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Quantification Settlement Agreement Final PEIR Preface-1 

PREFACE 

FINAL PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COLORADO RIVER  
QUANTIFICATION SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

Volume 2 of the Final PEIR contains comments received on the Draft PEIR in the order listed 
below and responses to those comments.  Each substantive comment is numbered and a 
corresponding response is provided immediately following the comment letter.  Twenty-one 
comment letters were received from the following from the following seventeen agencies, 
Indian tribes, organization, and individuals: 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
• International Boundary and Water Commission  
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

STATE AGENCIES  
• California Office of Planning and Research, California State Clearinghouse 
• Southern Nevada Water Authority 
• California Department of Fish and Game 
• California Department of Food and Agriculture 
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

REGIONAL AGENCY  
• Southern California Association of Governments 

LOCAL AGENCIES  
• County of Imperial 
• County of San Diego 

INDIAN TRIBES 
• Quechan Indian Tribe 
• Torres Martinez Band of Desert Cahuilla Indians 

ORGANIZATIONS 
• Defenders of Wildlife 
• National Audubon Society, Planning and Conservation League, Defenders of Wildlife, 

and National Wildlife Federation 
• Save Our Forest and Ranchlands 

INDIVIDUALS 
• Floyd and Margot Overholt 
• John Pavlich 
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International Boundary and Water Commission, February 25, 2002 

1. This comment is noted.   

2. Figure 1.3-2, which contains the referenced footnote, has been revised and no longer 
indicates that Morelos Dam has an impoundment. 

3. The discussion of the proposed Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy (IOP) policy 
has been revised to clarify that it does not apply to Mexico. 

4. Figure 2.5-1 has been modified and no longer indicates that Morelos Dam has an 
impoundment.  

5. Figure 3.1-1 has been modified and no longer indicates that Morelos Dam has an 
impoundment. 

6. This typographical error has been corrected. 

7. This typographical error has been corrected. 
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), April 16, 2002 

1. This comment is noted.   

2-3. All comments received on the QSA PEIR have been responded to in the Final PEIR, as 
required by CEQA.  To the extent that the comments included in the attached letter 
addressed to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) regarding the Implementation 
Agreement Draft Environmental Impact Statement (IA EIS) are similar to comments 
made on the QSA Draft PEIR, responses to those comments are included below.  All 
comments on the IA EIS are being addressed by Reclamation, the lead agency with 
control over decisions related to the IA EIS.  Responses to comments will be provided in 
the Final EIS.  All comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the IID Water Conservation and 
Transfer Project are being addressed by the federal and state lead agencies for that 
project, IID and Reclamation, and responses to comments will be included in the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

4. The long-term environmental impacts of the Proposed Project are addressed in Chapter 
3.  The potential growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Project are addressed in 
Chapter 6.  As noted in that chapter and addressed in the response to Department of 
Fish and Game comment No. 42, the Project would not increase the reliability of Southern 
California’s water supply; rather, it would maintain its reliability.  The details regarding 
the methods of allocation and distribution of Colorado River water are contained in 
Chapter 2 of the PEIR.   

The QSA would not by itself reduce California’s Colorado River use to 4.4 million acre-
feet per year (MAFY), nor would it alone be able to maintain MWD’s historic use of 1.25 
MAFY.  As noted in Chapter 1 of the PEIR:  

The QSA would implement major components of California’s draft 
Colorado River Water Use Plan (California Plan) and provide part of the 
mechanism for California to reduce its diversions of Colorado River 
water to the state’s normal year apportionment of 4.4 million acre-feet 
(MAF) (italics added). 

As noted in section 2.5.3: 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would affect the amount of 
Priority 3a, 4, and 6a water carried in the CRA.  During the quantification 
period, and particularly after the 15-year Interim Surplus period, the total 
amount of water carried by the CRA in a normal year may be less than 
current operations as California would be limited to 4.4 MAFY, and 
previously used surplus and unused apportionment water may not be 
available.  MWD has a number of projects in the planning or pilot project stage 
that would assist in maintaining delivery of Colorado River water to the MWD 
service area (refer to section 1.5, Related Plans, Programs and Actions) 
(italics added).   

The long-term sustainable balance between water supply and water demand is more 
appropriately addressed in the Urban Water Management Plans prepared by each of the 
four co-lead agencies rather than in the QSA PEIR.  These plans include such measures 
as water conservation, including the use of Best Management Practices (e.g., financial 
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incentives for the installation of low-flow toilets and high-efficiency appliances; 
distribution of low-flow showerheads; residential surveys, leak detection programs, 
landscape programs, public information programs, school education programs, water 
waste prohibitions, etc.) and Agricultural Efficient Water Management Practices.  Water 
recycling (the treatment and disinfection of municipal wastewater to provide a water 
supply suitable for non-potable reuse) is also a key component of these Urban Water 
Management Plans, which include provisions for low interest loans, financial assistance, 
and public education. 

