to 
consider visitor activity in and around the Project site. The commenter states that separation of 
construction activities from the bike path needs careful consideration. A safe detour shall be 
provided for public access. After construction activities, the final surface needs to be "barefoot 
friendly."  

Response CDPR 9 

The Draft EIR recognizes on page 3-36 that a Use Permit from the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation would be required under either Alternative. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d 
requires that the site be returned to its pre-construction contours. The Sanitation District will 
coordinate with California Department of Parks and Recreation in obtaining a Use Permit to 
ensure that access to the beach and bikeway is maintained to the extent feasible while ensuring 
public safety is protected. See response to comment CDPR 2 and CDPR 4.  
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Karen A. Gobel, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Comment USFWS 1 

The comment states that the primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of 
public fish and wildlife resources and their habitats. The comment expresses concern with the 
Project’s potential effects to the federally endangered California Least Tern (Sternula antillarurn 
browni, "tern") and the federally threatened Western Snowy Plover (Charadrius nivosus nivosus, 
"plover").  

Response USFWS 1 

The Draft EIR recognizes the sensitivity of the California Least Tern and the Western Snowy 
Plover. Additionally, the Draft EIR discusses the importance of the neighboring California Least 
Tern Preserve. Pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-12 describe the existing setting of the California Least Tern 
Preserve and the status of the California Least Tern. The Draft EIR discusses the Western Snowy 
Plover on pages 4.3-4, 4.3-12 and 4.3-20. 

As discussed on page 4.3-20 and 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR, under Alternative 1 or Alternative 2, 
the Project would be conducted during the non-breeding season to minimize impacts to the 
nesting colony. Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1h provide measures to ensure that the 
proposed Project (either Alternative 1 or 2) would not significantly impact the California Least 
Tern or Western Snowy Plover.  

Comment USFWS 2 

The commenter recommends Alternative 2 and states the extent of disturbance to habitat for 
California Least Tern and Western Snowy Plover is much greater for Alternative 1 than 
Alternative 2. The comment states a specific concern regarding the implementation of Alternative 
1. Specifically, under Alternative 1, grubbing could reduce the stability of the site. The 
commenter states that re-grading necessary for the placement of the dewatering wells could result 
in sand placement and weed growth that reduces the suitability of the site for California Least 
Tern nesting. Alterations that lead to unsuitable habitat conditions could decrease tern 
productivity in the breeding season following Project construction. 

Response USFWS 2 

The Draft EIR recognizes that Alternative 1 would impact 0.26 acres of California Least Tern 
Preserve Area and 3.55 acres of suitable nesting habitat. The Draft EIR establishes mitigation 
measures to return this area to its pre-construction contours following the completion of 
Alternative 1. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.3-22 that Alternative 1 may require formal 
consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to obtain a permit under the federal 
Endangered Species Act. The permit would impose further measures to minimize the potential for 
the Alternative 1to directly or indirectly impact the endangered species. With implementation of 
these measures pursuant to the permit in addition to the mitigation measures identified in the 
Draft EIR, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts to sensitive species would be less than 
significant. However, due to the smaller impact area and shorter duration of Alternative 2, the 
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Draft EIR concludes on page 7-15 that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior Project and 
the preferred Alternative.  

Comment USFWS 3 

The commenter states that under Alternative 1 any delays in the schedule would push the work 
into the breeding season, thus resulting in possible impacts to California Least Terns, including 
reduction in available nesting habitat and potential disturbances associated with the operation of 
heavy machinery immediately adjacent to nesting habitat. Whereas, Alternative 2 is anticipated to 
be completed in 4 to 6 weeks; therefore, it is unlikely to require work be completed during the 
tern nesting season. 

Response USFWS 3 

The proposed construction period for Alternative 1 is seven months. As discussed on page 4.3-21 
of the Draft EIR, the entire area disturbed by Alternative 1 implementation would be returned to 
its pre-construction contours prior to the start of the nesting season for the California Least Tern. 
Pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e, construction activities on the beach would not be allowed 
between April 1 and September 1. In addition pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1f, 4.3-1g, and 
4.3-1h, the affected area would be returned to pre-construction contours including re-applying top 
soil to minimize the effects to returning nesting birds. As discussed in Response USFWS 2 above, 
implementation of Alternative 1 may require formal consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service to obtain a permit under the federal Endangered Species Act. The permit would impose 
further measures to minimize the potential for Alternative 1to directly or indirectly impact the 
endangered species. With implementation of these measures pursuant to the permit in addition to 
the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts to 
sensitive species would be less than significant for Alternative 1.  Further, with implementation of 
the mitigation measures, the Draft EIR concludes that impacts to sensitive species would also be 
less than significant for Alternative 2. However, due to the smaller impact area and shorter 
duration of Alternative 2, the Draft EIR concludes on page 7-15 that Alternative 2 is the 
environmentally superior Alternative and the preferred Alternative. 

Comment USFWS 4 

The commenter states that Alternative 1 requires the operation of heavy machinery on the beach 
and that heavy machinery increases the potential for beach contamination, increases impacts to 
wintering plovers. In the winter months, Western Snowy Plovers loaf and forage on the beaches 
and the operation of heavy machinery on the beach could disrupt foraging activities and/or cause 
the plovers to abandon their winter loafing area. 

Response USFWS 4 

The Draft EIR notes that the beach area south of the Beach Box is used by Western Snowy 
Plovers for foraging and loafing. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.3-20 and page 4.3-22, the 
temporary rehabilitation activities for both Alternatives 1 and 2 may disrupt the plovers in the 
immediate vicinity, but that the birds would be able to relocate along the beach during the 
temporary disturbance since long stretches of beach would remain available. For this reason, and 
that the disturbance is a one time, short-term event, the Draft EIR concludes that effects to the 
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Western Snowy Plover would be less than significant under either Alternative. The Draft EIR 
also concludes that the potential disturbance to this species would be considerably less due to a 
smaller construction footprint under Alternative 2. 

Comment USFWS 5 

The commenter states that under Alternative 2, there is a concern that changes in water quality 
conditions may have a temporary and localized effect on the distribution of forage fish for tern. 
The commenter states that to minimize the potential for impacts on tern foraging, the Project 
should be initiated immediately following the California Least Tern breeding season, allowing the 
ocean the maximum amount of time to recover from any potential effects of the Project on water 
quality before the next breeding season. 

Response USFWS 5 

The rehabilitation activities at the beach are planned to begin in early September following 
conclusion of the breeding season. Moreover, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 4.3-22, 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e, which states that in order to avoid direct and indirect impacts to 
nesting birds, Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 activities at the beach will occur outside the typical 
breeding period of the California Least Tern which generally runs from April 1 through 
September 1. Since discharge to the Short Outfall under Alternative 2 would occur during the 
non-nesting season, any change in water quality would not affect them since the birds would not 
be in the area. Further, the preferred Alternative, Alternative 2, would complete rehabilitation 
efforts and restore the Huntington State Beach area, within six weeks of Project initiation, and 
would return the site to its pre-construction contours. 
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Jennifer Villasenor, City of Huntington Beach 

Comment HB 1 

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR states on page 3-16 that additional work may be 
required. The comment asks would the additional work would be completed and with what 
construction methods. 

Response HB 1 

All work activities would occur within the Project schedule provided on page 3-31 of the Draft 
EIR. The additional work refers to the repairs identified during the initial inspection phase. A 
critical component of the proposed Project is to inspect the inside of the land portion of the Long 
Outfall to ascertain its condition. Rehabilitation of the pipeline will be implemented during the 4 
to 6 weeks allotted for the Project. The rehabilitation schedule of 4 to 6 weeks would allow the 
Sanitation District to assess the condition of the Long Outfall while it is not in service and 
implement the repairs using construction methods described in the Draft EIR. The District 
anticipates that the maximum of 6 weeks provided in the schedule will provide ample time to 
implement repairs identified during the initial inspection.   

Comment HB 2 

The commenter states that Draft EIR page 3-13 states that construction of the bypass structure for 
Alternative 1 would occur over a four month period, while Draft EIR page 3-35 states 
construction of the bypass structure for Alternative 1 would require six months.  

Response HB 2 

The Draft EIR states on page 3-13 that “construction of the bypass structure is expected to occur 
over a 4 month period between September to January. The bypass structure would be in use for 
approximately 4 to 6 weeks in January and February. The bypass structure would be removed 
over a period of 1.5 to 2 months in February and March.” In response to the comment, the third 
paragraph, first sentence text on page 3-35, is revised as follows: 

The bypass structure on the beach required for Alternative 1 would require up to 6 
months four months to construct. 

Comment HB 3 

The commenter states the Draft EIR analysis includes a mitigation measure to ensure that 
nighttime lighting activities would not result in significant impacts and further states that 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-3b recommends coordination with the City of Huntington Beach 
"concerning nighttime activities." The commenter asks what the coordination might entail, or 
what specifically it would achieve in terms of reducing lighting impacts. 

Response HB 3 

The intent of Mitigation Measure 4.1-3b is to notify the City of planned nighttime lighting and to 
provide the proposed nighttime lighting plan to the City for review. The intent of the nighttime 
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lighting plan will be to meet the rehabilitation objective efforts safely while reducing light spill-
over onto the Talbert Marsh, local residential areas, and other light sensitive areas.  

Comment HB 4 

The commenter states Draft EIR notes that a water quality certification would be required from 
the San Diego RWQCB and asks if this is supposed to refer to the Santa Ana RWQCB. 

Response HB 4 

In response to this comment the following revisions are made to the Draft EIR at page 4.8-5, first 
full paragraph, last sentence: 

A water quality certification (or waiver thereof) pursuant to Section 401 of the federal 
CWA would also be required from the San Diego Santa Ana RWQCB. 

Comment HB 5 

The commenter asks what SWTCB represents on page 4.8-7. 

Response HB 5 

The sentence refers to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). In response to the 
comment the typographical error has been corrected on page 4.8-7 as follows: 

The SWTRCB and the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Code require erosion control 
and sediment controls for construction projects with land disturbance….  

Comment HB 6 

The commenter asks for clarification for the appropriate reference document for locating the 
information for the summarization of the effluent FIB concentration during fall 2010 and during 
enhanced testing.  

Response HB 6 

The commenter is referring to missing Table reference in the paragraph. The commenter is 
referred to the to the Draft EIR Section 4.10, Marine Environment, page 4.10-26, third full 
paragraph, second sentence, which is revised as follows: 

The Effluent Bacteria Reduction Demonstration Study confirmed the Sanitation District’s 
ability to sustain this treatment and quantifying the resulting effluent concentration. 
Effluent FIB concentrations during fall 2010 and during the enhanced treatment testing in 
2011 are summarized in Error! Reference source not found.5 Table 4.10-5 for total 
coliform, fecal coliform, and enterococci. 

Comment HB 7 

The commenter states the Draft EIR correctly states that the Coastal Element was certified by the 
Coastal Commission in 1985. The comment also states the Huntington Beach 1999 CCC 
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certification was for an update to the originally certified 1985 Coastal Element and does not 
represent the final certification for the 1985 Coastal Element. 

Response HB 7 

The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR Section 4.9, Land Use, page 4.9-8, second full 
paragraph, first sentence, which is revised as follows: 

The Coastal Element was certified by the CCC in 1985 and approved by the City 
Council. and forwarded to the CCC for final certification in 1999. The City updated the 
originally certified Coastal Element in 1999. 

Comment HB 8 

The comment states that the City does not currently implement noise variances, and that 
Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a should be deleted but the impact should remain identified as 
significant and unavoidable as currently concluded in the Draft EIR.  

Response HB 8 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a requires the Sanitation District to apply for a noise variance that the 
City states does not currently implement a noise variance process described in Mitigation 
Measure 4.11a. However, the Draft EIR concludes on pages 4.11-17 and 4.11 -19 that despite the 
proposed Mitigation Measures 4.11-1a and 4.11-1b that requires noise curtains and restrictions on 
nighttime construction methods, the result of nighttime construction could result in significant 
nighttime noise levels that are unavoidable. Removal of Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a does not 
affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR regarding the potential noise impact. In response to this 
comment the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a has been removed as shown below: 

4.11-1a: For Alternatives 1 and 2, prior to the commencement of rehabilitation activities 
at Air Vac 12+05 and Beach Box, the Sanitation District shall file an application for a 
noise variance with the Health Officer of the City of Huntington Beach for nighttime 
construction activities. The variance shall set forth in detail the approved method of 
achieving maximum compliance and a construction schedule 

Comment HB 9 

The commenter states the City of Huntington Beach operates a total of 73 parks totaling 747 
acres, including nine mini parks, 5 neighborhood parks, 10 community parks, and 3 regional 
parks, and requests the Draft EIR be updated accordingly. 

Response HB 9 

The commenter is referred to the following text changes in the Draft EIR, Section 4.12, 
Recreation (pages 4.12-1 and 4.12-4). 

Page 4.12-1, second paragraph is revised as follows: 
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The Community Service Department of Huntington Beach operates a total of 71 parks 
and public facilities throughout the City of Huntington Beach (the City) totaling 
approximately 752 acres. These include six mini parks, 58 neighborhood parks, seven 
community parks, and two regional parks. In addition to the parks and public facilities, 
the City also operates two publicly-owned golf courses, a 0.8-acre City Gym and Pool, 
the 2 acre Rodgers Senior Center, and 2community centers located in community parks. 

The City of Huntington Beach operates a total of 73 parks totaling 747 acres, including 
nine mini parks, 5 neighborhood parks, 10 community parks, and 3 regional parks.  

Page 4.12-4, last paragraph, first sentence is revised as follows: 

According to the City of Huntington Beach General Plan, the City contains 71 parks 
which encompass 577.28 acres. The parks include 6 mini parks totaling 2.7 acres, 58 
neighborhood parks totaling 157.39 acres, seven community parks totaling 143.28 acres, 
and two regional parks (Huntington Central Park and Blufftop Park) encompassing 274 
acres (City of Huntington Beach, 1996). 

The City of Huntington Beach operates a total of 73 parks totaling 747 acres, including 
nine mini parks, 5 neighborhood parks, 10 community parks, and 3 regional parks.  

Comment HB 10 

The commenter states the Huntington Beach 1999 CCC certification was for an update to the 
originally certified 1985 Coastal Element and does not represent the final certification for the 
1985 Coastal Element. 

Response HB 10 

In response to the comment page 4.12-7 is revised as follows: 

The Coastal Element of the City’s General Plan was certified by the CCC in 1985, 
subsequently approved updated by the City Council which forwarded the Coastal 
Element to the CCC for final certification in 1999. 

