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Comment 
#/Page 

Responses 

Central Coast Salmon Enhancement 

1) p. 3-20  The releases from the proposed Pismo Creek Discharge Outfall would occur during both high stream flow and low stream flow 
periods.  Based upon the hydrologic analysis provided as part of the application package, the estimated releases would only be a 
small percentage of wet season stream flow, and as such would not be considered a significant source of potential downstream 
flooding. 
A revised outfall structure detail has been completed as part of the current U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) review and 
permitting process with PXP.  This revised detail has been provided as Figure 3.7 (see Section 3.0, page 3-21) and indicates that 
the outfall structure has been designed to promote aeration during discharge, followed by sheet flow along the creek bank to 
minimize the potential for erosion.  A naturally stabilized bank structure was considered by PXP during the original design 
process, but not selected because the existing bank was previously armored with rip-rap protection and was well suited as a 
discharge location without significant modification to existing site conditions.  The removal of the existing riprap to accommodate 
a more natural design feature could potentially lead to long-term bank instability issues and potential undermining of the outfall 
structure.  Further, Mitigation Measure 6E provides for enhancement of the riparian zone of Pismo Creek as a result of the 
proposed outfall installation by replacing willow habitat impacted at a 3:1 ratio (see Section 5.3, page 5.3-52). 

2) p. 4-16, 17  The current outfall structure design and location would be consistent with AGP26b) 1-5 by locating the structure within a 
previously disturbed area and minimizing impacts to existing riparian habitat features to the extent feasible.  Any impacts to 
existing willow woodland habitat will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio within adjacent areas of the riparian buffer.  Additionally, an 
Erosion Control Plan and Spill Contingency Plan will be prepared and implemented as part of the project. 
 
The other bulleted comments are not specific to the Project under review in this SEIR and as such have not been addressed. 

3) p. 5.3-5 Comment noted. 

4) p. 5.3-27 Except for potential adjacent landowner reuse options, the project is anticipated to provide dry season flow to Pismo Creek.  This 
dry-season flow would enhance the riparian corridor, and provide greater habitat for aquatic biota.  Additional water in the 
system, even if limited in overall rates/volumes and temporal design would have the potential to benefit aquatic resources, 
including providing steelhead additional instream habitat.  Consequently, Mitigation Measure BIO 9B provides that, if the Project 
does provide for aquatic resources benefit and steelhead population enhancement that is subsequently removed at project 
cessation; then compensatory mitigation will be required. 

5) 5.3-33 SEIR text has been revised as suggested. 

6) 5.3-55 Pismo Creek is a perennial stream.  Although it has not been known to go dry in the Project area, comparison to other perennial 
coastal streams, such as Toro Creek, indicate that under conditions of prolonged drought the creek could go dry temporarily. 

7) 5.3-55 Water quality data referenced in the SEIR indicates that water quality in Pismo Creek is of moderate quality.  The produced 
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water, after treatment, is expected to be of high quality and would not lead to water quality degradation of Pismo Creek. 
8) 5.3-57 SEIR text has been revised as suggested. 

9) 5.3-57 SEIR text has been revised as suggested.  The treatment facility will include controls that prevent the discharge of untreated 
water to Pismo Creek.  Per Mitigation Measure HYD-5 (page 5.5-14) the facility will be constructed with a holding capacity for 
unprocessed water which will be sent through the treatment system again until it meets appropriate standards. 

10) 5.3-60 The required Stranding Plan will emphasize the implementation of appropriate measures to avoid steelhead stranding to the 
extent feasible.  This would include identification of ramping rates which would allow steelhead sufficient time to relocate to 
deeper perennial areas of Pismo Creek instead of physical capture and relocation efforts to prevent mortality.  As such, any 
relocation efforts would only be in the unlikely event of prolonged equipment failure coinciding with a prolonged drought after 
which the discharge has operated for sufficient duration to attract steelhead.  Based on the above, the need for steelhead 
relocation through the life of the project would be considered unlikely and/or an infrequent event which would not justify a 
coordinated, watershed-wide relocation plan. 

