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Lrstrict, Imgeerial lrrigation District, Coachella Valley Water Dhistract, and the Yuma
projecth are limsited ooa combined wal of 385 million azee-feet annually. Actual
average consumplion by these districts has been deseribed s closer 1o 3% nullicn
acre-feer. This use of additonal witer Ty the agriculiural disens presumably s
been allowed beciuse other lower basin states have ned used their full entitlements
and surplus water cordinoas have exsted,

In projecting the “entitlement enforcemen” reductions of inflow, e EIRTEIS
A5EUMES, Withoul sSUPPOETng analysis, that it s imevicable that consarmpton by 103 o
CAVWE will be reduced by the amount necessary 10 brng the amealieral disgnes
withinthe 285 entitlement and thar the consequent reduction in [0 or CVWD
comsumption will result ina nearly cqual reduction of mflows w the Sallon Sea,
Meither assumplon is supported by the required anslysis or documentation.

The allocaton of the 3,85 entitlzment amang the individual agricultural districts bas
been the subject of considerable comroversy over a number of years. Mo one can
predict with any lovel of certwinty whiat quantity of witer HD gsd CVWE would be
entitled e comsurme if the water wansfen Q8 A failed. Also, surplus and Aood Oows
will continue to periodically exist on the Colorado River and would likely be
available 1w the distriers. The allocanion of surplis Tows amaong the various ennities
that held swrplus water contracts would be the subject of considerable negotiation and
wontroversy, the ouwgarme of whicl is unpredicinble. Consequendly. any assumpiivn
regarding the existence or amount of “entitlement enforcement™ is hypothetical. not
reflective of the current “esisting conditions on the ground” and inappropriate 1o
include imox future inflow analysis

Furthermore, even if HD or CVW D were requered to diminish thesr consumpiion by
50,856 AFY, thar reduction may nod be Likely o resalt i an equivalent reducton in
inflows o the Sea. Currenaly, about one-third of the water diveried by 115 ard
CWWD and used for arigaton makes its way into the Salton Sea. The
evapoiranspiration process consumes the other two-thinds of the water. 5o even i 11D
and CYVWL were required o redwce consumpiion. the impact on the Sea may be only
a fraction of redeced consemption,

The valiee of 36,856 AFY is provided as o constam reduction fxcior that is applicd
every vear in the future to reduce the inflow 1o the Sea A footnode on the table in the
hvdrology oppemdix indicates that this constant value was provided by 1D, The
caleulatinns 1o suppoet this value: should be incleded intbe appendis. Isi0the average
of the past overages of is iLa nes average of the over and under amounts? The latter
wodid b i sonalber qmowentand would hase less impact on the Sea,

How woulbd the inflow reduction due 1o entitlement znforcement be implemented?
Whe would be resparsible and how would it be enforced? I< o related to some
specifi: conservation project or projects”? 10t is related 10 some projects. then
pcflmpg il shauld more :j:p|p'l'|:|p|'i:'|.I¢II'5.I b s luigledd a5 |'!1I'1j¢L'| ilnp::[. IFer s 2 resull
of projects that have been evaluated in other docwments, then those dovaments should
e cited and ncerporaied by reference.

Addstionaily, as the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Implementation
Agregmend, Inadvertent Cuerren and Payback Fohcy and Kelated Federal Actions
slates on pages 12 and 13 of Appendi O, "Cumrently, there is no specifiz
quantification of the rights of cach of the above-named imigation d siricts, Inany
r_ivcn vyear, the d¢pr¢l:¢n5 hy ench of these nge ncics will AT, with the only restriciion
being that the bl use by the four districts camaed esceed the 385 milleon sore-feet

peer vesr (MAFY ) capon o noreal year. An exception o this occurs wder surplus

Techncal Review Gommands: HD Transtar EIRENS

2 Sakon Sea Authanty

Letter - R5
Page 7

5-324



A5-15

AS-16

A5-17

AS-18

¥

Ciomn
hi8

g
Number

Fhgure, or
Table Mo,

Commnt

determinations by the Secretary. The 1989 Approval Agreement amaong 1D, VW,
P, and MWD amended the 3,85 MAF cap by allowing MW 6 aceess up to 110
thousand acre-feetyear (KAFY) of water conserved under the 1985 MWIWIID
agrecment, provided that under certain specificd conditions, CV WL would be
given the right 1o use the first 50 KAF."