5. The QSA PEIR (section 3.1) does evaluate the impacts of the Proposed Project on 
physical resources managed or affected by Indian tribes on the lower Colorado River, 
within the Salton Sea watershed, and those affected by lower Colorado River changes.  
As noted in section 2.4.1, use of the water by the Indian bands affected by the San Luis 
Rey Indian Water Rights Settlement is not included in this analysis.  Copies of the Notice 
of Availability and Draft PEIR were provided to those tribes most likely to be concerned 
with the QSA’s potential impacts:  the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, 
Augustine Band of Mission Indians, Barona Band of Mission Indians, Cabazon Band of 
Mission Indians, Cahuilla Band of Mission Indians, Campo Band of Mission Indians, 
Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, Cocopah Indian Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribes, 
Cuyapaipe Band of Mission Indians, Fort Mojave Indian Tribe, Inaja Cosmit Reservation, 
Jamul Band of Mission Indians, La Jolla Band of Luiseno Indians, La Posta Band of 
Mission Indians, Los Coyotes Reservation, Mananita Band of Mission Indians, Mesa 
Grande Band of Mission Indians, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Pala Band of 
Mission Indians, Pauma Band of Mission Indians, Pechanga Indian Tribe, Quechan 
Tribe, Ramona Band of Mission Indians, Rincon Band of Mission Indians, San Manuel 
Band of Mission Indians, San Pasqual Band of Diegueno Indians, Santa Ynez Band of 
Mission Indians, Santa Rosa Band of Mission Indians, Santa Ysabel Band of Mission 
Indians, Soboba Band of Mission Indians, Sycuan Band of Mission Indians, Torres 
Martinez Band of Desert Cahuilla Indians, Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians, 
and Viejas Band of Mission Indians.   

Although CEQA does not require formal government-to-government tribal coordination 
or consultation, such consultation may be required under Executive Order 11-6-00.  
Reclamation, as the federal lead agency for federal actions needed to implement the 
QSA and the IID/SDCWA Water Transfer, has undertaken tribal coordination as part of 
the EISs prepared for these actions.  Reclamation sent a memorandum to 55 Indian 
Tribal representatives on April 26, 2001, inviting them to enter into government-to-
government coordination pursuant to CEQ regulations for implementing the procedural 
provisions of NEPA; the National Historic Preservation Act; and Executive Order 13175 
of November 6, 2000, pertaining to consultation and coordination with Indian tribal 
governments.  The Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians was inadvertently not 
included in the distribution of the memorandums; a letter has been sent to the tribal 
chairperson to remedy this oversight.  

A Reclamation staffperson has also met with representatives of the Torres Martinez 
Band of Desert Cahuilla Indians to discuss potential impacts to the Salton Sea and the 
Tribe's reservation.  A government-to-government consultation meeting was held on 
April 12, 2002 that was attended by representatives of the Torres Martinez Band of 
Desert Cahuilla Indians, Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Indian 
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Affairs, and the EPA.  In addition, Reclamation has met with Colorado River Indian 
Tribes (CRIT) staff and had numerous telephone conversations to discuss potential 
impacts to the CRIT from the proposed action, and is providing a grant to CRIT under 
which CRIT has hired an independent consultant to review the hydropower-related 
studies conducted for the IA EIS.  At CRIT's request, a formal government-to-
government consultation meeting will not occur until after this review has been 
completed.  None of the other tribes has requested a formal government-to-government 
meeting with Reclamation.  

6. This comment is noted. 

7. This comment is noted.  Responses to specific concerns identified by the EPA are 
included in responses to EPA comments 10-43, as well as 1-5. 

8. This comment is noted.  Responses to specific concerns identified by the EPA are 
included in responses to EPA comments 10-43, as well as 1-5. 

9. This comment is noted.   

10. Please see response no. 4.  Also note that the PEIR evaluates the IID/SDCWA water 
transfer, as implemented by the QSA.  Under the QSA, the IID/SDCWA transfer is 
limited to 200,000 AFY, even though the IID/SDCWA Agreement provides for a 
potential 300,000 AFY.  The additional 100,000 AFY would be used by CVWD and/or 
MWD under the QSA. 

11. With regard to monitoring, accounting, enforcement, and assurance as it relates to the 
water transfer, Reclamation, under the "Law of the River" and specifically the 1964 
Supreme Court Decree in Arizona v. California, has the responsibility to prepare and 
maintain complete, detailed, and accurate records of diversions of water from the 
mainstream, return flow of such water to the stream that is available for consumptive 
use in the United States or in satisfaction of the Mexican treaty obligation, and 
consumptive use of such water.  This use is provided separately for each diverter from 
the mainstream, each point of diversion and each of the states of Arizona, California, 
and Nevada.  The results are provided in an Annual Decree Accounting Report 
prepared by Reclamation’s Lower Colorado Region.   

12. It is unclear what long-term policy implications are being addressed in this comment.  
As noted in EPA response no. 4, the long-term sustainable balance between water 
supply and water demand is more appropriately addressed in the Urban Water 
Management Plans prepared by each of the four co-lead agencies rather than in the QSA 
PEIR.   