Comment HB 11 

The commenter restates the Draft EIR conclusion that the loss of 32 parking spaces would not be 
significant because it represents a small portion of the number of stalls and work would be done 
in the off-peak season. The commenter also restates the Draft EIR conclusion that the Mouth 
Beach and bikeways would temporarily displace users to other available beaches and bikeway 
and the construction would occur when the number of beachgoers is significantly reduced. The 
commenter requests data showing the availability of parking during the off-season and the drop in 
the number of beach goers during the off-peak season. 
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Response HB 11 

The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-1, third paragraph, which provides 
visitor data for the beaches in both Huntington Beach and Newport Beach. Specifically, the Draft 
EIR states “[A]ccording to the Sanitation District’s 2009-2010 Ocean Monitoring Report, total 
beach attendance at the cities of Huntington Beach and Newport Beach was over 18 million 
visitors for 2009-2010. Total monthly visitors ranged from 4,550,350 people in July to 
467,116 people in December of 2009.” The number of visitors in December was approximately 
10 percent of the visitors in July. During the peak season, particularly on warm holiday weekends 
such as Labor Day weekend, the Huntington State Park parking lot can fill up entirely. The 
Huntington State Beach has extensive parking spaces designed to accommodate peak capacity 
that stretches from the Talbert Channel to Beach Boulevard with over 1,600 parking spaces. As 
noted on page 4.12-10, the proposed project would temporarily remove a maximum of 32 parking 
spaces during the non-peak time of year. This approximately 2.5 percent decrease would not 
significantly reduce parking availability at the beach during non-peak season.  Furthermore, the 
Project would be required to obtain a use permit from the Department of Parks and Recreation 
concerning use of the parking lot. 

Comment HB 12 

The commenter states the Draft EIR lists inadequate parking capacity as part of the significance 
criteria for assessing potential impacts. The commenter states there is not a separate discussion 
for this particular impact, although there is some discussion of' parking under discussion of other 
impacts and asks for clarification of this impact. 

Response HB 12 

The potential for parking impacts resulting from project implementation were included as part of 
the Impact 4.13-2 discussion. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.13-15 that neither Alternative 
would result in significant reduction in the availability of parking. Work on the beach, would vary 
with the Alternative implemented. Alternative 1, would require 32 parking spaces for 7 months, 
and would have a less than significant impact. Alternative 2 would require 14 spaces for 4 to 6 
weeks and would have a less than significant impact. 

Comment HB 13 

The commenter states the EIR does not discuss potential to impact Marine Safety access. 

Response HB 13 

The Draft EIR addresses emergency evacuation from the beach and emergency services access to 
the beach on page 4.7-10. The Draft EIR concludes that access to the beach would not be blocked 
since the strip of beach between the Talbert Channel and the California Least Tern Preserve 
would remain open to the public. Emergency access to Mouth Beach and emergency egress from 
the beach would be maintained through this evacuation route.  
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Michael Balsamo, Orange County Public Works 

Comment OCPW 1 

The comment notes that Alternative 1 would install a fence along both sides of the river to 
prevent beach goers from crossing the river. The commenter states that the Orange County Flood 
Control District has a permit to lease a parcel from the California State Lands Commission 
(CSLC) that has a number of conditions associated with it and that a fence restricting public 
access is a violation of that lease. The commenter states that creating a hazard to the public by 
creating hazardous currents could place OCFCD in the position of violating the conditions of the 
lease and incurring liability from the public that may access OCFCD property. The commenter 
also states that any hazardous material that leaks or is spilled during the construction activity 
occurring near or within the California State Land Commission parcel must be cleaned up 
immediately and notification must be made to ensure OCFCD is not liable for any work done by 
the Sanitation District. 

Response OCPW 1 

The commenter is referred to Response CSLC 1. The Draft EIR notes on page 3-36 that 
Alternative 1 would require a General Permit from the CSLC. Alternative 2 would not require a 
separate approval from CSLC since the rehabilitation activities would be within the Sanitation 
District’s existing easement.  

Additionally, the commenter is referred to the Draft EIR at page 4.7-13 through 4.7-14, which 
describes the potential hazardous condition that could be created from implementation of 
Alternative 1 and the discharge system. Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 on page 4.7-14 requires that the 
Sanitation District post signs and install a fence along both sides of the Santa Ana River (SAR) to 
prevent beach goers from crossing the SAR. These precautions will reduce the potential for beach 
goers from entering the unsafe SAR areas during dewatering activities. The fence would be 
subject to approval by CSLC under the General Permit and would therefore not conflict with the 
OCFCD lease conditions. The commenter is also referred to Draft EIR page 4.8-12, Mitigation 
Measure 4.8-1b, which requires the Sanitation District to install velocity dissipators at the 
dewatering discharge point with OCFCD approval to reduce scour and turbidity for Alternative 1 
only. The Draft EIR identifies Alternative 2 as the environmentally superior alternative and the 
preferred alternative on page 3-29. 

The commenter is also referred to Draft EIR page 4.8-12, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a which 
requires the Sanitation District to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Control Plan (SWPCP) for any 
activity at the beach. The SWPCP would contain a provision for clean up and spill prevention and 
notification of all appropriate agencies if a spill occurs. The measure requires that spill 
containment materials are on site and that fuel storage be located in a designated location 
equipped with secondary containment. The construction contractor would be subject to the 
Sanitation District’s Contingency Plan as discussed on page 4.7-7 of the Draft EIR.  In the 
unlikely event of a spill the Sanitation District will comply with all applicable laws and 
regulations. 
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Commenter OCPW 2 

The commenter requests an addition to the Executive Summary concerning coordination with the 
Orange County Public Works – OC Flood, Santa Ana River Unit. 

Response OCPW 2 

In response to Comment OCPW 2, the following textual revisions are made to the Draft EIR at 
page ES-13, and Section 4.12, page 4.12-13, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 is revised as follows: 

4.12-1: Prior to the commencement of any construction activities, the Sanitation District 
and the construction contractor shall coordinate with California State Parks, Orange 
County Parks Department, Orange County Public Works – OC Flood, Santa Ana River 
Unit, City of Huntington Beach, and the City of Newport Beach to prepare and 
implement a bicycle/pedestrian detour plan for the duration of construction. The plan 
shall identify alternative routes, construction schedules, and signage for the detour plan 
and applicable closures dates clearly identified.  

Commenter OCPW 3 

The commenter states excavation work for the bypass and the sand filters may encroach on 
OCFCD right of way and the dewatering system will encroach into OCFCD right of way. The 
commenter requests that rights of way be clearly delineated on the plans. All work that is to be 
done within OCFCD right of way requires an encroachment permit. 

Response OCPW 3 

The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 4.9, page 4.9-14, which describes the need for the 
Sanitation District to obtain a permit from OCFCD for activities that occur within the right of 
way. It is anticipated that an encroachment permit from Orange County would be needed to 
install the dewatering pipeline along the SAR Bikeway under either Alternative. This dewatering 
system is required for both Alternatives to clean and dry the land portion of the Long Outfall 
sufficiently to allow for the work to be done in the pipeline. The flow from the dewatering 
pipelines would be routed to Plant 2 for treatment prior to discharge to the ocean. This is different 
from the groundwater dewatering required under Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would require a 
separate encroachment permit to install the velocity dissipators to discharge groundwater within 
the SAR. Alternative 2 is the preferred Alternative, and would not require any excavation or sand 
filters.  

Commenter OCPW 4 

The commenter requests the inclusion of County of Orange for an encroachment permit for the 
dewatering system, excavation of the Beach Box bypass system and the sand filter associated 
with Alternative 1. The commenter states that the County of Orange will only provide a Letter of 
No Objection regarding the dewatering discharge in to the SAR if the California State Lands 
Commission approves the discharge and that the discharge will occur within California State 
Lands Commission right of way which OCFCD leases. 
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Response OCPW 4 

The Draft EIR notes that an encroachment permit would be required from the County and that 
General Permit would be required from the CSLC for Alternative 1. The commenter is referred to 
the Draft EIR, Section 3.0 at page 3-36, which is revised as follows: 

TABLE 3-6 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS POTENTIALLY REQUIRED 

Agency 
Permits and 

Authorizations Required 
Activities Subject to 

Regulations 

Proposed Project 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Section 7 To assess and permit 
potential Impacts to 
least tern or snowy 
plover 

X  

Army Corps of 
Engineers 

404 Permit To install dewatering 
discharge pipe and 
dissipator into waters of 
the United States  

X  

California State Parks  Use permit To close portions of 
State Beach parking lot 
and closure bikeway 

X X 

California State Lands 
Commission  

General Permit Construction of bypass 
structure outside 
existing easement 

X  

California Coastal 
Commission 

Coastal Development 
Permit 

Components in estuary 
(Alt. 1) 

X  

City of Huntington 
Beach 

Coastal Development 
Permit, Local Coastal 
Program 

Construction in coastal 
zone  

X X 

 Construction Variance Nighttime Construction 
Noise Variance 

X X 

 Excavation Permit Beach Box excavation X  

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

NPDES/WDR for 
Construction Dewatering 

Dewatering discharge 
into the SAR 

X  

 NPDES/WDR for Effluent 
Discharge  

Discharge to the Long 
Outfall or Short Outfall 

X X 

County of Orange Letter of No Objection 
 

Encroachment Permit 

Dewatering discharge in 
to the SAR 

Closure of bikeway 

X 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 Encroachment Permit Excavation work for 
bypass, dewatering 
system and sand filters 

X  
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Comment OCPW 5 

The commenter requests that all work be done to minimize the closure of any bikeway. If the 
closure of any bikeway is necessary, a detailed detour plan is required and the safety of the 
patrons who use the trails must be given the first priority when developing detour plans. 

Response OCPW 5  

The commenter is referred to Response CDPR 2 above, which states the Sanitation District is 
required to coordinate with the California State Parks, Orange County Parks Department, Orange 
County Public Works – OC Flood, Santa Ana River Unit, City of Huntington Beach, and the City 
of Newport Beach to prepare and implement a bicycle/pedestrian detour plan for the duration of 
construction.  

Comment OCPW 6  

The commenter states all OCFCD improvements disturbed, damaged, vandalized or removed as a 
result of the construction activities within, upon, under or over OCFCD right-of-way shall be 
repaired, restored or replaced at OCSD's expense in conformance with Orange County Public 
Works Standard Plans and to the satisfaction of the Director of OC Public Works or his designee. 

Response OCPW 6 

The commenter is referred to Response CDPR 4, above, which includes Mitigation Measure 4.12-
2, requiring the Sanitation District to return the Project area to pre-construction conditions. 
Additionally, the Draft EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.3-1f which commits the Sanitation 
District to returning the construction areas to their pre-construction contours.   

Comment OCPW 7 

The commenter provides a statement concerning the importance of the SAR Class I bikeway and 
parallel riding and hiking. 

Response OCPW 7 

The comment is noted. See response to comment CDPR 2. 

Comment OCPW 8 

The commenter requests modifications to Section 4.12, Recreation at pages 4.12-3. 

Response OCPW 8 

The commenter is referred the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-3: 

fourth full paragraph, second sentence: 

There are two type of bicycle lanes categorized within the City: Class I and Class II. 
Class I Bikeways and Class II Bike Lanes. 
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fourth full paragraph, fourth sentence: 

The Class I facilities are for bicycles that travel completely separated from any street or 
highway, such as the bikeway that runs adjacent to the SAR. Class II facilities are striped 
lanes for one-way travel on streets and comprise of the majority of bike routes. 

The last request to modify the reference to the Santa Ana River is inconsistent with the format of 
the document. The first reference to the Santa Ana River in this section is at page 4.12-1 and is 
consistently used throughout the Section and the EIR as such.  

Comment OCPW 9 

The commenter requests modifications to Section 4.12, Recreation on page 4.12-4 concerning 
bikeway classifications and the Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail location and 
potential project impacts. 

Response OCPW 9 

The commenter is referred to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR on page 4.12-4, first 
paragraph, first sentence: 

The 2009 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Commuter Bikeways 
Strategic Plan states the City proposes to develop an additional 36.25 miles of bikeways, 
including two Class I Bikeways, two Class II, and three Class III bikeways bike lanes 
(OCTA, 2009).  

The commenter is referred to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR on page 4.12-4, 
fourth paragraph, last sentence: 

There are no riding/equestrian Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail is a 4 
foot wide decomposed granite trail that is located along the western edge of the Santa 
Ana River Class I Bikeway from Hamilton/Victoria south to above Pacific Coast 
Highway trails within the Project vicinity. 

Additionally, the commenter states the trail (and bikeway) will likely be impacted by work on the 
Air Vac 12 + 05 site.  If the trail is impacted by the project, it will need to be restored to 4 inches 
of decomposed granite over 6 inches of base and protected in place as much of the trail as 
possible. The commenter is referred to Response OCPW 6 and Response CDPR 4, above.  

Comment OCPW 10 

The commenter requests modifications to Section 4.12, Recreation at pages 4.12-9 concerning 
Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail location, potential project impacts, and the 
need to return to pre-construction conditions. The commenter also requests the length of time the 
closure around the Beach Box will occur, to be included in the Draft EIR. The commenter states 
it is not clear whether the use of the SAR Bikeway as a staging area will close the bikeway and 
the public’s access to the Coast Highway. 
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Response OCPW 10 

The commenter is referred to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-9, first 
paragraph: 

…Additionally, an area outside of the Air Vac Station 12+05, adjacent to the SAR Class I 
Bikeway and the Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail would be required to 
stage some construction equipment. The staging of equipment on the SAR Bikeway and 
Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail would be temporary, and would not 
prevent users from accessing the trail on the east side of the river. Because vehicles 
currently access the bikeways for maintenance activities, and the duration of the 
rehabilitation activity would be limited to a week, neither Alternative 1 nor 2  the 
proposed Project would significantly deteriorate the SAR Bikeway or the Santa Ana 
River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail… 

The commenter is referred to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-9, third 
paragraph: 

…The Coastal Bikeway is approximately 211 feet north of the Beach Box. During 
construction, this portion of the Coastal b Bikeway would be closed around the Beach 
Box site between the Talbert Channel and River for the duration of construction (4 to 6 
weeks). 

The commenter is referred to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-9, first 
paragraph: 

The staging of equipment on the SAR Bikeway would be temporary (approximately one 
week). It would prevent users from accessing the SAR Bikeway near Air Vac 12+05 but 
would not prevent users from accessing the trail on the east side of the river. Figure 4.12-
3 identifies the proposed detour route to provide access across the River.  

Lastly, the commenter is referred to CDPR 4. 

Comment OCPW 11 

The commenter states the proposed bikeway detour for these closures shown on Figure 4.12-3 is 
very long, indirect, and may not serve users displaced by the 2 closures. The commenter requests 
the Sanitation District reconsider allowing the 2 connections to remain open (when possible) to be 
managed by flag-persons and asks the Sanitation District look for ways to: 

 Shorten the time the bikeway connection to the State Park and Newport Beach is closed. 

 Consider reopening the bikeway connection to the State Park and the loop when portions 
of the project conclude or slow. 

 Use flag-persons to manage vehicle and cyclist traffic as has successfully been done by 
USACE contractors building the Santa Ana River Mainstem Project. 
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Response OCPW 11 

The commenter is referred to Response CDPR 2, which discusses the potential impacts to the 
Bikeway and potential alternative means of safely routing the public from the construction zone. 