Tivose eonditions are deseribed under segtions 3.1 and 3.2 in the 1989 approval
agreement. The agreemenl describes those conditions: When the Secretary reguires
the agricultural agencies to reduce their diversions because they have exceeded the
185 MAFY (including the amoant conserved and used by MWD As the junios sghe
halder of the four agroultural agencies that share the 385 MAFY.CVWD
presumakly included this provision in the subject agreement b guasanies its
continued historic use of Colorsdo River water. Consegquently. the no project scenario
mary comclude that 52 KAF or 59 KAF or o simalar amownt may be over the
agricultural entitlernent and subsect 10 enforcement (provided documentation is
anlucled a5 described i other commans and abover. [T tos amonrn wouald be reduced
Trom CVWII, the amslysis sleoukl alser assame bt CVWD would exciome the clause
an the 989 .-'\il]:-m\'ill Agreement thay has MWD |!|r|.|1.'|:|.i|rt£_ the “first iscremenl of
agriculioral reduction requered by the Seeretary”™ of up o 30 KAF. This woukd seem
e imelicater that there woubl be either no net b or a vers small redoction mowater
delivered e [0 and CVWE under “entatlzrment enforeement.” Addinenally. some of
the aclditinme] pegunive impacts of reduced MTows [ VWD rght he avoided it
CVWD were able 1o maintin s hisionic average vse of Colorado River supply
Calthough this is difficaly 10 assess becanse no documentation of assamptions is
prewvickad For the O%WI contributions of imflow o the Sea and because the CVWD
water mamgement EIR i3 not available for public review.

General

Iuture “ M
Progect™
Inflows /
1D-MWD
Transfer
Mumber 1

TE-MWE Transter Agreement | has a termoof 33 years trom the last conservaiion
action, 5o s werrn would end i che later par 20205, Thas could make mone waer
available w the Sea during the last 45 or so years of the 75-year life of the new
trancsfer project. The 12 of the agrezment and its impact o the Sea should be
cvaluated usder the no project altermative.

i

General

Furuire "Mis
Project™
Inflivws ¢
Cither
Heduitions

The caber reductions are mot supported by any evidence or analysis in the EIRVEIS. In
projecting ether reductions in futwre inflow inflows o the Sea. the EIRVELS relies on
numbsers supplied by CY'WE and 11D, The docomert does not inclade sappocting
documentation or analysis for any of these numbers. A< roted abose, such
information supplicd by partics that have a vested interest in the project’s
imph:mcnla:i:m shonzld not be a:mpmd swithat SUppOrng deszimemiatisn.,

Greneral

Bwlogical
Hesources

The deaft EIRELS fails 1o adequanely address how wildlife witl be able w respond m
an accelerated decline of conditons at the Sea. The draft EIRVELS assumes that the
proposed hebitar comservanon plans (which may mke upoo DS vears w enactl will
protect bird populations onthe same temporal scale than the proposed warer ransfer
will affect species, however, this miy not be the cass, amd the progosed plan offers mo
detmls, I also assumes that mitization progests wall doowhat they e designed 1o do
{for anstance, creved marshes will ancact the same species being affected by water
cliversinns], yred this i= anndher undocnimented assomptunn, For instanee, therne s
TeELOn M h\:lie:vc L|1:|| blm.“c T:Lila \\||'| nol n'._x]:-nnd llﬂhu ]_'rn|u,hg;|| rarsh comslruclyon
Pl (soe commmznts below).

[ a number of places. the draft EIR/ELS assumes that the conditiors at the Salon Sea
criated by the accelerated mpaces of the proposed wares rransfer will nor have
significantly different cffects onwildlife al the Salton Sea, compared 1o a no aciion
aliermative, yet this is alse endocumented, Given the decamented international
importance of the Salon Sea and its surrcanding lards, particularly to birds (Shuford

et al. 2000, Patten et al. in press. Shuford eq al. in presst, the number of antested
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Response to Comment R5-16
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology /7 Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-17
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology/7 Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-18
Under the Drain Habitat Conservation Strategy (DHCS), managed
marsh would be created in 3 phases and could take up to 15 years to
have in place. Creation of managed marsh addresses potential impacts
of 1ID's covered activities on covered species using drain habitat, not
effects to covered species at the Salton Sea. The primary potential
impact to covered species in the drains relate to 1ID's O&M activities
rather than effects attributable to water conservation (see Section 3.5 of
the HCP). To the extent that species have colonized and use drain
habitats, they have done so coincident with [ID's O&M activities that
have been ongoing for nearly 100 years. Water conservation could
affect some species through changes in water quality and small
changes in plant species composition. Any such changes would occur
gradually over a period of about 20 years as the water conservation and
transfer program ramps up; this is about the same temporal scale over
which the managed marsh would be created.

