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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

4.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACT METHODOLOGY  

As described in the State CEQA Guidelines (sec. 15355), cumulative impacts refer to two or 
more individual impacts that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound or 
increase other environmental impacts.  A cumulative impact is the change in the environment 
that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, 
present or reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.  An 
EIR must discuss the cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental impact is 
cumulatively considerable (State CEQA Guidelines sec. 15130[a]).  “Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the Project’s incremental effects are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the impacts of other related projects (State CEQA Guidelines sec. 15065 [c]).  In this PEIR, if the 
Proposed Project’s incremental impact is cumulatively considerable in combination with the 
impacts of other projects, the impact is identified as a “significant cumulative impact.”  
Conversely, if the Project’s incremental impact is less than cumulatively considerable when 
combined with the impacts of other projects, the impact is stated to be a “less than significant 
cumulative impact.” 

This section addresses the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project combined with other 
regional water supply or closely related projects in the region.  A list approach was used to 
identify the closely related projects that could result in cumulatively considerable impacts.  
Potential projects that may result in a cumulative impact in combination with the Proposed 
Project initially were identified through a review of regional and local environmental 
documents.  These projects then were examined for their potential to result in a cumulative 
impact when combined with the Proposed Project.  Those projects ultimately included in the 
analysis of cumulative impacts are generally those that involve water resources in the region, 
have the potential to affect the resources of the Colorado River or Salton Sea, or have the 
potential to impact the same resources as the Proposed Project.  The projects considered in the 
cumulative analysis are briefly described below.  Table 4.1-1 provides a summary of the 
anticipated impacts of the various projects considered in this cumulative analysis and potential 
cumulative impacts that would occur if these projects were implemented in combination with 
the Proposed Project.   

4.2 ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This section describes the projects included in the cumulative impact analysis, the status of 
environmental documentation, anticipated environmental impacts of these projects that could 
contribute to a cumulative impact, and the potential cumulative impacts of these projects in 
combination with those of the Proposed Project.  

4.2.1 Implementation Agreement 

Project Description 

The IA is described in Chapter 1, section 1.5. 
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Related Projects Potential Impacts of the Related Projects Significant Cumulative Impacts 
Implementation Agreement 
(IA) 

Same as Proposed Project. No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Inadvertent Overrun and 
Payback Policy (IOP) 

Minor changes in river and reservoir levels associated 
with overrun and payback periods.  Impacts 
associated with conservation by IID for purposes of 
paying back diversion exceedances in accordance with 
the IOP would be consistent with those that are 
already addressed in Chapter 3 of this PEIR.    

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Interim Surplus Guidelines Minor reduction in Lake Mead reservoir levels. No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 
Rule for Offstream Storage Possible changes to flows and reservoir elevations in 

the Colorado River between Lake Powell and the 
Southerly International Boundary.  This could 
adversely impact biological resources. 

The Proposed Project could significantly impact 
biological resources of the lower Colorado River due to 
reduction in groundwater and surface water elevation.  
Cumulative impacts are potentially significant.  
Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed 
Project would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level.  No 
additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other 
than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to 
address the cumulative impact. 

Lower Colorado River 
Multi-Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) 

Long-term beneficial impacts to biological resources 
on the lower Colorado River.  The construction of 
conservation/restoration actions could result in short-
term impacts to biological resources, water quality, 
geology and soils, air quality, and noise.  Impacts to 
cultural resources also could result from ground 
disturbance required to implement the 
conservation/restoration actions of the MSCP.  
Depending on the sites that are selected for 
restoration/conservation actions, the MSCP also 
could result in such a conversion of Important 
Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

The construction of conservation/restoration actions 
associated with the MSCP and biological mitigation 
measures described in section 3.2 could result in short-
term impacts to biological resources, water quality, 
geology and soils, air quality, and noise.  These impacts 
could be cumulatively significant if these actions 
occurred at the same general time and location.  These 
impacts would be mitigable through standard 
construction practices that would be developed once 
specific sites were selected.  Impacts to cultural 
resources along the lower Colorado River also could 
result from ground disturbance required to implement 
the conservation/restoration actions of the MSCP and 
the Proposed Project’s biological mitigation measures.   
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Related Projects Potential Impacts of the Related Projects Significant Cumulative Impacts 
Lower Colorado River 
Multi-Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP) 
(continued) 

 Impacts to cultural resources from the Proposed Project 
also could occur in the IID and CVWD service areas and 
at the Salton Sea.  Impacts could be cumulatively 
significant.  Mitigation measures associated with the 
Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impact to a less-than-significant 
level.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project 
other than that identified in this PEIR would be 
necessary to address the cumulative impact. 
The Proposed Project could result in the conversion of 
Important Farmland to non-agricultural use, as 
described in section 3.5.  This is considered a significant 
and potentially unavoidable impact.  Depending on the 
sites that are selected for restoration/conservation 
actions, the MSCP also could result in such a 
conversion, as could the implementation of the 
Proposed Project’s biological mitigation measures along 
the Colorado River.  This would be a significant and 
potentially unavoidable impact to agricultural 
resources.   

Lower Colorado River 
Desert Region Plan 

Beneficial impacts to water quality in agricultural 
drains. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Colorado River Salinity 
Control Program 

Beneficial impacts to Colorado River water quality No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Colorado River Basin 
Watershed Management 
Initiative 

Beneficial impacts to water quality of the Salton Sea, 
New River, Alamo River, Imperial Valley agricultural 
drains, and CVSC. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Salton Sea Restoration 
Project 

Potential short- and long-term significant impacts to 
several environmental resources depending upon the 
alternative restoration strategies selected.   

Due to lack of definition of alternatives, cumulative 
impacts are speculative.  Cumulative impacts are 
potentially significant but mitigable. 

Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) Program 

Beneficial impacts to water quality in the Salton Sea 
and its tributaries. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Heber Wastewater 
Treatment System 

Beneficial impacts to water quality of agricultural 
drains and the Alamo River.  

No significant cumulative impacts would occur.. 
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Related Projects Potential Impacts of the Related Projects Significant Cumulative Impacts 
Dos Palmas Habitat 
Restoration/Enhancement 

Beneficial impacts to biological resources. No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Brawley, California 
Wetland Project 

Beneficial impacts to water quality of the New River, 
Salton Sea, and Imperial Valley agricultural drains. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

North Baja Powerline 
Project 

Potential significant impacts to biological and (marsh 
and riparian habitat).   

Potentially significant cumulative biological impacts.  
Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed 
Project would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level.  No 
additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other 
than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to 
address the cumulative impact.  Significant, potentially 
unavoidable cumulative impacts to agricultural 
resources could occur if both projects resulted in the 
conversion of Important Farmland.  Short-term 
cumulative impacts from construction are unlikely 
unless construction occurred in the same general 
location and at the same time.  Potential unavoidable 
short-term air quality impacts if construction occurred 
at the same time as the Coachella Canal Lining Project. 
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Related Projects Potential Impacts of the Related Projects Significant Cumulative Impacts 
Mexicali Wastewater 
System Improvements 

The Mexicali Wastewater System Improvements 
would result in a beneficial impact on the water 
quality of the New River and thus the water quality of 
inflows to the Salton Sea.  
The two power plants would collectively evaporate 
approximately 10,570 AFY.  The net reduction in 
water flows to the Salton Sea would be less than 1 
percent of the total amount of flow (U.S. DOE 2001).  
The power plants combined would result in a 
negligible increase in the salinity of the Salton Sea.  
Ultimately, the reduction of phosphates, organics, and 
heavy metals from Mexico that are currently 
discharged to the Salton Sea will have a positive 
impact on water and biological resources.  The small 
increase in salinity level and reduction in water 
quantity would be negligible; hence the power plants 
would have no measurable impact. 

The Proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact to the water quality of the New River, 
while the wastewater treatment plant improvements 
would result in a beneficial impact on the water quality 
of the New River and thus the water quality of inflows 
to the Salton Sea.  The power plants would result in 
negligible impacts to water quality.  Cumulative 
impacts would not be significant.   

Coachella Valley Water 
Management Plan 
(CVWMP) (non-QSA part) 

Short-term, construction-related impacts to biological 
resources, air quality, geology and soils, public 
services and utilities, transportation, hazardous 
materials, noise, and public safety.  Potential 
increased agricultural return flows and decreased 
water quality to drains that empty into the Salton Sea 
from the Coachella Valley.  Depending on the specific 
locations of facilities that would be constructed, 
impacts to biological, cultural, and geological 
resources also could occur. 

Potential localized impacts to areas of disturbance that 
may be within the same general locations as those 
facilities associated with the Proposed Project.  Impacts 
to biological, cultural, and geological resources, air 
quality, public services and utilities, transportation, 
hazardous materials, and noise would be cumulatively 
significant.  Mitigation measures associated with the 
Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impacts, with the possible 
exception of air quality, to a less-than-significant level.  
No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other 
than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to 
address the cumulative impact.   

Coachella Valley Multi-
Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP) 

Potential short-term localized impacts to biological 
resources.  Long-term beneficial impacts to biological 
resources. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 
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Related Projects Potential Impacts of the Related Projects Significant Cumulative Impacts 
Whitewater River Basin 
Flood Control Project 

Beneficial impacts to biological resources. No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Flood Mitigation and 
Riverine Restoration 
Program 

Beneficial impacts to flood control and biological 
resources. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Peninsular Bighorn Sheep 
Recovery Plan 

Beneficial impacts to biological resources. No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Mission Creek Subbasin 
Recharge Project 

Beneficial impact from decrease in groundwater 
overdraft conditions within the Coachella Valley.   

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Caltrans Route 86 
Expressway Mitigation 

Beneficial biological impact. No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Te’Ayawa Energy Center Potentially significant impacts, including impacts to 
geologic hazards, water resources, biological 
resources, traffic and transportation, noise, air quality, 
hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and visual 
resources would be reduced to less than significant 
impacts through application of mitigation measures. 

Potentially significant impacts could result from the 
construction of the energy center and Proposed Project 
facilities, such as recharge basins, pipelines, and 
pumping stations.  Mitigation measures associated with 
the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impacts, with the possible 
exception of air quality, to a less-than-significant level.  
No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other 
than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to 
address the cumulative impact.   

Coachella Valley/Salton 
Sea Non-Point Source 
Project 

Beneficial impact to water quality of the Salton Sea.  
Short-term construction related impacts. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Cabazon Resource 
Recovery Park 

Short-term, localized construction impacts.  Potential 
for contamination of surface and groundwater 
supplies due to hazardous spills. 

Both the Proposed Project and the Cabazon Resources 
Recovery Park could result in significant impacts from 
construction.  Mitigation measures associated with the 
Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impacts, with the possible 
exception of air quality, to a less-than-significant level.  
No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other 
than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to 
address the cumulative impact.   
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Related Projects Potential Impacts of the Related Projects Significant Cumulative Impacts 
Cabazon Power Plant Potential impact to water quality in the CVSC 

dependent on the salinity of the discharge from the 
plant. 

Water quality impacts are speculative.  Both the 
Proposed Project and the power plant project could 
result in significant impacts from construction.  
Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed 
Project would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impacts, with the possible exception of air 
quality, to a less-than-significant level.  No additional 
mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that 
identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address 
the cumulative impact.   

Hayfield Groundwater 
Storage Program 

Short-term construction related impacts to biological 
resources, hazardous waste, soils, noise, and air 
quality. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Cadiz Groundwater 
Storage and Dry-Year 
Supply Program 

Potential impact to groundwater quality.  Short-term, 
construction-related impacts to biological, air, 
hazardous materials, and paleontological resources. 

No significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

Palo Verde Land 
Management, Crop 
Rotation, and Water Supply 
Program 

Potentially minor loss of marsh and riparian habitat 
between Parker Dam and the Palo Verde Diversion 
Dam.  Land fallowing could cause air quality impacts 
from fugitive dust emissions. 

The Proposed Project and the Land Management, Crop 
Rotation, and Water Supply Program together would 
slightly lower the Colorado River median groundwater 
and surface elevation between Parker Dam and the Palo 
Verde Diversion Dam.  This would not significantly 
affect water resources, but would result in a significant 
cumulative impact to biological resources.  Mitigation 
measures associated with the Proposed Project would 
reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to 
a less-than-significant level.  No additional mitigation 
for the Proposed Project other than that identified in this 
PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative 
impact.   
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Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts   

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on March 9, 2001.  A Draft EIS 
that evaluates the environmental impacts of the IA, the IOP and related biological conservation 
measures (USFWS 2001) was issued by Reclamation in January 2002.  The impacts that were 
identified in the EIS are consistent with those of the Proposed Project since execution of the IA 
is simply the federal action that is required prior to implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project   

No environmental changes would occur in addition to those addressed in this PEIR.  Thus, no 
significant cumulative impacts would result from this action. 

4.2.2 Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy 

Project Description  

The IOP is described in Chapter 1, section 1.5. 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts   

The Notice of Public Comment Period on the draft IOP was published on January 18, 2001.  An 
NOI was published in the Federal Register on March 9, 2001.  As noted above, a Draft EIS was 
published by Reclamation in January 2002 that evaluates the consequences of the IOP in 
addition to those of the IA and related biological conservation measures.  Implementation of the 
IOP would result in minor year-to-year changes to the water surface elevation of Lake Mead 
and the Colorado River both during overrun years and payback years.  These changes would 
not cause significant biological or hydrologic impacts because on average the elevations would 
be similar to those that would exist without the IOP. 

This PEIR provides program-level CEQA analysis for IID’s Priority 3a Colorado River water 
cap, including the conservation of water by IID necessary to comply with the Priority 3a cap.  
The analysis assumes that payback for exceedances would comply with the IOP.  These impacts 
are addressed on a project level in the IID Water Conservation and Transfer Project EIR/EIS 
(IID and USBR 2002).   

No significant impacts would occur in the CVWD service area because any reduction in 
deliveries required to pay back previous overruns would be accommodated by reduced 
groundwater recharge during the payback period.  No impacts to the MWD service area would 
occur since any overruns would result in minor changes in diversions at Lake Havasu that are 
well within historic diversions.  The IOP would not cause additional changes to the SDCWA 
service area since it is within the MWD service area. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The changes in water surface elevation along portions of the lower Colorado River that would 
result from the implementation of the Proposed Project may result in significant impacts to 
biological resources.  The IOP could minimally contribute to this impact, and this contribution 
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would vary from year to year.  In those years when a user's entitlement is exceeded, flow in the 
lower Colorado River would be increased, whereas in payback years, flow in the lower 
Colorado River would be reduced.  There would be no net, long-term, aggregate change in river 
flow as a result of implementing the IOP.  Because the IOP has no net effect as described above, 
there would be no significant cumulative impact to the environmental resources of the lower 
Colorado River.  

Impacts associated with conservation by IID for purposes of paying back diversion exceedances 
in accordance with the IOP would be consistent with those described in Chapter 3 of this PEIR.  
No impacts would occur beyond those that are already addressed in this PEIR, and no 
significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

4.2.3 Interim Surplus Guidelines 

Project Description  

This project is described in Chapter 1, section 1.3.3.2.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts  

A ROD for the Interim Surplus Guidelines was published in January 2001.  Reclamation 
determined that small changes in the probabilities of occurrence of flows that could impact 
some resources are within Reclamation’s current operational regime and authorities under 
applicable law.  Specific biological conservation measures were identified for threatened and 
endangered species in the Biological Assessment (USBR 200a) prepared for both the Interim 
Surplus Guidelines and the IA and the subsequent Biological Opinion issued by the Service 
(USFWS 2001). 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

Implementation of the Interim Surplus Guidelines will result in minor reductions in the 
reservoir levels of Lake Mead, and implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 
minor increases in Lake Mead’s surface elevation and storage volume.  Thus, no significant 
cumulative impacts to Lake Mead would occur.  The Interim Surplus Guidelines will not 
change Colorado River flows between Parker and Imperial dams or change points of diversion; 
thus, no significant cumulative impacts to the Colorado River area would occur from 
implementing both the Interim Surplus Guidelines and the Proposed Project. 

4.2.4 Rule for Offstream Storage of Colorado River Water 

Project Description  

The Rule for Offstream Storage of Colorado River Water project is described Chapter 1, section 
1.3.3.2.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts   

Impacts of this rule were evaluated in a 1999 environmental assessment prepared by 
Reclamation (USBR 1999b).  No significant environmental impacts requiring mitigation were 
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identified, although Reclamation will conduct the appropriate project-level NEPA analysis to 
identify potential impacts associated with all specific Storage and Interstate Release Agreements 
when they are presented to the Secretary.  Any agreement for offstream storage would require a 
change in points of diversion from the Colorado River.  Depending on the entities involved, this 
change in point of diversion may or may not result in a change in river flow.  For example, in 
the event that MWD and the Arizona Water Banking Authority (AWBA) enter into an 
agreement for offstream storage, there would be changes in points of diversion between the 
MWD facilities and the Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD) facilities, 
although, as both are located in Lake Havasu, there would not be a reduction in river flows.  In 
the event that the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) and AWBA implement the 
agreement for offstream storage, there would be changes in points of diversion between Lake 
Mead and Lake Havasu, and a subsequent increase or reduction in river flows between Hoover 
Dam and Lake Havasu.  Currently, the AWBA is the only storing entity. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project    

The Rule for Offstream Storage could affect both flows and reservoir elevations within the 
Colorado River from Lake Powell to the Southerly International Boundary (SIB).  Except for the 
impacts of the SNWA/AWBA agreement, the project-specific effects are speculative and would 
depend on the amounts of water transferred and the location of the diversion points affected.  
The Proposed Project would result in potentially significant impacts to biological resources 
along the lower Colorado River from a reduction in median groundwater and water surface 
elevation.  Depending on the details of individual agreements for offstream storage, cumulative 
impacts to biological resources along the lower Colorado River could be significant.  It is 
anticipated that most of the potential cumulative impacts to biological resources would be 
attributable to the Proposed Project.  Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project 
would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level.  No 
additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be 
necessary to address the cumulative impact. 

4.2.5 Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Program 

Project Description 

The MSCP is described Chapter 1, section 1.5.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

An EIS/EIR and Biological Assessment are being prepared to analyze the potential impacts 
from implementation of the Conservation Plan.  Reclamation and the Service are the lead 
agencies under NEPA, and MWD is the lead agency under CEQA.  An NOI and an NOP were 
issued in May 1999, and seven scoping hearings were held in June and July 1999 to inform the 
public about the MSCP and solicit input.  A Supplemental NOI to prepare an EIS/EIR on the 
project was published in the Federal Register on July 12, 2000, and additional scoping meetings 
were held in July and August 2000.  The MSCP Conservation Plan is scheduled for public 
release in late 2002.  Completion of environmental review, a ROD by the Secretary, federal ESA 
and CESA permitting, and execution of an Implementation Agreement among MSCP 
participants is scheduled for 2003.   
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Implementation of the MSCP is intended to have a beneficial impact to habitat along the lower 
Colorado River.  Biological conservation measures necessary to account for the incidental take 
of protected species within the historic floodplain of the lower Colorado River would be 
implemented over a 50-year period.  Additional conservation measures are planned to assist in 
the recovery of the covered species.  These conservation measures could include the restoration 
of existing degraded habitat and/or the construction of new open water, marsh, and riparian 
forest habitats.  The first phase of these actions is likely to restore cottonwood-willow habitat 
suitable for southwestern willow flycatcher and western yellow-billed cuckoo, mesquite habitat, 
and marsh habitat suitable for the Yuma clapper rail and other similar species.  In addition, 
native fish refugia would be created and native fish populations may be supplemented by 
hatchery-raised fish.  Later phases would add more habitat, based on adaptive management 
principles.  Implementation of the biological conservation measures associated with the MSCP 
is expected to mitigate any adverse effects of current and future diversions of the Colorado 
River, including those associated with the Proposed Project.  The conceptual projects whose 
potential impacts to biological resources are covered by the MSCP would undergo separate 
environmental evaluation when, and if, they are proposed. 