Comment OCPW 12 

The commenter states the County (OC Parks) and OC Public Works would like to comment on a 
more detailed bikeway detour plan before one is implemented. 

Response OCPW 12 

The comment is noted. See response to comment OCPW 2. 

Comment OCPW 13 

The commenter states that reference is made on Page 4.8-10 to an individual NPDES dewatering 
permit to be obtained for the construction-term discharge of up to 30 million gallons per day to 
the mouth of the Santa Ana River. However, Mitigation Measures 4.8-1a and 1b make no 
mention of this NPDES permit and it seems likely additional provisions to mitigate water quality 
impacts will be imposed on the District by the Regional Water Board in its issuance of this 
permit. 

Response OCPW 13  

The Draft EIR acknowledges on page 4.8-10 that a dewatering discharge permit is required from 
the RWQCB. It is not necessary to include the permit within a mitigation measure since 
compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act is not optional. The commenter is referred 
to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR on page 4.8-10, third paragraph, last sentence: 

Dewatering of the excavated area would continue throughout the 5.5  7-month 
construction period.  The discharge of groundwater from desilting tanks and sand filters 
would be subject to a dewatering NPDES permit to be issued to the Sanitation District by 
the RWQCB. 

Table 3-6 on page 3-36 acknowledges that a separate NPDES dewatering discharge permit from 
the RWQCB would be required to discharge to the SAR. 

Comment OCPW 14 

The commenter states that based on the information provided, County Property Permits has 
determined Orange County Sanitation District will need to apply for an encroachment permit 
from CPP and any access or construction within Orange County Flood Control District's right-of-
way shall require an encroachment permit from County Property Permits.  

Response OCPW 14  

The commenter is referred to Response OCPW 3 which addresses the permit requirements.  
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Edmund Pert, California Department of Fish and Game 

Comment CDFG 1 

The comment states that a Draft EIR should include a reasonable range of Alternatives which 
feasibly attain most of the basic Project objectives but which avoid or substantially lessen 
potentially significant Project related effects. The comment states that the Department cannot 
compare the relative merits of the proposed Alternatives to the Project because they are the "No 
Project Alternative" and the same "Alternative 1" and "Alternative 2" presented as the Project in 
Project Description.  

Response CDFG 1 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of project 
alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts of a proposed project. 
CEQA also mandates that an EIR analyze a "no-project" alternative. The "no-project" alternative 
analysis is required whether or not the "no-project" alternative attains the project objectives or 
lessens any significant effects of the proposed project.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(1).)  
Here, the Draft EIR analyzed the No-Project Alternative, Alternative 1 (Bypass), and Alternative 
2 (No Bypass, Use of Short Outfall).  The Draft EIR evaluates Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 at 
an equal level of detail. This detailed level of analysis for both Alternative 1 and 2 is superior to 
the minimum analysis of alternatives called for in the CEQA Guidelines. ( See generally CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6(d).)  Although both alternatives are evaluated at an equal level of detail in 
the Draft EIR, a comparison of the two alternatives is provided in Chapter 7.    

The environmental analysis provided in the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 1 would result 
in three significant and unavoidable impacts: aesthetics impacts on the beach due to the 
installation of the bypass structure, noise from nighttime construction, and recreation due to 
reduced beach and closure of Mouth Beach access during construction. The Draft EIR concludes 
that Alternative 2 would avoid two of the significant impacts including impacts to aesthetics and 
beach access. In addition, the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2 would substantially lessen 
impacts to biological resources on the beach. The Draft EIR concludes that the temporary 
discharge to the Short Outfall under Alternative 2 would not measurably affect surfzone water 
quality. As a result, the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior 
alternative. As stated on page 3-29  and in Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 is the 
Sanitation District's preferred alternative. Although the Sanitation District considered an 
Alternative 3 that called for 24 hour per day, 7 day per week construction of the temporary 
bypass, this Alternative was rejected as infeasible due to the risks to worker safety, critical 
infrastructure, and environmental resources created by hot tapping the Long Outfall during 
nighttime conditions.  Due to the nature of the proposed Project (a rehabilitation project), no other 
feasible Alternatives to the proposed Project were identified. The Draft EIR therefore analyzed a 
reasonable range of alternatives and satisfies the requirements of CEQA. No additional 
Alternatives analysis is required. 
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Comment CDFG 2 

The commenter states that the proposed Project description is vaguely defined because it includes 
two different modes of construction (Alternatives 1-2) affecting the Project setting which have 
different effects on biological resources. The lack of a stable Project description lessens the 
public's ability to understand and comment on the proposed Project and propose alternatives to 
the Project that may avoid or minimize significant impacts on the environment. 

Response CDFG 2 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 requires that the Project description in an EIR to contain certain 
information but does not require extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of 
the environmental impact. Here, the Project Description identifies Alternative 1 and Alternative 
2, and, on page 3-29, clearly states that Alternative 2 is the preferred alternative. The commenter 
is referred to Draft EIR pages 3-1 through 3-36 which includes a detailed discussion of all of the 
requirements set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. The description of Alternative 2, the 
preferred alternative is accurate and consistent throughout the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR provided 
two site plans in order to compare the extent of impacts on the beach under each alternative. 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 have varying settings which in turn "have different effects on 
biological resources.  Describing and analyzing two alternatives at an equal level of detail is 
permitted under the CEQA Guidelines (section 15126.6). As discussed in Chapter 7, Alternative 1 
would not avoid or lessen any of the significant impacts identified for the preferred alternative, 
Alternative 2. 

Comment CDFG 3  

The commenter states that the CDFG supports "Alternative 2 Non-bypass use of the Short 
Outfall" with a modification to include the prioritization of the use of the Short Outfall as soon as 
feasible after the completion of the California Least Tern nesting and fledging season 
(approximately September 1). This appears to the Department to achieve the Project objectives 
and avoid or minimize impacts to suitable breeding and foraging habitat for California Least Tern 
and habitat for California rare plants. 

Response CDFG 3 

The Department’s preferred alternative is noted. The Project schedule included on page 3-35 of 
the Draft EIR states that both Alternatives would begin construction activities in September, 
immediately following the Least Tern nesting season and season of peak beach use. The Draft 
EIR also concludes on page 3-29 and Chapter 7, that the Sanitation District’s preferred alternative 
is Alternative 2.   

Comment CDFG 4 

The commenter states that rare and/or sensitive plants are likely or known to occur within the 
Project's construction limits. The commenter states the Final EIR should modify mitigation 
measures to include monitoring and the preparation of a restoration plan. 

The commenter also states that Mitigation Measure 4.3-1g does not commit to who will be 
implementing restoration, when the measures and proposed draft restoration plan for mitigating 
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impacts to California rare plants would be implemented, and how the restoration would be 
approved and conducted. Additionally, the mitigation measure should include monitoring and 
reporting on the effectiveness of the measure at compensating for disturbance. The commenter 
recommends that the Final EIR should include revisions to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1g to include 
a designated representative at the Sanitation District or their designee to oversee restoration, 
commitment to a timeframe to when restoration would occur, and a proposed draft restoration 
plan for mitigating impacts to California rare plants. 

Response CDFG 4 

The commenter is referred to pages 4.3-20 through 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR and Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-1f through 4.3-1h, which requires the beach to be restored to its pre-construction 
contours, the top 6 inches to be grubbed and stockpiled, and the Coast Woolly-Heads seeds to be 
salvaged and replanted. For this reason, the Draft EIR concludes that effects to the Coast Woolly-
Heads would be less than significant under either Alternative. The Draft EIR also concludes that 
the potential disturbance to this species would be considerably less under the preferred 
alternative, Alternative 2. However, in response to the comment, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b and 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1g have been modified as follows to increase the potential for success of 
the restoration activities: 

4.3-1b: All construction areas outside Plant 2 will be surveyed by a qualified biologist 
prior to rehabilitation and construction activities to document and map preconstruction 
conditions. The qualified biologist shall use CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines to 
document the pre-construction conditions.  

4.3-1g: Prior to the construction or rehabilitation activities on Huntington State Beach, a 
qualified biologist, shall prepare a restoration plan for the Coast Woolly-Heads. The 
restoration plan will identify a main point of contact and responsible party at the 
Sanitation District or its designee. The qualified biologist will oversee the revegetation of 
the Coast Woolly-Heads from the disturbed impact area of Huntington State Beach. The 
top 6 inches of sand supporting vegetation in the impact area at Huntington State Beach 
will be grubbed and stockpiled adjacent to the construction zone. The stockpiled soil shall 
be covered to avoid non-native seed contamination. Following construction, the material 
will be re-spread over the affected area. Passive revegetation is acceptable as long as the 
plant cover and species composition are comparable to pre-construction conditions after 
three years. The restoration plan will include a weed abatement program within the 
Project impact area implemented during the non-nesting season for California Least Tern. 
A qualified biologist shall monitor the reestablishment progress over the course of three 
years. At the end of each year, the biologist shall prepare a progress report that describes 
the status of the Coast Woolly-Heads’ population. The report shall be submitted to the 
CDFG. If after three years, the number of Coast Woolly-Heads in the Project impact area 
has not reached pre-construction levels, the Sanitation District will coordinate with 
CDFG to provide off-site compensation or additional restoration efforts on site. 
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Comment CDFG 5 

The Commenter requests modifications to Mitigation Measure 4.3-1h, and states the Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1h does not commit to who will be implementing restoration/seed collection, when 
the measures would be implemented, and how the restoration/seed collection would be approved 
and conducted. Additionally, the mitigation measure should include monitoring and reporting on 
the effectiveness of the measure at compensating for disturbance that may result in permanent 
habitat conversion to non-native plant habitat. The Final EIR should include revisions to include a 
designated representative at the Sanitation District or their designee to oversee restoration, 
commitment to a timeframe to when restoration would occur. 

Response CDFG 5 

See response to comment CDFG 4. Response to comment CDFG 4 addresses the commenter’s 
concerns regarding the restoration plan for the Coast Woolly-Heads. No further response is 
required. 

Comment CDFG 6 

The commenter states the Draft EIR does not disclose substantial evidence by which the 
significance of Project related impacts to California rare plants are gauged. Rather the Draft EIR 
uses CEQA guidelines Appendix G as a general threshold. The commenter states a consequence 
of not disclosing substantial evidence of a rare plant significance threshold is that significant 
environmental impacts are not identified. The commenter then provides an example that impacts 
to California rare plants are considered in the Draft EIR to be significant when directly disturbing 
known habitat on Huntington State Beach, but Mitigation Measures 4.3-1g and 4.3-1h do not 
provide compensation for indirect impacts that may occur later in time. The comment also notes 
that the introduction of weeds is more likely during and after ground disturbance and states that a 
Weed Prevention and Eradication plan should be included as a Mitigation Measure..  

Response CDFG 6 

The Draft EIR states on page 4.3-16 that for purposes of this analysis, impacts to CNPS listed 
plants (on list 1 or 2) are considered to be impacts to endangered, rare, or threatened species 
pursuant to CEQA Section 15380. The Draft EIR’s significance criteria therefore includes a “rare 
plant significance threshold.” The Draft EIR identifies that Coast Woolly-Heads may be affected 
by the Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. Mitigation Measures 4.3-1g and 4.3-1h (as modified 
pursuant to comment CDFG 4) would ensure that these sensitive plant species will be restored or 
that impacts to species will be compensated. As a result, impacts to rare plants have been 
appropriately identified and measures have been established to ensure that impacts would be less 
than significant.  

The Draft EIR states on page 4.3-16 that, for purposes of this analysis, impacts to CNPS listed  
plants (on lists 1 or 2) are considered to be impacts to endangered, rare, or threatened species 
pursuant to CEQA Section 15380. Impacts to rare plants have been appropriately identified and 
measures have been established to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1g, as modified, includes a weed abatement program.   
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Comment CDFG 7 

The commenter states the Final EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring a Weed 
Prevention and Eradication plan consisting of inspection of construction vehicles for non-native 
plant seeds and propagules prior to conducting work, monitoring and eradication during 
construction, and maintenance for up to 3 years after completion of construction in the project 
setting. The commenter also states the Final EIR should propose contingency plans, and consider 
alternative locations with similar habitat that may serve as appropriate locations for reference 
monitoring or supplemental compensatory mitigation. The CDFG is willing to coordinate with 
the Sanitation District in proposing and identifying suitable off-site locations for coast woolly-
heads. 

Response CDFG 7 

The commenter is referred to Response CDFG 4 and Response CDFG 6.  
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Ahmad Kashkoli, State Water Resources Control Board 

Comment SWRCB 1 

The comment explains SWRCB environmental review requirements for projects applying for 
SRF loans.  

Response SWRCB 1 

The Sanitation District appreciates the information, but is not planning on pursuing SRF loans for 
the proposed project. If the Sanitation District were to pursue SRF loans, these guidelines would 
be followed.  

Comment SWRCB 2 

The comment requests further description of the Sanitation District's consultation with the 
USFWS related to listed species (California least terns, Western snowy plover and Belding's 
savannah sparrow). 

Response SWRCB 2 

Sanitation District staff met with the USFWS, CDFG and California State Parks at the site in 
October 2011 to discuss Alternative 1 and 2. As noted on page 4.3-22, the Draft EIR concludes 
that implementation of Alternative 1 would require formal consultation with USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 or 10 of the Endangered Species Act due to the extent and duration (7-months) of the 
activities on the beach in close proximity to the California Least Tern Preserve. However, due to 
the smaller footprint and short duration (4-6 weeks) of activities required for Alternative 2, the 
preferred alternative, the Draft EIR concludes that with implementation of mitigation measures 
including Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e which prohibits construction activities during the nesting 
season, formal consultation with the USFWS would not be required for Alternative 2. See 
responses to comments USFWS 1 through USFWS 5.      

Comment SWRCB 3 

The comment requests a review of USFWS species list and discuss if any additional listed or 
special statues species have the potential to be impacted by the Project. 

Response SWRCB 3 

The Draft EIR lists all of the special status plant and animal species with the potential to occur in 
the project vicinity in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, Table 4.3-1, pages 4.3-6 through 4.3-11. 
The Draft EIR provides an assessment of the potential for each of these species to be impacted by 
either project Alternative on pages 4.3-19 through 4.3-24. The Draft EIR identifies Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1h which would avoid or substantially lessen potential impacts to 
sensitive species. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.3-24 that with implementation of these 
mitigation measures, either Alternative 1 or 2 would result in less than significant impacts to 
sensitive species. The Draft EIR acknowledges in Chapter 7 that Alternative 2 would result in 
substantially fewer impacts to biological resources than Alternative 1 and is therefore the 
environmentally superior alternative.  
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Comment SWRCB 4 

The comment requests the Draft EIR discuss Project needs for consultation with the California 
Coastal Commission. 

