salination Policy

L .
] =
-
- - -
= a) bt
B A
4 B
Sy
." ——
: —
D —
= a
——

o
=

A e -
. e
- Z

=
._. ——
= —
——— — .
— e
- - = -
- o T i
-f S
- - ’ —
3 .
- .- — —
= - —
p— el
— - e ‘—-
—.____—— _-—-_ = -
i -
-'- B

. Tom Luster

California Coastal Commission
January 2013



What I'l] E over:
(WO A S O Concern

= ———

i—

e

4.". |
1-1.’.'}
-ﬁ.,

1sive.
1C equately addressed using AEL.

Miti, atlon |

- .—u-__-

== —“N o need to replace existing mitigation

e

— il
=

— ‘approach

- — As proposed, would create substantial
under-mitigation for impacts.
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Spatial Extent of Entrainment
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Source Water of Single Intake
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mulative Entrainment Effects
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A dd Marine Protected Areas
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* 51gn1f1cant statistical errors.
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» Allows conversion to “common currency.”

® Successful use in policy and regulations.
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Organisms Entrained

From Raimondi, Variation in Entrainment Impact Estimations Based on Different Measures of
Acceptable Uncertainty, 2011.
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‘to “minimize the intake and mortality of
s of marine life.”

yastal Act Section 30230: Use marine environment
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® Coastal Act Section 30231: Protect, maintain, and
where feasible, restore the “biological productivity”
of coastal waters by minimizing the adverse effects
of entrainment.
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¢ Creates conflict with other agency policies
and requirements.
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