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1.  Introduction and Background 
 
The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is preparing an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) to describe potential effects related to the construction and operation of 
facilities to continue to dispose of brine at the Paradox Valley Unit (PVU) of the 
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. The PVU is designed to reduce salinity 
levels in the Colorado River.  
 
In January 2013, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) prepared a Scoping Report 
for the Paradox Valley Unit Alternatives Study and Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). Previously, in April 2012, Reclamation prepared a Scoping Report for the Paradox 
Evaporation Pond Pilot Study.   Since issuance of these scoping reports, Reclamation has 
further refined the issues and proposed alternatives identified during the scoping process 
for the EIS and 2012 pilot pond study, and prepared this supplement in order to assist in 
the evaluation of significant issues and alternatives that merit further consideration 
through the NEPA process.  This supplement also clarifies the project need and purpose.   
In addition, comments regarding potential project alternatives are evaluated as to whether 
they are within the scope of the proposed action, and will therefore be further evaluated 
in the EIS.  
 
A draft EIS and a final EIS will be prepared to provide decision makers appropriate 
information and to inform the public of the proposed action, reasonable alternatives, and 
the impacts of the alternatives.   In addition to scoping of significant issues and 
alternatives, key activities will include development of alternatives that support the 
purpose and need, analysis of issues in the EIS, and selection of a recommended plan.  
The final decision will be documented in a Record of Decision (ROD) following the final 
EIS. The ROD will officially present the Department of the Interior’s position on brine 
disposal at the Paradox Valley Unit (PVU). 
 
Periodic meetings, website updates, and mailings are being used to keep the public 
updated on the process. 
 

2.  Project Need and Purpose 
The purpose of the proposed action is to comply with Title II, Section 202(1) of the 
Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act.  The need for the proposed action is salinity 
control in the Colorado River Basin, including the Dolores River that flows through the 
Paradox Valley.  The Paradox Valley Unit has injected naturally-occurring brine from the 
Paradox Valley since 1996, but the unit may be nearing the end of its useful life.  As the 
injection pressure increases and brine disposal rates are further reduced, continued brine 
control and disposal would still be needed for continued enhancement and protection of 
the quality of water available in the Colorado River for use in the United States and the 
Republic of Mexico, and to enable the United States to comply with its obligations under 
the agreement with Mexico of August 30, 1973. 
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3. Objectives 
In addition to meeting the purpose and need for action while fulfilling its mission, 
Reclamation will select a preferred alternative for the continuation of salinity control in 
the Paradox Valley based on a determination of which alternative best meets the 
following goals and objectives:   
 

• Remove approximately 100,000 or more tons of salt per year that would 
otherwise enter the Dolores River and downstream in the Colorado River. 

• Optimize the cost per ton of salt removed.    
• Avoid and minimize adverse impacts to physical, biological, social, economic, 

cultural, and tribal resources in the affected environment.   
• Be consistent with existing BLM resource management plans, where applicable.  
• Minimize use of non-renewable resources, including land and energy. 
• Be in the best interest of the public, including considerations of health and safety 

and the local community’s desired future conditions.  
 

4.  Cooperating Agencies 
 
There are currently 18 Cooperating Agencies for this EIS:  
 

• Arizona Department of Water Resources 
• Bureau of Land Management 
• Colorado Department of Natural Resources 
• Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
• Colorado River Board of California 
• Colorado River Commission of Nevada 
• Colorado River Water Conservation District 
• Environmental Protection Agency 
• Fish and Wildlife Service 
• Army Corps of Engineers 
• Montrose County 
• New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission 
• Southern Nevada Water Authority 
• Southwestern Water Conservation District 
• U.S. Geological Survey 
• Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
• Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 
• Wyoming State Engineer’s Office 

 
Reclamation will discuss cooperating agency status with other agencies as determined 
appropriate during the NEPA review process.   
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5.  Public Scoping Activities 
 
Reclamation began formal scoping for an environmental assessment of a proposed pilot 
surface evaporation pond in late 2011 to early 2012, and completed a scoping report in 
2012.  Based on the scoping for that proposed action, Reclamation decided to stop 
working on the environmental assessment and to begin an environmental impact 
statement (EIS).  Public scoping activities for this EIS are described in the 2013 Scoping 
Report.  The formal scoping period for the EIS extended from September through 
November 2012.  Both scoping reports are incorporated by reference. 
 