The DHCS contained in the Draft HCP specified that the managed
marsh would be created and managed in the same manner as units for
Yuma clapper rails are managed on the state and federal wildlife
refuges. The DHCS has been revised such that Yuma clapper rails are
no longer the primary focus. As explained in the revised HCP, the first
phase of the creation of managed marsh habitat is likely to be similar to
units for Yuma clapper rails on the state and federal refuges because
this species is known to inhabit some of the drains and the units
managed for clapper rails on the refuges have been shown to
consistently attract and support clapper rails (See Appendix A of the
HCP for survey results). In designing the second and third phases of
the managed marsh habitat, results of surveys for covered species
using the drains will be available and IID and the HCP Implementation
Team (IT) will be able to make adjustments in the design of the
managed marsh as necessary to accommodate species found using
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Response to Comment R5-18 (continued)
the drains. Current information suggests very little, if any, use of the drains by California black rail. If surveys conducted under the HCP show greater use of the drains by California
black rails, this species specific habitat needs will be incorporated into the design and management of the managed marsh.

The HCP has been revised to include a more detailed monitoring and adaptive management program (see Attachment A of this Final EIR/EIS). For the DHCS, IID will monitor
vegetation and species use of the managed marsh. The HCP IT will annually review the monitoring data and will have the discretion to make adjustments in management of the
managed marsh to improve habitat for the covered species. Thus, if a particular species is not found to be using the managed marsh and there is reason to believe that management
changes will attract the species, the HCP IT can recommend adjustments and 11D will implement them. Additional discussion of the monitoring and adaptive management program for
the DHCS is provided in Chapter 4.3 of the HCP.

Also see Master Response on Biology/7 Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.
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assumpions thal this document relics on 1o justify ro significant impact conelusions
is troubling

Gieneral

Einlngical
Hesourees

The impact analysis fails 10 provide adequate discussion and delincation berween
short-term 2nd long-term impacts. This s especially propounced for bologcal
resourees baeause implementing the HOP and petting the messeres fully famenonal
will require more tirme than when water will begin o be ransferred. Thus, while some
long-term impacts weuld ke miigawd, there may be shore-term impacts that are
unavoidable and significant. This must be acknowledged.

Likewise, the impact analysis dees not distinguish betwesn direct and indirect
impacts. There are many indirect connections that influence the ecologizal conditions
of the Sea,

Cremeral

Bialogical
Resoarces

Many of the impact discussions use Mono Lake and the Greas Salt Lake as models
assess the magnitude asd intensity of impacts, Whils intuztively thes miay make sense,
it is ot necurate for the fallowing reasnns:

1 Meither Mono Lake nor the Great Salt Lake has the same evolation or history as
the Seu;

b

Theiz types of species anc the ways they use these three walerbodies are very
dillferent (e.g., composition, distribution, tming, and hfe-cycle Fuctoas);

5 The Salron Sea s o moch morne complies system, s canmol assaome Hha ae wall
eslve ino the same system a Maono Lake or the Great Salc 1ake.

General

Wisual

The document irdicates that visual impacis will noea be significant, yeo the visual
simulations show dramatic changes in the shorcline locasons and large expanscs of
caposcd sediments. These arcas would be visible 10 residents and o motorises aleag
the major kighways that surroured the Sea, highways 111 and 86, These impacts
should be clussified as sigrificant. By way of comparison, we believe that if this
PROECT Wre [0 I 0 20 tonr .1:'\1'_|p1l'| Belissaen Hul\_. n San E:I:-:;i:u. such that the |)I.:|'
essemnlly were reduced back to o medfla., as oL was before the bay was dredped. then
that would be considered a signeficant viseal impact. A s il impact should be

consrdered vonmificant in Biverside and [mpcrial counties.

General

Air Quality

The decument staies thin ar quality dust effects from exposed sediments could be
significant. However, the document also states that these impacts are not mitigable,
The Salion Sea iz aleeady ina nonatizinment siaies for P, The sxperiencs at
Crwens Lake demonstrates that mitigation measures are availazle and necessary, bul
Ml cwme with 2 very high price tg, See the comunenn mamber L3 oot gagion
bl

Gieneral

Envirom-
mendal
Justive

The decument seriously understates the E1 impacts. The benefits of the project are
largely realized in the more affluent Son Dicgo Cownty, whereas the majority of the
mist significant adverse impacts will be felt in Imperial County. The greatest inlensity
ol those impacts wall be lell in e sommunilies

immediately adjacent o e Salion S2a, whose residents of these communities are
primanly bower income farilies of retirement age, The impacts 1o these communities
will :xp-crin:rbc:.. Ii;;-rcl.rl.mp‘.:. the most infcnsc air :|1.|:|Iit}' tmpacts, arcloars Trom r_xp:m:,d
sediments and dyang fish, recrestiona] impacts, visual imoasts, and death of the
Tishery, which will come wathin the residents” fenmes. The impacts on the Toares
Martinez, Dresert Cahuilla Trite should be speaifically evaluated and addressed, The
EF imgacts showk! be consudered adverse and very significant. Mitigation measures
shaould be included, and speciliv measures shuuld be proposed

General

Ireversble
and
Trresiew.
able
LCommit-

The discussion of srreversible commitment of nesources is inadequate. Under recent
histerie inflows or even the projecied futire inflow proposed i the docement, the
Salton Sea could be restored. Under the proposed acteon for the wansfer program, the
Sea would deteriorate so rapadly and severely thar there i linle likelibood that a
resieration program soewld be feasible. The unigque habitat with its life forms that are
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Response to Comment R5-19
The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Project in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements. Short-term impacts
typically relate to construction. Short-term impacts potentially resulting
from construction are evaluated under Impacts BR-14, -15, -16, -18, -
25, -30, and -31. The mitigation measures of the HCP account for the
temporal aspects of mitigation habitats becoming fully functional. For
example, see the response given for Comment R5-18.