The construction of conservation/restoration actions associated with the MSCP could result in 
short-term impacts to biological resources, water quality, geology and soils, air quality, and 
noise along the lower Colorado River.  Impacts to cultural resources along the lower Colorado 
River also could result from ground disturbance required to implement the 
conservation/restoration actions of the MSCP.  Depending on the sites that are selected for 
restoration/conservation actions, the MSCP also could result in such a conversion of Important 
Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The construction of conservation/restoration actions associated with the MSCP and biological 
mitigation measures described in section 3.2 could result in short-term impacts to biological 
resources, water quality, geology and soils, air quality, and noise along the lower Colorado 
River.  These impacts could be cumulatively significant if these actions occurred at the same 
general time and location.  These impacts would be mitigable through standard construction 
practices that would be developed once specific sites were selected.  With mitigation, these 
potential short-term impacts would be reduced to less than significant.   

Impacts to cultural resources along the lower Colorado River could result from ground 
disturbance required to implement the conservation/restoration actions of the MSCP and the 
Proposed Project’s biological mitigation measures.  Impacts to cultural resources from the 
Proposed Project also could occur in the IID and CVWD service areas and at the Salton Sea.  
Impacts could be cumulatively significant.  Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed 
Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant 
levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR 
would be necessary to address the cumulative impact.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures 
for potential impacts to cultural resources also are being developed or have been developed as 
part of the environmental review process for the related projects.  

The Proposed Project could result in the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural 
use, as described in section 3.5.  This is considered a significant and potentially unavoidable 
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impact.  Depending on the sites that are selected for restoration/conservation actions, the MSCP 
also could result in such a conversion, as could the implementation of the Proposed Project’s 
biological mitigation measures along the Colorado River.  This would be a significant and 
potentially unavoidable cumulative impact to agricultural resources in Southern California.   

The Proposed Project could result in potentially significant long-term impacts to the biological 
resources of the lower Colorado River.  These impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
by the implementation of mitigation measures identified in section 3.2.  On a long-term basis, 
the implementation of biological conservation measures associated with the MSCP would result 
in beneficial impacts to biological resources along the lower Colorado River.  No significant 
long-term cumulative impacts to biological resources would occur. 

4.2.6 Lower Colorado River Desert Region Plan (Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program) 

Project Description  

Since 1997, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has been implementing a cost-
sharing program to address water and air quality issues for 520,000 acres of irrigated cropland 
in the Imperial and Coachella valleys.  Cooperating parties are private landholders, Native 
American groups, IID, and the Bard Resource Conservation District.  The program goals include 
reducing salinity levels in soil, reducing soil compaction and stratification, reducing nitrate and 
pesticide concentrations in runoff agricultural drainage, reducing nitrates leached into 
groundwater, and, reducing PM10 levels during “the critical periods.”  The program provides 
50 percent matching funds for on-farm improvements in the Imperial and Coachella valleys to 
applicants considered each year.  Improvements can include slip plowing, covering crops to 
reduce erosion, planting windbreaks to reduce dust, nutrient (fertilizer) management, 
installation of tile drains, installation of drip systems, and other environmentally sound 
practices (personal communication S. Cameron, 2001).   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

This is an ongoing program.  Implementation of the NRCS projects, which are partially funded 
by the Environmental Quality Incentives Program, has had a beneficial impact on the quality of 
water in agricultural drains, has reduced sediment in the drains, has improved water use 
efficiency, improved drainage, and reduced nutrients and pesticides in drain water.   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project   

The Proposed Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts to water quality in drains 
(due to increased selenium concentration) within the Imperial and Coachella valleys.  The 
NRCS projects, however, have a beneficial impact to water quality in such drains.  Because 
water quality impacts of the NRCS projects would be beneficial, no significant cumulative 
impacts would occur.  
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4.2.7 Colorado River Salinity Control Program  

Project Description  

This program, pursuant to the 1974 Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, PL 93-320, as 
amended, provides for the construction, operation, and maintenance of projects in the Colorado 
River Basin to control the salinity of water.  A wide range of salinity control actions has been 
undertaken in the Colorado River basin as part of this program.  These actions include the 
construction of a desalting plant at Yuma, Arizona, development of a protective well field along 
the U.S.-Mexico border, a salinity control program on BLM land, a voluntary on-farm salinity 
control program by USDA, specific projects and a program for funding basin-wide salinity 
control projects through competitive bid.   

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum has determined that 1,477,700 tons of salt 
must be removed or prevented from entering the Colorado River system annually to maintain 
water quality through 2015 (USBR 2000c).  To meet this goal, it is necessary to fund and 
implement new measures that would allow the removal of an additional 756,000 tons annually. 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts  

To achieve future reduction goals, a variety of salinity control methods are being investigated.  
Existing salinity control measures under this program have a beneficial impact by preventing 
over a half-million tons of salt per year from reaching the River (DOI 1999).  

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project    

Reclamation’s modeling predicts that the Proposed Project would slightly increase (about 8 
mg/l) the salinity of the Colorado River at Imperial Dam (see section 3.1 and Appendix C).  The 
salinity control measures discussed above are intended to maintain the salinity of the River.  
Because water quality impacts of the salinity control measures would be beneficial, no 
significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

4.2.8 Colorado River Basin Watershed Management Initiative 

Project Description   

This basin-wide management initiative is a RWQCB, Colorado River Basin Region, internal 
planning mechanism for the Salton Sea Transboundary Watershed basin planning unit.  The 
watershed was identified as impaired under the 1998 California Unified Watershed Assessment 
(UWA).  The UWA was a collaborative process between California and the EPA developed to 
guide allocation of new federal resources for watershed protection.  The watershed contains five 
main surface water bodies:  the Salton Sea, New River, Alamo River, Imperial Valley 
agricultural drains and the CVSC.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts  

This initiative is not a project, but an overall plan and would be implemented by the TMDL 
program discussed below.  
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Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project    

The Proposed Project would have significant unavoidable water quality impacts to the Alamo 
River and IID drains due to increased selenium concentration.  It also would result in decreased 
flows to the Salton Sea and this, combined with evaporation, would act to lower the mean 
surface elevation, decrease surface area, and increase the salinity concentration of the Sea.  
Because water quality impacts of the initiative would be beneficial, no significant cumulative 
impacts would occur. 

4.2.9 Salton Sea Restoration Project  

Project Description  

The Salton Sea Restoration Project is described in Chapter 1, section 1.5. 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts  

A NOP/NOI was issued on June 26, 1998, and a Draft EIS/EIR was released in January 2000.  
The Draft EIS/EIR was not finalized due to concerns regarding the feasibility of the alternatives 
that were analyzed.  A revised Draft EIS/EIR including different alternatives and revised 
modeling and impact analysis is in preparation.  Although the project is speculative at this time, 
if implemented, the Salton Sea Restoration Project would be expected to reduce and stabilize the 
overall salinity of the Salton Sea and stabilize the surface elevation of the Salton Sea.  Certain 
potential restoration measures could reduce inflows to the Salton Sea or reduce its elevation or 
otherwise adversely affect water quality.  If such measures are implemented as part of the 
Salton Sea Restoration Project, this could result in significant impacts to air quality, biological 
resources, cultural resources, and recreational resources.  There is also a potential that 
agricultural lands may be converted to non-agricultural uses depending upon the alternative 
selected for Salton Sea restoration.  Short-term impacts to resources such as noise, air quality, 
and geology and soils could result from construction.  Other significant short and long-term 
impacts may occur depending upon the alternative selected. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

Since the alternative methods of implementing the Salton Sea Restoration Project have not been 
defined at this time, the cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project and the Salton Sea 
Restoration Project are speculative.  Depending on the restoration methods selected, cumulative 
impacts could potentially be significant.  Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed 
Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant 
levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR 
would be necessary to address the potential cumulative impacts.  It is anticipated that 
mitigation measures also would be developed as part of the environmental review process for 
the Salton Sea Restoration Project. 
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4.2.10 Total Maximum Daily Load Program 

Project Description   

Pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Water Act, the Colorado River RWQCB identified 
and ranked “impaired waterbodies” for which TMDLs need to be established.  The RWQCB is 
to develop and adopt an Implementation Plan for each TMDL/water body combination and 
identify implementing actions, monitoring and surveillance for compliance, and technical and 
economic feasibility.  The RWQCB has identified the New River, Alamo River, Imperial Valley 
drains, Salton Sea, Palo Verde outfall drain and CVSC as quality-limited waters.  The Salton Sea 
Watershed has also been identified as a priority watershed. 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts   

The TMDL Program is in process.  Implementation of the TMDLs is expected to improve the 
quality of the individual quality limited waterbodies, including the Salton Sea.   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project  

The Proposed Project would have significant unavoidable water quality impacts to the Alamo 
River and IID drains due to increased selenium concentration.  It also would result in decreased 
flows to the Salton Sea and this, combined with evaporation, would act to lower the mean 
surface elevation, decrease surface area, and increase salinity concentrations of the Sea.  The 
TMDL Program would have a beneficial impact to water quality in the New River, Alamo 
River, Imperial Valley drains, Salton Sea, Palo Verde outfall drain, and the CVSC.  Because 
impacts of the TMDL Program would be beneficial, no significant cumulative impacts would 
occur. 

4.2.11 Heber Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion and Upgrade 

Project Description   

The Heber Wastewater Treatment Plant serves the community of Heber, located approximately 
5 miles north of the U.S.-Mexico border in Imperial County.  The plant discharges to an 
agricultural drain that flows to the Alamo River.  The Alamo River flows approximately south 
to north through the Imperial Valley and terminates at the Salton Sea.  The plant is expanding 
capacity from 0.402 to 0.810 million gallons per day (mgd) and upgrading plant components, 
including the addition of a new oxidation ditch, two clarifiers, a return activated sludge and 
waste activated sludge pump station, sludge drying beds, and disinfection facilities. 
(Montgomery Watson 1999).   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts   

The EPA issued an Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact for the Heber 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion and Upgrade in 1999.  The Notice to Proceed for 
construction was granted in April 2000, and construction activities were completed in the fall of 
2001.  The expanded and upgraded plant would have a beneficial impact by improving water 
quality in the agricultural drains and Alamo River.  
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Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project   

The Proposed Project would have adverse impacts to the water quality of agricultural drains 
and the Alamo River, but the wastewater treatment plant would have a beneficial impact by 
improving water quality in the agricultural drains and Alamo River.  Thus, no significant water 
quality impacts would occur.  The only adverse impacts from expansion and upgrade of the 
Heber Wastewater Treatment Plant identified in the environmental assessment were short-term 
localized impacts due to construction activities, and construction is completed.  Thus, no 
cumulative impacts from the Heber Wastewater Treatment Expansion and Upgrade would 
occur.   

4.2.12 Dos Palmas Habitat Restoration/Enhancement 

Project Description   

BLM administers the Dos Palmas Preserve, an approximately 14,880-acre wildlife refuge and 
nature preserve near the town of North Shore on the northeast shore of the Salton Sea.  The 
purposes of the preserve are to: 

• protect wildlife habitat within the Salt Creek watershed identified by the BLM as an 
ACEC;  

• provide protection for endangered species;  

• provide research, educational and recreational opportunities; and  

• manage the watershed on an ecosystem basis to provide for natural functioning of 
processes.   

An interdisciplinary team has developed a restoration plan, and components of the plan 
(including modifying 25 acres of wetlands to create habitat for endangered species and a 
tamarisk removal program) have been implemented.  Sensitive species in the preserve include 
the endangered Yuma clapper rail, black rail, and desert pupfish.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts  

This project is not subject to environmental review.  The wetland modifications are complete 
and vegetation is being grown to emulate more natural habitat.  Tamarisk eradication efforts are 
ongoing.  The Dos Palmas project would have a beneficial effect by providing habitat for a 
variety of species.  

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project  

The Proposed Project would have significant impacts to the biological resources of the Salton 
Sea.  The Dos Palmas Habitat Restoration/Enhancement project would have beneficial impacts 
to biological resources in this area.  Because the latter project would have beneficial impacts to 
biological resources, no significant cumulative impacts would occur. 
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4.2.13 Brawley, California Wetland Project 

Project Description   

The Brawley Constructed Wetlands Demonstration Project (Brawley Wetlands Project) involves 
the construction of two pilot treatment wetlands to improve water quality in the Imperial 
Valley’s agricultural drains, the New River, and the Salton Sea.  A 5-acre wetland has been 
constructed on a 7-acre site near the City of Brawley, which is designed to divert and improve 
the quality of approximately 2.4 million gallons of New River water per year.  A second, larger 
wetland (40 acres) has been constructed on a 68-acre site near the City of Imperial.  This 40-acre 
wetland would collect 6.9 million gallons of agricultural water per year from IID’s Agricultural 
Rice 3 Drain.  Both wetlands are designed to remove silt from inflows as they flow through the 
first sedimentation basin and reduce nutrient loads, pesticide/herbicide toxicity, and selenium 
concentrations as water flows through a series of shallow ponds.  A monitoring program, which 
has been underway for over six months, is to determine relative water quality improvement 
and the effects on wildlife (USBR and SSA 2000). 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts  

The project has the potential to improve the quality of flow to the Salton Sea from the Imperial 
Valley.  The estimated degree of improvement would be small due to the small size of the 
project.  Wetlands can remove significant amounts of nitrogen, up to 80 or 90 percent, and less 
phosphorus, on the order of 30 to 40 percent.   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project  

The Proposed Project would have adverse impacts to the water quality of the Salton Sea and the 
New River and significant impacts to the water quality of Imperial Valley agricultural drains 
due to increased selenium concentration.  The Brawley Wetlands Project is intended to improve 
water quality to the New River, the drains, and the Salton Sea.  Because the Brawley Wetlands 
Project would have a beneficial water quality impact, no significant cumulative impacts would 
occur. 

4.2.14 North Baja Powerline Project 

Project Description  

The North Baja Powerline Project is located within the southwestern portion of the Imperial 
Valley.  Two new power lines that are parallel to the existing line are proposed to run from the 
Imperial Valley substation to the Mexican Border. 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

A Draft EIS/EIR has been issued by BLM (IID and USBR 2002).  The 6-mile long power line is 
expected to result in potential impacts to marsh and riparian habitat, including habitat for the 
Yuma clapper rail.  The North Baja Powerline Project may impact desert tortoise habitat, flat-
tailed horned lizard habitat, and riparian habitat occupied by the clapper rail, desert tortoise, 
and flat-tailed horned lizard.  The project may create short-term, but less than significant 
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impacts to air quality, noise, and traffic.  The project may also result in conversion of Important 
Farmland to non-agricultural use, resulting in a significant impact. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The North Baja Powerline project could result in a slight increase in the loss of riparian and 
marsh habitat and so has the potential for a significant cumulative impact in combination with 
the Proposed Project.  The potential conversion of Important Farmland is considered a 
significant cumulative impact since both the Proposed Project and the power line project could 
result in such a conversion.  This impact is potentially unavoidable.  Short-term construction 
impacts such as noise and traffic are unlikely to be cumulatively significant since they are 
highly localized.  Air quality impacts from construction could be cumulatively significant if 
construction occurred during the same timeframe.  If the power line project and Coachella 
Canal lining project were constructed at the same time, short-term impacts to air quality could 
be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  With the exception of the potential air quality 
impact described above, mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project would 
reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No 
additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be 
necessary to address the cumulative impacts.   

4.2.15 Mexicali Wastewater System Improvements  

Project Description 

Raw or partially treated wastewater from the city of Mexicali, Mexico flows into the 
New River, which flows north into the Imperial Valley and into the Salton Sea.  These 
discharges pose a threat to water quality both in Mexico and the United States.  The U.S. and 
Mexican sections of the International Boundary and Water Commission, as well as several other 
agencies, are planning to update and develop wastewater treatment facilities in order to 
improve the water quality of the New River, as well as general sanitation in Mexicali.  Specific 
improvements include, but are not limited to, rehabilitating and expanding the capacity of the 
Mexicali Wastewater Treatment Plant to 30 mgd and constructing another wastewater 
treatment plant with a capacity of 20 mgd.  In addition to the wastewater system 
improvements, two power plants are being constructed.  One power plant would use a portion 
of the treated wastewater effluent for cooling water; the other power plant would obtain and 
treat raw sewer water and subsequently use the treated water for cooling water.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

Rehabilitation and expansion of the capacity of the Mexicali Wastewater Treatment Plant began 
in autumn 2000.  Construction is expected to be completed by 2004.  The construction of the 
new wastewater treatment plant is estimated to be completed by the end of year 2003.  The 
power plants are expected to begin operation in Mexico during the summer of 2002.   

The Mexicali Wastewater System Improvements are intended to resolve problems related to the 
quality of water treated by the existing Mexicali wastewater system and treatment plant, which 
discharges its effluent into the New River, which ultimately empties into the Salton Sea.  
According to EPA and the International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC), after the 
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system improvements are complete, the treated water would be discharged into the New River.  
The improvements would result in a beneficial impact on the water quality of the New River 
and thus the water quality of inflows to the Salton Sea. 

The two power plants would collectively evaporate approximately 10,570 AFY.  The net 
reduction in water flows to the Salton Sea would be less than 1 percent of the total amount of 
flow (U.S. DOE 2001).  The power plants combined would also remove 6,120,000 pounds of TDS 
per year in their water withdrawals.  However, the increased TDS concentration of water 
discharged by the power plants to the river would result in “an increase in salinity to the Salton 
Sea of 0.142 percent” (U.S. DOE 2001). 

According to the environmental documentation on the power plants, these impacts are 
negligible and well within the error range of the recorded data and measurement instruments 
(U.S. DOE 2001).  Ultimately, the reduction of phosphates, organics, and heavy metals from 
Mexico that are currently discharged to the Salton Sea will have a positive impact on water and 
biological resources.  The small increase in salinity level and reduction in water quantity would 
be negligible; hence the power plants would have no measurable impact (U.S. DOE 2001).  

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact to the water quality of the 
New River, while the wastewater treatment plant improvements would result in a beneficial 
impact on the water quality of the New River and thus the water quality of inflows to the Salton 
Sea.  The power plants would result in negligible impacts to water quality.  Cumulative impacts 
would not be significant.   

4.2.16 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (Non-QSA Part)   

Project Description 

CVWD has prepared the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan (CVWMP) to provide an 
overall program of managing its surface and groundwater resources in the future.  The 
CVWMP involves a number of actions to reduce the current overdraft of groundwater in the 
Coachella Valley through increased use of Colorado River water (reducing the requirement to 
pump groundwater), various water recycling programs, and conservation measures to decrease 
the consumption of water in the Coachella Valley.  Water would be gained through non-QSA-
related sources, including recycled water, desalted agricultural drain water, municipal and 
industrial conservation, and golf course conservation.  Implementing these elements of the 
CVWMP would involve construction of various facilities for water treatment and development 
of additional policies to implement increased conservation.  Implementation of the CVWMP 
may also result in additional water from other transfers not related to the Proposed Project.  
This includes a potential transfer of up to 100,000 AFY of SWP entitlement.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

The impacts of the CVWMP are being addressed in a PEIR currently under preparation by 
CVWD.  An NOP was filed with the State Clearinghouse in November 1995.  A revised NOP 
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was issued in March 2000 to incorporate the changes to the project from the Colorado River 
allocation negotiations.  The Draft PEIR is scheduled to be released in early 2002. 