Further information on the EIS process and related documents can be found on the 
Paradox website at:  http://www.usbr.gov/uc/wcao/progact/paradox/index.html.  An 
email address has also been established to obtain information or offer comments on the 
EIS:  (paradoxeis@usbr.gov).    
 

6.  Scoping Results 
 
General scoping results are summarized in the 2013 Scoping Report.  Reclamation 
received 52 comment documents (combined EIS and Pilot Pond Study comment 
documents), including transcripts from scoping meetings, emails, and letters. The 
comment documents were from four federal agencies, five state or quasi-state 
organizations, one local government agency, thirty individuals, and five coalitions of one 
or more environmental groups. Attachment B contains the comment documents. 
 
The 52 comment documents contained 235 individual comments. While NEPA is not a 
voting process, the majority of the individual comments (83 total) were about the NEPA 
process.  Of those 83 comments, 42 concerned alternatives.  A total of 152 comments 
were made about physical, biological, social, economic, and cultural resources that the 
commenters felt should be analyzed during the NEPA process. Table 1 lists these 
resource topics in decreasing order based on the frequency of the comments per topic. 
 

http://www.usbr.gov/uc/wcao/progact/paradox/index.html
mailto:paradoxeis@usbr.gov
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Table 1. Issues Raised during Scoping 
Issue / Topic Count 
NEPA Process, Alternatives, Permits, Cumulative Actions 83 
Solid and Hazardous Wastes, Including RCRA, Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water 
Act Compliance 19 
Seismicity 15 
Community Impacts, Including Property Values, Environmental Justice 13 
Wildlife, Animal Species 12 
Land Use, Including Agriculture & Farmlands, Grazing, Recreation, Wilderness 10 
Air Quality, Including Odors, Climate Change, Greenhouse Gases 8 
Birds, MBTA Compliance 8 
Noise 8 
Visual Resources, Landscape, Scenery 8 
Water Quality 8 
Economics, Cost:Benefit 5 
Groundwater 4 
Water Resources, Including the Dolores River, Floodplains 4 
Endangered Species, Critical Habitat, ESA Compliance 3 
Geology, Soils, Cyanobacteria, Topography or Siting Characteristics 3 
Light Pollution 3 
Plants 3 
Traffic  3 
Consistency with Federal, State & Local Plans & Desired Conditions 2 
Cultural Resources, Historic Properties 2 
Energy 2 
Public Health and Safety, Emergency Preparedness 2 
Wetlands 2 
Wild & Scenic Rivers 2 
Ecosystem Services 1 
Special Status Species 1 
Water Rights 1 
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Chapter 3 of the forthcoming EIS will describe these resources or environmental 
components of the Paradox Valley that would be affected by the alternatives and/or 
would affect the alternatives if they were implemented. The topics may be lumped or 
split to aid in presentation and analysis.  
 
For example, one comment concerned cyanobacteria or soil crusts that help stabilize soils 
in the area. There will be no specific analysis of effects on soil crusts; however, soil 
disturbance will be analyzed.  
 
One topic raised during scoping that will not be analyzed in the EIS is ecosystem 
services. The CEQ’s “Principles and Requirements for Federal Investments in Federal 
Water Resources” calls for calculating ecosystem services in weighing the costs and 
benefits of certain Federal water projects. While Reclamation is committed to considering 
both monetary and non-monetary benefits and costs of the alternatives in the EIS, it does 
not have to monetize ecosystem services for the Paradox Valley Unit because the project 
has already been authorized by Congress; in other words, the Principles and 
Requirements for monetizing ecosystem services does not apply to this federal water 
project because it was previously approved by Congress.  
 
Another topic is special status species. The EIS will analyze plant and animal species that 
might be affected by the alternatives, and this will encompass any state-listed special 
status species.  
 
Indian trust assets were not raised as an issue during scoping; however, Department of 
the Interior policy requires their consideration in all NEPA analyses. For this proposed 
federal action, there are no legal interests in property held in trust by the United States 
government for Indian tribes and individuals in the Paradox Valley. 
 