Response to Comment R5-20
While there are several references to both Mono Lake and the Great
Salt Lake in the discussion of potential impacts to biological resources
in the Salton Sea, these two lakes are not used as models to assess
the magnitude and intensity of impacts. The magnitude and intensity of
impacts to the biological resources of the Salton Sea are analyzed with
respect to the current level of salinity using predicted changes in the
species composition at the Sea based on the salinity tolerances of the
current species mix and predicted changes in salinity. It is true that
Mono Lake and the Great Salt Lake are different from the Salton Sea in
their evolutionary history, species composition, and complexity, but the
endpoint of highly saline lakes such as these is remarkably similar as
only a limited number of organisms can tolerate extremely high
salinities. They are presented as examples of what the fauna of the Sea
would potentially look like when salinity of the Sea increases to a point
nearly double the current level and most, if not all, fish production has
ceased.

Response to Comment R5-21
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology/7 Approach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
With implementation of this approach, the final elevation at the end of
the Project term is expected to be about -240 ft msl. The impacts to
aesthetics of this elevation were reasonably represented on the visual
simulations in the Draft EIR/EIS shown for Alternative 4. (For
Alternative 4 the projected elevation was approximately -241 ft msl, so
the Sea would be expected to be slightly larger than shown on those
simulations.)
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Response to Comment R5-22
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-23
Refer to responses to comments R5-120, 121, and 123. No mitigation measures have been proposed.

Response to Comment R5-24
Section 5.6.2, Irreversible Commitments of Resources, in the Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that the primary area that would experience the most likely irreversible change is the Salton Sea
and the lands adjacent to the Sea. With implementation of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project and/or alternatives, the surface elevation of the Sea
would decrease and salinity would increase more rapidly than under the No Project Alternative after 2030. Such environmental effects would adversely affect the environmental
resources associated with the Salton Sea irreversibly. For additional information on the relationship between the Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project, refer to the
Master Response of that same title. The comment makes the unsupported assertion that the Proposed Project would cause the Salton Sea to deteriorate so rapidly and severely that
the restoration project would become infeasible. This ignores the fact that the recent Restoration Planning Update reports that under the current salinity trend (without projects), fishing
collapse will begin as early as 2015. It also plans to assume that the entire maximum amount of transfer of 300 KAFY will begin immediately. In fact, the transfer quantitatively ramp up.
Refer to Section 2.2.4.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS for a detailed explanation.
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specinlly adapted to high saline conditions of e Sea would be lost The food seurce
for the illons of fish-cating birds thar use the Senas a food somrce weald be los
The Salton Sea Authority's testimony and exhibits 1o the State Warer Resounces
Conerol Board hearings on the ransfer of water provide much of the deiail o0 the
potemtal for irreversinle commitmen of resowrces. Funher discussion of this point is
prowided in comment number 116 related 1o page 5-449,

General

Oidra

The transfer EIRELS makes no attempd o quantify the increase in objectionshle
odors expected due to the death of fara and fauna er the increase of algae bloomes.
Instead. the EIRVELS dismisses the impact by stating that, while increased odors can
b expected, the ampact would be insignaficant because of the small number of people
that would be subjected 1o sech odors.

Approsimazely 100000 live in Imperial County, and 300,000 live in the Coachella
Valley. In addition, as discussed below, 2 large number of visitors are actrsted o the
Halion Sen area each year. Even under cument cond:tions. the Imperial and Coachella
Valley communities are suxected e occasional eifensive odors. In fact, complains
of eBors Turve coane Tom e Gar awiy as Yoma, Ao, 29 Paline, and Moeno
Villey. The hkelhood af increased objectionable odors 5 of particular concern o the
comrumities of the Coachella Walley whose ecoromic vaabiliny depends on
maintaining its reputation as o world-class tounst destination. The FIRELS shoold a1
i minmman atlempt W quantify te lkely merease in edors sothat decision-makers
amdd WTee puillic can paupe the polentisl effect of this impact.