13. The proposed shortage sharing provisions are a part of the QSA.  Long-term (75-year) 
impacts of the implementation of the QSA are addressed in the PEIR.  This is the length 
of the agreement; thus, this is an appropriate timeframe for analysis.  The QSA indicates 
that after 75 years, the agreements would be terminated (see Appendix A).  Attempting 
to determine what water sources might be available to MWD and SDCWA and whether 
additional transfer agreements would be in place 75 years from now would be 
speculative and is not required by CEQA.  The long-term sustainable balance between 
water supply and water demand is more appropriately addressed in the Urban Water 
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Management Plans prepared by each of the four co-lead agencies rather than in the QSA 
PEIR.   

14. See response to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) comment 42 regarding 
the potential for the QSA to cause growth-inducing effects.  Also, the PEIR does not state 
that transferred water will be used for existing development and not future growth; 
rather, the QSA would maintain the reliability of Colorado River water supplies as one 
component of meeting current and projected water demand in the MWD and SDCWA 
service areas (section 6.1.4.1).  Water supply sources and quantities assumed for existing, 
planned, and projected growth are described fully in MWD’s Integrated Resources 
Management Plan and Regional Urban Water Management Plan, and SDCWA’s Urban Water 
Management Plan, which were used as background documents in preparing Chapter 6 of 
the PEIR (Growth-Inducing Impacts). 

15. The EPA’s view regarding growth principles and water use efficiency are noted.  Water 
conservation measures in the MWD and SDCWA service areas are being implemented 
aggressively and are addressed in their respective Urban Water Management Plans and 
in MWD’s Annual Progress Report to the California State Legislature, Achievements in 
Conservation, Recycling, and Groundwater Recharge (February 2002).  Specific types of 
measures that are being implemented in these service areas are described in response 
no. 4 above.   

16. State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15143, states that “the EIR shall focus on the significant 
effects on the environment.”  Section 3.1.2.3 of the PEIR addresses potential impacts to 
groundwater and salinity in Mexico, but concludes that impacts would not be 
significant.  No other potentially significant impacts were identified.   

Reclamation performed detailed hydrologic modeling of potential impacts to Mexico 
from the proposed water transfers.  The results of this analysis are included in the 
Implementation Agreement, Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy, and Related 
Federal Actions Draft EIS (USBR 2002), in section 3.12 and Appendix G.  The analysis 
concludes that deliveries to Mexico are basically unaffected by the proposed water 
transfers, and that transfers would have an indiscernible effect on the magnitude and 
frequency of excess flows to Mexico.  Thus, no significant impacts to Mexico’s biological 
resources would occur.   

No additional baseline information regarding the lower Colorado River delta is required 
in the QSA PEIR given the lack of potential impacts.   

17. Implementation of the Proposed Project would not interfere with implementation of 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) programs in the IID water service area.  
Correspondence from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) states that: 
“It is our understanding that the proposed selenium TMDL would focus on selenium 
throughout the upper and lower Colorado River Basin States (Colorado River 
Watershed), and would address selenium reduction at the sources, but could also 
include management practices to address concentrating of selenium in Imperial 
Valley.”1  This statement is consistent with the co-lead agencies’ view that mitigation to 

                                                      

1 Correspondence from Teresa Newkirk Gonzales, dated April 18, 2002.  
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meet numerical criteria is not practical unless it is carried out within the context of a 
more extensive mitigation effort.  In particular, if the aquatic life criterion were reduced 
to 2 µg/L, this would establish a concentration criterion that is below the selenium 
concentration of water received by IID from the Colorado River. 

18. The PEIR recognizes that the impact on groundwater quality in certain parts of the 
Coachella Valley groundwater basin is anticipated to be significant because of the higher 
concentrations of Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and other chemical constituents in 
Colorado River water than some local groundwater.  Wells located up to 2 to 3 miles 
downgradient of the proposed CVWD recharge sites are most likely to experience 
elevated TDS as a result of the Proposed Project.  Groundwater quality near the recharge 
basins would gradually change over time and may approach the quality of Colorado 
River water in the affected areas.   

Please refer to EPA response no. 17 regarding selenium TMDLs.  As noted in that 
response, it is the co-lead agencies’ view that it is only practical to carry out mitigation 
for selenium within the context of a more extensive mitigation effort. 

Since the TDS of the local groundwater in portions of the basin is higher than Colorado 
River water, the magnitude of the water quality change would vary with location.  The 
anticipated TDS increase would not impair any beneficial uses of the water, as defined 
by established state and federal primary (or health-based) drinking water standards.  
The higher salinity could exceed recommended secondary water quality standards that 
deal with aesthetics, such as taste and hardness.  Mitigation to reduce the higher TDS 
concentrations of Colorado River water to the equivalent of groundwater was evaluated 
and found to be financially and environmentally infeasible, as discussed below.   