Based on external and internal scoping, the tentative list of issues that will be evaluated in 
the EIS are as follows: 
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Table 2.  Resources to be Analyzed 
Physical Resources 
Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases, Climate 
Change 
Energy, Energy Conservation 
Floodplains 
Geology and Soils 
Seismicity 
Solid and Hazardous Wastes 
Water Resources - Surface Water, 

Ground   Water, Water Quality 
Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters 
 
Biological Resources 
Birds 
Invasive Species 
Plants 
Threatened & Endangered Species 
Wildlife 
 
Cultural Resources 
Historic Properties 
American Indian Sacred Sites 
 
Socioeconomic Resources 
Community Impacts - Property Values, 

Jobs 
Economics 
 

 
Socioeconomic Resources (continued) 
Environmental Justice 
Land Use - Agricultural, Farmlands, 

Grazing, Recreation, Wilderness, 
Wild & Scenic Rivers, Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern 

Land Acquisition and Relocation 
Light Pollution 
Odors (Hydrogen Sulfide) 
Noise 
Public Health and Safety, Emergency 

Preparedness, Safety of Dams 
Transportation and Traffic 
Visual Resources - Landscape, Scenery 
 
Construction Impacts 
Jobs (temporary) 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
Relationship Between Local Short-Term 
Uses of the Human Environment and the 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-
Term Productivity 
 
Irreversible and Irretrievable 
Commitment of Resources that Would 
be Involved in the Proposed Project

  
 

7.  Consideration of Proposed Alternatives 
 
Comments received by Reclamation on both the proposed action and the pilot evaporation pond 
study are included in Attachments A and B, and summarized in Attachment C.      
 
Issues Regarding Alternatives That Will be Analyzed Further 
We have synthesized these comments into four categories that will be incorporated into the 
alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  The first category is proposals regarding injection wells.  One 
comment was to close the existing well.  Nine comments were about new wells or siting new 
wells in or outside of the Paradox Valley.  Five comments were about considering different 
operational scenarios for injection wells, including monitoring the wells.   
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The second category is proposals for surface evaporation ponds or land disposal of the brine.  
Ten comments called for considering surface evaporation ponds and managing them to prevent 
leakage or discharge to surface waters, or to consider particular locations.  Three comments 
raised concerns about netting or noise cannons to prevent birds from landing on the ponds.  One 
comment said do not consider ponds or a new landfill in the Paradox Valley, but consider 
moving the brine elsewhere. 
 
The third category is to consider combinations of surface evaporation ponds and injection wells.  
There were two comments in this category. 
 
A fourth category said to consider private/public partnerships or commercial opportunities for 
brine disposal, and there were four comments in this category. 
 
Issues Regarding Alternatives That Will Not be Analyzed Further 
Eleven comments regarding potential alternatives are considered out of scope for this EIS.  
While these potential alternatives may be evaluated separately, they will not be analyzed further 
in this EIS because they do not meet the purpose and need and/or the objectives for the action. 
 
Three comments called for changes in farming or irrigation practices instead of building a 
Paradox Valley Unit.  Two comments called for basinwide environmental impact statements.  
One comment specified avoiding the Dolores River streambed.  Two comments said to consider 
planting phreatophytes to reduce salinity.  Three comments were related to the operation or 
decommissioning of McPhee Dam and the Dolores Project. 
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Summary and Conclusion Regarding Alternatives 
Based on internal and external scoping, the interdisciplinary team has identified the following 
alternatives that will be analyzed in the EIS, along with the alternative of No Action. 
 

• No Action (future without well and salinity control) 
• Additional Injection Well  
• Evaporation Ponds  
• Commercial Operations 

 
Comments were received to consider combinations of surface evaporation ponds and injection 
wells.   Rather than analyze this scenario as a separate alternative, the EIS will analyze both 
alternatives such that a combination could be selected for the final EIS or the Record of 
Decision. 
 

8.  Summary  
 
The 2012 and 2013 Scoping Reports discuss public scoping conducted regarding a replacement 
brine control and disposal mechanism at the Paradox Valley Unit.  This supplemental scoping 
report updates the 2012 and 2013 Scoping Reports in order to further assist Reclamation’s 
development of alternatives and identification of potentially significant issues to be evaluated 
during the NEPA process.    
 

9.  References Cited 
 
Bureau of Reclamation, 2012. Final Scoping Report-Paradox Evaporation Pond Pilot Study. 

Bureau of Reclamation, Western Colorado Area Office, Grand Junction, Colorado. 
 