General

Cumulative
lenpacs

T duscussion of cumualative impaets s inadeguane. The EISEIR provides Lintle
discussion of the cumulative impacts of the transfer project with the Salion Sca
restoration project. Snificant coordination with the wansfer 1eam has been
conducted, along with information transfer and briefings about restoration
alternatives. The D even provided a copy of the Salion Sea Bestoration Project
Draft Alernatives Report o the Sraie Warer Resources Comeol Board as pan of us
testimony related o the project. In addition. a draft EIS/EIR was pablished in 2000,
el the documient staes that discussion of cumulatve impacts would be speoulatve

Cremeral

Mitigation

The proposed action would have environmental corsequences For almost all aspects
of the human environment arcund the Salton Sea. includmg virwally all naural and
social resources. Even compared 1o the future inflose, the proposed action would
cause a drop of abowt 15 feet or more in water surface elevation and exposure of
abont S0 square miles of ssdiments, The EIRJELS wmlmits that this would have
significant impacts on air quality bul states that they cannot be mitigated. [L would
alse result in loss of all current shallow water [oraging habitat, including the large
shallow water habitat 01 the south end of te Sea, and logs of the fehery in about 10 or
12 years, While other shallow water nabital would be established a the lower
elewitaon, ol would B much sedaller. Thers would b visusl AFNPEICTS, TECTEATI
impacls. and socioeconomic impacls

Mo measures have been proposed thet would adequately mitigate the full spectrum of
impacts expected at the Sca, yel measures are available. The EIRJELS states that the
air impacts canned be mitigated. but 2t Orwens Lake stmilar impacts are being
mitigaicd By installing a wetting system. To date. 3100 million has been spent on
mitigation. and the cost of full implemenation of thes system s estimated at S400
million, In sddition, the grogram will reguire several millicn dollaes per year in
Operations, Maintenance. Energy and Replacement (OMER} costs and a 25000-acre-
feet por year watar requirement. This sysiem is being woed 1o contral dust onan area
that covers nn[:,- a small pu:winnnfrh:- i srjuane rmakes rtpnwi af Ohwenis 1ake This
is geuivalent b e toml aren that would be exposed al the Salion Sen wien the
et futune nfluw ellects are nachsbal, By siple scaling, i a Lueer gropsn s
of the wota ] exposed area at the Sea would need 10 be miigated, the cost could be

substantaally mose costly than the program ar Owens Lake.
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Response to Comment R5-25
See response to Comment R5-6.

Response to Comment R5-26
Refer to the Master Response on Other/J Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-27
Without a specific reference to a part of the Draft EIR/EIS, this
comment is too general to respond to. Comment noted.

Response to Comment R5-28
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Comment

The air quality mitigation mensures mentioned abaove would not metigats the full
spectrum of impacts that would oocur ot the Sea, Elevation changes af the Sea could
be mitgated by constructing in-Sea diking systems, These are discassed ina repost by
the Salton Sea Awhority entitled, "Assesament of Salinity and Elevation Cortroal.” A
diking system that would have o total enclosed area of 80 square miles would mitigate
a less of inflow of 3000000 acre-feet. The cost model presented in the repon suggests
that an in-Hea diking system of this size would have a tolal present value of obout
52.4 bellion. The costs are high because for a system ol this size, much of the
construction would have 10 be in water depths of 20 0 25 feet or mose. Whils such a
system would mitigate most of the impact of the transfer. 1t would have its own
impages, which would need o be pssessed.

Mitgation by fallowang could be accomplished insech aowiy that varally all
signmificant natural resource impacts i the Sea could be eliminoted: however., there
would be soeineconomic impacts thot would need 10 be addressed

TR

.-'i.|!|'r¢|‘1.|i|.\¢:.

The ."'|.pp¢1|:d:ic¢$ are ol Listedd am the TORC, mul.i.ng it clifficult oo Gt andiviclual stems
in them. Fos example. Appendin F comtains four distmet iems, An expanded TOC
should be provaded, listing the ttles of each of the ems in the appendices.

ES-1

Tha rezion of influenee (RO should be exparded and beter defined, The document
idemtifies the BOT 10 include the Salton Sea and its shoreline back 1o 008 foot around
e Sea. This defimition seems inconastent with the discussions i Chaspler 5 ami the
HCP. If the RO truly is only 0.3 fool from the waterline. it is inadeguate to fully
assess impacts o shoreline habilat ard vegetaton, Hydrophyte and facullative plams
depend on shallew groundwatee, which in turn, is influcnced by the Sen clevation
Such plants can extend a great distance from the watermark of the Sea. Any
drawdawn of the $ca would affect not only those plants 0.5 foot from the watermark,
bt all plamis conpecred with the groandwarer. Likewise, the gronndwaner suppors
muwdflars and moist soils in some arcas arownd the Sz, and this habitar suppons
aresects and birds, The RO should be enlarged w fully capuure Baslogical impaces, (v
appears that mwch of the HOP and document (e.g.. Figure 3.2-8) recognize the
importance of surrounding lands.