Response SWRCB 4 

The Draft EIR acknowledges in Table 3-6 on page 3-36 that a Coastal Development Permit 
(CDP) under the City of Huntington Beach’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) would be required to 
implement either Alternative 1 or 2. The Draft EIR states that “rehabilitation activities at Air Vac 
Station 12+05 may require a CDP under the LCP” in Section 4.9, Land Use, page 4.9-14, second 
full paragraph. Additionally, the fourth paragraph, first sentence, states that rehabilitation 
activities at the Beach Box may require a CDP under the LCP. In addition, Table 3-6 
acknowledges that implementation of Alternative 1 would require a CDP from the California 
Coastal Commission due to the project’s encroachment into the tidal waters of the mouth of the 
SAR.  
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Patrick J. Alford, City of Newport Beach 

Comment NB 1 

The commenter states Section 4.1.3 should provide additional information on the design, 
materials, and height of the visual screen required by Mitigation Measure 4.1-1. Alternative 1 
includes machinery as tall as 55 feet. The commenter states that it is unclear if the screening 
required by Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would include this equipment. 

Response NB 1 

The Draft EIR discusses potential impacts to aesthetics in Section 4.1, page 4.1-17. The Draft 
EIR states that visual screens would not effectively obscure construction of the site from PCH 
views under Alternative 1, due to the higher grade of PCH, the height of the line stops, 
construction cranes, dewatering system and 10 foot high stock pile. The visual screen will be 
approximately 10 feet high. The Draft EIR states that Alternative 1 would result in a temporary 
significant and unavoidable impact due to the long duration, tall construction equipment and large 
footprint. However, the Draft EIR concludes that under Alternative 2 the visual screen would 
soften impacts to local views during the 4 to 6 weeks of activities on the beach sufficient to 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level due to the reduced use of tall construction  
equipment, smaller footprint and the short project duration.  

Comment NB 2 

The commenter requests an update to Mitigation Measure 4.1-3b to include the City of Newport 
Beach. 

Response NB 2 

In response to the commenter’s request Mitigation Measure 4.1-3b is revised as follows: 

4.1-3b: Prior to the commencement of rehabilitation activities, the Sanitation District 
shall coordinate with the City of Huntington Beach and the City of Newport Beach 
concerning nighttime lighting activities. 

Comment NB 3 

The commenter states the description of the local setting in Section 4.3.1 does not mention the 
Project's proximity to the Semeniuk Slough and the Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan 
identifies the Semeniuk Slough as an Environmental Study Area. The Semeniuk Slough is 
characterized by open estuarine, southern coastal salt marsh, and ornamental plant communities. 

Response NB 3 

The proposed Project would not directly affect the Santa Ana River Marsh or Semeniuk Slough 
located across the Santa Ana River from Plant 2 and the Air Vac Station 12+05. The Draft EIR 
evaluates potential indirect impacts to this area from noise, lighting and aesthetics. The Sanitation 
District recognizes that the Semeniuk Slough and adjacent Santa Ana River Marsh maintains 
sensitive biological and open space values. The Draft EIR concludes within the Noise, Aesthetics, 
Biological Resources sections that the Project would not directly or indirectly affect these areas. 
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In response to the commenter’s request, the following text is added to the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources at page 4.3-2, beneath the first paragraph: 

The Air Vac Station 12+05 is located approximately 400 feet west of the Semeniuk 
Slough. The Semeniuk Slough is a relatively large, uninterrupted open estuary/coastal 
salt marsh within the City of Newport Beach that provides wildlife with a relatively large, 
diverse area for foraging, shelter, and movement. The Semeniuk Slough is a remnant 
channel of the Santa Ana River from the time when the river emptied into Newport Bay; 
it forms a loop around the Newport Shores residential community in West Newport. 
Semeniuk Slough is exposed to limited tidal influence through a tidal culvert connected 
between the Santa Ana River and the Slough. The site sustains a healthy coastal salt 
water marsh habitat (Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan, 2005)  

Comment NB 4 

The commenter states The Draft EIR in Chapter 4.10 provides only cursory references to the 
Newport Submarine Canyon. The commenter states the Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan 
recognizes the Newport Submarine Canyon as a unique coastal feature that acts as a pathway for 
cold, nutrient-rich waters that upwell from deeper offshore waters to the shallower nearshore 
shelf. The commenter also states the canyon acts as a pathway through which deeper water 
species of fish, squid, shark, and jellyfish, sometimes can be found close to shore. The canyon is 
also an important fishing zone for the Dory Fishing Fleet. 

Response NB 4 

The Draft EIR recognizes the unique qualities of the Newport Submarine Canyon on page 4.10-3. 
The current modeling analysis included in Appendix F3, Shallow Water Diffuser Plum Modeling 
(see pages ES-4 and 5-5) recognizes the effects to ocean currents from upwelling of colder water 
from the canyons. The marine environment setting Section 4.10.1 of the Draft EIR recognizes the 
canyon’s importance to the diversity of the fauna and water quality in the near-shore and off-
shore environment. In response to the commenter’s request, the following text is added to the 
Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Marine Environment at page 4.10-3, after the first full paragraph: 

The Newport Submarine Canyon is a unique coastal feature that begins immediately 
seaward of the Newport Pier at a depth of 25 feet. Bottom depths rapidly increase to 
nearly 100 feet within 1,200 feet from shore and 300 feet deep within 3,900 feet from 
shore. It is believed to have been formed by the ancestral Santa Ana River and is the exit 
pathway for southward moving sands transported through littoral drift currents at the end 
of the San Pedro Littoral Cell. (Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan, 2005) 
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Cy Oggins, California State Lands Commission 

Comment CSLC 1 

The comment states that the CSLC will be a Trustee Agency or a Responsible Agency depending 
on whether the Project would require a discretionary action from CSLC. The comment then 
describes CSLC jurisdiction and summarizes the project description. The comment notes that 
rehabilitation of the beach box qualifies as a maintenance activity under the terms of existing 
leases PRC 4007.9 and PRC 722.9. However, this project element and location may also disrupt 
the jetty and dike authorized under Lease No. PRC 2171.9 which authorizes the Orange County 
Flood Control District to use and maintain the jetties which extend beyond the banks of the Santa 
Ana River into the Pacific Ocean.  

Response CSLC 1 

The Draft EIR notes on page 3-36 that the Alternative 1 would require a General Permit from the 
CSLC. This permit would establish conditions for activities outside of the Sanitation District’s 
maintenance easement and for activities within PRC 2171.9 at the Santa Ana River mouth. This 
area is managed by the Orange County Flood Control District under a separate lease from CSLC. 
See responses to comment OCPW 1. Under Alternative 2, the Sanitation District would not 
require a separate approval from CSLC since the rehabilitation activities would be exclusively 
within the Sanitation District’s existing easement. Alternative 2 is the preferred Alternative.  

Comment CSLC 2 

The comment states that for Alternative 1 the Draft EIR should identify contingency measures for 
impacts to federally and state listed species in the event that construction overlaps with the least 
tern breeding season. The comment states that the Draft EIR should explicitly address the 
potential impacts and develop contingency mitigation should the Project take more time than 
anticipated.  

Response CSLC 2 

The Draft EIR notes on page 4.3-21 that under Alternative 1, California Least Terns could be 
directly or indirectly impacted. The Sanitation District would strive to avoid or minimize impacts. 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e requires that the Sanitation District restrict construction to the non-
nesting season. In order to ensure that the construction activities do not extend into the nesting 
season, the Sanitation District would work closely with USFWS and the California State Parks to 
minimize potential impacts to the nesting colony. If major delays occur in establishing the bypass 
structure under Alternative 1, the Sanitation District has agreed to prepare a contingency plan.  
The contingency plan may require the excavation to be backfilled and the construction activities 
be suspended until the following fall. Details of the contingency plan and the acceptable cut off 
point would be developed as part of the Section 7 consultation conducted with the USFWS. 
Ultimately, the project would not proceed into the nesting season if the California Least Terns 
would be significantly affected. The Draft EIR concludes that with conditions of approval 
established in the Biological Opinion prepared by the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, potential impacts to sensitive species under Alternative 1 would be reduced to less 
than significant levels. However, the Draft EIR recognizes in Chapter 7 that Alternative 2 would 
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result in substantially fewer impacts to sensitive species and is the preferred alternative. See 
responses to the USFWS comment letter, USFWS 1 through USFWS 5. 

Comment CSLC 3 

The comment states that the Draft EIR does not mention that CSLC has jurisdiction over cultural 
resources on sovereign lands including submerged archaeological sites and shipwrecks. The 
comment requests that Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b be amended to include consultation with 
CSLC. 

Response CSLC 3 

The Draft EIR evaluates the potential for ground disturbance to uncover previously unknown 
cultural resources on page 4.4-17. The Draft EIR acknowledges that there is a potential for 
encountering buried resources and identifies Mitigation Measures 4.4-1a and 4.4-1b to ensure that 
the project would not result in significant impacts. These measures require that a monitor be 
present during excavation activities. In response to the comment, the following modifications to 
the Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b have been added.  

4.4-1b: Under Alternative 1, during construction of the bypass structure, if a cultural 
resource is encountered, construction activities shall be redirected away from the 
immediate vicinity of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If the 
find is determined to be potentially significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the 
Sanitation District, the California State Lands Commission, and appropriate Native 
American group(s) (if the find is a prehistoric or Native American resource), shall 
develop a treatment plan. Construction activities shall be redirected to other work areas 
until the treatment plan has been implemented or the qualified archaeologist determines 
that work can resume in the vicinity of the find.  

Comment CSLC 4 

The comment requests additional explanation as to why impacts to beach access for Alternative 1 
are significant and unavoidable, while impacts to beach access from Alternative 2 are considered 
less than significant.  

Response CSLC 4 

The Draft EIR evaluates impacts to beach access in the Recreation Section on pages 4.12-9 
through 4.12-13. The analysis describes that under Alternative 2, the preferred Alternative, beach 
access would be restricted due to the closure of the bike trail, but that the strip of land between 
the Talbert Channel and the California Least Tern Preserve would remain open. Through this 
strip of beach, the public could access the surf at Huntington State Beach and at Mouth Beach. 
Due to the limited restrictions, minor activities within the construction zone, the duration of 4 to 6 
weeks, and lack of impact to the “front yard” between the preserve and the surf, Alternative 2 
would not significantly restrict beach access. (See Figure 3-15.) Conversely, the Draft EIR finds 
that under Alternative 1, although the strip of beach between the Talbert Channel and the 
California Least Tern Preserve would remain open, more construction activity would be 
occurring on the beach requiring the restriction of the entire “front yard” area between the 
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preserve and the beach. (See Figure 3-5.) In addition, due to concerns for public safety resulting 
from the dewatering discharge structure within the SAR, Mouth Beach would be closed and both 
sides (Cities of Huntington Beach and Newport Beach) of Mouth Beach would be fenced to 
prevent surfers and beachgoers from recreational activities near the mouth of the SAR for 7 
months. Due to the increased construction footprint on the beach and the Mouth Beach closure 
and establishment of fences on either side of the River for 7 months, the Draft EIR concludes that 
under Alternative 1, impacts to beach access would be significant and unavoidable. 

Comment CSLC 5 

The comment requests copies of the Final EIR and any other information prepared for the Project 
in the future. 

Response CSLC 5 

Pursuant to CEQA requirements, the CSLC will be provided a copy of the responses to comments 
at least 10 days prior to the certification date. The Sanitation District looks forward to working 
with CSLC toward successful completion of the project.  
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Stephen M. Estes, Department of the Army, Los Angeles District 
Corps of Engineers 

Comment ACOE 1 

The commenter states the proposed project would take place at the mouth of the Santa Ana River 
in the city of Huntington Beach, Orange County, California. This activity may require a U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers permit. The commenter then lists the regulated activities for which a 
permit is required. 

Response ACOE 1 

The commenter is referred to the Draft EIR, page 3-36, Table 3-6, which states that a 404 permit 
would be required to install the dewatering discharge pipe and dissipater into waters of the United 
States. Alternative 2, the preferred alternative, would not encroach into the SAR channel and 
would therefore not need coverage under a 404 permit from the ACOE.   
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Donald Schulz 

Comment DS-1 

The commenter suggests the support of Alternative 1 to discharge to the sewage 5-mile outfall. 

Response DS-1 

The Draft EIR provides a comparison of Alternatives 1 and 2 in Chapter 7. The analysis is 
summarized in Tables 7-3 and 7-4. The analysis concludes that Alternative 1 would result in 
greater impacts to most environmental resources. The Draft EIR describes potential impacts to 
marine water quality and public health on pages 4.10-22 through 4.10-45. Detailed studies 
presenting the marine data are available in Appendices F1 through F4. The results of the analysis 
conclude that the temporary use of the Short Outfall under Alternative 2 would not result in any 
measurable surfzone water quality changes or otherwise significantly affect the marine 
environment or public health. Impacts were found to be less than significant. The alternatives 
analysis on pages 7-15 through 7-17 of the Draft EIR illustrates the environmental trade-offs of 
the two alternatives. Based on the results of the alternatives analysis and environmental trade-offs 
and considering the extensive impacts to sensitive species on the beach, recreation and aesthetics 
that would result under Alternative 1, the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2 is the 
environmentally superior alternative. The Draft EIR identifies Alternative 2 as the preferred 
alternative on page 3-29.  
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Cheryl Egger, Sea & Sage Audubon 

Comment S&SA 1 

The comment expresses concern for the protection of the Endangered California Least Terns and 
the Threatened Western Snowy Plovers that use the area adjacent to the proposed Project 
location.  

Response S&SA 1 

The Draft EIR recognizes the sensitivity and importance of the neighboring California Least Tern 
Preserve. Pages 4.3-4 and 4.3-12 describe how the Western Snowy Plover utilize the local 
beaches for foraging. Pages 4.3-2 and 4.3-12 describe the existing setting of the California Least 
Tern Preserve and the status of the California Least Tern. As discussed on page 4.3-20 and 4.3-21 
of the Draft EIR, the Project would be conducted during the non-breeding season to minimize 
impacts to the nesting colony. Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1h provide measures to 
ensure that the proposed Project under either Alternative 1 or 2 would not significantly impact the 
California Least Tern or Western Snowy Plover.  

Comment S&SA 2 

The comment states the California Least Tern breeding season is April 1 to September 1. Any 
delays that extend into their breeding season would greatly impact the neighboring colony.  

Response S&SA 2 

The Draft EIR discusses potential impacts to sensitive species including the California Least Tern 
on pages 4.3-19 and 4.3-20. The construction and rehabilitation activities at the beach are planned 
only during the non-breeding season for either Alternative. Moreover, the commenter is referred 
to Draft EIR page 4.3-22, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e, which states that in order to avoid direct 
and indirect impacts to nesting birds for either Alternative, activities near the California Least 
Tern Natural Preserve Area will occur outside of the peak breeding season which generally runs 
from April 1 through September 1. Further, the preferred alternative, Alternative 2, would 
complete rehabilitation efforts and restore the Huntington State Beach area, within six weeks of 
Project initiation, and would return the site to its pre-construction contours. See response to 
comment CDPR 4.  