11) p. 5.3-61 The comment regarding increased releases from the dam on West Corral de Piedra is not specific to the Project under review, 
and as such has not been addressed. 

12) p. 5.3-
62/63  

Mitigation Measure BIO-9 has been modified to prefer on-site, in-kind restoration but also allow for in-kind restoration activity in 
similar adjacent watersheds (i.e., Arroyo Grande Creek). 

13) p. 5.5-2  The SEIR impact analysis considered the potential for impacts at base flow periods, which were directly measured and provided 
in the Application material from PXP.  The use of Toro Creek as a comparison indicated that the natural base flow could lower to 
zero after multiple drought years, and the impacts of this potential were analyzed and mitigation provided.  For impacts of the 
discharge during the wet season, the comparison to Toro Creek indicated bank-full flows (2-year recurrence interval flows 
primarily responsible for channel form) expected in Pismo Creek were in the range directly measured by the applicant’s 
representative (ENTRIX) during 2006 storm events.  The impact analysis indicated that the discharge during these flows would 
be an insignificant percentage of total flow and therefore not lead to adverse impacts.  Consideration of stream flows greater than 
the 2-year recurrence interval flow would lead to lesser impacts than those analyzed.  Although the comparison to Toro Creek 
did yield very high flows for the long recurrence interval storms (i.e., 100-year storm event), these extreme flows were not 
necessary for impact analysis because use of the 2-year recurrence interval flow already indicated a less than significant impact 
during wet-season flows. 

14) p. 5.5-4 Although not considered ideal, the Toro Creek comparative analysis provided adequate information to determine an approximate 
baseline condition to complete the subject impact analysis in SEIR.  Also see comment to page 5.5-2 comment, above. 

15) p. 6-7 Impact analysis requires consideration of the potential impact location, intensity, and duration.  All of these parameters can 
influence the significance of an impact and required mitigation to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  In this SEIR, 
the actual duration of discharge was considered a long-term effect to Pismo Creek, not just a one-time impact.  Appropriate 
mitigation has been provided for all significant impacts identified during the environmental impact analysis. 

16) p. 6-14  Onsite storage was originally considered by PXP and subsequently eliminated due to the large volume of tankage, and 
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associated area of disturbance (i.e., tank installation) required in order to eliminate the need for discharge to Pismo Creek.  The 
alternative would not feasibly reduce or eliminate a significant impact of the Project, and as such was not considered viable 
alternative for further analysis in the SEIR.  The alternatives analyzed meet the requirements of CEQA, including a consideration 
of a reasonable range of alternatives to inform decision-makers for discretionary permits. 

Plains Exploration and Production Company (PXP) 

General 
Comments 

 

1) To be considered adequate, mitigation measures should be specific, feasible actions that will actually improve potentially 
adverse environmental conditions.  Additionally, mitigation measures must contain sufficient detail to determine overall 
effectiveness in reducing the identified impact.  Measures consisting of further studies, or consultation with regulatory agencies 
that are not tied to a specific action plan, may not be adequate and should therefore be avoided (CEQA Guidelines sec. 
15126.4).  The purpose of this SEIR is to provide an independent analysis of the potential impacts associated with the proposed 
Project.  Potential long-term impacts to steelhead identified as part of the operational phase of the facility represent the potential 
worst-case impact scenario as required under CEQA.  Mitigation measures developed and incorporated into the SEIR (i.e., 
provisions of the Steelhead Stranding Plan) are consistent with similar case study requirements and preliminary discussions with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).  Some revisions have been made to BIO-8E to provide more flexibility in the final 
content of the Steelhead Stranding Plan.  However, the mitigation requirement cannot be modified in a manner that offers 
deference to the NMFS as suggested by the commentor. 

2) No specific information has been provided by PXP demonstrating that the Reduced Project Alternative is truly economically 
infeasible.  As such, the alternative cannot be eliminated from the SEIR as requested by the commentor. 