CVWD evaluated the feasibility of reducing the higher TDS of Colorado River water to 
the equivalent quality of groundwater.  Two alternatives were considered:  (1) 
construction of an extension of the State Water Project (SWP) into the Coachella Valley 
and (2) construction of desalination facilities for Colorado River water.  The capital cost 
of extending the SWP to the valley ranged from $205 million to $390 million depending 
on the size of the facility.  Total costs (including capital and operations) would range 
from $322 to $406 per acre-foot, in addition to the cost of acquiring SWP water (about 
$200 per acre-foot).  The capital cost of desalting Colorado River water ranged from $284 
million to $1.19 billion depending on the size of the facilities and the method of brine 
disposal.  The highest cost identified involved treating all Colorado River water entering 
the Coachella Valley.  The cost of the desalted water ranged from $184 to $330 per acre-
foot, in addition to the costs of acquiring the water supplies and delivering them to 
customers in the valley.  On the basis of economics alone, these options were found to be 
economically infeasible (CVWD unpublished data). 

In addition to the economic considerations, each of these options has significant 
environmental impacts of its own.  Environmental impacts include the disturbance of 
300 to 400 acres of desert land for pipeline construction, loss of 500 to 3,500 acres of land 
for brine evaporation ponds, loss of habitat and biological resources, loss of cultural 
resources along facility alignments, air quality impacts from construction and generation 
of additional energy for the pump and treatment facilities, additional energy for 
pumping SWP water or running the desalters, and impacts related to salt disposal 
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(CVWD unpublished data).  Considering both costs and environmental impacts, these 
mitigation measures are considered infeasible.  

IID has been actively involved in development of the referenced TMDLs, and is working 
with the RWQCB on development and implementation of TMDLs that apply exclusively 
to rivers flowing through IID's water service area.  IID is also participating with the 
RWQCB to formulate a nutrient TMDL for the Salton Sea and foresees a similar 
compliance program based on Best Management Practice implementation. 

19. Skorupa (1998) recognized that the primary selenium bioaccumulation pathway in the 
Salton Sea is from the Salton Sea itself rather than the New and Alamo rivers and the 
drains.  Most of the selenium within the Sea occurs within the sediments and not the 
water column.  Furthermore, Setmire et al. (1996) also states that there is no current 
research that correlates specific selenium concentrations with wildlife impairment at the 
Salton Sea.  Current studies at the Salton Sea have not linked specific selenium 
concentrations in the water with avian egg concentrations that relate directly to 
reproductive success.  Therefore there is no evidence to conclude that any increase in 
selenium in the drains would result in significant adverse impacts to biological 
resources. 

20. The PEIR, Tables 3.1-15, 3.1-17 and 3.1-21 in particular, contain specific information on 
changes in total dissolved solids, sediment (TSS), and selenium in the New River, Alamo 
River, Whitewater River/Coachella Valley Stormwater Channel (CVSC), and Salton Sea 
due to the Proposed Project.  However, a summary table has been added to the PEIR to 
better describe overall trends in water quality in the service areas of IID and CVWD 
with implementation of the Proposed Project.  Refer to response 23 immediately below 
for additional detail regarding potential perchlorate impacts. 

21. The co-lead agencies already are working with other agencies to develop measures that 
protect critical fish and wildlife habitat.  As noted in section 3.2.2.3 of the PEIR (also 
section 4.2.17), CVWD is participating in a multi-agency, multi-species habitat 
conservation plan with others in the Coachella Valley (the Coachella Valley Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan [CVMSHCP]).  Potential impacts to sensitive species 
from CVWD’s use of water related to the Proposed Project will be addressed in the 
CVMSHCP, which is currently under development.  As discussed in sections 2.4 and 
3.2.2.3 of the PEIR, IID has prepared a draft Habitat Conservation Plan in support of 
IID’s application for incidental take permits in conformance with the federal and 
California Endangered Species Acts (ESAs) for impacts of the IID Water Conservation 
and Transfer Project within the IID service area, the All American Canal right-of-way, 
and the Salton Sea.   

22. Mitigation Strategy 2 is designed to mitigate the impacts of reduced flow volume on 
Salton Sea elevation and the impacts of reduced flow volume on Salton Sea salinity.  The 
salinity of drainage water is currently less than the concentration of salinity in the Sea 
itself.  Therefore, maintaining drainage flows adds lower salinity water to the Sea.   

Conserved water can come from a variety of sources, including drainage water.  
Selenium in drainage water is significantly higher (by one or two orders of magnitude) 
than the concentration in the Sea.  If conservation water were obtained through 
fallowing, the delivered water would still have a higher selenium concentration 
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(approximately 2.0 µg/L) than the Sea itself (0.74 µg/L).  The delivery of conservation 
water to the Sea would simply add water with a higher concentration of selenium to the 
Sea.  Therefore, the objective of maintaining the volume of water to the Sea through 
conservation could conflict with the objective of decreasing selenium.  Also refer to EPA 
response no. 40 below. 

23. The California Department of Health Services (DHS) set a provisional action level for 
perchlorate at 18 ppb until January 18, 2002, when it was lowered to 4 ppb.  An action 
level is not an enforceable drinking water standard, but a health-based advisory level for 
chemicals that do not have formal maximum contaminant levels.  DHS establishes an 
action level as a guidance tool when they do not have a regulation for a contaminant and 
want to provide some guidance for utilities.  If an action level is exceeded, state law 
requires the public water system operator to inform its governing body and the 
regulatory agency.  DHS recommends but does not require public notification as well.  