143,24
& TICP

e

The HOP does nat pmvide n E:n-\d defimitioon of whant area s included For the Salton
Sea, anad the map is atsucha scale that onz carmel mfer the area. How much shoreline
w00 et IF o0 s O Food, i1 05 enadequare (see conument above ).

ES.3 & 2
a2

Tae HCP recogmzes five main habits, oae of wheeh is the Salon Sea, While i is
imnpoertant 10 simplify the approach for readability, the distiect habilat tvpes at the Sea,
s discussed mthe FICTY, showld ke presemed.

E5-7

USFWE's Purpose and MNeed: Mot sure why this is incleded. The text focuses on
USFWE's role with ESA compliance, but this i not a “purpose of nor a “need foe”
the project. [F there is ao prajec, then LISFWS has popeed for the HOP The USFWS
is mot an advocate: nor beneficiary of the projedt. [t may bave 12 NEPA-related purpose
amd meed, given that is o coop agency and that it adminissers lands thag might be
affected by the proposed action, but this discussion ts silent on those issaes,
Recommend deleting or moving to the HCP.

Table EX |

The nﬁ'lm:lc'h in this lble 15 inconsisdtent. The ntbe s Summary Llrfiljull"tl::nl i:rnp:n:l.x
and Mitigaton, Some resparces sections properly address both significan impagcts
andd mabigatcay, i others doo o st any Sgmbcant umpeets aswmong nulgaton
wotld be implemented). For example. Section 3.2 Binlogical Resources Mo
siznificant smpacts (afler mitigazion}.” To understand the impacts oa a lemporal scale,
there should be a discussion of sgnificant impects, followed by the mitigation. then o
revaluzstion of the impacts if mitigation were applied. Thos, Sectien 3.2 in the 1ablz
should Tst all sigmificant impacts, followed by matgateon as related to the speafic
irrl.]'\nrl (e o habitd mestification for candidate, sensitive, or speial slahrs species

would occur and 15 a significant impect per Section 3,242 Sienificasce Cretena, the
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Sahon 520 Aoty

‘ Return to Contents

Letter - R5
Page 11

Response to Comment R5-29
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-30
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology [J Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-31
The socioeconomic impacts of fallowing are described in Section 3.14
of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-32
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in Section
4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-33
Section 1.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that the region of influence
within each subregion could vary depending on the environmental
resource being considered. If the geographic subregion for a particular
environmental resource area differs from that shown in Figure 1-1, the
modified subregions and the rationale for the modification are described
in the environmental setting section for the specific environmental
resource area or in the HCP.

Response to Comment R5-34
The HCP covers the effects of Project-induced changes at the Salton
Sea on covered species. These include the potential impacts of
accelerated decline in water surface elevation and increases in salinity.
These impacts could extend to adjacent vegetation above the existing
shoreline. Therefore, the area covered by the HCP includes the entire
shoreline and adjacent vegetation supported by the current elevation of
the Sea.
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Response to Comment R5-35
The comment refers to the Executive Summary. It is not appropriate for the summary to include the full level of detail as the rest of the EIR/EIS. The classification and description of
habitats of the Project Area in the EIR/EIS are sufficient to support the impact analysis.

Response to Comment R5-36

Comment noted.

Response to Comment R5-37
Table ES-1, "Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures," of the Draft EIR/EIS has been revised. This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in the Executive Summary
subsection under Section 4.2, Text Revisions. In addition, the comment is incorrect regarding Impacts BR-46 and BR-51 in Chapter 3. Impact BR-46 is considered a significant, but
avoidable, impact of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the HCP component of the Proposed Project would reduce this impact
to less than significant. Impact BR-51 is a potentially significant impact of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project. However, implementation of the HCP
component of the Proposed Project would reduce this impact to less than significant.
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AS5-37

A5-38

A5-39

A5

A5-41

AS-42

A543

1r—r

¥

Com

IMage
Number

Figure, or
Tuble No.

Commient

mitigation would be ¥ Note: Impact BR-46 and BR-31 are determinzd 1o be
sagni freant and unayvoedabls an Chap. 3

Ed
Eod

L5-18

Table E5-1

32 Biological Resources states that no significant impacts were identified. However,
mpacts K-8 ard K- (listed later in the same able) gdennfy recreaton impacts that
are directly related to adverse impacts to fish and birds. This 5 an inconsisien
approach.

b
Lt

A0k
HCP

The 1P n:n::'.gr.ir.c.t. that there arc 25 5Fh::iu:.'=. with insufficicrs information 1o l,l.cvc'lu?
i comservislion siefepy. A research program is proposed to better study these species
and to develop conservation measures, No timeling 15 provided as w when the
research program would have encugh information te develop these measures Such a
timeling should be provided. and ne action shouwld be taken that could impair these
species, Civen that oover S0,000 howes went into prepasing e diah EISTEIR.
additiemal time 1o ensure the protection of these species seems reasanable,