Bureau of Reclamation, 2013. Scoping Report-Paradox Valley Unit EIS. Bureau of Reclamation, 

Western Colorado Area Office, Grand Junction, Colorado. 
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ATTACHMENT A – EIS Scoping Comments 
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ATTACHMENT B – Pilot Pond Scoping Comments 
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ATTACHMENT C – Combined Comment Summary 

ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 

ALTERNATIVES 
Include alternative well locations and operational scenarios to allow 
flexibility and adaptive management. 101.102 

  
Include evaporation  ponds as sub-alternative to injection well alternative 
to improve efficiency of injection wells and provide emergency storage 101.104 

  

Evaluate 1) alternating well usage; 2) running both wells at the same time 
with lower volumes and potential pressures; and 3) examining rest period 
durations to optimize operations and maximize well life. 101.110 

  

Use groundwater modeling to evaluate potential well locations to identify 
optimal spacing between wells. Other siting criteria should include land 
ownership, cost, and construction impacts. 101.111 

  Raise the maximum allowable pressure within the existing well. 102.102 

  Evaluate alternatives of drilling well and/or use of evaporation ponds 103.103 

  
Evaluate all potential viable alternatives, including a replacement injection 
well and evaporation ponds 104.102 

  
Look at opportunities to reduce human-generated salinity by changing 
farming and irrigation practices 106.102 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 

  

Alternative Basinwide EIS --  
Prior to pursuing this action, Reclamation must first develop a more 
holistic, long-term management plan for Colorado River water resources 
that extends well beyond the Paradox Valley project and the salinity 
control program as a whole.   106.103 

  

For salinity treatment to be truly successful and sustainable in the long 
term, consider a comprehensive approach for the full Dolores River Basin 
and perhaps Colorado River Basin 107.103 

  
No modification should be undertaken that affects the Dolores River's 
stream bed as it passes through the Paradox Valley.   106.104 

  

Consider other locations for deep well injection into the Paradox 
Formation, e.g., Castle Valley, Spanish Valley, and Lisbon Valley in 
eastern Utah. 106.113 

  
Alternative of planting native phreatophytes to consume surplus 
groundwater flowing over salt domes via evapotranspiration 106.115 

  

Alternative of "dewvaporation" technology, as per Desalination and Water 
Purification Research and Development Report No. 120 by Reclamation, 
2008 106.116 

  

Include numerous applications simultaneously, rather than any single 
mitigation strategy, to reduce cumulative impacts to the natural 
environment 106.117 

  Decommission McPhee Reservoir 106.105 

  

Under all alternatives, ensure continued delivery of 700 acre-feet of 
augmentation water stored in McPhee Reservoir including effects on native 
fish in Dolores River and if additional augmentation water is needed, assess 
that need as well. 107.123 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 

  

Investigate feasibility of continuing the existing brine injection system, 
expanding it to increase disposal capacity, or operating multiple wells 
together in order to increase rest periods. 107.124 

  
Consider additional sites for evaporation ponds, considering 
comments/issues identified in the evaporation pond pilot study 107.126 

  

Permanent storage and creation of landfills to store toxic waste from 
evaporation ponds in Paradox Valley should be excluded from 
consideration in all alternatives.  All evaporate waste that may be created 
by the project should be removed and permanently stored in a licensed 
hazardous waste landfill in a suitable location. 107.127 

  
All alternatives should include provisions for monitoring resources 
(groundwater, surface water runoff, wildlife, vegetation) 107.130 

  

All alternatives should specify best available technology for preventing 
leakage of evaporative ponds, and detail the expected materials and 
construction methods. 107.131 

  

Consider feasilbility of implementing irrigation improvements as a 
supplemental measure to reduce salinity above and beyond existing 
measures while also reducing consumption. Potential mitigation measures 
include creating cooperative programs with ranchers and farmers to 
improve water delivery controls, line ditches or build delivery pipes, and 
intercept runoff. 107.132 

  

Investigate expanding Tamarisk eradication efforts as another tool for 
reducing salinity.  Restoration of native cottonwood habitat zones can be 
expected to bring multiple environmental improvements. 107.133 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 

  

Investigate feasibility of using renewable energy sources incorporated into 
alternatives.  USBR is planning to deploy a solar-powered desalinization 
pilot project at the Brackish Groundwater Research Facility in 
Alamogordo, NM.  Also, BOR is researching technology combining 
desalination with wind or solar power, or co-location of desalination 
facilities with power generators.  Analyze feasibility of using alternative 
desalinization technologies, such as dewvaporation, zero liquid discharge 
crystallization, and reverse oxidation. 107.134 

  

Develop and consider the impacts of managing natural Dolores river flows 
and increasing releases from McPhee Reservoir as a means of reducing 
salinity (taking into consideration USBR's changing approach to water 
management and any recommendations in the Supply and  Demand Study) 107.135 