Potential environmental impacts of the CVWMP are expected to consist of both short-term 
construction impacts and long-term impacts.  Short-term, construction-related impacts include 
impacts to biological resources, air quality, geology and soils, public services and utilities, 
transportation, hazardous materials, noise, and public safety.  Other potential long-term 
impacts include increased agricultural return flows and decreased water quality to drains that 
empty into the Salton Sea from the Coachella Valley.  Depending on the specific locations of 
facilities that would be constructed, impacts to biological, cultural, geological, and agricultural 
resources also could occur.  

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

As discussed in section 3.1, the implementation of the CVWMP (QSA portion) has the potential 
to result in significant water quality impacts due to increased TDS in the lower basin 
groundwater and increased selenium in the drains.  The implementation of the non-QSA 
portion of the CVWMP would not increase the TDS of the groundwater in the lower basin, nor 
would it increase the selenium in drains beyond that which would occur under the Proposed 
Project.  The increase in agricultural drain flows may produce net beneficial impacts to the 
Salton Sea through an increase in flows of lower salinity water.  No significant cumulative 
impacts to water quality would occur.   

Implementation of the CVWMP would result in potential localized impacts to areas where 
facilities may be located.  These areas of disturbance may be within the same general locations 
as those facilities associated with the Proposed Project components of the CVWMP.  Impacts to 
biological, cultural, and geological resources, air quality, public services and utilities, 
transportation, hazardous materials, and noise could be cumulatively significant.  If the 
CVWMP and Coachella Canal Lining Project were constructed at the same time, short-term 
impacts to air quality could be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  With the exception of 
the potential air quality impact described above, mitigation measures associated with the 
Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in 
this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative impacts.  It is anticipated that 
mitigation measures also would be developed as part of the environmental review process for 
the CVWMP. 

4.2.17 Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

Project Description 

The purpose of the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) is to 
conserve adequate habitat to provide for the long-term viability of designated Species of 
Concern and to simplify compliance with endangered species-related laws and regulations.  
Thirty-one Species of Concern and 24 natural communities are considered, based on current 
habitat conditions and the extent of available information.  The MSHCP area includes the entire 
Coachella Valley watershed except those portions outside Riverside County or outside the 
boundaries of the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG).  The area covers over 



 4.0  Cumulative Impact Analysis  

Quantification Settlement Agreement Final PEIR  4-21 

1.2 million acres (approximately 1,950 sq. mi.) that include the Valley floor and surrounding 
mountains up to the ridgeline.  

The MSHCP is being prepared by CVAG and the Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy.  
Cooperating agencies include the National Park Service, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, the Service, U.S. Forest Service, BLM, CDFG, California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Riverside County, CVWD, MWD, and other state and local agencies, and private 
landowners and organizations.  Permitting agencies are the Service and CDFG.  In December 
1999, a Biological Analysis of Three Conservation Alternatives for the MSHCP was prepared for 
review by the involved agencies.  At the same time, preliminary draft maps of known locations 
of sensitive species were prepared.  The plan does not currently include the fringe-toed lizard 
because this species has an existing HCP that is undergoing some revision, but it does include 
the peninsular bighorn sheep, for which critical habitat has been designated.  

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

An administrative draft MSHCP containing three alternatives was prepared in August 2000.  A 
single preferred alternative is now being considered and a public draft MSHCP should be 
available in early 2002.  Estimated completion date is August 2002 (personal communication, K. 
Barros 2001).  The MSHCP is expected to have a net beneficial impact on habitat and special 
status species in the Coachella Valley, although the project may have short-term, localized 
impacts to biological resources, including sensitive species.   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would result in significant impacts to biological resources in the Coachella 
Valley, and the MSHCP could have short-term, localized impacts to biological resources.  This 
short-term cumulative impact would be potentially significant.  Mitigation measures associated 
with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-
than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that 
identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative impacts.  The MSHCP 
would have a net beneficial impact to biological resources, and no long-term significant 
cumulative impacts would occur. 

4.2.18 Whitewater River Basin Flood Control Project 

Project Description 

CVWD and the USACE are cooperating on a flood control project to provide flood protection 
measures within the Thousand Palms area of the Whitewater River Basin.  The area is located in 
Riverside County unincorporated areas.  The project consists of constructing levees 
approximately midway between Interstate 10 and the Indio Hills.  The levees would protect the 
Thousand Palms area from flooding and convey stormwater to the Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard preserve and then on to the existing flood control features at Del Webb Sun City.  The 
preferred alternative of the feasibility study proposes four levees and a 550-acre floodway that 
would protect developed and undeveloped areas from flood flows from the Indio Hills, while 
allowing sediment carried by flood flows to be deposited in the wind corridor or directly in the 
Coachella Valley Preserve. 



4.0  Cumulative Impact Analysis  

4-22 Quantification Settlement Agreement Final PEIR 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

Environmental documents for this project have been completed.  The USACE started final 
design in the fall of 2001.  CVWD estimates a 2-year design period, followed by a 2-year 
construction period.  The project is expected to be operational in late 2005 to early 2006, 
(personal communication, D. Farris CVWD 2002). 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would result in significant impacts to biological resources in the Salton 
Sea and the Coachella Valley.  The Whitewater River Basin Flood Control Project would 
provide significant beneficial impacts for the northern portion of the Coachella Valley.  Because 
the flood control project would have beneficial impacts to biological resources impacted by the 
Proposed Project, no significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

4.2.19 Flood Mitigation and Riverine Restoration Program, Whitewater River/CVSC 

Project Description 

CVWD and USACE are cooperating an another flood control project to reduce flood flow 
elevations and develop a wetland habitat at the delta where the CVSC flows into the Salton Sea.  
This project is a high priority project within President Clinton’s Challenge 21 program.  Given 
political changes at the federal level, the Challenge 21 program may not reach fruition, 
(personal communication D. Farris CVWD 2002). 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

No environmental compliance documentation has begun.  This project would provide a 
beneficial reduction in flow velocity and decreased scour in the CVSC.  It also would have a 
beneficial impact to biological resources by increasing wetland habitat. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would have significant impacts to biological resources of the Coachella 
Valley and Salton Sea, although these would be reduced to less than significant by the 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in this PEIR.  If the flood control project were 
implemented, it would be expected to create a beneficial impact to biological resources through 
the creation of wetland habitat at the Salton Sea.  Because the flood control project would 
benefit resources impacted by the Proposed Project, no significant cumulative impacts would 
occur. 

4.2.20 Peninsular Bighorn Sheep Recovery Plan 

Project Description 

In December 1999, the Service released for public review a Draft Recovery Plan for the Bighorn 
Sheep in the Peninsular Range (USFWS 1999).  The Draft Recovery Plan provides background on 
the species and its status, the bases for plan development, and the proposed plan itself.  
Significant elements of the plan are to protect habitat, including critical habitat, and promote 
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increase in population abundance.  The plan also includes fencing to exclude sheep from areas 
where they may become habituated to and dependent upon artificial sources of food and water.  

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

The recovery plan and the critical habitat designation are expected to have beneficial impacts by 
maintaining bighorn sheep habitat and enhancing the population.  

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

There is a potential that some facilities associated with the Proposed Project, such as recharge 
basins, may encroach upon peninsular big horn sheep habitat, which could be a significant but 
mitigable impact.  The Recovery Plan would have beneficial impacts to peninsular bighorn 
sheep habitat and populations; thus, no significant cumulative impacts would occur. 

4.2.21 Mission Creek Subbasin Recharge Project 

Project Description 

The principal water supply of the City of Desert Hot Springs and nearby communities is 
groundwater pumped from the Mission Creek Subbasin.  As this area has developed, 
groundwater production has increased and groundwater levels have declined.  In order to 
address the decline in groundwater level, CVWD, DWA, and the local water district have 
evaluated recharging 10 KAFY of water from the CRA in exchange with MWD for a portion of 
CVWD’s and DWA’s SWP water.  Recharge basins are under construction by DWA along 
Mission Creek, which is northwest of Desert Hot Springs.  Water would be delivered via a 
turnout from the CRA that was recently constructed by MWD.  Approximately 100 acres of 
recharge basins are being constructed on about 160 acres of land owned by DWA.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

The impacts of this project were evaluated in two separate EIRs and a site-specific Negative 
Declaration (DWA 1989), which determined that the project would have no significant 
environmental impacts.  In addition, site-specific surveys for biological and cultural resources 
concluded that the site contains no potentially sensitive resources.  DWA adopted a Notice of 
Exemption in June 1998 (DWA 1998).   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would create significant impacts to biological, cultural, and other 
resources of the Coachella Valley, but they would be mitigable to less than significant with the 
adoption of mitigation measures identified in this PEIR.  Significant impacts to environmental 
resources were not identified in the environmental documentation for the Mission Creek 
project.  Thus, no significant cumulative impacts would occur.  The Proposed Project and the 
Mission Creek project would both decrease groundwater overdraft conditions within the 
Coachella Valley, although in separate groundwater basins.   
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4.2.22 Caltrans:  Route 86 Expressway Mitigation 

Project Description 

Caltrans is completing three mitigation activities along Route 86 in Riverside County.  Route 86 
runs north to south from in the Coachella and Imperial valleys, west of the Salton Sea.  
Reconstruction of 18.5 acres of wetlands and creation of 20 acres of desert pupfish habitat has 
been completed.  Restoration of 112 acres of alkali sink scrub habitat is to be completed within 2 
to 3 years.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

This project is environmental mitigation and would have long-term beneficial impacts.   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would significantly impact biological resources of the Coachella and 
Imperial valleys, but these impacts would be mitigated to less than significant through the 
implementation of measures identified in this PEIR.  The Caltrans mitigation project would 
have beneficial impacts to biological resources; thus, no significant cumulative impacts would 
occur. 

4.2.23 Te’Ayawa Energy Center  

Project Description  

The Torres Martinez Band of Desert Cahuilla Indians has concluded negotiations for 
construction of a $275-million Te’Ayawa Energy Center, a 600-MW natural gas-fired power 
plant on leased reservation land near Mecca.  The Calpine Corporation of San Jose, California, is 
developing the plant.  Te’Ayawa Energy Center is negotiating with Reclamation and CVWD for 
use of Coachella Canal water for cooling the facility.  The plant would pump up to 4,000 AFY 
from the Coachella Canal, and additional groundwater would be pumped for potable water 
supply.  The project would use a “zero liquid discharge” system for treatment of process 
wastewater, including cooling tower blowdown.  Water cycled in a cooling tower would be 
concentrated into a sludge-like consistency and evaporated from on-site ponds.  The resulting 
mineral concentration that builds up in the ponds would be stored, dried, and eventually 
hauled offsite for disposal at an appropriate landfill.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

A NOI was issued for the project in June 2000 and a revised NOI was issued in January 2001.  A 
Notice of Availability for the draft EIS/EIR was published in the Federal Register in October, 
2001.  In January 2002, the project proponent placed this project on indefinite hold.  The Draft 
EIS/EIR states that the Proposed Project would not result in any significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  Potentially significant impacts, including impacts to geologic hazards, water 
resources, biological resources, traffic and transportation, noise, air quality, hazardous 
materials, hazardous waste, and visual resources would be reduced to less than significant 
impacts through application of mitigation measures. 
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Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Te’Ayawa Energy Center project would use Coachella Canal water and pump 
groundwater.  Increased pumping would increase the existing overdraft in the Lower Coachella 
Valley.  The Proposed Project would decrease the groundwater overdraft, and thus would not 
contribute to a significant cumulative impact to groundwater.   

The Proposed Project would adversely impact the water quality of agricultural drains and the 
Salton Sea.  Under the Te’Ayawa Energy Center project, no water would be discharged into the 
CVSC or agricultural drain system, and no additional inflows to the Salton Sea would be 
attributable to this project.  Thus, no cumulative water quality impacts would occur.  Potentially 
significant impacts could, however, result from the construction of the energy center and 
Proposed Project facilities, such as recharge basins, pipelines, and pumping stations.  Mitigation 
measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed 
Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative 
impact.  Mitigation measures also were identified in the Energy Center EIS/EIR that would 
reduce impacts of this project.  If the energy center and Coachella Canal Lining Project were 
constructed at the same time, however, short-term impacts to air quality could be cumulatively 
significant and unavoidable.  

4.2.24 Coachella Valley/Salton Sea Non-Point Source Project 

Project Description 

The Whitewater River/CVSC carries agricultural drainage, treated municipal effluent, and 
runoff to the Salton Sea.  The project seeks to address non-point source pollution entering the 
Salton Sea and Whitewater River/CVSC.  The lead agency for the project is the Morongo 
Consortium of Coachella Valley Tribal Bands.  The project includes development and 
implementation of groundwater protection measures; development of a cooperative water 
quality monitoring effort; construction of wetlands test cells for treating agricultural drainage 
water with aquatic vegetation just upstream of the Salton Sea; implementation of BMPs for 
controlling non-point source pollution; and development of a public awareness and 
participation program. 

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

The project would include construction of wetlands, development of a water quality monitoring 
effort, and implementation of groundwater protection measures.  Wetlands may remove up to 
80 to 90 percent of the nitrogen and up to 30 to 40 percent of the phosphorus from CVSC flows.  
This would have a beneficial impact on the water quality and nutrient loading of the Salton Sea.  
Construction of wetlands and implementation of BMPs may have minor, short-term localized 
impacts and additional water use due to evapotranspiration in the wetlands.  Minor adverse 
impacts to water quantity and beneficial impacts to water quality would be expected from the 
implementation of this project. 
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Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would have adverse impacts on the water quality of the Salton Sea.  The 
Coachella Valley/Salton Sea Non-Point Source Project would have a beneficial impact to the 
Sea’s water quality.  Because the latter project would have a beneficial impact, no significant 
cumulative impact would occur.  

4.2.25 Cabazon Resource Recovery Park 

Project Description 

The Cabazon Band of Mission Indians plans to develop commercial waste management and 
industrial facilities in the Mecca area of the Lower Coachella Valley.  The site covers 
approximately 590 usable acres of tribal lands, of which approximately 471 acres are 
undeveloped.  The proposed facilities would recycle, reuse, or transform a variety of waste 
materials.  Proposed projects include metals reclamation, gasification, used oil refinery, 
reclaimed glass, paper de-inking and other industries that recycle, reuse or transform waste.  
The project may also include infrastructure such as railways to support the waste management 
activities in the area.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs released a draft EIS in June 1998 and a final EIS in February 2000.  
The project was approved in December 2000.  Most impacts were described as short-term, 
localized construction impacts.  Due to the nature of the project, there is a potential for 
contamination of surface and groundwater supplies due to hazardous material spills, although 
this has been addressed in the final EIS for the project.  At full build-out, the projects would use 
approximately 1,200 AFY of groundwater.   

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

It is anticipated that this project at full build-out may have a minor adverse impact to 
groundwater quantity in the Lower Coachella Valley.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would help to correct the groundwater overdraft in the Coachella Valley, thus reducing the 
potential groundwater impact of the Cabazon Resource Recovery Park.  Since the Proposed 
Project would have a beneficial impact to groundwater quantity, no significant cumulative 
impacts to this resource would occur.   

Both the Proposed Project and the Cabazon Resources Recovery Park could result in significant 
impacts from construction.  If the recovery park and Coachella Canal Lining Project were 
constructed at the same time, short-term impacts to air quality could be cumulatively significant 
and unavoidable.  With the exception of the potential air quality impact described above, 
mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the 
Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the 
cumulative impacts.  Mitigation measures identified in the Cabazon Resources Recovery Park 
EIS/EIR also would reduce the potential for cumulative impacts.   
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4.2.26 Cabazon Power Plant 

Project Description 

Southern Energy, Inc. (SEI) is proposing to build a 500-MW natural gas-fired generation facility 
on the Cabazon Indian Reservation.  SEI wants to purchase approximately 5,000 AFY of 
Coachella Canal water for use at the facility, primarily for cooling.  The plant proposes to 
discharge spent cooling water to the Whitewater River/CVSC.  The proposed Cabazon Power 
Plant is not adjacent to the CVSC.  In order for spent cooling water to get to the CVSC it would 
likely need to use the drainage system and thus have impacts on drain water quality.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

SEI is currently in discussions with the RWQCB to determine the feasibility and requirements 
for this plan.  The date of anticipated first operation is unknown (IID and USBR 2002).  No 
environmental documentation is currently available to review the potential cumulative effects 
of the project.  As with the Te’Awaya Energy Center project, the discharge of cooling tower 
blowdown is assumed to be one-fifth of the make-up water needs, or about 1,000 AFY.  
Assuming year-round continuous flow, this would add up to 1.4 cfs, or less than 1 percent, to 
the projected 2035 channel flow.  The cumulative increase is less than significant.  The quality of 
the discharged cooling water is not known.  Its salinity depends on the cooling process used; 
that is, whether it is passed directly through or recycled multiple times before blowdown.  If the 
salinity substantially exceeds that in the CVSC, there would be an adverse impact to water 
quality in the CVSC.  If salinity were substantially lower than the levels in the CVSC, then the 
effect would be beneficial since it would dilute the salts. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project would not result in significant water quality impacts to the CVSC.  
Because of the lack of environmental documentation on the power plant project, the significance 
of cumulative impacts to water quality is speculative.  The power plant project’s impacts could 
either be adverse or beneficial.   

If the power plant and Coachella Canal Lining Project were constructed at the same time, short-
term impacts to air quality could be cumulatively significant and unavoidable.  With the 
exception of the potential air quality impact described above, mitigation measures associated 
with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-
than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that 
identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative impacts.   

4.2.27 Hayfield Groundwater Storage Program 

Project Description 

The Hayfield Groundwater Storage Program is described Chapter 1, section 1.5.   
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Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

The environmental documentation for this project was approved by MWD’s Board of Directors 
in April 1999, followed by approval of the project itself.  The feasibility study and 
demonstration project are ongoing.  Construction is scheduled to begin in 2004 and program 
operation is scheduled to commence by the year 2005.  The project would result in short-term 
construction related impacts to biological resources, hazardous waste, soils (potential erosion 
impact), noise, and air quality.  In addition, the project would result in a minor loss of open 
space due to facility construction.   

Cumulative Impact with the Proposed Project  

The Hayfield Groundwater Storage Program is an MWD-sponsored project that would 
conjunctively store Colorado River water delivered through existing MWD facilities.  It is one of 
the supplemental water management projects envisioned and described in the draft California 
Plan.  Water would be conjunctively managed in accordance with the terms of the Law of the 
River without further changes to environmental conditions.  The Hayfield Groundwater Storage 
Program and the Proposed Project are not geographically related; therefore, no cumulative 
impacts to local or regional environmental resources would occur.   

4.2.28 Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-Year Supply Program 

Project Description  

Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-Year Supply Program is described Chapter 1, section 1.5.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

A Draft EIR/EIS was prepared by MWD and BLM for the Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-
Year Supply Program in November 1999.  Federal ESA Section 7 consultation with the Service 
and other permitting processes are underway.  A Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was prepared to 
address a modification to the project description for the Cadiz Project.  A Final EIR/EIS was 
published in September 2001.  Project approval is pending certification of the Final EIR/EIS. 