In March 2002, the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment proposed a 
public health goal (PHG) of 6 ppb for perchlorate.  A PHG is the first step in developing 
a Maximum Contaminant Load (MCL) (DHS's goal is to have an MCL for perchlorate by 
2004).  A PHG is a concentration at which no adverse health effects would occur after a 
lifetime of consumption of water at this concentration.  No federal drinking water 
standard has yet been set for perchlorate.   

Perchlorate enters the Colorado River water system along Las Vegas Wash, which drains 
into Lake Mead.  Perchlorate concentrations are diluted in Lake Mead as Colorado River 
water flows downriver, because of other incoming flows.  Water from MWD’s Colorado 
River Aqueduct had perchlorate concentrations ranging from 4 to 8 ppb between 1997 
and 2001.  IID reports perchlorate concentrations in the All American Canal of 4.2 to 5.3 
ppb during 2001-2002.  The CVWD water samples found no perchlorate in water from 
the Coachella Canal (the detection limit is 4 ppb).  In 2001, CVWD tested all its active 
wells in May and in October/November.  Only one well near Avenue 54 and Jefferson 
had detectable perchlorate (5.0 and 5.9 ppb from two different laboratories). 

At the same time, the Nevada company responsible for the perchlorate entering Las 
Vegas Wash constructed and is operating a perchlorate treatment system.  The treatment 
processes are anticipated to decrease perchlorate concentrations in Las Vegas Wash, and 
thus in the Colorado River water, significantly over the next approximately 6 years.  The 
date cannot be predicted exactly as the concentration is also a function of the volume in 
Lake Mead and flow in the river, which is dependent on rainfall.  Additionally, 
perchlorate is already in the Las Vegas Wash sediments and will be flushed out over 
time at a rate that also depends on rain events.  By the time the Dike 4 area recharge 
basin goes on line, in roughly 2005, the perchlorate level in the Colorado River water 
from the Coachella Canal will be lower than at present.  In addition, CVWD 
groundwater modeling estimates that the recharge at Dike 4 will take approximately 10 
to 20 years to reach the Torres Martinez wells.  (The wells of other Indian tribes in the 
Project area would not be affected.  Those of the Augustine, Cabazon, and Twenty-Nine 
Palms tribes are located too far from the proposed recharge facilities.  Those of the 
Morongo and Agua Caliente tribes are located up-gradient from any Colorado River 
water deliveries associated with the Proposed Project.) 



Comments and Responses – Federal Agencies 

F-80 Quantification Settlement Agreement Final PEIR 

A mitigation measure has been added to section 3.1.3 that would reduce any potential 
impacts to the Torres Martinez drinking water supply as a result of groundwater 
recharge to less than significant.   

24. As noted, there currently is no water quality criterion for salinity in the Salton Sea.  
While the RWQCB has been directed by the EPA to develop a TMDL for salinity in the 
Salton Sea, there is currently no schedule to do so.  RWQCB has yet to develop 
background levels, which is one of the first steps in the process, nor have the load 
enforcement mechanisms been determined.  Thus, it is premature to attempt to integrate 
this TMDL action into the proposed QSA action and to speculate what impacts the 
Proposed Project would have on the development and implementation of the TMDL.   

Under the Proposed Project, it is anticipated that much of the water conservation would 
be achieved through reduction of tailwater.  This would be expected to lead to a 
reduction in the mass of nutrients transported in the soluble phase by tailwater to IID 
drains.  In addition, conservation of tailwater would reduce the mobilization of silt and 
lessen the mass of silt released to IID drains.  Some nutrients, particularly phosphorus, 
tend to be adsorbed by fine soil particles.  Therefore, a reduction in silt release would 
result in a reduction in release of these nutrients.  Because the volume of tilewater 
produced under the Proposed Project is similar to that produced under the existing 
conditions, it is unlikely that the mass of nutrients, particularly ammonia, that may enter 
IID drains through tilewater would be greatly affected by implementation of the 
Proposed Project.  Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would be likely to 
reduce mass loading of nutrients to the Salton Sea and support Best Management 
Practices introduced under a future Salton Sea nutrient TMDL.    

In general, programs such as the U.S. Department of Agriculture/EPA-funded National 
Water Quality Evaluation Project2 have recommended management of nutrient 
applications as the most effective measures for controlling nutrient loadings.  
Implementation of this type of Best Management Practices would not be influenced by 
the Proposed Project.   

25. Under Alternative 2A, relative to the Proposed Project, water for delivery to MWD 
would flow the additional length of the Colorado River between Parker and Imperial 
dams and the length of the Coachella Canal.  This would increase evaporation of water 
and increase the likelihood of concentrating constituents such as selenium and 
perchlorate.  Under Alternative 2B, water for delivery to SDCWA would flow the 
additional length of the Colorado River between Parker and Imperial dams.  
Evaporation of water may or may not increase under Alternative 2B, depending on the 
final design and operation of the pipeline linking the All American Canal to the SDCWA 
system (should a decision be made to design and construct such a pipeline).   