Ther discussicon ef miligntion measures for impacts E3 the 295 species is not adegquate
The response 1o guestion 1% the CEQ s Forty Mot Asked Questions provides
puidanee on tee level of discusskon thar skould be includsd. . “The maigation
measures discussed in an ELS nnst cover the range of sragacts of the progosal, The
measurcs must include such things as design alternatives that would decrease
poellution ermsswons, construction impacts. acsthelic mtrswon, as wall as relocation
assistance, possidle land vse controls that could be enacied, and other possible effors
Mitigation measures mast be constdered even fos ImEachs that By themselves would
nat be conssdered ‘sagnificant.” Onee the proposal itself s considered as 2 whole 1o
have significant effeets, all of its specifec effects onthe environment (whether or rol
sagreficant’) mast be conscdered. and mibgation measures must be developed where
it is feasible o do so. Al relesant, reasonable mitzanes neasures thal coukd
improve the project are to be identitizd, even if they are cwiside the jursdicton of the
lead agency or the cooperaling agendies, and thus would not be commtied as part of
the RODs of these agencies. Sectbons 1502 1adh, 1505.20c). This will serve o (46
I-R lsﬂlﬂ o II.'I‘ AECIn i::\ e l:ln-)_'lu.lh iji.l A I|.I]I:II el these cxdr e Chy winl
will encourage them o do so. Because the EIS 15 the most comprehensive
cnvironmental document, i is an ideal vehiele i which 1o lay our eod only the Tull
rangre af envitnn-nental im||.

-t bt alwey the full spectrm rsl'npprrn!'inrr mitigation

249

TID» states that the level of mitigation shoeld be scaled o e smpact atnbaable w the
water conservation and transfer program, but how this scale s determimned of wall be
determined is not provided. In many instances, the impact analysis does not provade
enough quantification on which o assess scale. Likewise, the trends in projecied
future inflow corditicns are never cleasly provided. which might serve as a proay o
measure changes related tothe project ve. no project.

25

The technical and legal mechamsms for using conserved wates as mitigation under
HCT Approach #1 should be described

2,

2-50 and
nce

2-50 and
HCP . 3-
23

Last paragraph states, "The purpose of these ponds woubd be wo mamtam somse
Fonagiing opporiunitics at the Saloon Sca. 2 Sooe™ oeeds o be delined. Wi e

| the rargers?

HCF Approach I “The objective rr'fcrcming |'n:|;u'].-. would be 1o mantin a level of
feraging habirat thal would help ensure that piscivorows birds would cortinue o be
represented ar the Salion Sea.” Ciiven that some of the birds are federally protected,
it seems that the Aol shoukd not Be just "represeniaienn but o maoban o viahle
populaeon. Mo diseussion 1s provided on what woald constinee o viable popalation, It
15 hard 1o assess the effectivencss of the matigation 10 meet ESA requirements without
such an asscasment.

2504 51
and HCP

HCP Approach | propeses to develop 5000 acres of five-foot deep ponds. There is
o evidence presanted 1o suggest that this would be s Benefin 1 the affecied species

T:ymil 1y cemsoludile the ceological narpu of the 735 (000 ('lfﬁ-\:n]_n:ln'-mih"l K=
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Response to Comment R5-38
Based on discussions with and input from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game, the HCP has
been revised (see Attachment A of this Final EIR/EIS) to include a more
detailed strategy and timeline for the Other Covered Species
Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-39
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology/7 Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-40
IID maintains that the right to use water for agricultural purposes
includes the right to mitigate the environmental impacts of those
agricultural uses. Water Code Section 1011 states that the conservation
of water normally used for agricultural purposes pursuant to Section
1011 is an agricultural use.

Response to Comment R5-41
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-42
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-43
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

5-332



AS-43

AS-44

AS-46

A5-47

AS-48

AS-49

A5-50

Conn

Wi,

Figrer
Munbeer

Figure, or

Tahble Mo.

Comument

ey 5,000 seres of small ponds poses o number of nsks and 15 ned a leng-term
solution or appropriale mitigation. Creating a number of small and relatively shallow
ponds does not represent the characteristics that make the Sea so productive (e.g..
mild temperatures ad o high morpho-edaphic index ). The ponds would Dkely
eiperience high wmperatires, as the five-foot depih wauld not provide adequate
thermal regulation (ihe Sea generally has thermal stratifieation at depths greaces than
fiwe feer). Any thermal siratificanon would likely be minor. Thas could sesult
cutrophic conditions, low dissolved oxygen levels, and fish kills.

2500k 51
and HUCE

The carrying capacity of the pends should also be discussed. Conselidating food for
pisciverous hirds into such a small and comfined area conld increase the vectars for
the spread of diszase, especially 11 the svsiem i stressed.