According to the Final EIR/EIS on the Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-Year Supply 
Program (MWD and BLM 2001), the project would result in short-term construction-related 
impacts to biological resources, air quality, hazardous materials, and paleontological resources 
in the study area of the project.  It could also result in potential impact to the groundwater 
aquifer due to pumping of higher TDS Colorado River water. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project  

The Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-Year Supply Program would conjunctively store 
Colorado River water delivered through existing MWD facilities and new local facilities in the 
Mojave Desert near Danby, California.  It is one of the supplemental water management 
projects envisioned and described within the draft California Plan.  Under the Cadiz project, 
water would be conjunctively managed and stored consistent with the Law of the River.  The 
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Cadiz project and the Proposed Project are not geographically related; therefore, no cumulative 
impacts to local or regional environmental resources would occur. 

4.2.29 Land Management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program in the Palo Verde 
Valley 

Project Description  

The Land Management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program in the Palo Verde Valley 
project is described in section 1.5.   

Project’s Environmental Analysis Status and Anticipated Impacts 

An NOP for the Land Management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program was published 
on October 29, 2001.  An EIR is currently under preparation and is expected to be released in 
early 2002.  It is anticipated that there would be a reduction in median water surface elevation 
from the change in point of diversion of up to 111 KAF between Parker Dam and the Palo Verde 
Diversion Dam.  This could potentially result in a minor loss of marsh and riparian habitat 
along this portion of the River.  It is also anticipated that there would be a reduction in 
agricultural productivity, although no conversion of existing farmland to other non-agricultural 
uses would occur.  Land fallowing could cause air quality impacts from fugitive dust emissions. 

Cumulative Impacts with the Proposed Project 

The Proposed Project and the Land Management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program 
together would slightly lower the Colorado River median groundwater and water surface 
elevation between Parker Dam and the Palo Verde Diversion Dam.  This would not 
significantly affect water resources, but could result in a significant cumulative impact to 
biological resources.  It is anticipated that most of the potential cumulative impacts to biological 
resources would be attributable to the Proposed Project.  Mitigation measures associated with 
the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impact to a less-than-
significant level.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in 
this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative impact.  It is anticipated that mitigation 
measures also would be developed as part of the environmental documentation for the Land 
Management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program. 

Land fallowing in the IID service area as part of the Proposed Project and the acceleration and 
increase in the decline of the water elevation of the Salton Sea could cause significant air quality 
impacts from fugitive dust emissions.  Land fallowing as part of the Land Management, Crop 
Rotation, and Water Supply Program also could cause fugitive dust emissions.  The Palo Verde 
Valley is separated by a distance of approximately 40 miles from the IID service area and the 
Salton Sea, and a significant cumulative impact would not occur. 

4.3 SUMMARY OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS BY RESOURCE 

This section summarizes the significant cumulative impacts that would occur to each resource 
considered in this PEIR.  Impacts that were described as speculative in section 4.2 are not 
included in the following discussion.   
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4.3.1 Water Resources 

The construction of conservation/restoration actions associated with the MSCP and biological 
mitigation measures described in section 3.2 could result in short-term impacts to water quality 
along the lower Colorado River.  These impacts could be cumulatively significant if these 
actions occurred at the same general time and location.  These impacts would be mitigable 
through standard construction practices that would be developed once specific sites were 
selected.  Such practices include, but are not limited to, the installation of temporary berms and 
sedimentation traps, such as silt fencing, straw bales, and sand bags, revegetating disturbed areas 
immediately after grading, and conveying surface runoff in a manner that minimizes the 
potential for erosion and sedimentation.  Geotextile binding fabrics should be used if necessary 
to hold slope soils until vegetation is established.  With mitigation, these potential short-term 
impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant.   

4.3.2 Biological Resources 

The Proposed Project and the Land Management, Crop Rotation, and Water Supply Program in 
the Palo Verde Valley together would slightly lower the Colorado River median water surface 
elevation between Parker Dam and the Palo Verde Diversion Dam.  This would result in a 
potentially significant cumulative impact to biological resources.  Depending on the details of 
individual agreements for offstream storage, cumulative impacts to biological resources along 
the lower Colorado River could be significant.  It is anticipated that most of the potential 
cumulative impacts to biological resources would be attributable to the Proposed Project.  
Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level.  No additional mitigation for the 
Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the 
cumulative impact.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures also would be developed for 
related projects, which would further reduce impacts. 

The construction of conservation/restoration actions associated with the MSCP and biological 
mitigation measures described in section 3.2 could result in short-term impacts to biological 
resources along the lower Colorado River.  These impacts could be cumulatively significant if 
these actions occurred at the same general time and location.  These impacts would be mitigable 
through standard construction practices that would be developed once specific sites were 
selected.  With mitigation, these potential short-term impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant.   

The North Baja Powerline Project could result in a slight increase in the loss of riparian and 
marsh habitat in the IID service area and so has the potential for a significant cumulative impact 
in combination with the Proposed Project.  Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed 
Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant 
levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR 
would be necessary to address the cumulative impacts.   

Implementation of the CVWMP would result in potential localized impacts to areas in the 
Coachella Valley where facilities may be located.  These areas of disturbance may be within the 
same general locations as those facilities associated with the Proposed Project components of 
the CVWMP.  Impacts to biological resources could be cumulatively significant.  Mitigation 
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measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed 
Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative 
impacts.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures also would be developed for related projects, 
which would further reduce impacts. 

4.3.3 Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

Significant impacts to geology and soils could result from construction of Proposed Project 
facilities in the IID and CVWD service areas.  To the extent that construction of projects such as 
the CVWMP, Te’Ayawa Energy Center, Cabazon Power Plant occurred at the same time and/or 
in the same general location as the Proposed Project, impacts could be cumulatively significant.  
Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the 
Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the 
cumulative impacts.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures also would be developed for 
related projects, which would further reduce impacts. 

4.3.4 Land Use and Planning 

No significant cumulative impacts to land use and planning would result from implementation 
of the Proposed Project and related projects. 

4.3.5 Agricultural Resources 

The Proposed Project could result in the conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural 
use, as described in section 3.5.  This is considered a significant and potentially unavoidable 
impact.  Depending on the sites that are selected for restoration/conservation actions, the MSCP 
also could result in such a conversion, as could the implementation of the Proposed Project’s 
biological mitigation measures along the Colorado River, and the North Baja Powerline Project.  
If such conversion occurred, it would be a significant and potentially unavoidable cumulative 
impact to agricultural resources in Southern California.   

4.3.6 Recreational Resources 

No significant cumulative impacts to recreational resources would result from implementation 
of the Proposed Project and related projects. 

4.3.7 Air Quality 

Construction of Proposed Project facilities in the IID and CVWD service areas would create 
short-term significant air quality impacts.  To the extent that construction of projects such as the 
CVWMP, Te’Ayawa Energy Center, and Cabazon Power Plant occurred at the same time 
and/or in the same general as construction associated with the Proposed Project, air quality 
could be cumulatively significant.  If these projects and the Coachella Canal lining project were 
constructed at the same time, short-term impacts to air quality could be cumulatively significant 
and unavoidable.  With the exception of the potential air quality impact described above, 
mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
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significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the 
Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the 
cumulative impacts.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures also would be developed for 
related projects, which would further reduce impacts. 

4.3.8 Cultural Resources 

Impacts to cultural resources from the Proposed Project could result from construction in the 
IID and CVWD service areas and at the Salton Sea.  Impacts to cultural resources also could 
result from construction of related projects in the IID and CVWD service areas.  Impacts to 
cultural resources along the lower Colorado River could result from ground disturbance 
required to implement the conservation/restoration actions of the MSCP and the Proposed 
Project’s biological mitigation measures.  Impacts could be cumulatively significant.  Mitigation 
measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant 
cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed 
Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative 
impacts.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures also would be developed for related projects, 
which would further reduce impacts. 

4.3.9 Noise 

The Proposed Project could result in short-term noise impacts from construction and long-term 
impacts from the operation of pumps in proximity to noise-sensitive receptors.  Related 
construction projects also could result in short-term noise impacts.  A significant cumulative 
impact could occur if construction occurred in the same general area at the same time.  
Mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially 
significant cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the 
Proposed Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the 
cumulative impacts.  It is anticipated that mitigation measures also would be developed for 
related projects, which would further reduce impacts. 

4.3.10 Aesthetics 

The Proposed Project could cause significant aesthetic impacts should facilities in the CVWD 
service area be constructed in visually sensitive areas.  Significant visual impacts are not 
expected to result from the other related projects, but mitigation measures associated with the 
Proposed Project would reduce any potentially significant cumulative impacts to less-than-
significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other than that identified in 
this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative impacts.   

4.3.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Proposed Project would result in a significant impact to hazards and hazardous materials if 
construction temporarily interfered with an adopted emergency response plan or occurred in 
proximity to evacuation or other emergency routes.  It also could result in a significant impact if 
construction occurred on sites containing hazardous materials.  Significant cumulative impacts 
could occur to the extent that other related projects caused similar impacts.  Mitigation 
measures associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant 
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cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed 
Project other than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative 
impacts.   

4.3.12 Public Services, Utilities, and Transportation 

Construction associated with the Proposed Project in the IID and CVWD service areas could 
cause temporary impacts to transportation and emergency access to facilities such as schools.  
Significant cumulative impacts could occur if construction of related projects occurred in the 
same general location and at the same time as the Proposed Project.  Mitigation measures 
associated with the Proposed Project would reduce the potentially significant cumulative 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  No additional mitigation for the Proposed Project other 
than that identified in this PEIR would be necessary to address the cumulative impacts.   

4.3.13 Population, Housing, and Employment 

No significant cumulative impacts to population, housing, or employment would result from 
implementation of the Proposed Project and related projects. 
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5.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

5.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a Proposed Project that could would 
feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives, but would avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the Proposed Project’s significant effects.  Additionally, a no-project alternative must be 
analyzed.  An EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives (State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.6[a], [d] and[e]).  CEQA also requires that an EIR identify the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

An EIR should briefly describe the rationale for selecting alternatives to be evaluated and the 
rationale for rejecting other alternatives as infeasible.  Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from consideration are failure to meet most of the basic objectives, 
infeasibility, or inability to avoid significant impacts (State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[c]).  
“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological 
factors (State CEQA Guidelines § 15364). 

Section 5.2 describes the potential alternatives that initially were considered.  Section 5.3 
identifies the screening criteria used to evaluate alternatives and analyzes whether the potential 
alternatives meet these criteria.  Section 5.4 discusses the environmental impacts of the 
alternatives carried forward for analysis in the PEIR.  Section 5.5 describes the environmentally 
superior alternative.  

5.2 POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES 

Listed below are potential alternatives considered by the co-lead agencies.  

5.2.1 Alternative 1:  No Project  

Under Alternative 1, the Department of Interior would enforce the Law of the River under its 
existing terms and require California to divert no more than 4.4 MAF during normal years.  
Based on the existing priority system, the diversions to MWD would be reduced from the 
baseline condition of approximately 1.25 MAFY to approximately 660 KAFY.  Net diversions for 
Priority 1, 2, and 3 users (including CVWD and IID) would be limited to 3.85 MAFY, less the 
amount of water made available under the 1989 IID/MWD Agreement described in section 1.5.  
There would also be no increased use of Colorado River water in the CVWD service area, 
resulting in continued dependence on groundwater resources.   

MWD and SDWCA would be expected to make up the shortfall of approximately 650 KAFY in 
Colorado River water supplies through other water management methods or supply options.  
These could include increased recycling and conservation, and other methods including 
desalination of ocean water, and use of other supply options. 
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5.2.2 Alternative 2:  Implement the Proposed Project while Minimizing Changes in 
Points of Diversion  

The following alternatives would result in the implementation of the Proposed Project while 
minimizing changes to the current diversion points and amounts on the Colorado River.  Under 
Alternative 2, Colorado River flows (and the resultant median water surface elevation) between 
Parker and Imperial dams would remain largely unchanged.  Under the Proposed Project, flows 
in that portion of the River would be reduced, and the water surface elevation would be slightly 
reduced.  Therefore, Alternative 2 would reduce the anticipated project-related adverse impacts 
on Colorado River fish, wildlife, and wetland resources. 

Alternative 2A:  Connect the Coachella Canal to the CRA 

Alternative 2A would connect the Coachella Canal to the CRA by adding a new pipeline and 
associated facilities between these two canals west of the City of Coachella.  This option would 
retain the current diversion points and amounts on the Colorado River but would allow water 
to be transferred to MWD and SDCWA to be diverted at Imperial Dam rather than at Parker 
Dam.  The water ultimately would be delivered into the CRA for use in the MWD or SDCWA 
service areas and to implement the San Luis Rey Indian Water Rights Settlement Act.  
Therefore, there would be no reduction in flow or median water surface elevation of the 
Colorado River between Parker and Imperial dams, as would occur if the Proposed Project were 
implemented.  Biological impacts along the Colorado River of the Proposed Project associated 
with the change in point of diversion would be avoided. 

Alternative 2B:  Connect the All American Canal to the SDCWA System 

Alternative 2B would connect the All American Canal to the SDCWA system via a new pipeline 
between the western end of the All American Canal to the San Vincente Reservoir within 
Imperial and San Diego counties.  This option would allow implementation of the IID/SDCWA 
Water Conservation and Transfer Agreement, as amended by the QSA.  Up to 200 KAFY would 
be diverted at Imperial Dam for use by SDCWA, rather than at Parker Dam as would occur 
under the Proposed Project.  Therefore, the maximum anticipated reduction in river flow 
between Parker and Imperial dams would be 183 KAFY.  Implementation of this alternative 
would substantially reduce the potential impacts of the Proposed Project along the Colorado 
River. 

5.2.3 Alternative 3:  Reduce the IID/SDCWA Water Conservation and Transfer to 230 
KAFY 

Alternative 3 includes partial implementation of the Proposed Project by reducing the level of 
conservation and transfer to the minimum allowable under the IID/SDCWA Water 
Conservation and Transfer Agreement.  The purpose of this alternative is to substantially lessen 
the biological, recreational, air quality, and water impacts of the Proposed Project on the Salton 
Sea, IID service area, and the Colorado River.  Under this alternative, 130 KAFY rather than 200 
KAFY would be conserved via on-farm conservation methods and transferred to SDCWA.  The 
first and second 50 KAFY components of the Proposed Project could be satisfied by a mixture of 
conservation measures, including on-farm irrigation system improvements, delivery system 
improvements, and/or fallowing.  The remainder of the Proposed Project would be 
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implemented as proposed.  Therefore, the maximum anticipated reduction in flows of the 
Colorado River between Parker and Imperial dams would be 318 KAFY.  This alternative would 
be expected to reduce inflows to the Salton Sea up to approximately 230 KAFY, or 21 percent 
from baseline conditions.   

5.2.4 Alternative 4:  Proposed Project Implementation with Replacement Water  

This alternative was designed to avoid impacts to piscivorous birds at the Salton Sea resulting 
from a reduction in inflow volume, as contemplated under the Proposed Project.  Under this 
alternative, water conserved by additional actions within the IID service area would offset 
reduced inflows to the Salton Sea resulting from water conservation and transfer actions by IID. 
Replacement water would be made available for the period necessary to avoid impacts of the 
Proposed Project on piscivorous birds as a result of the loss of the food source of these birds or 
to avoid the recreational impact of the loss of the Salton Sea sport fishery. 

5.2.5 Alternative 5:  Increased Water Conservation by CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA 

This alternative was developed to avoid impacts related to the proposed conservation and 
transfer of Colorado River water to CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA.  Under this alternative, 
demands within the CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA service areas that would have been supplied 
by the Proposed Project would be offset through a reduction in demands achieved by increased 
water conservation.  Under this alternative, there would be no reduction in flow of the Colorado 
River between Parker and Imperial dams and no change in inflow to the Salton Sea as would 
occur upon implementation of the Proposed Project. 

5.2.6 Alternative 6:  Alternative Water Supplies for CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA 

This alternative was developed to avoid or substantially lessen impacts related to the proposed 
conservation and transfer of Colorado River water to CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA.  Under this 
alternative, water demands within the CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA service areas that would 
have been supplied by the Proposed Project would be met through the development of 
alternative water sources.  Alternatives are included to highlight impacts that would occur 
under this scenario.  Potential sources include additional water transfers, increased water 
recycling, and desalination plants.  

5.2.7 Alternative 7:  Alternatives to Reduce Groundwater Salinity within the CVWD 
Service Area 

Two potential alternatives were identified to reduce the significant impacts from the increase of 
TDS of lower aquifer groundwater in the CVWD service area.  These are described below. 

Alternative 7a:  Direct Import of SWP Water to the CVWD Service Area 

This alternative would involve the direct importation of SWP water into the CVWD service area 
via a pipeline from the Devil Canyon Afterbay in San Bernardino to the CVWD service area.  
This pipeline would likely be constructed through San Gorgonio Pass to the Upper Coachella 
Valley.  This alternative would add lower TDS water to the groundwater aquifer, which would 
somewhat reduce the impact to groundwater quality. 
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Alternative 7b:  Desalination of a Portion of Colorado River Water 

Alternative 7b would involve the desalination of a portion of the Colorado River water 
imported into CVWD.  This would be accomplished through the construction of one or more 
desalination plants to reduce the overall TDS. 

5.3 SCREENING OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES 

5.3.1 Screening Criteria 

The following criteria were used to screen the alternatives: 

• ability to meet most basic project objectives (see section 2.2), which may be paraphrased 
as the following: 

− consensual agreement: settle by consensual agreement disputes regarding Colorado 
River water use; 

− water distribution plan: establish a plan for future distribution of Colorado River 
water among the co-lead agencies; 

− certainty and reliability: maintain certainty and reliability of Colorado River water 
supplies among the co-lead agencies; 

− conservation and transfer terms: agree on terms and conditions for Colorado River 
water conservation and transfers; and 

− conservation incentives: provide incentives for conserving Colorado River water. 

• feasibility: economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological. 

• ability to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental impacts from the 
implementation of the Proposed Project. 

5.3.2 Screening of Alternatives 

Alternative 1 (No Project):  The no project alternative does not meet basic project objectives, but 
has been retained for further evaluation as required by CEQA. 

Alternative 2 (Implement the Proposed Project while Minimizing Changes in Points of Diversion):  Both 
Alternative 2A and Alternative 2B meet most of the basic project objectives and could lessen 
biological impacts on the Colorado River.  Both will be evaluated further. 

Alternative 3 (Reduce the IID/SDCWA Water Conservation and Transfer Agreement to 230 KAFY):  
Alternative 3 will be evaluated in detail because it meets many of the basic project objectives 
and would lessen biological impacts on the Colorado River and overall impacts to the Salton 
Sea.   
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Alternative 4 (Proposed Project Implementation with Replacement Water ):  Alternative 4 will be 
evaluated in detail because it meets the project objectives and could lessen overall impacts to 
piscivorous birds at the Salton Sea.  Alternative 4 would increase the flow of drain water into 
the Salton Sea when compared to the Proposed Project’s implementation schedule.  This could 
lessen impacts to the Salton Sea by providing conserved drain water to the Salton Sea that 
would be produced by accelerated implementation of conservation measures within the IID 
service area during a prescribed period of time.   