Assuming that both Alternative 2A and 2B increase evaporation, evaporation would not 
occur to the extent that selenium concentrations or perchlorate concentrations would 
drastically increase.  Selenium has not been a problem in either the Coachella or All 
American canals.  For example, selenium in the Coachella Canal averaged 3.3 µg/L for 

                                                      
2  Priorities, the Key to Nonpoint Source Pollution, Final Report for the Project: “Guidance Document on Targeting of NPS 

Implementation Programs to Achieve Water Quality Goals, USEPA Office of Water Regulations and Standards, Washington, 
D.C., July 1987. 
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the period 1987 to 1999; selenium in the All American canal averaged 2.5 µg/L for the 
period 1970 to 1999; both canals are under the EPA Aquatic Life Criteria, Criterion 
Continuous Concentration standard of 5.0 µg/L.  Average selenium at Parker Dam is 2 
µg/L.  Thus while evaporation and concentration of selenium could occur, additional 
evaporation would not cause selenium levels to exceed the 5.0 µg/L standard.   

As described in EPA response 23, perchlorate concentrations would decrease in the 
Colorado River and thus would not be of concern for this alternative.   

26. No actions have been taken with regard to the National Stream Quality Accounting 
Network (NASQAN), but the co-lead agencies would support efforts to obtain funding 
to continue the monitoring.   

27. Analysis of available information and experience at Owens Lake and at the Salton Sea 
shows a substantial difference in driving forces that create dust emissions, as well as 
substantial differences in the composition of Owens Lake sediments versus those at the 
Salton Sea.  The frequency of higher wind speeds is greater at Owens Lake than at the 
Salton Sea.  Experience at Owens Lake has shown that there is a strong correlation 
between sand motion and PM10 emissions.  There are substantial deposits of sand on the 
Owens Lake bed surface and numerous sand dunes surrounding the area.  There is very 
little sand in the areas of the Salton Sea that would be exposed by the drop in sea 
elevation.  Soil chemistry and temperature ranges at the Salton Sea differ markedly from 
those at Owens Lake.  The combination of weaker driving forces for emissions at the 
Salton Sea and different soil chemistry support the conclusion that exposed sediments at 
the Salton Sea will probably not be as emissive as they have been at Owens Lake.  As 
identified in section 3.7.3, implementation of Mitigation Strategy 2 would reduce 
significant air quality impacts at the Salton Sea. 

28. Please see response no. 27. 

29. Please see response no. 27. 

30. Please see response no. 27. 

31. The level of analysis provided in the QSA PEIR is appropriate for a program-level 
document.  The IID Water Conservation and Transfer Project EIR/EIS is a project-level 
document and describes the water conservation and transfer project in greater detail 
than the QSA PEIR.  It is appropriate that more specific details regarding impacts be 
included in the IID EIR/EIS.  The QSA PEIR identifies the maximum air quality impact 
that could occur as a result of the decreased surface elevation of the Salton Sea, however, 
and identifies a measure that would mitigate this impact.  This measure (Mitigation 
Strategy 2) would mitigate impacts to affected tribal land. 

32. The QSA PEIR is not required to identify mitigation measures for all projects considered 
in the cumulative impact analysis.  Each project considered in this analysis must 
undergo its own environmental review, at which time mitigation measures specific to 
the impacts of that project would be identified as required.  Similarly, the QSA PEIR 
identifies mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts of the Proposed Project to 
less than significant levels.  These mitigation measures would reduce the significant 
cumulative impact created by the combined impacts of the Proposed Project and other 
projects in the area to less than significant. 



Comments and Responses – Federal Agencies 

F-82 Quantification Settlement Agreement Final PEIR 

33. The use of water conservation and fallowing is technically feasible and therefore 
identified as a mitigation measure.  It also is considered a part of the alternatives to the 
Proposed Project, including Alternative 4, which could involve fallowing in addition to 
that which is part of the Proposed Project in order to lessen impacts to the resources of 
the Salton Sea.  It will be up to the decisionmakers for the co-lead agencies to determine 
which mitigation measures are to be implemented.  Additional measures to reduce 
potentially significant air quality impacts are included in section 3.7.3.2.  

34. The Final PEIR has been revised to include a discussion of the new PM2.5 and 8-hour 
ozone standards in section 3.7.1.2.   

The impacts of proposed construction activities are assessed qualitatively in the PEIR 
since specific information related to equipment usage needed to perform these activities 
is unknown at this time.  These impacts will be quantitatively analyzed in subsequent 
project-specific environmental documentation with the use of criteria that will 
determine the significance of the impact of project emissions to ambient ozone and PM2.5 
levels.  These criteria will be applicable to both the one- and eight-hour ozone averaging 
periods.  However, the Final PEIR includes additional measures to minimize PM2.5 
emissions from proposed construction activities that would be implemented in the event 
that these activities exceed an emission significance threshold.   

The IID Water Conservation and Transfer Project EIR/EIS includes quantitative analyses 
of proposed construction activities.  The results of these analyses show that the only 
significant air quality impacts from proposed construction actions would occur if the 
construction of on-farm measures were undertaken to conserve more than 25 to 30 
KAFY in any given year.  If this were to occur, the action would be evaluated under the 
General Conformity Rule to ensure that emissions from the action would conform to the 
State Implementation Plan and would therefore be less than significant.   