Comment S&SA 3 

The comment states that the site is a historical nesting site for Western Snowy Plovers; however, 
this species has not nested here for a number of years. They frequently use the beach in this area 
for feeding and loafing, year round.  

Response S&SA 3 

The Draft EIR discusses the Western Snowy Plover on pages 4.3-4 and 4.3-12. The Draft EIR 
notes that the beach area near the Beach Box is used by Western Snowy Plovers for foraging and 
loafing. The Draft EIR concludes on page 4.3-20 that the temporary rehabilitation activities for 
both Alternatives 1 and 2 may disrupt the plovers in the immediate vicinity, but that the birds 
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would be able to relocate along the long stretch of beach during the temporary disturbance. For 
this reason, the Draft EIR concludes that effects to the Western Snowy Plover would be less than 
significant under either Alternative. The Draft EIR also concludes that the potential disturbance to 
this species would be considerably less under Alternative 2. 

Comment S&SA 4 

The comment strongly suggests the use of Alternative 2 as it would have the least impact on the 
birds and their environment. The amount of time involved for the Project is shorter and could be 
completed well before nesting season. Also, the use of the "front yard" as part of the construction 
zone is a concern. The "front yard" is used for nesting by the California Least Terns and would 
need to be restored to its characteristic dune habitat before nesting season. 

Response S&SA 4 

The comment states that Alternative 2 is favored. The Draft EIR recognizes that Alternative 1 
would temporarily disrupt the “front yard” between the fenced area of the California Least Tern 
Preserve Area and the ocean. The Draft EIR establishes mitigation measures to return this area to 
its pre-construction contours following the completion of the Project under Alternative 1. The 
Draft EIR concludes on page 4.3-22 that Alternative 1 may require formal consultation with the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service to obtain a permit under the federal Endangered Species Act. The 
permit would further impose measures to minimize the potential for the Project to directly or 
indirectly impact the endangered species. With implementation of these measures pursuant to the 
permit in addition to the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, the Draft EIR concludes 
that impacts to sensitive species would be less than significant. However, due to the smaller 
impact area and shorter duration of Alternative 2, the Draft EIR concludes on page 7-15 through 
7-16 that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior Project and the preferred Alternative.  

Comment S&SA 5 

The comment suggests the following measures be taken: 

1. The California Least Tern breeding season must be avoided.  

2. The Natural Preserve boundaries should not be breeched.  

3. Daily monitoring should be done by a biologist to ensure that impact on the California Least 
Terns and Western Snowy Plovers is avoided. 

4. Ensure that no garbage or lunch debris is left in the area as this may attract predators of the 
birds such as crows, ravens, rats and coyotes. Once these predators are attracted to an area, 
they may return during nesting season and predate California Least Tern eggs and chicks. 

Response S&SA 5 

See response to comment S&SA2. The California Least Tern breeding season will be avoided in 
accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e. Alternative 1 would require a temporary breach of 
the existing chain-link fence surrounding the California Least Tern Preserve Area. As discussed 
on page 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR, the fence would be returned to its pre-construction location 
following the completion of the Project. Alternative 2 would not require breaching the chain-link 
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fence, and is the preferred Alternative. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d requires a qualified biologist to 
be present during construction activities within Huntington State Beach to ensure construction 
and rehabilitation activities occur within the marked construction area. In response to the 
comment, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c and 4.3-1d have been modified as follows, to ensure food 
and debris is not left within or around the construction area: 

4.3-1c: A qualified biologist will be present during rehabilitation activities adjacent to 
Talbert Marsh to ensure that no rehabilitation and maintenance activities occur outside of 
the marked work areas. In order to avoid the introduction of predators, the biologist shall 
monitor the construction contractor to ensure that no garbage or food debris is left in the 
area during rehabilitation activities.  

4.3-1d: A qualified biologist will be present during construction activities within 
Huntington State Beach to ensure that no construction activities occur outside of the 
marked construction area. In order to avoid the introduction of predators, the biologist 
shall monitor the construction contractor to ensure that no garbage or food debris is left in 
the area during rehabilitation activities. 
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Jeanette Garcia, Southern California Gas Company 

Comment SCGC 1 

The comment states that Southern California Gas Company has facilities in the area and gas 
service to the Project can be provided from an existing gas main located in various locations.  

Response SCGC 1 

The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and 
therefore no further discussion is required.  
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Colin Kelly, Orange County Coastkeeper 

Comment OCC 1 

The commenter states the Orange County Coastkeeper supports the proposed Project consisting 
of inspection, condition assessment, and rehabilitation of corroded elements of the land section of 
the existing Long Outfall system extending from Surge Tower 2 to the Beach Box located on 
Huntington State Beach. 

Response OCC 1 

The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 
additional response is necessary. 

Comment OCC 2 

The commenter states there are reservations about the proposed duration of Alternative 1 in 
regards to its effect upon the Talbert Marsh, California Least Tern Natural Preserve Area, and the 
area surrounding the Beach Box. The proposed length for Alternative 1 is from September 2014 
to March 2015 (7 months). Alternative 2 is scheduled from September 2012 to October 2012 (1 
month). 

Response OCC 2 

The Draft EIR describes the duration of each Alternative on page 3-35. The duration of 
rehabilitation activities on the beach under Alternative 2 is 4 to 6 weeks.  

Comment OCC 3 

The comment states that Alternative 1 is scheduled to occur outside of the Belding Savannah 
Sparrow's nesting period. The Belding Savannah Sparrow, the California Least Tern, and the 
Western Snowy Plover, have been recorded to occur, or have a moderate or high potential to 
occur within the Project area or its vicinity and the prolonged Project time of Alternative 1 will 
have a greater effect on these birds and their habitat. 

Response OCC 3 

The rehabilitation activities at the Talbert Marsh and the beach are planned only during the non-
breeding season. Moreover, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 4.3-22, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1e, which states “in order to avoid direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds, 
Project activities at Air Vac Station 12+05 will occur outside the typical breeding period of the 
Belding Savannah Sparrow which generally runs from March 1 through September 1. Project 
activities near the California Least Tern Natural Preserve Area will occur outside of the peak 
breeding season which generally runs from April 1 through September 1.” In addition, the Draft 
EIR acknowledges on page 4.3-20 that Western Snowy Plovers are known to use the beaches. 
The Draft EIR concludes that under either Alternative 1 or 2, the Western Snowy Plovers would 
not be significantly affected. Further, the preferred Alternative, Alternative 2, would complete 
rehabilitation efforts and restore the Huntington State Beach area, within six weeks of Project 
initiation, and would return the site to its pre-construction contours.  
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Comment OCC 4 

The comment states Alternative 1 requires the construction of a bypass, which will disturb 
portions of the preserve area frequented by the Western Snowy Plover and California Least Tern 
and temporarily impact 3.55 acres located inside the California Least Tern Natural Preserve and 
0.26 acres outside the preserve, which is an area known to support breeding of the Snowy Plover. 

Response OCC 4 

The comment accurately reflects the Draft EIR. See Response USFWS 2.  

Comment OCC 5 

The commenter states the construction near the Beach Box will require the removal of the Coast 
Woolly-Heads, a special status plant species. Mitigation measures require the seeds of this plant 
to be collected and re-planted after Project completion. The Coast Woolly-Heads is an important 
coastal plant that is severely declining due to extensive recreation on the beach. Alternative 2 
would affect the Coast Woolly-Head's habitat for the Proposed Project time of one month, as 
opposed to seven months in Alternative 1. The longer the seeds remain unplanted, the higher the 
rate of decline this plant will face. 

Response OCC 5 

The commenter is referred to pages 4.3-20 through 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR and Mitigation 
Measures 4.3-1f through 4.3-1h, which require the beach to be restored to its pre-construction 
contours, the top 6 inches to be grubbed and stockpiled, and the California rare plant Coast 
Woolly-Heads seeds to be salvaged and replanted. For this reason, the Draft EIR concludes that 
effects to the Coast Woolly-Heads would be less than significant under either scenario. The Draft 
EIR also concludes that the potential disturbance to this species would be considerably less under 
Alternative 2. See response to CDFG 4. 

Comment OCC 6 

The comment states both alternatives present a less than significant impact to water quality with 
mitigation. Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 have the capacity to accommodate the effluent 
discharge. The time and habitat modification due to the structure of the bypass in alternative one 
appears unnecessary. 

Response OCC 6 

The commenter is referred to Draft EIR 4.10-28 through 4.10-45, which concludes that impacts 
resulting from use of the Short Outfall will have a less than significant impact to water quality 
with mitigation. Moreover, the Draft EIR also concludes the preferred Alternative, Alternative 2, 
would complete rehabilitation efforts and restore the Huntington State Beach area within six 
weeks of Project initiation and would disturb less habitat than Alternative 1.  

Comment OCC 7 

The comment states Orange County Coastkeeper prefers Alternative 2 because it does not require 
as much habitat modification as Alternative 1. Alternative 2 is the favorable choice because of its 
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fewer disturbances to the current habitat, the Coast Woolly-Heads, the Belding Savannah 
Sparrow, the California Least Tern, and the Western Snowy Plover. 

Response OCC 7 

The comment is noted. The Draft EIR identifies Alternative 2 as the preferred Alternative on page 
3-29. Chapter 7 of the Draft EIR provides a comparison of potential environmental impacts for 
both Alternatives and concludes that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior alternative.  

Comment OCC 8 

The commenter states the aforementioned reasons express strong preference for Alternative 2. 

Response OCC 8 

The comment is noted. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 
additional response is necessary. 
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Judith M. Gielow 

Comment JG 1 

The commenter states that treated effluent needs to be sent out as far as possible using the Long 
Outfall. The commenter also feel that that choice of season is of paramount importance. 

Response JG 1 

CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR evaluate Project alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen significant impacts of a proposed Project. The environmental analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 1 would result in three significant and 
unavoidable impacts: aesthetics impacts on the beach due to the installation of the bypass 
structure, noise from nighttime construction, and recreation due to reduced beach access and 
closure of Mouth Beach during construction. The Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2 would 
avoid two of these significant impacts including impacts to aesthetics and resreaciton. In addition, 
the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2 would substantially lessen impacts to biological 
resources on the beach, due to its smaller footprint and shorter duration. The Draft EIR concludes 
that the temporary discharge to the Short Outfall would not measurably affect surfzone water 
quality. As a result, the Draft EIR concludes that Alternative 2 is the environmentally superior 
alternative.  

Comment JG 2 

The comment states that the timing of the Project is important due to flow rates, particularly the 
increase during the rainy season; the possible effects of construction - traffic, noise, 
encroachment - on birds in the nearby sanctuary areas especially during nesting season; and the 
affects to swimmers and campers using the beach area in the summer season. 

Response JG 2 

The Draft EIR discusses the wet weather flow capacity of the outfall system and the ability of the 
system to accommodate flows during the rainy season which is generally December through 
March on page 3-29. The analysis included in Appendix E of the Draft EIR concludes that 
sufficient storage capacity exists in the treatment and collection systems to accommodate peak 
wet weather flows under either Alternative 1 or 2. The preferred Alternative, Alternative 2, would 
complete construction prior to the beginning of the wet weather season.  

The Draft EIR concludes that impacts to traffic would be less than significant under either 
Alternative due to the small amount of worker commute and delivery trucks required. The Draft 
EIR identifies the expected maximum noise levels at each construction area in the day time and 
nighttime and the expected attenuation of that noise on pages 4.11-12 through 4.11-19. Both 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would have a significant unavoidable impact for work performed 
at night at the Beach Box. As discussed on page 4.3-20 and 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR, the Project 
would be conducted during the non-breeding season to minimize impacts to the nesting birds. 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1h provide measures to ensure that the proposed Project 
(either Alternative 1 or 2) would not significantly impact the California least tern or Western 
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Snowy Plover. Finally, both Alternative 1 and 2 would avoid the peak recreation season of the 
summer.  

Comment JG 3 

The commenter states Alternative 1 would ensure the safety of swimmers better than Alternate 2, 
because the treated effluent will continue to be sent out the Long Outfall. With Alternate 1 there 
would be a need to require and monitor construction area to avoid impacts to birds. 

Response JG 3 

See response to comment Don Schulz (DS) 1. The results of the analysis conclude that the 
temporary use of the Short Outfall under Alternative 2 would not result in any measurable 
surfzone water quality changes and would be less than significant. Moreover, the Draft EIR 
discusses the potential safety hazards of implementing Alternative 1 on pages 4.7-13 through 4.7-
14. The Draft EIR proposes Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 to reduce potential safety hazards to beach 
goers at the mouth of the SAR. Additionally, as discussed above in response to comment OCC 2, 
the implementation of either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 will require construction monitoring to 
limit impacts to sensitive species. However, Alternative 2 would complete rehabilitation efforts 
and restore the Huntington State Beach within six weeks of Project initiation and would return the 
site to its pre-construction contours, resulting in a lesser impact to sensitive species. See response 
to CDPR 4.  
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Public Hearing January 12, 2012 

Comment PH 1 

The comment asks what the traffic impacts are for either Alternative. 

Response PH 1  

The Draft EIR describes the existing condition of traffic on Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) and 
Brookhurst Street in Section 4.13. As discussed on pages 4.13-10 through 4.13-11, it is estimated 
that approximately 25 to 30 workers would access Plant 2 to conduct the rehabilitation activities 
for a period of up to 4 months. Up to 4 to 6 workers would access the Air Vac Station 12+05 for a 
period of one week. Finally, up to 12 workers per day would be needed for the rehabilitation of 
the Beach Box under either Alternative. Based on this level of worker commute, the Draft EIR 
concludes that impacts to traffic would be less than significant under Alternative 2. Alternative 1 
would also require 15 - 20 additional construction workers and 3 delivery trucks per day over a 
period of 7 months (page 3-31). The Draft EIR concludes that the additional 30 to 40 construction 
related trips to the beach to construct the bypass structure would not significantly affect local 
traffic under Alternative 1.  

Comment PH 2 

Why is nighttime construction and noise required? 

Response PH 2  

Activities at Air Vac Station 12+05 would primarily be conducted within the Long Outfall and 
the only activity outside of the Long Outfall would be mobilization of trucks and construction 
equipment. A crane would be needed to lift the Air Vac Station12+05 cover initially, but it would 
not be needed on a day-to-day basis. During nighttime activities at Air Vac Station12+05, nearby 
residences would not experience noise levels over 50 dBA as required in the City’s Noise 
Ordinance. The intent of including nighttime construction is to expedite the rehabilitation at the 
Beach Box. Under Alternative 1, this schedule requires expediting in order to ensure all activities 
including demobilization are complete prior to April 1st when the California Least Tern breeding 
season begins. Under Alternative 2 the expedited schedule is needed to minimize the amount of 
time to discharge to the Short Outfall of 4 to 6 weeks.  

Comment PH 3 

Is banging, grinding, or whining a component of the nighttime construction activities? 