Alternatives 5 and 6 (Increased Water Conservation by CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA; Alternative Water 
Supplies for CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA):  These alternatives have been rejected because they do 
not meet the following basic objectives of the Proposed Project:  

• consensual agreement: settle by consensual agreement disputes regarding Colorado River 
water use; 

• water distribution plan: establish a plan for future distribution of Colorado River water 
among the co-lead agencies; and 

• certainty and reliability: ensure certainty and reliability of Colorado River water supplies 
among the co-lead agencies.  

Independent of the Proposed Project, CVWD, IID, MWD, and SDCWA would continue their 
ongoing programs to promote water conservation and, with the exception of IID, attempt to 
acquire additional water supplies.  Water management plans of these agencies contemplate 
substantial reliance on water conservation and supply augmentation.  While these agencies 
have made a significant commitment to meet these goals, these water sources alone would not 
meet projected demands. 

Alternatives 7a and 7b have been determined to be infeasible.  Importation of SWP water to 
CVWD under Alternative 7a would not be feasible from a cost standpoint.  It would likely 
increase the cost of implementing the CVWMP by about 50 percent.  Furthermore, it would not 
substantially reduce the TDS level in the Lower Basin, which is where the significant water 
quality impacts would occur.  There would also be substantial environmental impacts 
associated with building an approximately 70-mile pipeline.  Desalination under Alternative 7b 
was also found to be infeasible.  Even partial desalination of Colorado River water would 
double the cost of implementing the CVWMP.  There would be substantial energy costs and 
issues involved with brine disposal. 

5.4 EVALUATION OF IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVES  

The environmental impacts of the alternatives determined to be within the reasonable range are 
discussed below.  Table 5.4-1 summarizes the impacts of each alternative compared to the 
Proposed Project.   
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Table 5.4-1.  Alternatives Comparison Summary 

Page 1 of 3 

Resource/ 
Location 

Alternative 1: 
No Action 

Alternative 2A: 
Full 

Implementation 
with Coachella 

Canal 
Connection to 

the CRA 

Alternative 2B: 
Full 

Implementation 
with All 

American Canal 
Connection to 
the SDCWA 

Alternative 3: 
Partial Water 
Conservation 

and Transfer of 
230 KAFY 

Alternative 4: 
Full 

Implementation 
with 

Replacement 
Water. 

WATER RESOURCES 
IID -- = = -- -- 
CVWD ++ = = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = = = = 
Colorado River -- -- -- -- = 
Salton Sea -- = = -- -- 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
IID -- = = -- -- 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD + = = = = 
SDCWA + = + = = 
Colorado River -- -- -- -- = 
Salton Sea -- = = -- -- -- 

GEOLOGY, SOILS AND MINERALS 
IID = = = = = 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

LAND USE AND PLANNING 
IID = = + -- = 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
IID -- = + -- + 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = = = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = ++ 
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Table 5.4-1.  Alternatives Comparison Summary 
Page 2 of 3 

Resource/ 
Location 

Alternative 1: 
No Action 

Alternative 2A: 
Full 

Implementation 
with Coachella 

Canal 
Connection to 

the CRA 

Alternative 2B: 
Full 

Implementation 
with All 

American Canal 
Connection to 
the SDCWA 

Alternative 3: 
Partial Water 
Conservation 

and Transfer of 
230 KAFY 

Alternative 4: 
Full 

Implementation 
with 

Replacement 
Water. 

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 
IID = = + = -- 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea -- = = -- -- 

AIR QUALITY 
IID + = + = = 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD + = = = = 
SDCWA + = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
IID -- = + -- = 
CVWD -- + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

NOISE 
IID -- = + = = 
CVWD -- + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

AESTHETICS 
IID = = + = = 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea -- = = -- -- 
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Table 5.4-1.  Alternatives Comparison Summary 
Page 3 of 3 

Resource/ 
Location 

Alternative 1: 
No Action 

Alternative 2A: 
Full 

Implementation 
with Coachella 

Canal 
Connection to 

the CRA 

Alternative 2B: 
Full 

Implementation 
with All 

American Canal 
Connection to 
the SDCWA 

Alternative 3: 
Partial Water 
Conservation 

and Transfer of 
230 KAFY 

Alternative 4: 
Full 

Implementation 
with 

Replacement 
Water. 

HAZARD AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
IID -- = + = = 
CVWD -- + = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = + = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

PUBLIC SERVICES, UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION 
IID = = + = = 
CVWD = + = = = 
MWD + = = = = 
SDCWA + = + + = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 

POPULATION, HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT 
IID = = = = = 
CVWD = = = = = 
MWD = = = = = 
SDCWA = = = = = 
Colorado River = = = = = 
Salton Sea = = = = = 
Symbol Key (=) - impacts generally equal to those of the Proposed Project 
 (+) - impacts greater than those of the Proposed Project 
 (-) - impacts less than those of the Proposed Project 
 (++) - impacts much greater than those of the Proposed Project 
 (--) - impacts much less than those of the Proposed Project 

Alternative 1:  No Project  

Description of Alternative 

Under Alternative 1, the Proposed Project would not be implemented and the related 
conservation measures and acquisition of additional water supplies would not occur.  MWD 
diversions of Colorado River water would be limited to 660 KAF in a normal year, reduced 
from the historic diversions of approximately 1.25 MAFY.  MWD and SDCWA would evaluate 
other water management actions such as desalination of seawater, recycling, and conservation 
that would not involve additional diversions from the Colorado River.  MWD would continue 
to rely on its SWP entitlement and the delivery of SWP water to meet water demands in its 
service area.  
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Anticipated Impacts of Alternative  

Under Alternative 1, the beneficial impacts of the Proposed Project from reduced groundwater 
overdraft in the Coachella Valley would not occur.  Water conserved and transferred as part of 
the All American and Coachella Canal lining projects, included as part of the Proposed Project, 
also would not occur.  Significant unavoidable impacts in the CVWD and/or IID service areas 
would not occur, including temporary construction-related impacts to air quality from increases 
in PM10 during construction of the Coachella Canal lining; conversion of agricultural land to 
non-agricultural use in the IID service area; and water quality impacts to the Alamo River, IID 
and CVWD Drains, and CVWD Lower Valley upper aquifer groundwater.  Significant but 
mitigable impacts to biological resources, geological resources, water quality, recreational 
resources, air quality, cultural resources, noise, agricultural resources, aesthetics, hazards, and 
transportation in the IID and/or CVWD service areas also would not occur.   

Reduction in median water flows in the Colorado River from Parker to Imperial dams due to 
the implementation of the Proposed Project would not occur, nor would the resulting potential 
significant impacts to biological resources of the lower Colorado River.   

Alternative 1 would avoid the acceleration of impacts to air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, recreational resources, and aesthetics of the Salton Sea that would occur 
under the Proposed Project.  Future impacts to these Salton Sea resources would occur 
regardless of whether the Proposed Project is implemented, although at a slower rate.  Less 
shoreline would be exposed under Alternative 1 so that impacts directly associated with the 
decline in water surface elevation would be somewhat lessened.  (Table 3.0-1 provides a 
comparison between the changes to water surface elevation, surface area, and salinity that 
would occur under the Future Baseline [i.e., no project conditions] and Proposed Project.)  
Under Alternative 1, the interruption of the Salton Sea ecosystem, including reproductive 
success of introduced fish species, is predicted to occur within the next 20 years.  This major 
change in ecosystem function is projected to occur sooner (estimated at approximately 11 years) 
if the Proposed Project were implemented.  Impacts to piscivorous birds, such as pelicans, 
foraging at the Salton Sea would occur within a similar timeframe.  Significant impacts to Salton 
Sea recreation (e.g., sport fishing and bird watching) from reduced fish populations would be 
similarly delayed.  Under Alternative 1, no mitigation measures would be implemented to 
reduce the environmental impacts associated with declining water surface elevation and 
increased salinity.   

Environmental impacts resulting from other water management actions (i.e., conservation, 
recycling and desalting) that may be implemented as part of Alternative 1 would primarily 
occur in the CVWD, MWD, and SDWCA service areas.  The overall impacts of seawater 
desalination and water conservation and recycling are discussed below. 

SEAWATER DESALINATION 

Seawater desalination could potentially provide additional water supplies within the MWD and 
SDWCA service areas that would not depend on Colorado River diversions and could be 
developed and implemented locally rather than relying upon an imported supply.  
Construction of a desalination facility and associated ancillary facilities would result in land 
disturbance; however, siting, engineering and design considerations would largely determine 
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impacts to geological resources, land use, terrestrial biological resources, cultural resources, 
aesthetics and recreation.  Marine resources in the vicinity of the desalination plant could be 
affected by the constituents present in concentrate discharges, by the concentrate discharge 
method and by the process of feedwater intake.  Depending upon the method used for 
concentrate disposal, increased demands may be placed on waste disposal facilities.  Air quality 
and noise impacts would occur during project construction but would be minimal during 
project operation.  Energy use at a desalination plant (primarily electricity or heat) is typically 
high and would place increased demands on regional or local energy sources.  In addition, an 
accidental release of chemicals from the desalination plant could have an adverse impact on 
facility personnel, the general public, plant, and possibly aquatic life.  Desalination and other 
water management actions would replace Colorado River water supplies that are currently 
diverted or would be conserved and transferred under the Proposed Project, and therefore, 
would not change the Future Baseline population or demand for public services.  Construction 
and operating/maintenance personnel would be needed for the facility, which would benefit 
the local economy.  Construction activities and plant operations/maintenance could increase 
traffic in the area.  

Depending upon the desalting technology selected and ultimate delivery volume and quality of 
the desalination facility, a site of 20 to 50 acres could be required in a coastal area, which would 
involve specific approvals and requirements related to coastal zones.  Concentrate disposal 
would be a key environmental issue in the design of the facility.  Seawater desalination is 
technically feasible, but not at the volumes required.  It also would not be economically feasible 
because production costs are projected in the range of $1,200 to over $2,000 per AF (DWR 1998).  
These costs generally do not include the cost of transmission or storage.  Recent advances in 
technology offer lower potential estimated production costs, but economic viability has not yet 
been established.  In sum, the use of this technology would not be technologically or 
economically feasible at this time given the volume of water being considered and the 
timeframe of the Proposed Project.   

WATER CONSERVATION AND RECYCLING 

Conservation and recycling would consist of measures such as reclamation and reuse, 
residential, industrial, and agricultural conservation, and waste minimization, over and above 
measures that are presently in place or planned within MWD, SDWCA, and CVWD service 
areas (i.e., a more aggressive program of water conservation and recycling than currently 
planned).  Water reclamation plants could be designed to supply recycled water to meet non-
potable water demands for uses such as golf courses, parks, schools, freeway landscaping, 
cemeteries, government facilities, and residential and industrial developments.  The potential 
for additional reclamation would depend upon the capacity of both existing and future water 
reclamation plants, volume of demand from existing and future recycled water, and the 
potential for funding and constructing of more reclamation plants in the future.  Typical 
components within a recycled water system include the reclamation plant, a reuse pump station 
to retrieve recycled water to the distribution system, distribution piping, booster pump stations, 
and reservoirs. 

Water conservation programs can include public education programs and information for 
children and adults, outdoor landscaping programs that promote use of low-water-use plants, 
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requirements for installation of ultra-low flush toilets in all new construction, routine water 
meter replacement, scheduled facilities maintenance, system audits and leak detection.  Other 
measures could, for example, include promoting use of high efficiency washing machines; 
holding workshops for industries that can contribute to water conservation (such as plumbers, 
landscapers and irrigation service providers); offering rebates/incentives to residential and 
non-residential customers for replacing older fixtures; implementing water pressure 
management programs; implementing marginal-cost pricing; and facilitating water audits for 
large-volume users. 

Construction of new reclamation plant(s) and recycled water system components would result 
in land disturbance; however, siting, engineering, and design considerations would determine 
any impacts on geological, biological and cultural resources, land use, and aesthetics.  
Reductions in water demand would be beneficial.  Short-term increases in traffic, noise, dust 
and exhaust emissions could occur during construction.  Effluent disposal and discharge can 
affect water quality of receiving water bodies.  Minor increases in solid waste disposal and 
additional use of hazardous materials could occur.  Minor increases in traffic could occur from 
routine plant operations and maintenance.  No direct impacts to population, housing or public 
services would occur since the conservation and recycling measures discussed would 
potentially replace water currently diverted from the Colorado River or make up for the 
conservation and transfer of Colorado River water proposed under the Proposed Project.    

Water conservation would reduce demand and avoid impacts to environmental resources from 
new construction, land disturbance, and facility operations.  In addition, pumping would be 
reduced as compared to water reclamation plants, thereby resulting in fewer power plant 
emissions. 

The types of recycling and conservation measures listed above could apply within the CVWD 
service area as well as additional on-farm conservation measures, which could offset some 
effects of continuing use of overdrafted groundwater. 

Conclusion 

This alternative would not meet any of the objectives of the Proposed Project summarized in 
section 5.3.1 and described in section 2.2, which are consistent with the objectives of the 
California Colorado River Water Use Plan.  It would not: 

• settle by consensual agreement disputes regarding Colorado River water use; 

• establish a plan for future distribution of Colorado River water among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• maintain certainty and reliability of Colorado River water supplies among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• result in agreement on terms and conditions for Colorado River water conservation and 
transfers; and 

• provide incentives for conserving Colorado River water. 
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None of the significant or less-than-significant environmental impacts of the Proposed Project 
that are described in Chapter 3 of this PEIR would occur.  Degradation of the Salton Sea would 
continue.  Beneficial impacts associated with lining the All American and Coachella canals 
would not occur, nor would beneficial impacts from reduced groundwater overdraft in the 
Coachella Valley.  Under the no project alternative, Proposed Project-related impacts to the 
Salton Sea would be avoided.   

Alternative 2A:  Connect the Coachella Canal to the CRA 

Description of Alternative 

Alternative 2A would connect the Coachella Canal to the CRA by adding a pipeline (and 
associated pumping and handling equipment) between these two facilities near Coachella.  This 
would allow retention of the current diversion points and amounts on the Colorado River by 
conveying the proposed conserved and transferred water through the Coachella Canal rather 
than diverting the water directly into the CRA at Lake Havasu.   

This new pipeline could require up to three parallel pipes of up to 12 to 16 feet in diameter.  
Because of the seismic and soil conditions, the pipelines are expected to be above ground for 
much of their length to allow for maintenance.  Total pumping requirements would be 
approximately 0.5 to 0.6 million horsepower.  The construction corridor would be 
approximately 150 to 200 feet in width and would range in length from 7 to 10 miles (depending 
on the alignment selected).  Alignments would follow road rights-of-way to minimize the extent 
of required land acquisition and to minimize construction of access roads.  It is also assumed 
that a number of permits would be required from such agencies as the Bureau of Land 
Management and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Anticipated Impacts of Alternative 

Except as noted below, the impacts of Alternative 2A would be the same as described for the 
Proposed Project in Chapter 3.  Impacts to the IID, CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA service areas 
from water conservation and/or use would remain the same as described for the Proposed 
Project, as would impacts to the Salton Sea.  Alternative 2A would avoid impacts associated 
with the change in diversion of water from the Colorado River. 

Implementation of this alternative would result in both short-term and long-term impacts 
within the Coachella Valley associated with the construction and operation of the new pipeline 
connecting the Coachella Canal to the CRA.  These impacts are discussed below. 

Water Resources:  Short-term sedimentation and erosion impacts could result from pipeline 
construction.  The use of fuels and other hazardous materials could result in spills that could 
impact surface waters and groundwater.  Alternative 2A would reduce impacts associated with 
the change in diversions of water from the Colorado River.  No loss of habitat on the Colorado 
River would occur.  Impacts associated with the other components of the Proposed Project 
would be the same as described in section 3.1. 

Biological Resources:  Construction of the pipeline could impact sensitive plant and wildlife 
resources, including the desert tortoise.  Mitigation measures would be required.   
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Geology, Soils, and Minerals:  The pipeline would cross an area of relatively high seismic activity.  
Damage to the pipeline could occur and result in the release of water in the event of a pipeline 
rupture or other damage.  Impacts associated with the other components of the Proposed 
Project would be the same as described in section 3.3. 

Land Use:  Long-term conversion of agricultural and desert land to a public utility function 
would occur.  Conversion would result from construction easements and the permanent 
easements associated with the actual pipeline and service road.  Impacts associated with the 
other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.4. 

Agricultural Resources:  Depending upon the exact pipeline alignment and reservoir placement, 
both short-term and long-term loss of prime agricultural lands could occur due to both 
construction and permanent easements.  Impacts associated with the other components of the 
Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.5. 

Recreational Resources:  Construction and operation of the above-ground pipeline and associated 
facilities could adversely affect nearby dispersed recreation activities such as OHV use.  Impacts 
associated with the other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described 
in section 3.6. 

Air Quality:  Construction activities would generate emissions associated with operation of 
construction equipment and generation of dust.  Increased emissions associated with generation 
of electricity for pump stations could occur.  Impacts associated with the other components of 
the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.7. 

Cultural Resources:  Prehistoric and historic resources could be disturbed by construction of the 
pipeline and other facilities such as access roads.  Impacts associated with the other components 
of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.8. 

Noise:  Short-term noise impacts could result from the construction of the pipeline.  Increased 
noise levels would impact sensitive receptors, including sensitive wildlife species, near the 
facility.  Noise from pumps also could affect nearby noise sensitive receptors.  Impacts 
associated with the other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described 
in section 3.9.   

Aesthetics.  The construction of the pipeline could create aesthetic impacts especially in areas 
containing natural vegetation and an above-ground pipeline.  Impacts associated with the other 
components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.10. 

Hazard and Hazardous Materials:  Construction of the pipeline connecting the Coachella Canal to 
the CRA would require the use of standard construction and industrial fuels, lubricants 
coatings and welding materials.  Natural events (e.g., earthquakes) and human activities could 
cause damage to the pipeline with potential release of water in the event of a pipeline rupture 
or other damage.   

Public Services and Utilities:  Short-term impacts to utilities and roadways could occur during the 
construction period.  Impacts could include additional construction traffic and potential 
disruption of utility system where the pipeline crossed utility lines and other utility structures.   
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Conclusion 

Implementation of Alternative 2A, while avoiding potential impacts to biological resources 
along the Colorado River, would not reduce any other impacts associated with implementation 
of the Proposed Project.  There is a potential that the construction of the pipeline connecting the 
Coachella Canal to the CRA would result in a number of substantial and possibly unavoidable 
significant impacts to water resources, biological resources, geology, soils and minerals, 
agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, noise, aesthetics, and hazards and 
hazardous materials.  This alternative would not have any major advantage over the Proposed 
Project because mitigation measures for biological impacts to the Colorado River area have been 
identified in section 3.2 that would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.  This 
alternative would meet all of the objectives of the Proposed Project summarized in section 5.3.1 
and described in section 2.2.  It would: 

• settle by consensual agreement disputes regarding Colorado River water use; 

• establish a plan for future distribution of Colorado River water among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• maintain certainty and reliability of Colorado River water supplies among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• result in agreement on terms and conditions for Colorado River water conservation and 
transfers; and 

• provide incentives for conserving Colorado River water. 

Alternative 2B:  Connect the All American Canal to the SDCWA System  

Description of Alternative 

Alternative 2B would involve the transfer of up to 200 KAFY of conserved water from IID 
directly to the SDCWA service area via a new pipeline between the western end of the All 
American Canal to the San Vincente Reservoir within Imperial and San Diego counties.  This 
option would allow implementation of the IID/SDCWA Water Conservation and Transfer 
Agreement, as amended by the QSA, and diversion of up to 200 KAFY at Imperial Dam for use 
by SDCWA, rather than at Parker Dam as included under the Proposed Project.   