35. Please see the response to comment 5 above. 

36. Please see the response to comment 5 above.   

37. The discussion of using formerly submerged land for agriculture or other purposes, 
such as recreational uses, has been deleted from section 3.4 of the PEIR.   

38. See response to comment 5 above.  Figure 1.1-2 has been modified to include more tribes 
that may be concerned about potential QSA impacts.  Copies of the NOA or the Draft 
PEIR were provided to the Indian bands or tribes most likely to be concerned with the 
QSA’s potential impacts, listed under response no. 5 above.  

39. Section 3.2.16 of the PEIR describes the resources of the Salton Sea and the decline that is 
expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Project.  In response to this comment, 
additional information involving bird and fish kills has been added to this section.  
Section 1.5 describes the Salton Sea Restoration Project. 

40. The mitigation strategies referenced in the comment were developed as a part of the 
discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding compliance with Section 10 
of the federal Endangered Species Act and, as such, were intended to mitigate for the 
impacts of the Proposed Project on species listed as threatened or endangered under that 
Act.  They have secondary beneficial effects to ameliorate the impacts to other 
environmental resources, such as water quality.  Please note that Mitigation Strategy 1 
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(development and maintenance of foraging ponds) has been removed from 
consideration due to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish 
and Game concerns regarding the potential for the ultimate success of this approach and 
the absence of a suitable back-up position if the foraging pond approach failed.  
Mitigation Strategy 2 is still considered a viable mitigation measure, and a more detailed 
discussion of the feasibility of using conserved water to minimize impacts to the Salton 
Sea is provided below.   

CEQA requires that there be a clear nexus between the impact and the mitigation 
measure (Nollan vs. California Coastal Commission [1988] 107 S.Ct. 3141).  The 
implementation of Mitigation Strategy 2 would mitigate significant, project-specific 
impacts that were identified in the PEIR as a result of the declining water volume or 
water surface elevation of the Salton Sea (as noted in EPA response 19, significant 
impacts from the bioaccumulation of selenium would not occur).  There is no 
requirement under CEQA to develop mitigation measures for less than significant 
impacts.   

Under Mitigation Strategy 2, water that would reach the Salton Sea would maintain 
salinity and elevation changes on the baseline trajectory and thus avoid biological, 
recreational, air quality, and cultural resources impacts resulting from Project-related 
inflow reductions.  The amount of such water used to mitigate effects of the Proposed 
Project on biological resources and the number of years over which that conserved water 
would reach the Salton Sea would be based on the projection of when salinity 
concentrations would reach a level at which forage fish (principally tilapia) can no 
longer complete their life-cycle in sufficient numbers to sustain fish-eating bird 
populations.  By maintaining suitable salinity conditions in the Salton Sea, IID would 
ensure continued persistence of fish (and therefore fish-eating birds) for a period 
consistent with that projected under the no-project alternative. 

Two elements of uncertainty were considered in defining the increment of impact 
associated with the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project:  
(1) the uncertainty associated with the projection of when the salinity threshold (i.e., 60 
ppt) for reduced fish reproduction would be reached and (2) the uncertainty associated 
with the accuracy of the threshold.  The uncertainty associated with defining when the 
threshold would be reached was addressed through the modeling of the salinity in the 
Salton Sea.  To account for the variability in the factors that influence salinity (e.g., 
hydrology), multiple runs of the Salton Sea model were made in which the variables 
were allowed to differ in each iteration.  From these model runs, the probability (mean 
and 5/95 percent confidence bounds) of the projected salinity trajectory under No-
Project (Future Baseline) was determined (Figure 1).  These projections indicate a 90 
percent probability that the actual salinity trajectory will fall between the lines 
representing the 5 and 95 percent confidence bounds.  The mean of the modeled 
projections indicated that salinity in the Salton Sea would reach 60 ppt under the No-
Project (Future Baseline) in the year 2023.   
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The best available information suggests that growth, survival, and reproduction of 
tilapia would begin to decline at a salinity of about 60 ppt (Costa-Pierce and Reidel 
2000).  However, because of the complexity of the Salton Sea ecosystem and other factors 
that contribute to reproductive success of tilapia, the actual threshold could be lower or 
higher than 60 ppt.  Available data are insufficient to gain better precision on the 
threshold or to calculate confidence bounds.  Therefore, to account for the uncertainty 
regarding the actual threshold, IID, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California 
Department of Fish and Game (for permitting and Endangered Species Acts compliance 
purposes) agreed to counteract the uncertainty by extending the period that such water 
would be released to the Salton Sea by 7 years.  In lieu of using the mean projection of 
the year in which 60 ppt would be reached in the Salton Sea (i.e., 2023), IID would use 
the year corresponding to the 95 percent confidence bound (i.e., 2030).  Given the 
anticipated variation in precipitation, hydrology, and other factors, the model projected 
a 95 percent probability that a salinity of 60 ppt would be reached in the Salton Sea in 
2030 or earlier under the No-Project condition (Future Baseline). 