3)  If there is not adequate space within the existing dedicated Open Space Easement for required mitigation plantings, then PXP 
shall be required to provide assurances to the County that the additionally selected restoration areas within the PXP Arroyo 
Grande Oilfield will be protected in perpetuity and not subject to future expansion activities and/or periodic disturbance from 
oilfield operations. 

4) Comment noted.  As necessary, consistency of timing phrasing within mitigation measures have been revised in SEIR. 

Substantive 
Comments/ 
Page #  

 

5) p. 2-2, 6-5 Comment noted.  See response 2 above. 

6) p. 3-1, 3-19, 
MM BIO-2C, 

Water quality comment noted; see edit to text above BIO-2C.  Please also note the need for protective netting was also 
eliminated from BIO-2C due to a lack of hazard from untreated water.  However, please also note modifications to BIO-2C which 
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p. 5.3-50, MM 
BIO-6C and 
6D:  BIO-2C 

would require implementation of a periodic maintenance and monitoring program to ensure that the tempering pond is free of 
vegetation and debris that could provide nesting bird habitat to avoid potential conflicts with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

7) p. 5.1-7, 
MM NOI-1 

The mitigation measure has been revised to reflect that the use of construction equipment and vehicles solely related to 
construction would be limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. to the extent feasible.  

8) P. 5.2-9 last 
paragraph and 
Table 5.2-3.  

Comment noted. 

9) p. 5.2-9, 10 
and Note 1 to 
table 5.2-3 

SEIR text has been revised. 

10) p. 5.2-15 Mitigation Measure AQ-5 has been removed from the Final SEIR.  The HRA does not identify ammonia as being a significant 
issue requiring mitigation; therefore, no applicable CEQA threshold can be identified.  However, the Odor Monitoring and 
Complaint Response Plan implemented as part of the Phase IV EIR (see Impact AQ-6 and Mitigation Measure AQ-6), as 
approved by the APCD, may require carbon canisters or scrubbers to be implemented if ammonia odor complaints become an 
issue.  PXP would have the operational flexibility to implement these measures only when the APCD requires them as part of the 
Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate. 

11) p. 5.3-36. 
MM BIO-2 

Comments noted.  See discussion under PXP Substantive Comments item 6 above.  Also see revised Mitigation Measure BIO-
2C. 

12) p. 5.3-41, 
MM BIO-3F, 
BIO-6 

See response under PXP General Comment 3 above.  If the existing Open Space Easement is determined to be inadequate in 
size, then an additional Open Space Easement shall be dedicated by PXP for the purposes of site restoration.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-3F has been revised accordingly to reflect this requirement. 

13) p. 5.3-47, 
Impact BIO-5 

The oak tree mitigation measures outlined as part of BIO-5 are currently being implemented as part of the Phase IV operations 
and have been incorporated into the SEIR to ensure consistency with site restoration plans and ensure long-term survival of the 
all oak tree plantings on-site. 

14) p. 5.3-50, 
Impact BIO-6 

SEIR text has been revised as suggested. 

15) p. 5.3-54. 
MM BIO-7  

Compensatory mitigation for impacts to the riparian resources of Pismo Creek is being required per the County Agriculture and 
Open Space Element policies.  If the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and/or California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
deem a higher mitigation ratio is necessary as part of the permitting process, then the higher ratio shall be adhered to within the 
final Compensatory Mitigation Plan.  Lastly, the final Compensatory Mitigation Plan as well as all other project-specific plans 
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required as mitigation within the SEIR shall be provided to the County for review and approval prior to permit issuance, not prior 
to construction of the outfall as suggested by commentor. 

16) p. 5.3-58, 
MM BIO-8 

Comment noted.  See response under PXP General Comment 1 above. 

17) p. 5.3-58, 
MM BIO-8A 

SEIR text has been revised; see revised Mitigation Measure BIO-8A.  Also, see PXP Substantive Comments, response 15 above 
(last sentence) for information regarding timing of submittals relative to permit issuance. 

18) p. 5.3-58, 
MM BIO 8-D 

SEIR text has been revised; see revised Mitigation Measure BIO-8D. 