2-52 und
HCP

Approsch 1 would include construction of islands for nesung shorebirds, bat where
the islunds would be located is pot disenssed. Location 5 impoat o determane the
predator-prey inleractions. Nesting sites should be close 1o foed sources. The
discussion of impacts mitigation s nol specific and is inodeguate. See the responss o
the comment number 23 relaed o page 2.49 for a discussaon of the rEIl'JiIL'\cI
specificity of mitigation measures thal showld be provided.

2-52 and
HCP

Owerall, Approach 1 lacks details on which o base an aralysis or conclusions.

11-8

See 312
Regulatoy
Framewaork

At the end of the second paragraph “Approved Basin Plan Amcndment for TIN5
FT ¢Jl.ph'|i|'|¢|:[ than, “Tlhe TWII. ]!lrL)]'ﬂ)Gul ealablhishes tmltw.pt:-l:c[il:f__u wyivale boaad
allocations and load allocations for point 2and ronpoin sources of polluton,
resipecrively " However, the amplicanons of a TMDL. relatve 1o project achions may
not e clear w readers based onahis deseription. Tt would e helpful o slso discass
A ISl Isas s,

31-05 3.1

71, 31-73

3124

Tt appears that the Figure 3.1-24 referenced in the text on page 5169, which should
show tribastaries wo the Salton Sea, is missing. Another Figure 5.1-24, on page 53.1-71,
s actually a graph of average monthly elevations and inflows 1o the Salon Sea, 1950
1999 This figure 15 cited correctly in the second pargraoh of page 3,173

il-69 3.0-

Tk 3.1-73
(second
paragaph)

31-24;
(alao 3.1-
14}

When describing the environmental “baseline,” it would be helpful o put the current
conditions into better histoeical sontexe. The et givies the smpressaon that existing
conditions are relatively stable, and that the projected fisture inflow would reselt in a
simall changs inelevaion, & figare in Appewdis Fin U discussioen of the 55
Accounting Model, shows a gragh of the historical Sea level. [t would be helpful 1o
show bow the no project elevation would continue or deviate from the histons
h:':rhnfr.tph oof the Sea Samiln rt:w_ thiz conled e .'tr|r|'|'rr| bev Fhe 1.1|inir}' In ANy Cpse A
graph of the historic elevavon and salinity should be imcluded in the discussion of
ernislingg cunditions arlfor ne activm,

The duscussion of COCs lacks o appropriate Fecus. When i 1s later concluded that
the wilow reductions caused by the project woauld have ro sigmificant mmpact on the
Kea, this is I||:|'g¢,:|:§.I because there is no discussion of the pcrlin-:rn napests ol the
chemudry of the Sea to ats health and beneficial uses. More of an attemps chould be
made 1o haghhight the chemcal and Dochemecal snterrelaonsips that ave become
established in the Sea and that could be threatened by project setions, such as a
reduction w anflow. Instead, the report provides a Large amownt of data without much
caplonation of is sigmficance.

“Nutrients and other crganic paramelers” covess an overly broad range. The et does
nol explion which constitments <aould be incloded vmder the beadiag of nerenrs, The
RWOUE conssders nutraenss e be imporiant erough i the baneficiel uses of the Sex
that it reprivritieed the nutrigng THDL Taar the Sea and sclwedwled ot fua wonpletive by
2004, Therefore, nutrients should be inchubed an the first hst. and the water board's
definition of sunents slould be provided.

The term “other ergaric parameters” is oo vague o be meaningful.

¥
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Response to Comment R5-44
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology [J Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy.

Response to Comment R5-45
Under the Salton Sea Conservation Strategy, the accelerated exposure
of nesting/roosting sites attributable to water conservation and transfer
would be avoided. Thus, construction of nesting islands is no longer
necessary to mitigate impacts to covered species, and this measure
contained in the Draft HCP is not included in the revised HCP. See the
Master Response for Biology—Approach to the Salton Sea
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-46
Since the development of the approach described in the HCP and Draft
EIR/EIS, additional discussions with USFWS and CDFG have led to
modifications of the approach. See the Master Response on Biology—
Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R5-47
The discussion in this section is directed at describing the regulatory
framework that establishes specific water quality and water quantity
standards that apply to the existing setting, Proposed Project, and
Project Alternatives.

The water quality impacts of project implementation are determined by
examining how loadings and concentrations of water quality
constituents projected under the Baseline differ from those predicted
under the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives. To date, the
TMDLs approved by the State Board include the Alamo River
Sediment/Siltation and the New River Pathogen TMDLs. Proposed
TMDLs include one to control Sediment/Siltation in the New River and
one to control nutrient loadings to the Salton Sea. Because pathogens
are not considered a constituent of concern in 11D drainage water, they
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