Under this revised strategy, the potential for take of covered fish-eating birds resulting 
from implementation of the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed 
Project would be avoided by water reaching the Salton Sea.  The amount of such water 
would be sufficient to offset the reduction in inflow to the Salton Sea caused by the 
Proposed Project and to maintain salinity in the Salton Sea at or below 60 ppt until the 
year 2030.  The annual amount of water would be equal to the actual inflow reduction 
caused by the water conservation and transfer component of the Proposed Project plus 
or minus an amount of water necessary to maintain the target salinity trajectory.  This 
trajectory would correspond to the salinity projection for the 95 percent confidence 
bound (see Figure 1) until 2030.  However, because of the continued threat of potential 
flooding of lands adjacent to the Salton Sea, IID would not be required to have such 
water reach to the Salton Sea if that water would increase the surface elevation of the 
Salton Sea above the levels established by the projected elevation change associated with 
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the Proposed Project (Figure 2).  That is, IID would not be required to have water reach 
the Salton Sea in years in which the water surface elevation was at or above the elevation 
projection for the Proposed Project described in Figure 2 due to unforeseen increases in 
elevation (e.g., increased inflow from a major storm event).  In addition, IID could 
discontinue having water reach the Salton Sea if a Salton Sea restoration project were 
implemented or if it could be demonstrated that tilapia were no longer successfully 
reproducing in the Sea. 
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Water sources to offset Proposed Project-related inflow reductions could be acquired by 
IID by fallowing in the Imperial Valley or by using any other legally permissible water 
provided to IID for this purpose by other parties to the QSA, by state or federal agencies, 
or by any other third parties willing to contribute to the mitigation effort, or any 
combination of the foregoing, after any appropriate subsequent environmental review.  
The co-lead agencies recognize that fallowing is controversial.  The purpose of the PEIR 
is to evaluate the impacts of different conservation methods so that relative impacts can 
be compared and the co-lead agencies can make an informed decision on whether and 
how to proceed with the QSA. 

The amount of water reaching the Sea would be calculated annually based on the 
proportion of efficiency conservation (e.g., system and on-farm) and fallowing used to 
generate the water for transfer.  As previously described, the amount of water reaching 
the Sea annually would match the anticipated Project-related reduction in inflow plus or 
minus any increment necessary to maintain the salinity trajectory, but not to exceed the 
elevation levels projected for the Project as described above.   

By maintaining suitable salinity conditions in the Sea, IID would ensure continued 
persistence of fish (and therefore fish-eating birds) for a period consistent with that 
projected under the Future Baseline.  Under this approach, the level and duration of use 
of the Salton Sea by fish-eating birds would be expected to be the same as under the 
Future Baseline.  In addition, maintaining the salinity trajectory associated with the 95 
percent confidence bound until 2030 would result in a deceleration in the rate of 
salinization in the Sea.  This improvement over the Future Baseline likely would provide 
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indirect benefits to salt-sensitive species, including several of the sport fish species that 
comprise the basis for the recreational sport fishery. 

Avoiding salinity impacts also would result in the avoidance of biological impacts 
associated with changes in surface elevation.  Because water surface elevation in the 
Salton Sea under this strategy would be held at or above the No-Project (Future 
Baseline) projections, conservation-related changes in the use of nesting islands by 
covered species would not occur as a result of the Project.  Likewise, potential impacts 
on the tamarisk scrub community adjacent to the Sea (e.g., shoreline strand) would not 
be affected by the Project.  Implementation of this strategy also provides the ancillary 
benefit of allowing time for a Salton Sea restoration project to be developed. 

41. A portion of the activities to be implemented by the Coachella Valley Water 
Management Plan (CVWMP) (published in 2000) is considered part of the QSA; the 
remainder is not.  The Draft PEIR evaluating the environmental impacts of the CVWMP 
is expected to be released in June 2002.  Section 2.5.2 of the PEIR states that “With the 
implementation of the Proposed Project, from 52 to 152 KAFY of additional Colorado 
River and exchanged SWP water would be used to replace current groundwater use, or would 
be used for direct groundwater recharge” (italics added).  The non-QSA portion of the 
CVWMP is described in section 4.2.16, as one of the projects considered in the 
cumulative impact analysis.  As noted in section 4.2.16, the need to pump groundwater 
would be reduced by increased use of Colorado River water, implementation of various 
water recycling programs, and conservation measures to decrease the consumption of 
water in the Coachella Valley.  Water also would be gained through a number of sources 
other than the Colorado River, including recycled water, desalted agricultural drain 
water, municipal and industrial conservation, and golf course conservation.  CVWD 
does not have legal authority to impose any pumping restrictions on the area.  Thus, no 
additional information is necessary. 

42. The commenter correctly notes that CEQA does not require an environmental justice 
analysis.  This analysis is, however, included in both the IA EIS and the IID Water 
Transfer and Conservation EIR/EIS, as required by NEPA. 

43. This comment is noted.  In the interest of consolidating the analysis pertaining to a given 
resource in one location, the original formatting has been retained. 
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