19) p. 5-3-58, 
MM BI- 8E 

Mitigation measures developed and incorporated into the SEIR including provisions of the Steelhead Stranding Plan are 
consistent with similar case study requirements and preliminary discussions with the NMFS.  Please note that the Steelhead 
Stranding Plan is not intended to solely looking at a de-watered creek condition, but shall identify appropriate ramping rates to 
prevent fish from being stranded in off channel areas where they could become trapped and killed, which would constitute a take 
of a listed species (i.e., avoidance measures).  As such, the suggested change to the preamble of BIO-8E cannot be modified as 
suggested by commentor. 

20) p. 5.3-58, 
MM BIO 8E, 
2nd bullet 

There are no current population estimates for steelhead trout in the Pismo Creek watershed to act as baseline, as such baseline 
surveys should be completed to document the impact to steelhead resources (including beneficial impacts).  Final provisions 
and/or requirements of steelhead monitoring in the Steelhead Stranding Plan would be determined by NMFS through the 
permitting process (i.e., type, frequency, location, etc).  Steelhead population data would also be utilized to properly assess the 
impacts to steelhead once the produced water project is to be decommissioned and appropriate mitigation can be assigned for 
those impacts from the respective agencies.  SEIR text has been revised. See edits to BIO-8E (2nd bullet). 

21) p. 5.3-60, 
MM BIO-8E, 
6th bullet  

The Steelhead Stranding Plan should have provisions in place to address potential worst case steelhead impact scenarios as 
required under CEQA, which would include the need to relocate stranded fish during an extended emergency shut-down, etc. 

22) P. 5.3-60, 
MM BIO-8E 

SEIR text has been revised. See edits to BIO-8E regarding avoidance measures.  Further, the avoidance measures outlined in 
this comment should be incorporated into the draft Steelhead Stranding Plan for consideration by NMFS and County staff.  
Additionally, as outlined above, the Steelhead Stranding Plan should contain back-up provisions to account for potential 
steelhead stranding and/or relocations in the event they should occur. 

23) p.  5.3-60, 
MM BIO-8E, 
last bullet 

SEIR text has been revised. See edits to BIO-8E (6th bullet). 

24) p. 5.3-60, SEIR text has been revised as suggested. See edit to BIO-8E (5th bullet). 



 
PXP Produced Water Reclamation Facility 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report   Appendix G - Response to Comments 

 

6 

MM BIO-8: 
Part E, 5th 
bullet item 

25) p. 5.3-63.  
MM BIO-9A 

SEIR text has been revised as suggested. See edit to BIO-9A. 

26) p. 5.3-64, 
MM BIO 9A 

See response under PXP Substantive Comment 20 above. 

27)  p. 5.3-64, 
MM BIO 9B 

First comment noted; see revised BIO-9B to reflect steelhead surveys for baseline determination and periodically thereafter as 
determined by NMFS. 
Habitat restoration projects and/or barrier removal projects to open more useable habitat for the expected increased steelhead 
population numbers downstream of the facility are deemed appropriate and widely-accepted measures the respective regulatory 
agencies would be seeking as mitigation for such an impact.  As such, this requirement cannot be removed as suggested by the 
commentor.  However, the measure has been modified to allow flexibility in the timing that such mitigation can be implemented.  
See edits to BIO-9B. 

28)  p. 5.5-10, 
MM HYD-1A, 
4th bullet 

This measure is intended to protect sensitive resources, including steelhead and other aquatic organisms, from impact from 
grading activities associated with the proposed project.  Therefore, the mitigation measure cannot be modified as suggested by 
the commentor. 

29)  P. 5.5-13, 
MM HYD-4B 

Mitigation measure HYD-4B has been revised to reflect the current status of laboratory analytical method limitations and require 
reporting of phenol concentrations indicated above the method detection limit but less than quantitation limits. 

30) p. 5.5-13, 
MM HYD-4B 

The RWQCB’s regulatory limit is currently 1 ug/l per the Basin Plan, but analytical methods cannot quantity phenol 
concentrations less than 5 ug/l.  A revised mitigation measure HYD-4B has been included in the EIR to reflect this situation. 

