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Ql.
Al.

Q2.
A2.

II.

Q3.
A3.

Q4.
A4.

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBIN CORT

Introduction

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Robin Cort, Ph.D. My business address is 2001 North Main Street,
Suite 400, Walnut Creek, CA 94596.

By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

I am employed by RMC Water and Environment as a Senior Project Manager.

Qualifications

What are your responsibilities?
I am responsible for managing preparation of CEQA and NEPA documentation

and for permitting of water resources projects.

Briefly describe your education background
B.S., 1975, Biology, Stetson University
Ph.D., 1982, Ecology, Stony Brook University
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Qs.
AS.

Q6.
A6.

Q7.
AT,

Have you had any other formal training?
I have completed the Federal Highway Administration course in Environmental

Impact Statements and Related Documents

Please describe your professional experience

I have 27 years experience in the preparation of environmental documentation in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) regulations. I have specialized in
environmental compliance and permitting for water resources projects, including
water supply, water recycling, and wastewater facilities. I am experienced with
facilities planning, alternatives development and analysis, permitting,
implementation and monitoring of mitigation programs. I was employed by
Parsons for over 24 years, and have been working for RMC Water and

Environment since 2007.

I have worked in water resources in Monterey County since the early 1980s, when
I was the Deputy Project Manager for the Monterey Wastewater Reclamation
Study for Agriculture (MWRSA), a 5-year study to determine feasibility and safety
of irrigating food crops with reclaimed water. This study laid the groundwork for
the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project, which delivers recycled water to 12,000

acres of agricultural lands surrounding Castroville.

I am a member of the Association of Environmental Professionals and the Water

Environment Federation. My resume is attached to this testimony as exhibit RC-1.

Have you testified before any regulatory agencies?
I have presented CEQA documentation for water resources projects before various

local agencies and special districts.
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I11.

Q8.
AS8.

QO.

AO9.

Purpose of Testimony

What is the purpose of this direct testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to respond to specific questions regarding the
CEQA documentation for the Phase 1 Project of the Regional Water Supply
Project, an alternative to the California-American Water Company (Cal-Am)
Coastal Water Project, and its discussion in addressing the construction of a 13-

mgd Regional Desalination Facility.

Why do you need to address the DEIR’s discussion of the construction of a 13-mgd
Regional Desalination Facility in your Phase 2 testimony?

I believe I am required to address the statements contained on page 12, lines 5
through 14, of the direct testimony of CAW witness Kevin Thomas, who contends
that the DEIR did not adequately address the 13-mgd desalination facility. I note
that this portion of Mr. Thomas' testimony was not stricken by the June 22, 2009
ruling of Assigned Administrative Law Judge Minkin striking other portions of Mr.
Thomas' testimony. In addition, I believe I am required to address these points in
my testimony because the adequacy and the substance of the DEIR’s discussion of
the 13-mgd facility impacts issues A, E, and F enumerated in the Scoping Memo.
More specifically, the testimony is relevant to the question of “[w]hich project or
alternative most effectively or feasibly meets the established need and serves the
present or future public convenience and necessity.” It is relevant to the question
of whether “project alternatives [are] infeasible” and whether there are other ways
that the Regional Project can feasibly meet project goals without a surface water
treatment plant. Finally, it is also relevant to “the cost of the proposed and
alternative projects, and the proposed and alternative projects’ impact on

community values.”
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IV.

Q10.

A10.

Draft EIR Evaluation of 13-mgd Regional Desalination Facility

Is the environmental document as written adequate to allow construction of a 13-
mgd Regional Desalination Facility?

Yes. The Draft EIR for the CalAm Coastal Water Project was prepared by ESA
with the intent of evaluating the physical impacts of a 13-mgd Regional
Desalination Facility. Although Phase I of the Regional Project includes the
construction of a 10-mgd Desalination Plant on property optioned to the Marina
Coast Water District (MCWD) at North Marina, the Full Regional Project includes
a 13-mgd facility. The ultimate 13-mgd capacity of the desalination plant is
evaluated throughout the Draft EIR, and the only aspect of the ultimate capacity
that is not considered is the potential growth inducing impact of a 13-mgd facility,
if the larger desalination facility is combined with Surface Water Treatment. If the
13-mgd Regional Desalination Facility is used only to serve existing demand, all of
the impacts are fully addressed in the Draft EIR. Eric Zigas, the project manager
for ESA, has confirmed that the 13-mgd project is evaluated in the Draft EIR, and
citations to the evaluation of impacts in the Draft EIR are provided in the table

below.

Where the Phase 2 Regional Project in its entirety has no significant impacts, the
impact statements generally do not call out the impacts of the 13-mgd Regional
Desalination Facility separately, but the definition of the Phase 2 Regional Project,
as described on Page 5-31 of the Draft EIR, clearly includes “Expansion of the
plant capacity from 10 mgd (Phase 1 Project) to 13 mgd”. The Phase 1 Regional
Desalination Facility includes five vertical seawater wells. The Phase 2 Regional
Desalination Facility would add five vertical brackish wells, for a total of 10 wells.
Analysis in the Draft EIR includes both scenarios; and impacts associated with

Regional Desalination Facility Expansion to 10 wells are clearly identified.




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

29

texpansion-would-notimpede-or redirect flood flows...The

b

9

Risk-offoodi )

(13

99




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

6.4-12

10




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

11




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

12




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

29

99

99

13




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

14




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

29

99

99

99




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

6-8-7

16




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

17




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

18




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

99

99

19




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

20




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e ek e e
O I N W kA WD = O O 0N S R WD = O

99

21




O 0 39 N W B~ WD =

N N NN N N N N N e e e e e e e
O I N W»m kA W= DO VvV NN AW D= O

29

99

“Heetrteatpower-wonld-bensedto-operate——the Phase 2 6.14-4

CEQA case law is very clear that a lead agency can legitimately choose to approve
only a portion of a larger project analyzed in an EIR. In Dusek v. Anaheim

Redevelopment Agency (4™ Dist. 1985) 174 Cal.App.3d 1029 [219 Cal.Rptr. 346],

22
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the Court of Appeal found that the agency did not abuse its discretion by adopting
a project defined more narrowly than that originally proposed. The courts have
also made it clear that “[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the
ultimate proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and
unforeseen insights may emerge during investigation, evoking revision of the
original proposal” (Kings County Farm Bureau et al. v. City of Hanford (5" Dist.
1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 [270 Cal.Rptr. 650].

Implementation of a 13-mgd desalination project, whose impacts were fully

evaluated in the Draft EIR, is thus a legitimate option for consideration

Q12. Does that conclude your Direct Testimony?

Al2. Yes, it does.
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