Response PH 3  

As noted on page 4.11-16 of the Draft EIR, nighttime construction activities would be limited to 
those activities that do not require banging, grinding, whining or repetitive pounding. These 
activities would be conducted during the day if necessary at all. It is anticipated that nighttime 
construction activities will include accessing the construction area with vehicles. The construction 
activities inside the outfall would be attenuated further due to being a confined space. 
Furthermore, the sound curtain around the Beach Box required under Mitigation Measure 4.11-1b 



2. Response to Comments 

 

Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation 2-116 ESA / 211261 
Final EIR February 2012 

would assist in attenuating noise from nighttime construction. Vehicle noise may result in 
nighttime noises above the 50 dB standards for come residential areas. However, in this location 
near PCH, truck noises heard by the local residences on the beach at Newport Beach may be 
similar to noises from heavy-duty trucks on PCH at nighttime. The Draft EIR concludes on pages 
4.11-15 and 4.11-16 that the impact from nighttime noise would be significant and unavoidable 
under both Alternatives 1 and 2.  

Comment PH 4 

Will this Project create an odor? What is the cause of odors at the Plant? 

Response PH 4  

No odor releases are anticipated from the rehabilitation Project other than diesel equipment 
exhaust at the beach. The effluent within the outfalls does not contain odors that could be released 
to the atmosphere. Odor emissions at Plant 2 are mostly associated with the headworks and solids 
handling facilities. The Sanitation District has an extensive odor control system that captures 
odors that are emitted from the collection system, primary and secondary treatment facilities, and 
solids handling facilities. The effluent discharged to the ocean is the final product of the extensive 
treatment system and does not emit odors.   

Comment PH 5 

What is the nighttime level of noise anticipated by the Project and is there a radius provided? 

Response PH 5  

The Draft EIR identifies the expected maximum noise levels at each construction area in the day 
time and nighttime and the expected attenuation of that noise on pages 4.11-12 through 4.11-20. 
Day time construction noise is expected to reach peaks of approximately 70 dB at the nearest 
residence across the Santa Ana River in Newport Beach. This amount of noise from a 
construction activity in the daytime would comply with the City of Newport Beach and City of 
Huntington Beach noise ordinances summarized on page 4.11-10. The City of Huntington Beach 
has indicated that variances to their noise ordinance are not issued. See response to comment HB 
8.  

The Draft EIR notes that loud percussive noises would not be allowed at nighttime in these work 
areas. However, due to vehicle movement primarily, peak noises of up to 60 dB could be 
experienced at the nearest residences within Newport Beach. These noises would be similar to 
heavy-duty trucks on PCH. The Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measures 4.11-1b through 4.11-1e 
that would minimize the potential for noise to exceed standards or result in a nuisance to the 
extent feasible. Nonetheless, the Draft EIR concludes that this nighttime noise level may exceed 
nighttime standards of 50 dB at the nearest residences to the construction area on the beach within 
the City of Newport Beach and would therefore be a significant and unavoidable impact of the 
Project under either Alternative. No other locations would be affected by nighttime noises 
associated with the Project. 
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CHAPTER 3 
Public Agency Comment Initiated DEIR 
Changes  

Introduction 

This Chapter contains a summary of the changes made to the Final EIR that were initiated by 
comments received during the public comment period of the DEIR. For a complete list of 
comment letters and responses, please refer to Chapter 2.0, Response to Comments. The 
comments are organized by Chapter of the DEIR.  

3.0 Project Description 

In response to Comment HB 2, the Draft EIR, Project Description, third paragraph, first sentence 
text on page 3-35, is revised as follows: 

The bypass structure on the beach required for Alternative 1 would require up to 6 
months four months to construct. 

In response to Comment OCPW 4 and HB 8, the commenters are referred to the Draft EIR on 
page 3-36, which is revised as follows: 

TABLE 3-6 
DISCRETIONARY PERMITS POTENTIALLY REQUIRED 

Agency 
Permits and 

Authorizations Required 
Activities Subject to 

Regulations 

Proposed Project 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Section 7 To assess and permit 
potential Impacts to 
least tern or snowy 
plover 

X  

Army Corps of 
Engineers 

404 Permit To install dewatering 
discharge pipe and 
dissipator into waters of 
the United States  

X  

California State Parks  Use permit To close portions of 
State Beach parking lot 
and closure bikeway 

X X 

California State Lands 
Commission  

General Permit Construction of bypass 
structure outside 
existing easement 

X  

California Coastal 
Commission 

Coastal Development 
Permit 

Components in estuary 
(Alt. 1) 

X  
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Agency 
Permits and 

Authorizations Required 
Activities Subject to 

Regulations 

Proposed Project 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

City of Huntington 
Beach 

Coastal Development 
Permit, Local Coastal 
Program 

Construction in coastal 
zone  

X X 

 Construction Variance Nighttime Construction 
Noise Variance 

X X 

 Excavation Permit Beach Box excavation X  

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

NPDES/WDR for 
Construction Dewatering 

Dewatering discharge 
into the SAR 

X  

 NPDES/WDR for Effluent 
Discharge  

Discharge to the Long 
Outfall or Short Outfall 

X X 

County of Orange Letter of No Objection 
 

Encroachment Permit 

Dewatering discharge in 
to the SAR 

Closure of bikeway 

X 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 Encroachment Permit Excavation work for 
bypass, dewatering 
system and sand filters 

X  

 

4.1 Aesthetics 

In response to the Comment NB 2, MM 4.1-3b is revised as follows: 

4.1-3b: Prior to the commencement of rehabilitation activities, the Sanitation District 
shall coordinate with the City of Huntington Beach and the City of Newport Beach 
concerning nighttime lighting activities. 

4.3 Biological Resources 

In response to Comment NB 3, the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological Resources at page 4.3-2, 
beneath the first paragraph is revised as follows: 

The Air Vac Station 12+05 is located approximately 400 feet west of the Semeniuk 
Slough. The Semeniuk Slough is a relatively large, uninterrupted open estuary/coastal 
salt marsh within the City of Newport Beach that provides wildlife with a relatively large, 
diverse area for foraging, shelter, and movement. The Semeniuk Slough is a remnant 
channel of the Santa Ana River from the time when the river emptied into Newport Bay; 
it forms a loop around the Newport Shores residential community in West Newport. 
Semeniuk Slough is exposed to limited tidal influence through a tidal culvert connected 
between the Santa Ana River and the Slough. The site sustains a healthy coastal salt 
water marsh habitat (Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan, 2005)  

In response to Comment NB 4, the Draft EIR Draft EIR, Section 4.10, Marine Environment at 
page 4.10-3 after the first full paragraph is revised as follows: 
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The Newport Submarine Canyon is a unique coastal feature that begins immediately 
seaward of the Newport Pier at a depth of 25 feet. Bottom depths rapidly increase to 
nearly 100 feet within 1,200 feet from shore and 300 feet deep within 3,900 feet from 
shore. It is believed to have been formed by the ancestral Santa Ana River and is the exit 
pathway for southward moving sands transported through littoral drift currents at the end 
of the San Pedro Littoral Cell. (Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan, 2005) 

In response to the Comment CDFG 4, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b and Mitigation Measure 4.3-1g 
have been modified as follows: 

4.3-1b: All construction areas outside Plant 2 will be surveyed by a qualified biologist 
prior to rehabilitation and construction activities to document and map preconstruction 
conditions. The qualified biologist shall use CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines to 
document the pre-construction conditions.  

4.3-1g: Prior to the construction or rehabilitation activities on Huntington State Beach, a 
qualified biologist, shall prepare a restoration plan for the Coast Woolly-Heads. The 
restoration plan will identify a main point of contact and responsible party at the 
Sanitation District or its designee. The qualified biologist will oversee the revegetation of 
the Coast Woolly-Heads from the disturbed impact area of Huntington State Beach. The 
top 6 inches of sand supporting vegetation in the impact area at Huntington State Beach 
will be grubbed and stockpiled adjacent to the construction zone. The stockpiled soil shall 
be covered to avoid non-native seed contamination. Following construction, the material 
will be re-spread over the affected area. Passive revegetation is acceptable as long as the 
plant cover and species composition are comparable to pre-construction conditions after 
three years. The restoration plan will include a weed abatement program within the 
Project impact area implemented during the non-nesting season for California Least Tern. 
A qualified biologist shall monitor the reestablishment progress over the course of three 
years. At the end of each year, the biologist shall prepare a progress report that describes 
the status of the Coast Woolly-Heads’ population. The report shall be submitted to the 
CDFG. If after three years, the number of Coast Woolly-Heads in the Project impact area 
has not reached pre-construction levels, the Sanitation District will coordinate with 
CDFG to provide off-site compensation or additional restoration efforts on site. 

In response to Comment S&SA 5, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c and 4.3-1d have been modified as 
follows: 

4.3-1c: A qualified biologist will be present during rehabilitation activities adjacent to 
Talbert Marsh to ensure that no rehabilitation and maintenance activities occur outside of 
the marked work areas. In order to avoid the introduction of predators, the biologist shall 
monitor the construction contractor to ensure that no garbage or food debris is left in the 
area during rehabilitation activities.  

4.3-1d: A qualified biologist will be present during construction activities within 
Huntington State Beach to ensure that no construction activities occur outside of the 
marked construction area. In order to avoid the introduction of predators, the biologist 
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shall monitor the construction contractor to ensure that no garbage or food debris is left in 
the area during rehabilitation activities. 

4.4 Cultural Resources 

In response to comment CSLC, the following modifications to the Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b 
have been added: 

4.4-1b: Under Alternative 1, during construction of the bypass structure, if a cultural 
resource is encountered, construction activities shall be redirected away from the 
immediate vicinity of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If the 
find is determined to be potentially significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the 
Sanitation District, the California State Lands Commission, and appropriate Native 
American group(s) (if the find is a prehistoric or Native American resource), shall 
develop a treatment plan. Construction activities shall be redirected to other work areas 
until the treatment plan has been implemented or the qualified archaeologist determines 
that work can resume in the vicinity of the find.  

4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

In response to Comment HB 4, the Draft EIR at page 4.8-5, first full paragraph, last sentence: 

A water quality certification (or waiver thereof) pursuant to Section 401 of the federal 
CWA would also be required from the San Diego Santa Ana RWQCB. 

In response to the Comment HB 5 the typographical error has been corrected on page 4.8-7 as 
follows: 

The SWTRCB and the City of Huntington Beach Municipal Code require erosion control 
and sediment controls for construction projects with land disturbance… 

In response to Comment OCPW 13, the following revisions are made to the Draft EIR on page 
4.8-10, third paragraph, last sentence: 

Dewatering of the excavated area would continue throughout the 5.5 7-month 
construction period. The discharge of groundwater from desilting tanks and sand filters 
would be subject to a dewatering NPDES permit to be issued to the Sanitation District by 
the RWQCB. 

4.9 Land Use 

In response to the Comment HB 7, Draft EIR, page 4.9-8, second full paragraph, first sentence, 
which is revised as follows: 

The Coastal Element was certified by the CCC in 1985 and approved by the City 
Council. and forwarded to the CCC for final certification in 1999. The City updated the 
originally certified Coastal Element in 1999. 
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4.10 Marine Environment 

In response to comment NB 4. the Draft EIR, at page 4.10-3, after the first full paragraph is 
revised as follows: 

The Newport Submarine Canyon is a unique coastal feature that begins immediately 
seaward of the Newport Pier at a depth of 25 feet. Bottom depths rapidly increase to 
nearly 100 feet within 1,200 feet from shore and 300 feet deep within 3,900 feet from 
shore. It is believed to have been formed by the ancestral Santa Ana River and is the exit 
pathway for southward moving sands transported through littoral drift currents at the end 
of the San Pedro Littoral Cell. (Newport Beach Coastal Land Use Plan, 2005) 

In response to Comment HB 6, the Draft EIR at page 4.10-26, third full paragraph, second 
sentence, is revised as follows: 

The Effluent Bacteria Reduction Demonstration Study confirmed the Sanitation District’s 
ability to sustain this treatment and quantifying the resulting effluent concentration. 
Effluent FIB concentrations during fall 2010 and during the enhanced treatment testing in 
2011 are summarized in Error! Reference source not found.5 Table 4.10-5 for total 
coliform, fecal coliform, and enterococci. 

4.11 Noise 

In response to Comment HB 8, the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 4.11-1a has been removed as 
shown below: 

4.11-1a: For Alternatives 1 and 2, prior to the commencement of rehabilitation activities 
at Air Vac 12+05 and Beach Box, the Sanitation District shall file an application for a 
noise variance with the Health Officer of the City of Huntington Beach for nighttime 
construction activities. The variance shall set forth in detail the approved method of 
achieving maximum compliance and a construction schedule 

4.12 Recreation  

In response to Comment HB 9, the Draft EIR, page 4.12-1, second paragraph is revised as 
follows: 

The Community Service Department of Huntington Beach operates a total of 71 parks 
and public facilities throughout the City of Huntington Beach (the City) totaling 
approximately 752 acres. These include six mini parks, 58 neighborhood parks, seven 
community parks, and two regional parks. In addition to the parks and public facilities, 
the City also operates two publicly-owned golf courses, a 0.8-acre City Gym and Pool, 
the 2 acre Rodgers Senior Center, and 2community centers located in community parks. 

The City of Huntington Beach operates a total of 73 parks totaling 747 acres, including 
nine mini parks, 5 neighborhood parks, 10 community parks, and 3 regional parks.  

In response to Comment OCPW 8, the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-3, 
fourth full paragraph, second sentence: 
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There are two type of bicycle lanes categorized within the City: Class I and Class II. 
Class I Bikeways and Class II Bike Lanes. 

In response to Comment OCPW 8, the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-3, 
fourth full paragraph, fourth sentence: 

The Class I facilities are for bicycles that travel completely separated from any street or 
highway, such as the bikeway that runs adjacent to the SAR. Class II facilities are striped 
lanes for one-way travel on streets and comprise of the majority of bike routes. 

In response to Comment OCPW 9, the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-4, 
first paragraph, first sentence: 

The 2009 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Commuter Bikeways 
Strategic Plan states the City proposes to develop an additional 36.25 miles of bikeways, 
including two Class I Bikeways, two Class II, and three Class III bikeways bike lanes 
(OCTA, 2009).  

In response to Comment OCPW 9, to the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-
4, fourth paragraph, last sentence: 

There are no riding/equestrian Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail is a 4 
foot wide decomposed granite trail that is located along the western edge of the Santa 
Ana River Class I Bikeway from Hamilton/Victoria south to above Pacific Coast 
Highway trails within the Project vicinity. 

In response to Comment HB 9, the Draft EIR, page 4.12-4, last paragraph, first sentence is 
revised as follows: 

According to the City of Huntington Beach General Plan, the City contains 71 parks 
which encompass 577.28 acres. The parks include 6 mini parks totaling 2.7 acres, 58 
neighborhood parks totaling 157.39 acres, seven community parks totaling 143.28 acres, 
and two regional parks (Huntington Central Park and Blufftop Park) encompassing 274 
acres (City of Huntington Beach, 1996). 