31) p. 5.6-6, 
MM HAZ-2A 

Mitigation measure HAZ-2A has been modified to specify that corrective actions shall not be required for naturally-occurring 
petroleum hydrocarbon-containing soil other than crude oil containing soil excavated during the course of project construction 
activities. 

32) p. 5.6-7, 
MM HAZ-2B 

Mitigation measure HAZ-2B has been modified to reflect the permissibility of use of crude oil containing soil for on-site beneficial 
uses in accordance with the RWQCB’s Order No. R3-2005-005. 

Clarification 
Comments 

 

33) p. 1-1, 
Section 1.1 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 
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34) Table 5.2-
3 and 
Appendix D, 
second 
unnumbered 
Table under 
“Construction 
Emissions” 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested to be consistent. 

35) p. 5.2-11. 
MM AQ-1A 

The reference to Rule 204 has been deleted as it was incorrectly applied to stationary equipment. 

36) p. 5-2-12, 
MM AQ-1B, 3rd 
bullet 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

37) p. 5.2-12, 
MM AQ-1B, 5th 
bullet 

This measure is taken from the APCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and is considered a standard measure. 

38) p. 5.2-15, 
MM AQ-5A 

Mitigation Measure AQ-5A has been moved to the discussion section, with AQ-5B remaining as the sole mitigation associated 
with this impact. 

Minor 
Corrections 
and Changes 

 

39) p. 2-5 to 2-
34, Table 2-1 

The suggested changes have been made to the SEIR. 

40) p. 3-1, 6th 
bullet 

Based on recent correspondence, the air stripper stack height would be 70 feet total. 

41) p. 5.1-5, 
MM PAL-1 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

42) p. 5.2-3 The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

43) p. 5.2-4. 
1st paragraph 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 
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in Section 
5.2.1.5; AND 
p. 5.2-6, last 
paragraph 

44) p. 5.2-5, 
1st paragraph 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

45) p. 5.2-8, 
Section 
5.2.1.1 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

46) p. 5.2-11, 
note 2 to 
Table 5.2-3 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

47) p. 5.3-36. 
MM BIO-2 

The text suggested for deletion is needed to describe the intent of the mitigation measure. No changes have been made to the 
SEIR to address this comment. 

48) p. 5.3-41, 
MM BIO-3D 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

49) p. 5.3-42, 
MM BIO-3G 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

50) p. 5.3-45, 
Impact BIO-4E 

Due to the nature of proposed activities, including placement of gunite along the creek banks and potential for spill hazards, etc., 
BIO-4E as currently written is deemed necessary and cannot be modified as suggested by commentor. 

51) p. 5.3-58, 
MM BIO-8B 
and C 

See response under PXP Substantive Comments 28-30 above. 

52) p. 5.3-64 
MM BIO-9 

The potential delisting of steelhead is speculative and irrelevant. The SEIR must address the current regulatory situation. 

53) p. 5.5-9 
MM HYD-1A, 
3rd bullet 

This measure is taken from the APCD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook and is considered a standard measure. 
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Hollister & Brace Law Corporation 

1) Please note that mitigation measures developed and incorporated into the SEIR, including the provisions of the Steelhead 
Stranding Plan are consistent with similar local case study requirements (i.e., City of San Luis Obispo Wastewater Treatment 
Facility) and preliminary discussions with the NMFS.  Some revisions have been made to BIO-8E to provide more flexibility in the 
final content of the Steelhead Stranding Plan as a result of the permitting process.  However, the mitigation requirement cannot 
be modified in a manner that offers deference to the NMFS as suggested by the commentor.  Also, see response under PXP 
General Comment 1 above 

2) The purpose of this SEIR is to provide an independent analysis of the potential impacts associated with the proposed Project.  
Potential long-term impacts to steelhead identified as part of the operational phase of the facility represent the potential worst-
case impact scenario as required under CEQA.  As stated above, mitigation measures developed and incorporated into the SEIR 
including the provisions of the Steelhead Stranding Plan are consistent with the preliminary discussions and planned permitting 
requirements of NMFS.  Therefore, the intent of the mitigation is to specify the necessary measures to mitigate potential long-
term impacts to steelhead to a less than significant level, without deference to the Section 7 permitting process.  In this context, 
the County is not exceeding their authority as the CEQA lead agency. 