SDCWA is evaluating several optional alignments to connect the All American Canal facilities 
(e.g., the Westside Main turnout) within the IID service area and the SDCWA system at San 
Vincente Reservoir.  The routes generally follow existing roadways and powerline rights-of-
way and easements between these two points, primarily Interstate 8.  It is anticipated that 
operation of the new pipeline would have a minimal effect on the diversion and de-silting 
capacity at Imperial Dam.  However, the All American Canal capacity below Drop 3 may have 
to be increased to accommodate year-round transportation of water. Additional storage 
reservoirs for daily operations may be required in the IID Service Area. Storage may also be 
required at San Vincente Reservoir.  The new pipeline would consist of two to three parallel, 5- 
to 6-foot diameter pipes, mostly above ground because of seismic and soil conditions.  The 
construction corridor would be approximately 150 to 200 feet wide and would range in length 
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from 90 to 150 miles (depending on the alignment selected).  Total pumping requirements 
would be approximately 0.2 to 0.3 million horsepower. 

Anticipated Impacts of Alternative 

Except as noted below, the impacts of Alternative 2B would be the same as described for the 
Proposed Project in Chapter 3.  Implementation of this alternative would reduce the impacts of 
the Proposed Project to biological resources along the Colorado River through the reduction in 
the acreage of potential impact to marsh and riparian vegetation.  Implementation of this 
alternative has all of the other impacts that the Proposed Project would have.  Additional 
potential impacts associated with the proposed pipeline construction could include the 
following: 

Water Resources:  Construction associated with the pipeline reservoir could cause short-term 
sedimentation and erosion impacts.  The use of fuels and other hazardous materials could result 
in spills that could impact surface waters and groundwater.  This alternative would reduce 
impacts to the Colorado River by shifting diversion of up to 200 KAFY that could be taken at 
Parker Dam, per the QSA, downstream to Imperial Dam.   

Biological Resources:  The construction of the pipeline and reservoirs could impact sensitive plant 
and wildlife resources, including the desert tortoise. 

Geology, Soils, and Minerals:  The pipeline and reservoirs would be located in areas of relatively 
high seismic activity. Damage to these facilities could occur and result in the release of water in 
the event of a rupture or other damage.   

Land Use:  Long-term conversion of agricultural and desert land to a public utility function 
could occur.  Use conversion would result from the construction easements and the permanent 
easements associated with the pipeline, reservoirs, and service road.  Agricultural lands in the 
IID service area would be used for construction of temporary or permanent on-farm 
conservation measures.   

Agricultural Resources:  Depending upon the exact location of the pipeline and reservoirs, both 
short-term and long-term loss of prime agricultural lands could occur due to both construction 
and permanent easements.  Impacts associated with the other components of the Proposed 
Project would be the same as described in section 3.5. 

Recreational Resources:  Construction and operation of the pipeline and reservoirs and associated 
facilities could adversely affect nearby dispersed recreational activities such as off-highway 
vehicle use in western Imperial and eastern San Diego counties.  Impacts associated with the 
other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.6. 

Air Quality:  Construction activities would generate emissions associated with operation of 
construction equipment and fugitive dust.  Increased emissions associated with generation of 
electricity for pump stations could occur.  Impacts associated with the other components of the 
Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.7. 
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Cultural Resources:  Prehistoric and historic resources could be disturbed by construction of the 
pipeline and reservoirs and other facilities such as access roads.  Impacts associated with the 
other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.8. 

Noise:  Short-term noise impacts could result from the construction of the pipeline and 
reservoirs.  Increased noise levels would impact sensitive receptors, including sensitive wildlife 
species, near the facility.  Noise from pumps also could affect nearby noise sensitive receptors.  
Impacts associated with the other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as 
described in section 3.9. 

Aesthetics:  The construction of the pipeline and reservoirs could create aesthetic impacts, 
especially in areas containing natural vegetation.  Impacts associated with the other components 
of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.10. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials:  Construction of the pipeline connecting the western end of the 
All American Canal to facilities in San Diego County and construction of reservoirs would 
require the use of standard construction and industrial fuels, lubricants, coatings, and welding 
materials.  Natural events (e.g., earthquakes) and human activities could cause the potential 
release of water in the event of a pipeline rupture or other damage.  Impacts associated with the 
other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as described in section 3.11. 

Public Services and Utilities:  Short-term impacts to utilities and roadways could occur during the 
construction period.  Impacts could include additional construction traffic and potential 
disruption of utility systems where the pipeline crossed utility lines and other utility structures.  
Impacts associated with the other components of the Proposed Project would be the same as 
described in section 3.12. 

Conclusion 

Implementation of Alternative 2B, while partially reducing potential impacts to biological 
resources along the Colorado River, would not reduce any impacts to the Salton Sea associated 
with the implementation of the Proposed Project.  There is also a potential that the construction 
of the pipeline and reservoirs would result in a number of substantial and possibly unavoidable 
significant impacts as identified.  Although potentially feasible, the alternative would not have 
any major environmental advantage over the Proposed Project.  This alternative would lessen 
impacts along the Colorado River, but a portion of the mitigation measures that have been 
identified to reduce potential impacts to biological resources to less than significant levels 
would still need to be implemented.  This alternative would meet all of the objectives of the 
Proposed Project summarized in section 5.3.1 and described in section 2.2.  It would: 

• settle by consensual agreement disputes regarding Colorado River water use; 

• establish a plan for future distribution of Colorado River water among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• maintain certainty and reliability of Colorado River water supplies among the co-lead 
agencies; 
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• result in agreement on terms and conditions for Colorado River water conservation and 
transfers; and 

• provide incentives for conserving Colorado River water. 

The anticipated costs of this alternative, however, would probably be substantially greater than 
those of the Proposed Project.  

Alternative 3:  Reduce the IID/SDCWA Water Conservation and Transfer to 230 KAFY 

Description of Alternative 

Alternative 3 includes partial implementation of the Proposed Project by reducing the level of 
conservation and transfer to the minimum allowable under the IID/SDCWA Water 
Conservation and Transfer Agreement.  Under this alternative, 130 KAFY rather than 200 KAFY 
would be conserved via on-farm conservation methods and transferred to SDCWA.  The first 
and second 50 KAFY components of the Proposed Project could be satisfied by a mixture of 
conservation measures, including both on-farm and water delivery system conservation 
measures, and fallowing.  The remainder of the Proposed Project would be implemented as 
proposed and impacts identified under Chapter 3 would occur, but to a lesser degree.  

Anticipated Impacts of Alternative 

Except as noted below, the impacts of Alternative 3 would be the same as described for the 
Proposed Project in Chapter 3.  Under this alternative, the maximum anticipated reduction in 
flows of the Colorado River between Parker and Imperial dams would be 318 KAFY.  There 
would also be reduced conservation of water in the IID service area, and therefore, reduced 
impacts to Salton Sea resources, although impacts to the Salton Sea would remain significant.  
Beneficial impacts to groundwater resources in the Coachella Valley would be the same as the 
Proposed Project.  The following is a summary of potential impacts by resources area.  

Water Resources:  Compared to the Proposed Project, this alternative would reduce the amount 
of water to be transferred from IID to SDWCA by 70 KAFY.  Alternative 3 would result in a 
lesser reduction in inflow to the Salton Sea.  Alternative 3 would result in impacts to water 
quality from increased selenium concentrations in the IID surface drain discharge to both the 
Alamo River and the New River and at the IID drains to the Salton Sea.  These impacts would 
occur to a lesser degree under the Proposed Project.  Reductions in surface water quantity in 
drains to the Salton Sea may be less for Alternative 3 than the Proposed Project.   

Reduction in the flow and water surface elevation in the Colorado River between Parker and 
Imperial dams would be proportionally less than under the Proposed Project, although still 
within the historical range.  Reductions in surface water quantity in the All American Canal, the 
collective drains discharging to the New and Alamo rivers, and in the rivers themselves would 
be less for Alternative 3 than the Proposed Project.   

Biological Resources:  Impacts to the habitat and species on the Colorado River would be less for 
Alternative 3 than the Proposed Project since flow reductions (and the associated water surface 
elevation) between Parker and Imperial dams would be reduced by approximately 70 KAFY.  
Implementation of identified mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less than 
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significant levels.  This alternative could have impacts to the IID service area and Salton Sea 
similar to the Proposed Project.  Impacts would be significant prior to implementation of the 
mitigation measures described in section 3.2.   

Geology, Soils, and Minerals:  Because most of the components of the Proposed Project would be 
implemented under this alternative, potential impacts would be similar to those described in 
section 3.3.  Impacts associated with conservation measures in the IID service area would be 
slightly reduced, for example, the amount of erosion, since the total amount of water conserved 
through conservation measures would be reduced. 

Land Use:  Most of the components of the Proposed Project would be implemented but 
conservation actions within the IID service area would be completed at a reduced level.  
Agricultural lands would be used for construction of temporary or permanent on-farm 
conservation measures.  

Agricultural Resources:  On-farm irrigation system improvements, delivery system 
improvements, and/or fallowing would be required.  If fallowing were implemented so as to 
take farmland out of production on a short-term basis, it would not result in the conversion of 
Important Farmland to non-agricultural use.  If fallowing were implemented so as to take 
farmland out of production on a longer-term or permanent basis, this would result in the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.  The amount of farmland that could be 
converted would be less than the maximum that could be converted under the Proposed 
Project.  

Recreational Resources:  Reduced levels of water transfers would be expected to reduce the level 
of impacts to sport fishing and bird watching at the Salton Sea, as well as impacts to the Salton 
Sea’s recreational facilities.   

Air Quality:  Reduced construction of on-farm conservation measures could reduce anticipated 
levels of temporary air emissions from that projected for the Proposed Project.  Less fallowing 
could occur, thus reducing the potential for fugitive dust emissions from this action.  Fugitive 
dust emissions at the Salton Sea would be lessened because less currently submerged land 
would be exposed.  Overall, air quality impacts are anticipated to be similar to but slightly less 
than those described for the Proposed Project.  

Cultural Resources:  Impacts to cultural resources from land disturbance for construction of on-
farm conservation measures could occur, but the level of effect would be less than expected for 
the Proposed Project.  Potential exposure of currently submerged cultural resources due to the 
decreased water surface elevation of the Salton Sea would be reduced compared to the 
Proposed Project.  Overall, the types of impacts to cultural resources would be similar to those 
described for the Proposed Project. 

Noise:  Noise from construction and operation of on-farm conservation measures would occur 
and could disturb residences and sensitive wildlife, but to a lesser degree than anticipated from 
the Proposed Project.  However, the overall impact to the ambient noise environment would be 
similar to that described for the Proposed Project.  
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Aesthetics:  Significant aesthetic impacts to the Salton Sea would be similar, but slightly less than 
those of the Proposed Project because the surface elevation of the Salton Sea would decline less.   

Hazards and Hazardous Materials:  Construction of on-farm and system conservation measures 
would require the use of standard construction and industrial fuels, lubricants, coatings, and 
welding materials at somewhat reduced level than those described for the Proposed Project.  
However, the overall impact from hazards and the use of hazardous materials would be similar 
to those described for the Proposed Project. 

Public Services Utilities and Transportation:  Short-term impacts to utilities and roadways could 
occur during the construction period of on-farm and system conservation measures.  This 
would include additional construction traffic and potential disruption of the utility system 
where the new facilities crossed utility lines and other utility structures.  However, the overall 
impact to public services, utilities and transportation systems would be similar to those 
described for the Proposed Project. 

Conclusion  

Alternative 3, although decreasing the amount of water transferred, provides only a slight 
reduction of impacts to the Colorado River and at best slightly less impacts to the IID service 
area and the Salton Sea than the Proposed Project.  This alternative would meet the objectives  
of the Proposed Project summarized in section 5.3.1 and described in section 2.2.  It would: 

• settle by consensual agreement disputes regarding Colorado River water use; 

• establish a plan for future distribution of Colorado River water among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• maintain certainty and reliability of Colorado River water supplies among the co-lead 
agencies; 

• result in agreement on terms and conditions for Colorado River water conservation and 
transfers; and 

• provide incentives for conserving Colorado River water. 

This alternative, however, would not avoid or substantially reduce the impacts of the Proposed 
Project. 

Alternative 4:  Proposed Project Implementation With Replacement Water 

Description of Alternative 

Alternative 4 primarily was designed to avoid impacts to piscivorous birds at the Salton Sea 
resulting from a reduction in inflow volume, as contemplated under the Proposed Project.  
Under both the Future Baseline and the Proposed Project, increased salinity will reduce fish 
reproductive capacity within the main body of the Salton Sea and eventually cause a decline in 
the number of species and individuals within a species.  However, as previously discussed in 
Chapter 3 of this PEIR, because inflows to the Salton Sea would be reduced under the Proposed 
Project, the Proposed Project will accelerate salinity increases.  This alternative would provide 
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replacement water to the Salton Sea to offset reduced inflows resulting from conservation by 
IID. 

At some point, as a result of salinity increases, fish will no longer be able to survive in the Salton 
Sea away from estuaries where drainage inflow occurs.  A loss of fish (numbers and species) 
will affect bird species that feed on these fish at the Salton Sea.  The timing of eventual 
elimination of the Salton Sea fish species is uncertain because it involves a number of external 
environmental factors as well as the adaptation potential of the fish.  However, based upon 
assumptions concerning salinity and its effect on the persistence of fish species, this time period 
is predicted to be from 2 to 15 years sooner under the Proposed Project than under the Future 
Baseline as described in Chapter 3.  Replacement water would be made available for the time 
period necessary to avoid impacts of the Proposed Project on piscivorous birds as a result of the 
loss of the food source of these birds or the recreational impact of the loss of the Salton Sea sport 
fishery. 

The water needed to implement this alternative could be provided by additional conservation 
activities beyond those necessary for transfer and compliance with IID’s Priority 3 cap on 
diversions.  This additional water would allow the avoidance of the temporary impacts for the 
Proposed Project on piscivorous birds and the sport fishery.  However, the Salton Sea is an 
agricultural drainage repository that has no legal rights or entitlements to Colorado River 
water.  Implementation of any Project element or mitigation strategy that would make available 
Colorado River water to the Salton Sea could subject that part of the Project to a claim that it is 
not in compliance with the Law of the River and/or a claim that it is not a reasonable and 
beneficial use of water.  

Changes in median water surface elevation in the Colorado River would not be different from 
those described for the Proposed Project. 

Anticipated Impacts of Alternative  

Except as noted below, the impacts of Alternative 4 would be the same as described for the 
Proposed Project in Chapter 3.  Except for the elimination of the temporary impacts to 
piscivorous birds and the sport fishery, the types of impacts to the Salton Sea ultimately would 
be generally the same as those of the Proposed Project, although they could differ in intensity.  
Temporary impacts to piscivorous birds would be avoided since the water from the additional 
conservation would allow water to be temporarily made available to avoid water quality 
impacts to the Salton Sea. Implementation of this alternative would delay impacts to air quality, 
cultural resources, and recreational resources from the Proposed Project as a result of reduced 
water surface elevation of the Salton Sea.  These impacts would eventually occur under Future 
Baseline conditions described in Chapter 3. 

Water Resources: In order to generate water for this alternative, IID could utilize conservation 
measures that could include fallowing (i.e., in excess of that needed for the proposed transfer 
build-up schedule).  Colorado River impacts would be the same as under the Proposed Project 
because the location and amount of diversion would not change.   

Biological Resources:  Potentially significant impacts to piscivorous birds at the Salton Sea would 
be avoided by providing for additional inflows to the Salton Sea.   
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Geology, Soils, and Minerals: Short-term impacts relating to erosion could result from the 
construction of Proposed Project components.   

Land Use:  Impacts would be as described for the Proposed Project (section 3.4), although 
changes to the area’s desirability as a recreational destination would be delayed as compared to 
Future Baseline conditions. 

Agriculture:  If fallowing is used to generate additional water for the Salton Sea to implement 
this alternative, and if such fallowing converts farmland to a non-agricultural use, potentially 
significant impacts to agricultural resources would occur.  The impacts would be greater than 
those described for the Proposed Project.  

Recreation:  Potential significant recreational impacts to the Salton Sea associated with the 
Proposed Project from changes in water elevation and water quality (salinity) would be avoided 
or delayed under this alternative, including impacts to sport fishing, impacts to and recreational 
facilities.  

Air Quality:  Construction of on-farm conservation measures would contribute to temporarily 
increased air emissions, comparable to those described for the Proposed Project. Air quality 
impacts associated with fallowing would be as described for the Proposed Project.  Fugitive 
dust impacts from the exposure of submerged lands at the Salton Sea would be delayed.   

Cultural Resources:  Impacts to cultural resources could occur from land disturbance for 
construction of on-farm conservation measures, as described for the Proposed Project.  The 
potential for exposure of submerged cultural resources within the Salton Sea due to the 
decreased water elevations would be delayed.  

Noise:  Noise from construction and operation of on-farm and system improvement 
conservation measures would occur and could disturb residences and sensitive wildlife.  The 
overall impact to the ambient noise environment would be similar to that of the Proposed 
Project.   

Aesthetics: Aesthetic impacts to the Salton Sea would be delayed since accelerated water 
conservation and dedication to the Salton Sea would reduce the rate of alteration of water 
elevations.   

Hazard and Hazardous Materials:  Construction of on-farm and system conservation measures 
would require the use of standard construction and industrial fuels, lubricants, coatings, and 
welding materials at the same level as those described for the Proposed Project.   

Public Services and Utilities:  Short-term impacts to utilities and roadways could occur during 
construction of water conservation improvements. Impacts could include additional 
construction traffic and potential disruption of utility system where the pipeline crossed utility 
lines and other utility structures.  These impacts would be as described for the Proposed Project  
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Conclusion 

Alternative 4 would avoid significant impacts on the Salton Sea recreational fishery and impacts 
to piscivorous birds caused by the loss of the fishery.  Other impacts would be delayed for the 
period that replacement water is utilized. This alternative would meet most of the objectives of 
the Proposed Project summarized in section 5.3.1 and described in section 2.2. 

5.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

CEQA requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative.  In the case of this 
PEIR, Alternative 1, the no project alternative, is considered environmentally superior because it 
would not result in any of the identified significant impacts associated with the implementation 
of the Proposed Project.   

CEQA requires that an additional alternative be defined as environmentally superior if the no 
project alternative is considered environmentally superior.  Depending upon how conservation 
is implemented and which mitigation measures are employed, the Proposed Project may be 
environmentally superior to the other alternatives.  If conservation actions and mitigation 
measures that would reduce impacts to the fish populations and piscivorous birds at the Salton 
Sea are not employed as part of the Proposed Project, then Alternative 4 would be considered 
environmentally superior.  Alternative 4 would avoid significant impacts to biological resources 
associated with the implementation of the Proposed Project to the Salton Sea.  Impacts to 
resources in other areas from other project alternatives would not be substantially different than 
those of the Proposed Project, with the exception of impacts to the biological resources of the 
lower Colorado River, which would be avoided or reduced by Alternatives 2A and 2B, 
respectively.  Unlike certain impacts to the air quality and recreational resources of the Salton 
Sea, which are considered potentially unavoidable (air quality and recreation), impacts to the 
biological resources of the lower Colorado River are considered fully mitigable through the 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures.  Alternative 4 would reduce 
environmental impacts to their lowest levels while still fulfilling the objectives of the Proposed 
Project.   
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6.0 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS  

6.1 OVERVIEW 

6.1.1 Population Growth Trends in the Seven County Region  

Five of California’s six largest counties in population — Los Angeles, San Diego, Orange, San 
Bernardino, and Riverside — are located in Southern California.  Taken together, the Southern 
California region with its seven counties contained approximately 19.6 million people in July 
1999 (Department of Finance [DOF] 2000).  The Southern California region accounts for 
approximately 55 percent of the state’s total population. 