The City of Huntington Beach operates a total of73 parks totaling 747 acres, including 
nine mini parks, 5 neighborhood parks, 10 community parks, and 3 regional parks.  

In response to the comment HB 10 page 4.12-7 is revised as follows: 

The Coastal Element of the City’s General Plan was certified by the CCC in 1985, 
subsequently approved updated by the City Council which forwarded the Coastal 
Element to the CCC for final certification in 1999. 

In response to Comment OCPW 10, the following revisions made to the Draft EIR at page 4.12-9, 
first paragraph: 

…Additionally, an area outside of the Air Vac Station 12+05, adjacent to the SAR Class I 
Bikeway and the Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail would be required to 
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stage some construction equipment. The staging of equipment on the SAR Bikeway and 
Santa Ana River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail would be temporary, and would not 
prevent users from accessing the trail on the east side of the river. Because vehicles 
currently access the bikeways for maintenance activities, and the duration of the 
rehabilitation activity would be limited to a week, neither Alternative 1 nor 2 the 
proposed Project would significantly deteriorate the SAR Bikeway or the Santa Ana 
River Regional Riding and Hiking Trail… 

In response to Comment OCPW 10, the following revisions made to the Draft EIR on page 4.12-
9, first paragraph: 

…The Coastal Bikeway is approximately 211 feet north of the Beach Box. During 
construction, this portion of the Coastal b Bikeway would be closed around the Beach 
Box site between the Talbert Channel and River for the duration of construction (4 to 6 
weeks). 

In response to Comment OCPW 10 the following revisions made to the Draft EIR on page 4.12-9, 
third paragraph: 

…The Coastal Bikeway is approximately 211 feet north of the Beach Box. During 
construction, this portion of the Coastal b Bikeway would be closed around the Beach 
Box site between the Talbert Channel and River for the duration of construction (4 to 6 
weeks). 

In response to Comment OCPW 10, the following revisions made to the Draft EIR on page 4.12-
9, first paragraph: 

The staging of equipment on the SAR Bikeway would be temporary (approximately one 
week). It would prevent users from accessing the SAR Bikeway near Air Vac 12+05 but 
would not prevent users from accessing the trail on the east side of the river. Figure 4.12-
3 identifies the proposed detour route to provide access across the River. 

In response to Comment OCPW 2, Draft EIR, page 4.12-13, Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 is revised 
as follows: 

4.12-1: Prior to the commencement of any construction activities, the Sanitation District 
and the construction contractor shall coordinate with California State Parks, Orange 
County Parks Department, Orange County Public Works – OC Flood, Santa Ana River 
Unit, City of Huntington Beach, and the City of Newport Beach to prepare and 
implement a bicycle/pedestrian detour plan for the duration of construction. The plan 
shall identify alternative routes, construction schedules, and signage for the detour plan 
and applicable closures dates clearly identified.  

In response to the Comment CDPR 4, a new mitigation measure has been added to the Draft EIR 
Section 4.12, Recreation as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: The Sanitation District shall return the Project area to pre-
construction conditions (e.g., fencing, signs, access routes, bike path, parking lots, 
barriers, light poles, painting and striping) following construction activities in 
coordination with the California State Parks and Orange County Public Works (OCFCD 
and OC Parks).  
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CHAPTER 4 
Sanitation District Initiated DEIR Changes 

Introduction 

This Chapter contains a summary of the changes made to the Final EIR that were initiated by 
Sanitation District for the DEIR.   The comments are organized by Chapter of the DEIR.   

Table of Contents 

The Table of Contents at Page iii, is revised as follows: 

4.3-1  Special Status Species Occurrences within 1-mile Radius of the Project…….4.3-6 

4.3-1  Air Vac 12+05 Work Area 

4.3-2 Alternative 1 Construction Footprint within California Least Tern Preserve 

4.3-3 Alternative 2 Construction Footprint Near California Least Tern Preserve 

ES Executive Summary  

The Executive Summary at page ES-2, last paragraph is revised as follows: 

The Sanitation District has identified four five rehabilitation project elements to 
implement while the Long Outfall is out of service. The elements include: rehabilitation 
of Surge Tower 2; inspection and rehabilitation of the land section of the long outfall; 
abandonment of the long outfall metering ports and vaults; and replacement of the 
existing effluent flow meter on the long outfall, and rehabilitation of the Beach Box. 

Project Description 

Section 3.6.3 1st paragraph: 

 The California Least Tern nesting season ends September 1st5.   

Page 3-8 last paragraph: 

 As shown on Figure 3-45, two specialized flow isolation gates…  

Figure 3-5: 

 Stockpile area 60,000 29,970 sf) 
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 Contractor Temporary Staging Area (10,214 60,000 sf; 32 parking spaces) 

4.2 Air Quality 

Section 4.2, Air Quality, at page 4.2-17, second full paragraph, fourth sentence is revised as 
follows: 

The bypass structure on the beach required for Alternative 1 would require three four 
months to construct. 

4.3 Biological Resources 

Figures 4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-3 have been included. 

The text of the Draft EIR Impact 4.3-1, page 4.3-24, first full paragraph, third sentence is revised 
as follows: 

Impacts to approximately four 3.55 acres of this sensitive habitat would occur during 
construction of the bypass structure. 

The text of the Draft EIR Impact 4.3-1, Page 4.3-24, second full paragraph, third sentence is 
revised as follows: 

Impacts associated with construction of the bypass structure would be avoided. 
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1d, 4.3-1e, 4.3-1f, and 4.3-1fh would ensure that impacts from 
implementation of Alternative 2 would be less than significant 

4.9 Land Use 

Draft EIR, Section 4.9, page 4.9-14, third paragraph is revised as follows: 

 The proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measure 4.9-2a, would require the 
 Sanitation District to obtain a right-of-entry permit, prior to the implementation of 
 proposed Project activities associated with the Air Vac Station 12+05 rehabilitation at or 
 near the Talbert Marsh bike trail and the SAR Bikeway.  

4.10 Marine Environment 

Draft EIR Section 4.10, Marine Environment, page 4.10-33, Impact Statement 4.10-4 is revised 
as follows: 

Impact 4.10-4: Discharge through the Short Outfall for a period of up to six weeks could 
induce phytoplankton blooms that could be harmful to fish, shellfish, marine mammals, 
shellfish, and via shellfish, consumption which can have impacts to human health.   
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Figure 4.3-1

Air Vac 12+05 Work Area
SOURCE: ESA, 2011.
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Outfall Land Section and OOBS Piping Rehabilitation. 211261
Figure 4.3-2

Alternative 1 Construction Footprint within
California Least Tern Preserve

SOURCE: ESA, 2011.

Legend
Alternative 2 Construction Zone (6.56 ac)
Alt 1 Construction Zone within Picket Fenceline 3.55 ac)
Alt 1 Construction Zone within Least Tern Natural Preserve Boundary (0.26 ac)
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Figure 4.3-3
Alternative 2

Construction Footprint
Near California Least Tern Preserve

SOURCE: ESA, 2011.
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4.11 Noise 

Draft EIR, Section 4.11, page 4.11-15, second full paragraph, first sentence is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 4.11-1ab through 4.11-1d would ensure that noise generated at Air 
Vac Station 12+05 would not disturb local residences. 

Draft EIR, Section 4.11, page 4.11-16, first paragraph, last sentence and second full paragraph, 
first sentence is revised as follows: 

Construction on a 24-hour per day schedule for one week would require a variance from 
the City of Huntington Beach (the City) noise ordinance. 

Mitigation Measures 4.11-1ab through 4.11-1d would ensure that noise generated at Air 
Vac Station 12+05 would not disturb local residences. 

Draft EIR, Section 4.11, page 4.11-17, first full paragraph, last sentence is revised as follows: 

However, Sunday construction would require a variance from the City noise ordinance. 

Draft EIR, Section 4.11, page 4.11-18, first full paragraph, second sentence is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 4.11-1ab through 4.11-1d would minimize noise impacts, but 
nighttime noise generated at the Beach Box would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Draft EIR, Section 4.11, page 4.11-20, Mitigation Measure 4.11-1d is revised as follows: 

 Mitigation Measure 4.11-1d: During c Construction activities that require the use of 
 percussive construction methods, such as jack hammers, shall occur only during 
 permitted daytime construction hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, and 
 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. 

4.12 Recreation 

Draft EIR, Section 4.12, page 4.12-12, first paragraph, fourth sentence is revised as follows: 

The total construction areas would be approximately 2.26 acres, including approximately 
0.17 0.12 acres inside the picket fence line of the California Least Tern Natural Preserve 
Area.  

4.13 Traffic and Circulation 

Draft EIR, Section 4.13, page 4.13-15, second paragraph, first sentence is revised as follows: 

Under Alternative 2, the increase of approximately 30 to 40 roundtrip construction 
vehicular trips per day for 4 to 6 months would be minimal and would not affect LOS on 
Brookhurst Street and PCH. 
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Draft EIR, Section 4.13, page 4.13-14, last paragraph, second sentence is revised as follows: 

This would reduce parking spaces at the Huntington State Beach by a maximum of 34  32 
parking spaces. 

5.0 Cumulative 

Draft EIR, Section 5.0, page 5-6, the following text is added beneath the third paragraph: 

Significance Level Alternative 1: Less than Significant 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 would result in identical impacts at Plant 2, the Air Vac Station 12+05, and 
the beach. The rehabilitation and maintenance activities would temporarily contribute to 
reducing air quality within the Basin. The Basin is in non-attainment status for Ozone, 
PM 10, PM 2.5, and NOx,. As discussed in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR, construction air 
emissions would be less than significant as emissions would not exceed SCAQMD’s 
significant thresholds. Even if all the project components are conducted simultaneously, 
the emissions would be less than the significance thresholds. As air quality impacts 
would be minimal and short-term, Alternative 2’s contribution the cumulative condition 
is not considered significant. Alternative 2 would not result in a cumulatively significant 
impact to air quality. 

Operational air impacts would be similar to existing conditions. Alternative 2 would not 
have a significant long-term cumulative air quality impact because Alternative 2 
emissions during operation would be similar to the emissions currently generated by the 
existing wastewater treatment facility. Therefore, there would be no net increase in 
pollutant emissions over time.  

Significance Level Alternative 2: Less than Significant 

Draft EIR, Section 5.0, page 5-14, second paragraph is revised as follows: 

Significance Level Alternative 2: Less than cumulatively considerable Less than 
significant. 

7.0 Alternatives 

Page 7-9, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence 

The disruption over 7 month period would be considerably more impactful to the 
preserve area than under Alternative 21. 

Appendix F.6 

The following changes are made to Table 4 of Volume 2, on page 4 of the J-112 Effluent Bacteria 
Reduction Demonstration. 
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TABLE 4 
PERCENTAGE (%) OF FINAL EFFLUENT MICROBIOLOGY SAMPLES MEETING DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT TARGETS AND BACTERIOLOGICAL STANDARDS AND NUMBER (#)OF 65 TOTAL 
SAMPLES EXCEEDING TARGETS BEFORE AND AFTER INITIAL DILUTION. 

Parameter 
Total Coliforms 

MPN/100mL 
Fecal Coliforms 

MPN/100mL 
Enterococci 
MPN/100mL 

Final effluent     

30-day geometric mean 632 153 20 

Demonstration Plant Target  75% 

(16) 

60% 

(26) 

82% 

(12) 

% 30-day geometric mean standard  80% 

(13) 

37 

(41) 

65% 

(23) 

% AB411 standards  94% 

(4) 

83% 

(11) 

89% 

(7) 

Following initial dilution (36:1)    

30-day geometric mean  32 17 11 

% demonstration plan  98% 

(1) 

95% 

(3) 

98% 

(1) 

% 30-day geometric mean standard  100% 

(0) 

100% 

(0) 

100% 

(0) 

% AB411 standards  98% 

(1) 

98% 

(1) 

100% 

(0) 

 

The target total coliform bacteria of 1000 MPN/100 mL was met 77%  75% of the time, 
while the  enterococci bacteria target of 35 MPN/100 mL was met 82% of the time (Table 
4).  The occasional high bacterial counts occurred during low flow transition and when 
flow surging occurred at the Plant No. 2 OAS facility.  The OAS bleach dosing was 
based on the OAS influent flow meter at PEPS because there was no secondary effluent 
flow meter for the OAS.  During the flow transitions, there is a delayed response in the 
bleach dose at the OAS plant relative to changes in PEPS flow (Chart 1). 
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ORANGE COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE 

OUTFALL LAND SECTION AND OCEAN OUTFALL BOOSTER PUMP STATION PIPING PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVE 2 

Aesthetics 

Impact 4.1-1: The proposed Project would alter a scenic vista. 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-1: A visual screen shall be installed along the eastern and southeastern edge of the Beach Box construction area 
to reduce the impact of construction activities along PCH and to residents east of the SAR in the City of Newport Beach. 

Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Install a visual screen along the eastern and 
southeastern edge of the Beach Box 
construction area. 

2. Include mitigation measures in construction 
contract specifications. 

Photo document installation of visual screen.  
 

 
Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 
 

 

Sanitation District Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities  

 

Impact 4.1-2: The proposed Project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-1. 

Impact 4.1-3: The proposed Project could create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.1-1. 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-3a: All construction-related lighting associated with the rehabilitation of the Beach shall be directed downward 
and away from adjacent sensitive receptors, including residences, the California Least Tern Natural Preserve Area and other sensitive 
wildlife areas. Lighting shall use the minimum wattage necessary to provide safety at the construction sites. 
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Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Include in construction contract 
specifications. 

2. Direct construction-related lighting downward 
and away from sensitive receptors. 

3. Coordinate with the City of Huntington Beach 
concerning nighttime activities.  

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 

 
 
Include copy of meeting minutes for 
administrative record. 

Sanitation District Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.1-3b: Prior to the commencement of rehabilitation activities, the Sanitation District shall coordinate with the City 
of Huntington Beach and the City of Newport Beach concerning nighttime lighting. 

Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Coordinate with the City of Huntington Beach 
and the City of Newport Beach Beach  

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 

Sanitation District Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

2. Identify city requirements in construction 
contract specifications. 

   

 

Biological Resources 

Impact 4.3-1: The proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Prior to the commencement of any construction activities, all construction areas outside Plant 2 will be 
staked in the field and silt fencing will be installed. No debris, supplies or soils will be placed outside of the marked areas. The 
installation of staking and fencing will be overseen by a qualified biologist. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: All construction areas outside Plant 2 will be surveyed by a qualified biologist prior to rehabilitation and 
construction activities to document and map preconstruction conditions. The qualified biologist shall use CNPS Botanical Survey 
Guidelines to document the pre-construction conditions. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: A qualified biologist will be present during rehabilitation activities adjacent to Talbert Marsh to ensure that 
no rehabilitation and maintenance activities occur outside of the marked work areas. In order to avoid the introduction of predators, the 
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biologist shall monitor the construction contractor to ensure that no garbage or food debris is left in the area during rehabilitation 
activities. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d: A qualified biologist will be present during construction activities within Huntington State Beach to ensure 
that no construction activities occur outside of the marked construction area. In order to avoid the introduction of predators, the biologist 
shall monitor the construction contractor to ensure that no garbage or food debris is left in the area during rehabilitation activities. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e: In order to avoid direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds, project activities adjacent to Air Vac Station 
12+05 will occur outside the typical breeding period of the Belding savannah sparrow which generally runs from March 1 through 
September 1. Project activities near the California Least Tern Natural Preserve Area will occur outside of the peak breeding season which 
generally runs from April 1 through September 1. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1f: Work areas outside Plant 2 will be restored to pre-construction contours and all fencing will be re-installed 
with oversight from a qualified biologist. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1g: Prior to the construction or rehabilitation activities on Huntington State Beach, a qualified biologist, shall 
prepare a restoration plan for the Coast Woolly-Heads. The restoration plan will identify a main point of contact and responsible party at 
the Sanitation District or its designee. The qualified biologist will oversee the revegetation of the Coast Woolly-Heads from the disturbed 
impact area of Huntington State Beach. The top 6 inches of sand supporting vegetation in the impact area at Huntington State Beach will 
be grubbed and stockpiled adjacent to the construction zone. The stockpiled soil shall be covered to avoid non-native seed contamination. 
Following construction, the material will be re-spread over the affected area. Passive revegetation is acceptable as long as the plant cover 
and species composition are comparable to pre-construction conditions after three years. The restoration plan will include a weed 
abatement program within the Project impact area implemented during the non-nesting season for California Least Tern. A qualified 
biologist shall monitor the reestablishment progress over the course of three years. At the end of each year, the biologist shall prepare a 
progress report that describes the status of the Coast Woolly-Heads’ population. The report shall be submitted to the CDFG. If after three 
years, the number of Coast Woolly-Heads in the Project impact area has not reached pre-construction levels, the Sanitation District will 
coordinate with CDFG to provide off-site compensation or additional restoration efforts on site. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1h: Coast woolly-heads seed within the temporary construction areas at Huntington State Beach will be salvaged 
and replanted within the temporary impact areas when work is completed as feasible and in consultation with State Parks. 
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Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Include in construction contract 
specifications. 

2. Retain a qualified biologist.  
 

3. Construction areas outside Plant 2 to be 
staked in the field and silt fencing installed. 

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 

Sanitation District; Qualified 
Biologist  

Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

4. Survey construction areas outside Plant 2 to 
document and map pre-construction 
conditions. 

  Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

5. Monitoring during activities adjacent to 
Talbert Marsh to ensure no rehabilitation and 
maintenance activieis occur within the marsh 
habitat. 

  Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

6. Monitoring during activities within Huntington 
State Beach to ensure no garbage is left and 
to ensure no rehabilitation and maintenance 
activieis occur outside construction zone. 

7. Top 6 inches of sand supporting vegetation 
to be grubbed and stockpiled adjacent to the 
construction zone and following rehabilitation 
re-spread over the affected area. 

  Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 
 
 

Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

8. Salvage and replant coast wooly-heads seed 
located within the temporary impact areas at 
the Huntington State Beach in consultation 
with State Parks.  

  Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

9. Areas outside Plant 2 to be restored to pre-
construction contours and fencing reinstalled. 

  Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

 

Impact 4.3-2: The proposed Project could have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1f through Mitgation Measure 4.3-1h.  

Geology, Soils, and Seicmicity 

Impact 4.5-2: Construction of the proposed Project could result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a.  
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 4.8-1: The proposed Project could violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or increase polluted runoff.. 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a: Under Alternative 1 and 2, for activities at Air Vac Station 12+05 and at the beach, a SWPCP shall be 
prepared prior to the initiation of any maintenance or rehabilitation activity. BMPs within the SWPCP shall control erosion, 
sedimentation, and other construction-related pollutants. The BMPs shall be maintained at the site for the duration of construction. The 
objectives of the BMPs are to identify pollutant sources that may affect the quality of stormwater discharges and to implement measures to 
reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges. The SWPCP shall contain the following:  

 Using structural controls such as gravel bags or fiber roles retain sediment to avoid draining toward receiving waters; 

 Stabilize slopes of stockpiled sand/soil to eliminate or reduce sediment dispersal from construction site to surrounding areas and 
surface waters;  

 Store all reserve fuel supplies only within the confines of a designated construction staging area;  

 The use or storage of petroleum-powered equipment shall be accomplished in a manner to prevent the potential release of petroleum 
materials into receiving waters;  

 Oil absorbent and spill containment materials shall be located on site when mechanical equipment is in operation within 100 feet of 
receiving waters. If a spill occurs, no additional work shall commence until (1) the mechanical equipment is inspected by the 
contractor, and the leak has been repaired, (2) the spill has been contained, and (3) all appropriate agencies have been contacted and 
have evaluated the impacts of the spill; 

 Vehicle parking areas would be established with drip pans to prevent oil drips onto the sand;  

 If heavy –duty construction equipment is stored overnight adjacent to potential receiving water, drip pans will be placed beneath the 
machinery engine block and hydraulic systems; 

 Fuel storage needed for dewatering pumps will be provided within secondary containment;  

 Refueling will occur only within designated fueling zones that are equipped with secondary containment and spill clean up equipment. 
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Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Include requirement ot develop and 
implement BMPs in construction contract 
specifications. 

2. Prepare and implement SWPCP for activities 
at Air Vac Station 12+05 and at the 
Huntington State Beach. 

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 

Maintain compliance with SWPCP for 
administrative record. 

Sanitaiton District Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

Prior to and during rehabilitation 
activities 

 

Marine Environment 

Impact 4.10-4: Discharge through the Short Outfall for a period of up to six weeks could induce phytoplankton blooms that could be harmful to 
fish, shellfish, marine mammals, and via shellfish, consumption which can have impacts to human health.  

Mitigation Measure 4.10-4: The Sanitation District shall conduct augmented ocean monitoring before, during, and after use of the Short 
Outfall to detect and quantify changes to phytoplankton from baseline conditions as a result of the Project. Monitoring shall include 
continuous sampling of the water using water quality moorings and autonomous underwater vehicles. Weekly samples from the Newport 
Beach and Huntington Beach Piers will be analyzed for nutrients and phytoplankton, including the presence of harmful algal species. The 
monitoring results will be provided to the CDPH the Orange County Health Care Agency and will be posted on a publically accessible 
web page. If harmful algal species are detected, the Sanitation District shall coordinate with CDPH, NMFS, and local marine mammal 
rescue groups to monitor for affected animals. The Sanitation District shall develop a mitigation plan with the marine mammal stranding 
network to monitor and rehabilitate animals in the event that a harmful algal bloom occurs during the 4 to 6 week discharge to the Short 
Outfall. 

Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring. Maintain and monitor compliance for 
administrative record and place data on 
publically accessible website. 

Sanitation District Before, during and after use of Short 
Outfall  

2. Provide results to CDPH, OCHCA and post 
results on publically accessible website. 

3. If harmful algal species are detected, 
coordinate with CDPH, NMFS, and local 
marine mammal rescue groups to monitor for 
affected animals.  

  Before, during and after use of Short 
Outfall 

Before, during and after use of Short 
Outfall 
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Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

4. In the event of harmful algal blooms during 
discharge to the Short Outfall, develop a 
mitigation plan with the marine mamal 
stranding network to monitor and rehabilitate 
animals.  

  Before, during and after use of Short 
Outfall  

 

Impact 4.10-5: Discharge through the Short Outfall for a period of 4 to 6 weeks would not result in significant impacts to benthos, fish, shellfish, 
macroinvertebrates, and marine mammals. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-4.  

Impact 4.10-6: Discharge through the Short Outfall for a period of 4 to 6 weeks could elevate pathogen concentrations in near shore waters used 
for water-contact activities and shellfish harvesting which could adversely affect public health. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-6a: For the duration of the use of the Short Outfall, the Sanitation District shall implement enhanced treatment 
methods for effluent discharge, including full secondary and enhanced chlorination treatment.  

Mitigation Measure 4.10-6b: The Sanitation District shall conduct augmented ocean monitoring before, during, and after use of the Short 
Outfall to detect and quantify changes to indicator organisms and water quality from baseline conditions as a result of the Project.  

The monitoring shall include the following elements: 

 Real-time tracking of discharge plume with automated underwater vehicles (AUV) 

 Predictive modeling (ROMS) to provide real-time (“nowcast”) and 72-hour forecast of plume movement 

 Surfzone and offshore water quality sampling for FIB  

– Surfzone water quality sampling would be conducted 7 days/week 

– Offshore water quality sampling would be conducted 1 day/week 

– Additional surfzone and offshore water quality sampling would be adaptive based on modeled and/or measured plume transport 
direction  

 Weekly water quality sampling for nutrients and phytoplankton at the Newport and Huntington Beach piers 
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 Offshore real-time water quality analysis at two water quality moorings for temperature, salinity, chlorophyll, DO, and turbidity  

 Real-time surface current measurements 

 Sediment sampling (up to 24 samples) 

The monitoring results shall be presented along with ocean conditions on a publically-accessible web page updated daily and provided to 
OCHCA, the RWQCB, the City of Huntington Beach, the City of Newport Beach, the USACE, CDFG, CDPH, NMFS, the Pacific Marine 
Mammal Center, and State Parks. The OCHCA shall be responsible to restrict access to beaches and offshore recreational activities as 
necessary to protect public health based on sampling results provided by the enhanced monitoring program. CDFG shall be responsible for 
posting notices regarding shellfish beds and offshore fishing areas. The Sanitation District shall fund efforts to ensure these protective 
measures are implemented effectively as requested by OCHCA. 

Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Implement enhanced treatment methods for 
effluent discharge, including full secondary 
and enhanced chlorination treatment.  

Maintain record for administrative record.  Sanitation District During use of Short Outfall for four to 
six weeks 

2. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
including real-time tracking of discharge 
plume with automated underwater vehicles 
(AUV) 

3. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
including predictive modeling (ROMS) to 
provide real-time (“nowcast”) and 72-hour 
forecast of plume movement 

4. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
including surfzone and offshore water quality 
sampling for FIB:  

– surfzone water quality sampling would be 
conducted 7 days/week: 

 – Offshore water quality sampling would be 
conducted 1 day/week  

– Additional surfzone and offshore water 
quality sampling would be adaptive based 
on modeled and/or measured plume 
transport direction  

5. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
including weekly water quality sampling for 
nutrients and phytoplankton at the Newport 
and Huntington Beach piers 

6. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
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Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

including offshore real-time water quality 
analysis at two water quality moorings for 
temperature, salinity, chlorophyll, DO, and 
turbidity  

7. Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
including real-time surface current 
measurements 

8.  Conduct augmented ocean monitoring 
including sediment sampling (up to 24 ) 

 

Impact 4.10-7: Discharge through the Short Outfall for a period of 4 to 6 weeks could adversely affect beneficial uses of the ocean defined in the 
California Ocean Plan. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.10-6a through Mitigation Measure 4.10-6b  

Noise 

Impact 4.11-1: The proposed Project could result in generated noise levels in excess of standards established in the local General Plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1b: For Alternaitves 1 and 2, prior to and during construction activities, the Sanitation District shall require 
construction contractors to implement the following measures to reduce construction-related noise impacts: 

 All equipment used during construction shall be muffled and maintained in good operating condition. All internal combustion engines 
shall be equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition.  

 During nighttime construction, stationary construction equipment that generates excessive noise levels shall be located as far away 
from residences as possible.  

 No sheet driving shall be conducted during nighttime construction. 

 During nighttime construction, noise monitoring at the closest sensitive receptors shall be conducted. Reports of noise monitoring 
shall be submitted to the City of Huntington Beach and the City of Newport Beach. 
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 A sound curtain shall be installed along the southeastern edge of the construction activities at Huntington State Beach to reduce the 
noise impacts of construction activities on residents to the south of PCH and the SAR. The generator shall be placed as far away from 
residences as possible. 

 Impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement breakers, and rock drills) used for construction shall be hydraulically or electrically 
powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools.  

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1c: For Alternaitves 1 and 2, prior to the beginning of construction activities, the Sanitation District in 
coordination with the construction contractors shall contact interested parties and neighboring properties affected by the proposed Project 
through the following methods:  

 Construction Notification: Nearby sensitive receptors affected by construction shall be notified concerning the project timing and 
construction schedule including nighttime work and shall be provided a contact phone number to call for questions or complaints 
regarding work. 

Mitigation Measure 4.11-1d: Construction activities that require the use of percussive construction methods, such as jack hammers, shall 
occur only during permitted daytime construction hours between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, and 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays. 

Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Include in contstruction contract 
specifications. 

2. Implement noise reducing construction 
measures.  

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 

Sanitation District Prior to rehabilitation activities  
 

Prior to and duringrehabilitation 
activities 

3. Provide construction notification to interested 
parties and neighboring properties. 

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications. 

 Prior to and duringrehabilitation 
activities 

4. Limit use of percussive construction methods 
during permitted daytime construction hours. 

Maintain administrative record of notifications  Prior to and duringrehabilitation 
activities 

 

Recreation 

Impact 4.12-1: The proposed Project could cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration of an existing neighborhood, regional park, or 
other recreational facility. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.12-1: Prior to the commencement of any construction activities, the Sanitation District and the construction 
contractor shall coordinate with California State Parks, Orange County Parks Department, Orange County Public Works – OC Flood, 
Santa Ana River Unit, City of Huntington Beach, and the City of Newport Beach to prepare and implement a bicycle/pedestrian detour 
plan for the duration of construction. The plan shall identify alternative routes, construction schedules, and signage for the detour plan and 
applicable closures dates clearly identified.  

Mitigation Measure 4.12-2: The Sanitation District shall return the Project area to pre-construction conditions (e.g., fencing, signs, access 
routes, bike path, parking lots, barriers, light poles, painting and striping) following construction activities in coordination with the 
California State Parks and Orange County Public Works (OCFCD and OC Parks).  

Implementation Procedure Monitoring And Reporting Actions Monitoring Responsibility Monitoring Schedule 

1. Coordinate with California State Parks, 
County of Orange (OC Parks), Orange 
County Public Works OC Flood Santa River 
Unit, City of Huntington Beach, and the City 
of Newport Beach to prepare and implement 
a bicycle/pedestrian detour plan for the 
duration of construction. 

Maintain record of coordination for administrative 
record 

Sanitation District Prior to rehabilitation activities 

2. Prepare final bicycle/pedestrian detour plan 
for inclusion in contractor specifications. 

Monitor compliance with construction contract 
specifications 

  

 

Traffic Circulation 

Impact 4.13-3: The proposed Project could conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.12-1  
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