3) The measures contained in the SEIR are not intended to and will not dictate the result of the permitting process between the 
applicant and any of the regulatory permitting agencies with permit authority over the Project.  Conversely, the mitigation 
measures are intended to mitigate identified impacts to less than significant levels without deference.  Any additional permit 
conditions required by the respective regulatory agencies would be implemented in conjunction with County conditions of 
approval.  Also, see response 2 above.   

4) See response Hollister & Brace 1 above. 

5) See response Hollister & Brace 1 above. 

6) Again, mitigation measures developed and incorporated into the SEIR, including the provisions of the Steelhead Stranding Plan 
are consistent with the requirements imposed on the City of San Luis Obispo Wastewater Treatment Facility and preliminary 
discussions with the NMFS regarding the proposed Project.  As such, there is no specific need to modify the existing measures 
as mitigation alternatives to be considered at a later date.  Thus, this measure(s) cannot be revised/modified as suggested by 
commentor. 

7) Comment noted.  Alternative 2 - Reduced Project Alternative was developed and included for analysis in this SEIR because of its 
potential to reduce the overall area of disturbance and total output of treated water into Pismo Creek and “still feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project” only over an extended period because of reduction in overall capacity.  
This approach is considered consistent with CEQA Guidelines 151269(a); therefore, Alternative 2 cannot be removed from 
consideration in the SEIR as suggested by the commentor.  Further, no specific information has been provided by PXP 
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demonstrating that the Reduced Project Alternative is truly economically infeasible; therefore, the alternative cannot be 
eliminated from the SEIR as requested by the commentor.  However, as concluded in Section 6.3, Alternative 2 was not selected 
as the Environmentally Superior Alternative, because of its inability to meet all of the project objectives, including most 
importantly consistency with the Arroyo Grande Oil Field (see Section 6.3 of the SEIR). 

8) See response Hollister & Brace 7 above. 

9) The Reduced Project Alternative has the potential to avoid significant impacts to various terrestrial biological resources including 
the federally endangered Pismo clarkia and wetland habitat areas through a reduced disturbance area.  Further, the expected 
reduced flows to Pismo Creek would be deemed insignificant and would thus substantially reduce the long-term dependence of 
steelhead on discharge flows during drought years and potentially avoid steelhead stranding issues during emergency shut-
downs.  Based upon this premise, the Reduced Project Alternative is considered consistent with CEQA Guidelines.  Also, see 
response under 7 above. 

10) Substantially reducing and/or avoiding direct impacts to a federally-threatened species such as steelhead (considered a Class 1 
Impact under CEQA and “take” under the Endangered Species Act) while extending periodic impacts to general wildlife and 
botanical resources from dust, lighting and periodic maintenance activities of oilfield operations is not considered a negation of 
impacts.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would meet the standard for viability set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

11) Comment noted.  See response Hollister & Brace 7 above. 

12) Comment noted.  See response Hollister & Brace 7 above. 

13) Based on the discussions above, the Reduced Project Alternative is currently deemed useful for public participation and informed 
government decision-making, would meet the most basis objectives of the project, has the potential to substantially lessen 
environmental effects, and is deemed economically feasible because no information has been provided by PXP to indicate 
otherwise.  For these reasons, the Reduced Project Alternative will remain in the SEIR alternatives analysis for adoption by the 
County.   

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

1) p. 3-20 Comment noted. 

2) Summary tables presenting the chemical analytical results for pilot tests completed by PXP are included as Appendix F of the 
EIR.  The County can provide a copy of the original data to the RWQCB under a separate cover at request. 