As described in detail in section 3.13.1.1, Southern California has traditionally been one of the 
fastest growing areas of California.  Los Angeles, San Diego, and Orange counties have 
experienced the highest numerical population gains of any of the state’s 58 counties.  Riverside 
County, the sixth largest county in population, has also been among the fastest growing based 
on percentage change for the past several years (DOF 2000).  

Population projections for the seven Southern California counties prepared by the DOF, SCAG, 
and SANDAG anticipate steady growth over the next 20 to 40 years (see Table 3.13-1).  It is 
anticipated that by 2040, Southern California would house as many people as live in the entire 
state today.  Although the estimates prepared by the DOF sometimes differ from the SCAG and 
SANDAG forecasts, all the numbers reflect an expectation of substantial growth in the seven 
county area.  

As described in section 3.13.1.1, growth in Southern California, as well as most of the state, has 
historically been attributable to natural increase, in-migration from other states, and 
immigration from foreign countries.  

SCAG adopted the RCPG in 1996 for the purpose of setting regional growth goals and 
identifying strategies for agencies to use in implementing the proposals in the plan through the 
year 2015.  The RCPG includes goals for the economy, growth management, transportation, air 
quality, housing, open space, water resources, and the implementation of those goals.  In 
addition, SCAG has adopted and is now revising the Regional Transportation Plan that 
identifies transportation needs within the region, including automobile, transit, and other 
transportation modes, future transportation projects, and funding.  

SANDAG, in collaboration with San Diego County and the County’s 18 cities, adopted a 
Regional Growth Management Strategy in 1993.  The Regional Growth Management Strategy 
provides goals for improving the quality of life in San Diego County through specific growth 
management, conservation, and social measures.  The County and cities have incorporated the 
provisions of the strategy into their individual general plans (SANDAG 1998).  SANDAG has 
adopted a Regional Transportation Plan for San Diego County.  

The California State Water Plan estimates that the state currently incurs a water shortage of 1.6 
MAF in an average year (about 1.5 MAF of this represents on-going groundwater overdraft) 
and 5.1 MAF in drought years (DWR 1998).  The California Department of Water Resources 
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projects that by the year 2020, if new water management actions are not undertaken, the state 
will face shortages of 2.4 MAF in an average year and 6.2 MAF during times of drought.  If a 
variety of proposed management measures are applied, including measures similar to the 
Proposed Project components, then the year 2020 statewide shortages could be reduced to an 
estimated 0.2 MAF in average years and 2.7 MAF in drought years (DWR 1998).   

The population projections used by DWR in the State Water Plan are based on those prepared 
in 1998 by the Department of Finance and are approximately 4.6 percent higher than current 
growth projections.  As a result, shortages would be slightly smaller than predicted. 

6.1.2 Intent of the Proposed Project  

The Colorado River currently provides over 50 percent of the water used in Southern California  
(Los Angeles, San Diego, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial Counties).  
California’s Colorado River water normal year apportionment of 4.4 MAFY is less than historic 
levels of use.  As described in Chapter 1, over the past 10 years the amount of Colorado River 
water actually available and utilized by California has varied from 4.5 MAFY to 5.2 MAFY 
(averaging approximately 5.0 MAFY during that period).  Over time, increased use of Colorado 
River water by other Colorado River water contractors will reduce the supply of unused 
apportionments and surplus water that was previously available to the State of California.  At 
that time, California’s normal year (4.4 MAF) apportionment may become the limit on the 
amount of water available to the state in non-surplus years. 

The Proposed Project is intended to optimize the State’s use of Colorado River water within its 
normal year apportionment of 4.4 MAF.  The Proposed Project quantifies the water supplies 
that would be available to the participating agencies and the agencies’ obligations to convey, 
conserve, or transfer these supplies.  By establishing specific allocations and assigning specific 
agency responsibilities, the Proposed Project improves the reliability of supplies of Colorado 
River water to the agencies within California’s normal year apportionment.  Under the 
Proposed Project, water conserved in agricultural areas, primarily within the IID service area 
would be transferred to urban areas served by MWD and SDCWA.  Additionally, conserved 
water would be provided to CVWD to address the groundwater overdraft problem in the 
Coachella Valley.  

As a whole, the Proposed Project establishes the framework for strategies that are intended to 
provide future service using less Colorado River water than is currently being used, and by 
establishing agreements for the use of the reduced Colorado River supply among the major 
Southern California users.  Within California, the overall effect of reducing water use from 5.2 
to 4.4 MAFY is to reduce agricultural water use through conservation, and prevent significant 
reductions in urban water supplies to established users. 

6.1.3 CEQA Requirements 

This section discusses the potential growth-inducing effect of the Proposed Project.  Under the 
State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines Section 15126[2][d]), a project may have a growth-inducing 
effect if it would:   
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• foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing, either 
directly or indirectly; or 

• remove obstacles to population growth; or 

• require the construction of additional community service facilities that could cause 
significant environmental effects; or 

• encourage and facilitate other activities that would significantly affect the environment.   

The analysis below discusses whether the Proposed Project is growth-inducing using this 
CEQA definition for purposes of this PEIR.   

6.1.4 Common Analysis of Growth-Inducing Effects for All Service Areas 

The Proposed Project does not directly or indirectly provide new water supplies to Southern 
California.  Instead, the Proposed Project changes the distribution of existing Colorado River 
water supplies among the co-lead agencies, thereby assisting California in reducing its use of 
Colorado River from an average of 5.0 MAFY to 4.4 MAFY in normal years.  Proposed Project 
implementation will merely ensure that delivery of Colorado River water to the MWD/SDCWA 
service areas will be identical, at best, to the historical averages for the last 15 years or more.   

The diversion patterns of Colorado River water envisioned by the Proposed Project have 
occurred for decades.  For example, MWD has diverted up to an amount to fill the CRA, or 
approximately 1.3 MAFY.  There have also been years where CVWD has diverted up to 
approximately 450 KAF, and years where IID had reduced its diversions to, or less than, 3.1 
MAF.   

Cities and counties are the primary agencies responsible for regulating land use through their 
general plans, specific plans, and zoning regulations.  The water supplies being provided and 
planned for by all four co-lead agencies are consistent with the level of growth projected by 
regional planning agencies and local general plans.  Regional effects of projected growth have 
been addressed in general plan CEQA documents. 

CVWD, IID, MWD, and SDCWA do not have the authority to regulate land use.  Future growth 
will occur in accordance with local planning decisions.  With the enactment of SB 610, Ch. 643, 
(the Costa Bill) and SB 221 (the Kuehl Bill) in 2001, urban water suppliers such as the co-lead 
agencies are required to provide detailed information to cities and counties about current and 
future water demand and availability in advance of city and county planning decisions on large 
development proposals.  

6.1.4.1 Proposed Project Will not Foster Economic or Population Growth or Construction  

The Proposed Project will not provide additional water that would foster economic or 
population growth within the IID, CVWD, MWD, and SDCWA service areas.  Forecasts by 
SCAG and SANDAG project continued growth for the Southern California region.  Existing 
urban water management plans describe strategies for meeting this projected demand (MWD’s 
Regional Urban Water Management Plan, SDCWA’s 2000 Urban Water Management Plan, and 
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CVWD’s 2000 Urban Water Management Plan [interim]).  These urban water management 
plans, as well as the Proposed Project, are consistent with growth projections developed by 
SCAG and SANDAG.   

Through conservation and transfers, the Proposed Project would maintain the reliability of 
Colorado River supplies as one component of meeting current and projected water demand in 
the MWD and SDCWA service areas.  Also, while the Proposed Project would increase the 
current imported water supply to CVWD, the additional water would be used to offset the 
existing groundwater overdraft and would not provide additional water that would induce 
population growth beyond that currently projected.  

6.1.4.2 Proposed Project Will not Remove Obstacles to Population Growth 

The Proposed Project will not remove an obstacle to growth in any of the four co-lead agency 
service areas.  In the MWD and SDCWA service areas, the Proposed Project will maintain water 
supply reliability.  In the CVWD service area, additional water received under the Proposed 
Project would be used solely to offset the Coachella Valley’s existing groundwater overdraft.  In 
the IID service area, the Proposed Project will reduce IID water supplies available to serve both 
agricultural and urban clients. 

6.1.4.3 Proposed Project Will not Require Construction of Additional Community Service 
Facilities  

Projected increases in population for the region would require substantial investments in new 
public facilities and infrastructure over the next decades, including among other things, roads 
and transportation facilities, water and sewer treatment facilities, fire and police stations, and 
schools.  Construction of these public facilities and infrastructure is not dependent on the 
Proposed Project, and would proceed regardless with appropriate CEQA review. 

No new delivery or treatment systems are proposed by, nor are necessary to, operations of 
MWD or SCDWA as a result of the Proposed Project. 

Conservation efforts by IID as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project include lining 
of the All American Canal and various agricultural conservation projects (on-farm and water 
delivery system).  These agricultural conservation projects would relate to water for agricultural 
use and would not be used for urban development in Imperial County.    Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project-related measures would not require construction of 
additional community service facilities. 

A number of conceptual projects are proposed under the Coachella Valley Water Management 
Plan currently being considered by CVWD (CVWD 2000).  These facilities are aimed at reducing 
groundwater dependence (and overdraft) within the Coachella Valley by providing recycled or 
canal water for agricultural and urban uses.  Their programmatic impacts are discussed in 
section 6.2.2.2.  Impacts to the extent known are analyzed in the Coachella Valley Water 
Management Plan PEIR.  Additional environmental reviews will be conducted as site-specific 
facilities are identified.  However, such facilities will merely be used to reduce existing 
groundwater overdraft. 
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6.1.4.4 Proposed Project Will not Encourage and Facilitate Other Activities that would 
Significantly Affect the Environment 

The Proposed Project would not facilitate or encourage other activities that would affect the 
environment, other than limited construction (e.g., canal lining) already included in the 
Proposed Project components.  Water transfers would occur using existing facilities operated by 
CVWD, IID, MWD, and SDCWA.  Water conservation activities by IID and adherence to the 3.1 
MAFY cap on IID’s Priority 3a consumptive use may reduce water use within the IID service 
area.  IID may implement delivery/drainage system improvements as conservation measures, 
but any construction involved is not anticipated to be growth-inducing.  CVWD would apply 
the additional water it receives to its efforts to recharge its groundwater basin and reduce the 
existing overdraft condition.  

6.2 GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS IN WATER SERVICE AREAS 

6.2.1 Imperial Irrigation District 

A key component of the Proposed Project is the conservation of water by IID and the transfer of 
that conserved water to other agencies.  These proposed transfers of water would reduce IID’s 
current diversions from the Colorado River.  Nonetheless, the remaining water is expected to be 
sufficient to maintain agricultural uses within the IID service area, with the application of water 
conservation techniques.   

No growth-inducing effect would result from reducing water diversions by IID.  Other than the 
lining of canals and installation of on-farm and system conservation measures, the Proposed 
Project would not require construction of facilities within the IID service area.  Further, the 
construction of facilities to implement the Proposed Project would be for the purpose of efficient 
delivery of agricultural water, not new development.  Depending on the type of water 
conservation methods used, a limited number of jobs might be added, but this would not 
constitute a growth-inducing impact. 

6.2.1.1 Growth and Water Demand 

Approximately 98 percent of IID’s water is delivered to agricultural users.  That sector is where 
IID is directing its conservation programs.  Programs may include, but are not limited to, canal 
lining, changes in delivery hours, non-leak gates, system automation, fallowing, and water-
efficient on-farm management.  The Proposed Project is not growth-inducing as it would 
require IID to continue to provide service to both agricultural and urban clients from a reduced 
water supply. 

6.2.1.2 Water Supply in the Absence of the Proposed Project 

If the Proposed Project is not implemented, reductions in Colorado River diversions to serve 
both agricultural and urban clients would not occur.  
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6.2.2 Coachella Valley Water District  

CVWD will receive transferred water for the sole purpose of offsetting the existing overdraft of 
its groundwater basins.  The Proposed Project would not be growth-inducing because the 
transferred water supply will be used to improve the Coachella Valley’s ongoing groundwater 
overdraft condition.  In 1999 the overdraft was estimated to be approximately 136 KAFY.  Water 
transfers under the Proposed Project would result in changes in water deliveries to CVWD of 
up to 155 KAFY.  This additional water as a result of the Proposed Project will be used solely to 
offset the Valley’s existing groundwater overdraft.  No new conveyance facilities to deliver 
transferred water to CVWD would be required. 

6.2.2.1 Growth and Water Demand 

The Coachella Valley, particularly its existing cities, has shown the same steady growth as all of 
Southern California.  Coachella Valley water demand was estimated to be approximately 669 
KAF in 1999.  Demand, based on SCAG/CVAG population projections extrapolated by CVWD, 
is projected to grow to approximately 891 KAF by 2035.  The projected available water supply, 
without the Proposed Project, is estimated to be approximately 891 KAF by 2035.  Providing this 
amount of water without outside supplementation would increase the level of groundwater 
overdraft to approximately 167 KAFY (CVWD 2000).  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would provide the Valley with a reliable supply of water for groundwater recharge, while 
avoiding the chronic groundwater overdraft situation that currently exists.  Because CVWD 
would manage water resources so as to offset a groundwater overdraft situation, the Proposed 
Project would not have growth-inducing impacts within the CVWD service area.  The water 
supply that would result from the Proposed Project is considered in more detail in the draft 
Coachella Valley Water Management Plan prepared by CVWD, the specific purpose of which is 
to address and reduce groundwater overdraft (this project is described in section 4.1.3).  

6.2.2.2 Water Supplies in the Absence of the Proposed Project 

CVWD will undertake efforts to reduce its dependence on groundwater whether the Proposed 
Project is implemented or not.  In the absence of the Proposed Project, many of the elements of 
the CVWMP would be implemented.  However, without the additional water supplies 
provided for in the Proposed Project, many goals of the Water Management Plan, such as 
elimination of the groundwater overdraft, may not be realized. 

CVWD would pursue the projects described below, proceed with intensified efforts in water 
recycling (including both wastewater and agricultural run off), increase conservation (including 
golf course, agriculture, and urban programs), and pursue additional water from the SWP and 
transfers from IID in the event that the Proposed Project was not implemented.  These actions 
are identified in the interim 2000 Urban Water Management Plan that CVWD has filed with 
DWR pending completion of the CVWMP.  Conceptual projects described in the draft CVWMP 
include:  future construction of a 10 mgd desalination plant that would treat agricultural drain 
water for reuse in irrigation; future expansion of recycled wastewater; future pumping stations 
and pipelines to serve Upper Valley golf courses and reduce their groundwater pumping; 
future construction of conveyance facilities to serve agricultural uses to reduce groundwater 
pumping; future improvements related to converting municipal users in the Lower Valley from 
groundwater to canal water supplies; and construction of new groundwater recharge facilities 
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to serve the Lower Valley.  These facilities and projects would proceed to the extent possible 
absent the water supplies provided for under the Proposed Project.  As noted above, CVWD 
will pursue the projects listed above to reduce its dependence on groundwater without the 
Proposed Project.  However, in the absence of the Proposed Project, certain goals of the 
CVWMP may not be fully met.  The PEIR for the CVWMP analyzes the potential impacts of 
these activities. 

6.2.3 The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

The Proposed Project would allow MWD to maintain its water supplies as the amount of water 
available to California from the Colorado River is reduced.  No new delivery facilities are 
proposed as part of the Proposed Project, however, and the capacity of the Colorado River 
Aqueduct is a limiting factor in the delivery of water from the Colorado River to the MWD 
service area.  No changes in historic levels of aqueduct flows or expansion of aqueduct capacity 
are proposed as part of the Proposed Project.  Since no new deliveries are proposed, no increase 
in the amount of water carried by the aqueduct would occur, and no expansion of aqueduct 
capacity is proposed, the Proposed Project would not be growth inducing in the MWD service 
area. 

6.2.3.1 Growth and Water Demand 

The population of the MWD service area is growing consistently.  The Proposed Project would 
not involve additions or expansions to MWD’s water delivery and storage system. MWD 
estimates that water demand within its service area was between 3.3 and 3.9 MAFY during the 
period of 1990 to 1999 (3.8 MAF in 1999).  Projected future demand, based on SCAG population 
projections, is 4.9 MAF in 2020.  The Proposed Project would not require a change to the 
assumptions upon which SCAG has based its population projections for the region. 

6.2.3.2 Water Supplies in the Absence of the Proposed Project 

Without the Proposed Project, MWD would need to implement other methods to meet the 
water demands of the service area.  These include increased water conservation through 
implementation of urban water management Best Management Practices; water recycling 
undertaken by wastewater treatment plants in the region for groundwater recharge, saltwater 
intrusion barrier, industrial, and irrigation uses; increased storm water conservation through 
increased levels of groundwater replenishment; enhanced local groundwater recovery (and 
associated treatment); desalination; regional surface reservoir storage; and water marketing 
from other sources such as the SWP (including spot transfers, option transfers, storage transfers, 
and exchange agreements).  Pursuant to its 1996 Integrated Resources Plan, MWD has 
undertaken many of these initiatives under its “preferred resources mix.”  However, the 
Integrated Resources Plan identified a “local emphasis mix” that would meet future needs 
without the Proposed Project at a cost of approximately 20 percent more per AF by the year 
2020 (MWD 2000).  

Separate from the Proposed Project, MWD has a 1988 agreement with IID whereby conserved 
Colorado River water is made available to MWD.  MWD also has agreements with the 
Semitropic and Arvin-Edison Water Storage Districts in Kern County whereby MWD provides 
the districts with SWP water during years of plentiful supply and will call in an equivalent 
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amount of groundwater during dry years.  MWD is also pursuing conjunctive 
use/groundwater storage in desert aquifers in California (Cadiz, Hayfield, and Chuckwalla) 
and Arizona (Arizona Water Bank) where it would bank Colorado River water in times of 
available supply.  (MWD 2000) 

6.2.4 San Diego County Water Authority 

Under the Proposed Project, SDCWA will pay for the conservation of between 130 to 200 KAF 
of Colorado River water in the IID service area and for the transfer of that water to the SDCWA.  
IID will divert a lesser amount of water through the All American Canal as a result of the 
conservation, and a corresponding amount of water will be diverted at MWD’s Whitsett Intake 
at Lake Havasu for delivery through the CRA. 

Under terms of the Exchange Agreement between MWD and SDCWA, the water transferred 
from IID to SDCWA will be exchanged with MWD for delivery of a like quantity and quality of 
water to SDCWA.  MWD currently provides SDCWA with about 600 KAF annually of imported 
water, and has delivered up to 656 KAF in recent years.  The transfer will not cause SDCWA to 
receive any more or less water than it has received prior to the transfer, but will maintain 
reliability of past Colorado River deliveries. The transfer will not alter the current level of 
physical deliveries of water to SDCWA from MWD.  

6.2.4.1 Growth and Water Demand 

The San Diego region is also growing in population on a consistent basis.  The Proposed Project 
will not involve additions or expansions to SDCWA’s water delivery and storage system.  Year 
2000 water demand within the SDCWA service area was approximately 670 KAF.  Based on 
SANDAG population projections, the SDCWA estimates that water demand will increase to 
approximately 813 KAF per year by 2020.  Projected future supply will match the year 2020 
demand (SDCWA 2000).  The Proposed Project will not change the assumptions upon which 
SANDAG has based its population projections for the region. 

6.2.4.2 Water Supplies Absent the Proposed Project 

In the event that the Proposed Project is not implemented, SDCWA would rely upon continued 
delivery of imported water from MWD, water transfers, recycling (including wastewater 
treatment), groundwater supplies (and associated treatment facilities), and seawater 
desalination.  As described in Chapter 2, in 1998 SDCWA entered into an agreement with IID to 
transfer conserved water to SDCWA.  This agreement has been incorporated into the Proposed 
Project, but if the Proposed Project were not to proceed, SDCWA and IID would pursue their 
transfer agreement as a separate project.  The means of delivering the transfer water to the 
SDCWA service area has been identified in the Exchange Agreement between SDCWA and 
MWD.  However, implementation of the Exchange Agreement is subject to the satisfaction of 
certain conditions, some of which would be satisfied under the Proposed Project.  If the 
Proposed Project was not implemented, other means would have to be found to satisfy those 
conditions.  In a shortage condition, it is uncertain what SDCWA’s share of total MWD supplies 
would be.  As a Priority 3a Colorado River source, the IID transfer would maintain a reliable 
source of water.  
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SDCWA is undertaking the Regional Colorado River Conveyance Feasibility Study to analyze 
the feasibility of constructing a separate conveyance system to allow IID transfer water to be 
imported without using MWD’s Colorado River Aqueduct.  Presumably, if a separate system 
were found to be feasible, it would be undertaken by SDCWA in the absence of the Proposed 
Project and would be subject to a separate environmental review at that time.   
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COACHELLA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT 

Steven Robbins, Assistant to the General Manager 

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

Elston Grubaugh, Manager - Resources Planning and Management 

Tina Anderholdt-Shields, Senior Engineer 

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Laura Simonek, Manager, Environmental Planning Unit 

Jan Matusak, Principal Engineer, Water Resources Management Group 

Thomas Ryan, Environmental Specialist, Water Resources Management Group 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY WATER AUTHORITY 

Larry Purcell, Water Manager 

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION (SAIC) 

Debby Baca, Graphics Supervisor, SAIC 
B.S., Technical Illustration/Commercial Design, Bemidji University, Minnesota (1979) 
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Christopher Clayton, Economic Geographer, SAIC 
B.A., Geography (Honors), Oxford University, 1966 
M.A., Geography, University of Cincinnati, 1968 
Ph.D., Geography, Clark University, 1972 
Years of Experience:  27 (Other Firms — 16) 

Meredith E. Clement, Planner, SAIC 
M.S., City and Regional Planning, California Polytechnic State University,  
San Luis Obispo, 2000 
M.S., Transportation Engineering, California Polytechnic State University,  
San Luis Obispo, 2000 
B.S., Environmental Policy, Analysis, and Planning, University of California, Davis, 1996 
Years of Experience:  4  (Other Firms — 4) 

Chris Crabtree, Air Quality Specialist, SAIC 
B.A., Environmental Studies, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1978 
Years of Experience:  18 (Other Firms — 8) 
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Michael L. Dungan, Senior Biologist, SAIC 
B.A., Zoology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1975 
M.S., Ecology/Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, 1979 
Ph.D., Ecology/Evolutionary Biology, University of Arizona, 1984 
Years of Experience:  24 (Other Firms — 13) 

Cay FitzGerald, Technical Illustrator, SAIC 
Studies toward B.A., Fine Arts, Santa Barbara City College 
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Alicia E. Gasdick, Hydrologist, SAIC 
B.S., Environmental Studies, University of California, Santa Barbara, 2000 
B.S., Hydrologic Sciences, University of California, Santa Barbara, 2000 
Years of Experience:  2 

Albert Herson, CEQA Compliance/Quality Assurance, SAIC 
J.D., McGeorge School of Law, Sacramento, California, 1984 (with great distinction). 
M.A., Urban Planning, University of California, Los Angeles, 1976 
B.A., Psychology, University of Illinois, 1972 (with great distinction). 
Years of Experience: 25 (Other Firms — 24) 

Tamara A. Klug, Botanist, SAIC 
B.A., Ecology and Evolution, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1992 
Years of Experience:  8 (Other Firms — 1) 

Claudia S.L. Leufkens, Document Specialist, SAIC 
B.A., Sociology, University of California Santa Barbara, 1988 
Years of Experience:  14 (Other Firms — 10) 

William D. O’Brien, PE, Water Resources Engineer, SAIC 
B.S., Civil Engineering, Washington State University, 1978 
M.S., Irrigation, American University of Beirut, Lebanon, 1983 
Years of Experience:   20 (Other Firms — 18) 

A. Trevor Pattison, Environmental Analyst, SAIC 
B.S., Geological Sciences, University of California at Santa Barbara, 1999 
Years of Experience:  5 (Other Firms — 3) 

Karen A. Foster, Archaeologist, SAIC 
B.A., Anthropology, University of California, Irvine, 1989 
M.A., Anthropology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1993 
Ph.D., Anthropology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1998 
Years of Experience:  12 (Other Firms — 6) 
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Jeff M. Reece, Senior Chemical Engineer, SAIC 
B.S., Chemical Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1968 
Graduate Studies, Chemical Engineering, University of California, Berkeley, 1968-70 
M.S., Civil/Sanitary Engineering, University of California, Berkeley, 1974 
Years of Experience:  29 (Other Firms — 17) 

Forrest C. Smith, Publications Manager, SAIC 
B.A., History and Political Science, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1970 
Years of Experience:  29 (Other Firms — 17) 

Lisbeth A. Springer, Senior Environmental Planner, SAIC 
B.A., Sociology, Colorado College, 1975 
M.C.R.P., City and Regional Planning, Harvard University, 1980 
Years of Experience:  21 (Other Firms — 9) 

Karen R. Stark, Technical Editor/Document Specialist, SAIC 
B.A., Psychology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1990 
Years of Experience: 11 (Other Firms — 9) 

Joy M. Steele, Technical Editor, SAIC 
B.S., Management (Human Resources), Portland State University, Oregon, 1987 
Years of Experience: 17 (Other Firms — 16) 

Theresa Stevens, Aquatic Biologist, SAIC 
Ph.D., Biological Sciences (Evolution, Ecology and Marine Biology),  
University of California, Santa Barbara, 1996 
M.A., Biological Sciences (Aquatic and Population Biology), University of California, 
Santa Barbara, 1992 
B.A., Biology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1987 
Years of Experience:  13 (Other Firms — 12) 

Rosemary A. Thompson, Senior Biologist, SAIC 
B.A., Zoology, University of Missouri, 1967 
Ph.D., Marine Biology, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, University of California, 
San Diego, 1972 
Years of Experience:  30 (Other Firms — 18)    

Robert D. Thomson, Project Manager, SAIC 
B.S., Zoology, University of California, Davis, 1973 
M.S., Ecology, University of California, Davis, 1976 
Years of Experience:  25 (Other Firms — 4) 

Joseph P. Walsh, III, GIS Specialist, SAIC 
B.A., Physical Geography, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1993 
Years of Experience:  9 (Other Firms — 2)   
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B.A., Physics, University of Oregon, 1969 
M.S., Biology, California Polytechnic State University, 1976 
D. Env., Environmental Science and Engineering, University of California,  
Los Angeles,  1989 
Years of Experience:  24 (Other Firms — 13) 

John F. Westermeier, Deputy Project Manager, SAIC 
M.B.A., Chapman University, 1985 
M.A., Biological Sciences, California State University, Fullerton, 1974 
B.A., Biological Sciences, California State University, Fullerton, 1971 
Years of Experience:  25  (Other Firms — 20) 

Lorraine B. Woodman, Senior Scientist, SAIC 
B.A., Anthropology, Pomona College, Claremont, 1975 
M.A., Anthropology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1978 
Ph.D., Anthropology, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1981 
Years of Experience:  19 (Other Firms — 8) 

JONES & STOKES ASSOCIATES (JSA) 

Chad Beckstrom, Environmental Planner 
M.U.R.P., Masters in Urban and Regional Planning, California State Polytechnic 
University, Pomona, in progress. 
B.A., Environmental Analysis and Design, University of California, Irvine, 1996 
Years of Experience: 4  (Other Firms — 1) 

Deanna Evans, Environmental Planner 
M.U.R.P., Masters in Urban and Regional Planning, California State Polytechnic, 
University, Pomona, in progress. 
B.A., Environmental Analysis and Design, University of California, Irvine, 1993 
Years of Experience: 7  (Other Firms — 6) 

Michael Langley 
B.S., Meteorology, Oklahoma State University, 1987 
Years of Experience: 14   (Other Firms — 7) 

Leo Lentsch, Senior Fisheries Biologist 
M.S., Fishery and Wildlife Biology, Colorado State University, 1985 
B.S., Fishery Biology and Zoology, Colorado State University, 1979 
Years of Experience:  20  (Other Firms — 19) 

Eldrich Sacramento, Environmental Specialist 
B.A., Environmental Analysis and Design, University of California, Irvine, 1999 
Years of Experience:  2 (Other Firms — 1) 
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Matthew Zidar, Senior Hydrologist 
B.S., Watershed Sciences/Hydrology, Colorado State University,  
Colorado Springs, 1984  
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10.0 ACRONYMS & GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

ACRONYMS 

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

AIRFA American Indian Religious Freedom Act 

AF Acre-feet 

AFY Acre-feet per year 

ARB Air Resources Board 

AWBA Arizona Water Banking Authority 

BCPA Boulder Canyon Project Act 

BLM United States Bureau of Land Management 

BMP Best Management Practice 

CAA Federal Clean Air Act of 1969 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards  

CA DHS California Department of Health Services 

Cal-OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

CAWCD Central Arizona Water Conservation District 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CDC California Department of Conservation 

CDCA California Desert Conservation Area 

CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 

CESA California Endangered Species Act 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

cfs Cubic feet per second 
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CHP California Highway Patrol 

CHRIS California Historic Resource Information System 

CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 

CO Carbon monoxide 

CRA Colorado River Aqueduct 

CRB Colorado River Board of California 

CRBPA Colorado River Basin Project Act 

CRC Colorado River Commission of Nevada 

CRSS Colorado River Simulation System 

CVAG Coachella Valley Association of Governments 

CVMSHCP Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

CVSC Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel 

CVWD Coachella Valley Water District 

CVWMP Coachella Valley Water Management Plan 

CY Calendar Year 

dB Decibel 

dBA A-weighted sound level 

DDD Dichlorodiphenyldichlorethane 

DDE Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethene 

DDT Dichlorodiphenyltrichlorethane 

DOF California Department of Finance 

DOI United States Department of the Interior 

DOT United States Department of Transportation 

DTSC Department of Toxic Substance Control 

DWA Desert Water Agency 



 10.0  Glossary 

Quantification Settlement Agreement Final PEIR  10-3 

DWR Department of Water Resources 

EES Enhanced Evaporation System 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

F1 First Generation or Wild-Born 

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan 

hp Horsepower 

IA Implementation Agreement 

IBWC International Boundary and Water Commission 

ICAPCD Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 

ID-1 Improvement District No. 1 

IID Imperial Irrigation District 

IIDS Imperial Irrigation District Decision Support System 

I-O Input-output 

IOP Inadvertent Overrun Policy 

ISG Interim Surplus Guidelines 

KAF Thousand acre-feet 

KAFY Thousand acre-feet per year 

kWh Kilowatt-hours 

Ldn Day/Night Average Sound Level 

Leq Energy-equivalent sound/noise descriptor 

LOS Level of Service 

LROC Long-Range Operating Criteria  
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MAF Million acre-feet 

MAFY Million acre-feet per year 

MDAQMD Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 

mgd million gallons per day 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

MSCP Multi-Species Conservation Program 

MSHCP Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 

msl Mean sea level 

MW Megawatts 

MWD The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

MWh Megawatt-hours 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

NDEP Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

NIB Northerly International Boundary 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NOP Notice of Preparation 

NOx nitrogen oxides 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 

NWR National Wildlife Refuge 

O3 Ozone 
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OHV Off-highway Vehicle 

PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report 

PL Public Law 

PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 

ppb Parts per billion 

ppm Parts per million 

PPR Present Perfected Right 

PRBO Point Reyes Bird Observatory 

PVID Palo Verde Irrigation District 

QSA Quantification Settlement Agreement 

RCPG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

ROD Record of Decision 

ROI Region of Influence 

RV Recreational Vehicle 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments 

SCAB South Coast Air Basin 

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 

SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 

SDCAPCD San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 

SDCWA San Diego County Water Authority 

SEI Southern Energy, Inc. 

SIB Southerly International Boundary 

SIP State Implementation Plan 
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SLR San Luis Rey 

SNWA Southern Nevada Water Authority 

SR State Route 

SRA State Recreation Area 

SSA Salton Sea Authority 

SWP State Water Project 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

TDS Total Dissolved Solids 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 

TSS Total Suspended Solids 

U.S. United States 

U.S. 95 United States Highway 95 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USBR United States Bureau of Reclamation 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

USDA-SCS United States Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service  

USGS United States Geological Survey 

UWA California Unified Watershed Assessment 

VCAPCD Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

VOC Volatile organic compound 

WACOG Western Arizona Council of Governments 

WMA Wildlife Management Area 

WRC Water Resources Chapter 
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µg/kg Micrograms per kilogram 

µg/m3 Micrograms per cubic meter 

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

acre-foot Volume of water (43,560 cubic feet) that would cover one acre 
to a depth of one foot. 

affected environment Existing biological, physical, social, and economic conditions 
of an area subject to change, both directly and indirectly, as a 
result of a proposed human action. 

allocation, allotment Refers to a distribution of water through which means specific 
persons or legal entities are assigned individual rights to 
consume pro rata shares of a specific quantity of water under 
legal entitlements.  For example, a specific quantity of 
Colorado River water is distributed for use within each Lower 
Division State through an apportionment.  The water available 
for consumptive use in that state is further distributed among 
water users in that state through the allocation.  An allocation 
does not establish an entitlement; the entitlement is normally 
established by a written contract with the United States. 

apportionment Refers to the distribution of water available to each Lower 
Division state in normal, surplus, or shortage years, as set 
forth, respectively, in Articles II (B)(1), II (B)(2), and II (B)(3) or 
the Decree in Arizona v. California. 

backwater A relatively small, generally shallow area of a river with little 
or no current. 

benthic Bottom of rivers, lakes, or oceans; organisms that live on the 
bottom of water bodies. 

biological opinion Document stating the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service opinion as to whether a 
federal action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 
a threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction 
or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

candidate species Plant or animal species not yet officially listed as threatened or 
endangered, but which is undergoing status review by the 
Service. 

Colorado River Basin The drainage basin of the Colorado River in the United States. 
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consumptive use The total water diversions from the Colorado River, less return 
flows to the river. 

critical habitat Specific areas with physical or biological features essential to 
the conservation of a listed species and that may require 
special management considerations or protection.  These areas 
have been legally designated via Federal Register notices. 

cultural resource Building, site, district, structure, or object significant in 
history, architecture, archeology, culture, or science. 

depletion Loss of water from a stream, river, or basin resulting from 
consumptive use. 

endangered species A species or subspecies whose survival is in danger of 
extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 

entitlement Refers to an authorization to beneficially consume Colorado 
River water pursuant to (1) a decreed right, (2) a contract with 
the United States through the Secretary of the Interior, or (3) a 
Secretarial reservation of water. 

eutrophic A body of water, often shallow, containing high 
concentrations of dissolved nutrients with periods of oxygen 
deficiency. 

flow Volume of water passing a given point per unit of time 
expressed in cfs. 
peak flow – Maximum instantaneous flow in a specified period 
of time. 
return flow – Portion of water previously diverted from a 
stream and subsequently returned to that stream or to another 
body of water. 

full pool Volume of water in a reservoir at maximum design elevation 

gaging station Specific location on a stream where systematic observations of 
hydrologic data are obtained through mechanical or electrical 
means. 

headwater The source and upper part of a stream. 

hydrology Science dealing with natural runoff and its effect on 
streamflow. 

hydroelectric power Electrical capacity produced by falling water. 
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Law of the River As applied to the Colorado River, a combination of federal 
and state statutes, interstate compacts, court decisions and 
decrees, federal contracts, an international treaty with Mexico, 
and formally determined operating criteria. 

Lead Agency The agency initiating and overseeing the preparation of an 
environmental impact statement. 

Lee Ferry A reference point marking division between the Upper and 
Lower Colorado River Basins.  The point is located in the 
mainstream of the Colorado River 1 mile below the mouth of 
the Paria River in Arizona. 

Lee’s Ferry Location of Colorado River ferry crossings (1873 to 1928) and 
site of the USGS stream gage above the Paria River confluence. 

load Amount of electrical power or energy delivered or required at 
a given point. 

Lower Basin The part of the Colorado River watershed below Lee Ferry, 
Arizona; covers parts of Arizona, California, Nevada, New 
Mexico, and Utah. 

Lower Division A division of the Colorado River system that includes the 
states of Arizona, Nevada, and California. 

Lower Division States Arizona, California, and Nevada as defined by Article II of the 
Colorado River Compact of 1922. 

megawatt (MW) One million watts of electrical power (capacity). 

megawatt hour (MWh) One million watt-hours of electrical energy. 

Minute 242 Minute 242, August 30, 1973 of the International Boundary 
and Water Commission United States and Mexico pursuant to 
the Mexican Water Treaty.  Similar to an amendment. 

Participating Agencies California agencies that are affected by the implementation of 
the QSA, specifically, CVWD, IID, MWD and SDCWA 

Piscivorous Habitually feeding on fish. 

PM10 Particulate matter less than 10 microns in mean diameter. 

Present Perfected Rights With respect to the Colorado River, a water right exercised by 
the actual diversion of a specific quantity of water, prior to 
June 25, 1929, the effective date of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act. 
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priority A ranking with respect to diversion of water relative to other 
water users. 

quantification period 75-year period that the Implementation Agreement and 
Quantification Settlement Agreement would be in effect. 

reach A specified segment of a stream, channel, or other water 
conveyance. 

reserved water Water “reserved” for use on a national property. 

riparian Of, on, or pertaining to the bank of a river, pond, or lake. 

RiverWare A commercial river system simulation computer program that 
was configured to simulate operation of the Colorado River 
(See Appendix D). 

salinity A term used to refer to the dissolved minerals in water, also 
referred to as total dissolved solids. 

San Luis Rey Indian Water  Those entities named in PL 100-675, which include La Jolla, 
Rights Settlement Parties Rincon, San Pasqual, Pauma, and Pala Bands of Mission 
 Indians, the City of Escondido, Escondido Mutual Water 
 Company (which is no longer in existence) and Vista Irrigation 
 District. 

Secretary Secretary of the Interior 

sediment Unconsolidated solid material that comes from weathering of 
rock and is carried by, suspended in, or deposited by water or 
wind. 

total dissolved solids (TDS) A measure of the inorganic or mineral content of water, 
commonly expressed in milligrams per liter. 

tributary River or stream flowing into a larger river or stream. 

Upper Basin The part of the Colorado River watershed above Lee Ferry, 
Arizona; that covers parts of Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, 
Utah, and Wyoming. 

Upper Division A division of the Colorado River system that includes the 
states of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 

watershed The drainage area upstream of a specified point on a stream.  