3) p. 5.3-57 A revised outfall structure detail has been completed as part of the current U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) review and 
permitting process with PXP.  This revised detail has been provided as Figure 3.7 (see Section 3.0, page 3-21) and indicates 
that the outfall structure has been designed to promote aeration during discharge, followed by sheet flow along the creek bank 
to minimize the potential for erosion.  A naturally stabilized bank structure was considered by PXP during the original design 
process, but not selected because the existing bank was previously armored with rip-rap protection and was well suited as a 
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discharge location without significant modification to existing site conditions.  The removal of the existing riprap to accommodate 
a more natural design feature could potentially lead to long-term bank instability issues and potential undermining of the outfall 
structure.  Further, Mitigation Measure BIO-6E provides for enhancement of the riparian zone of Pismo Creek as a result of the 
proposed outfall installation by replacing willow habitat impacted at a 3:1 ratio. 

4) Impact BIO-
4, BIO-7, 
Figure 5.3-2 

The proposed pipeline crossings of the unnamed tributaries would be located along existing roads and associated pipe racks 
intersecting the subject tributaries.  However, to ensure that no impacts occur to the subject tributaries during subsurface pipeline 
installation that would require removal and/or modification of existing culverts, a jack-and-bore technique would be required (see 
revised Mitigation Measure BIO-7).  Therefore, no impacts would occur to the tributaries due to project implementation, and as 
such no mitigation or alternative crossing techniques are required as mitigation. 

5) MM BIO-
6E, BIO-7 

The RWQCB has been added to the list of agencies to receive the Compensatory Mitigation Plan for Pismo Creek (see 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6E and BIO-7). 

6)  MM BIO-
6B 

Mitigation Measure BIO 6C requires either on-site mitigation for loss of wetland habitat (in-kind replacement) or payment into a 
designated wetland restoration fund.  At the direction of the County, the wetland restoration fund will be for creation or 
enhancement of wetlands, and as such will support the states “no net loss” policy. 

Air Pollution Control District 

1) P. 5.2-3, 
Table 5.2-1 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

2) p. 5.2-7 However, the significance of GHG emissions cannot be determined without further regional guidance, and mitigation of 
construction-related GHG is not feasible.  Note that lime softening of the produced water would prevent operational CO2 
emissions. A GHG emissions inventory has been provided and incorporated into the text.  Please see Appendix D for data 
tables.   

3) P. 5.2-11, p. 
5.2-9, AQ-1 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

4) p. 5.2-11, 
AQ-1B 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

5) p. 5.2-12, 
AQ-1C 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

6) p. 5.2-13, 
AQ-3 

Based on geological findings for the Phase IV EIR, the site is located in the Pismo Formation, which is a sedimentary unit and is 
not expected to contain NOA.  This remains a less than significant impact, and the text cannot be modified as suggested. 

7) p. 5.2-14, 
Health Risk 

The revised HRA was prepared to address the baseline and proposed operations of the current facility and the proposed addition 
of 95 new producing wells and steam generators, as well as the produced water reclamation facility. The HRA assessed the gas 
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Assessment plant emissions (i.e. fugitive ROGs and other Hazardous Air Pollutants).  The treatment plant component is designed to remove 
residual organic compounds and ammonia from the treated water.  Cancer and non-cancer (acute and chronic) health impacts 
were estimated using risk assessment guidelines developed by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  Results 
show that the health risk factors are below respective significance thresholds for cancer risk and chronic and acute hazard 
indices.  Based on Rule 219 and the findings of the HRA, BACT would not be required.  See the revised Impact AQ-5 for details. 

8)  p. 5.2-15 The SEIR has been revised as suggested. 

9) p. 5.2-16 “All other ROGs” refers to compounds listed in the Phase IV EIR which were not included in the updated HRA. 

10) p. 5.6-7, 
HAZ-2B 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested. Text added. 

11)  p. 3-28 The SEIR has been revised as suggested.  Text added to Impact AQ-3 and Mitigation Measure AQ-3. 

12) demolition 
activities (e.g. 
Table 3.2) 

The SEIR has been revised as suggested.  Text added to Impact AQ-3 and Mitigation Measure AQ-3. 

 
 