  

Consider an alternative that would incorporate public-private partnerships 
to extract commercially valuable compounds from the brine and process 
materials in an environmentally responsible way to both address materials 
produced by salinity treatment and contribute to local economic 
development. 107.136 

  
Consider alternative of building the ponds in Uravan, or in a place that has 
already been impacted by previous development 108.101 

  
Consider horizontal drilling, or keep the site you already have, or choose a 
site that will not negatively impact any of the residents in this community. 117.106 

  

Ponds should be netted to protect migratory birds and consider including 
active and passive deterrents and monitoring to visually inspect, remove 
and rehabilitate birds if they show adverse effects 204.102 

  

Consider pond placement and long-term disposal areas outside of areas that 
are subject to erosion during high flow events, e.g., Dolores River, to 
lessen the potential for storage failure that could ultimately allow the brine 
to enter the river. 204.103 

  

Consider cost effective alternative for brine disposal, including either new 
injection well or a less energy intensive evaporation facility either 
separately or used conjunctively. 206.102 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 

  
An evaporation pond alternative should require the use of netting, brine 
coloring, noise cannons, flashing lights, bioacoustics and  radar detection. 207.109 

  
Consider an alternative of changing agricultural and irrigation practices in 
the Dolores River Basin 207.124 

  Consider netting the ponds instead of noise cannons. 213.103 

  Close the salt injection facility  214.101 
  Consider drilling another deep injection well 214.107 

  

Consider piping the brine to another less populated location where there 
would be less human impact, such as the East end of the Paradox valley, 
possibly near the proposed Uranium Mill site where there will already be 
impacts from the mill operation 214.108 

  
Consider a location other than near X Road.  Monogram Mesa would be 
preferable; impacts minimal. 217.102 

  Investigate private land purchase to get best site and obtain local support 218.102 

  
Evaluate commercialization options in parallel with a pilot pond study to 
offset some of the cost and bring new industry to the area 218.103 

  

Consider companies that are capable of in-vessel treatment of the volumes 
and types of groundwater you are expecting.  They may provide a valuable 
resource in the form of treated water that couldbe be available for reuse in 
the area. 228.102 

NEPA PROCESS   101.101 
    101.103 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
    103.101 
    104.101 
    111.101 
    112.101 
    201.101 
    203.101 
    205.101 
    207.105 
    207.120 
    208.101 
    209.101 
    210.101 
    211.101 
    212.101 
    215.101 
    216.101 
    218.101 
    220.102 
    221.103 
    222.101 
    223.101 
    224.101 
    225.101 
    226.101 
    229.101 
    230.101 
    NEPA Process - cumulative actions   105.108 
  EA for potash exploration near Egnar, CO 107.117 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
  uranium exploration incl. Pinon Ridge Uranium Mill 107.118 
PHYSICAL     
Surface Water    105.116 
    Monitoring   107.129 
Ground Water Well 101.108 
  Well 101.109 
    113.102 
    219.102 
   Monitoring   107.128 
Drinking Water (fresh water, UIC 
Program)   

105.106 
    113.104 
Water Quality (Section 303(d))   105.101 
    107.115 
    206.103 
    207.101 
    219.103 
    221.102 
Water Quantity, incl. Surface Water, 
Dolores River   

105.102 
    106.101 
    207.112 
Water Rights / Law   206.104 
Wetlands and Streams (Delineation, 
404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis, 
      Section 404 CWA) 

  
107.109 

    207.114 
Geology      



 
 

 122 

ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
     Surface   113.103 
Soil/Cyanobacteria   107.139 
    219.104 
Seismicity   105.103 
    107.113 
    113.101 
    201.102 
    207.103 
    208.102 
    211.102 
    212.102 
    213.101 
    215.102 
    216.102 
    222.102 
    224.102 
    225.102 
    229.102 
Pollution Control     
  Noise   107.143 
    111.102 
    117.102 
    202.102 
    213.102 
    214.103 
    217.105 
    227.104 
   Light   117.103 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
    202.103 
    214.104 
  Air Quality (Clean Air Act) 
    particulates  and odor   

107.138 
    207.108 
    214.106 
    217.103 
  wind 219.107 
  Climate Change   105.104 
    107.140 
    227.103 
Solid Waste / Hazardous Waste 
(RCRA)   101.106 
    105.112 
    106.109 
    107.105 
    107.137 
    201.103 
    207.107 
    208.103 
    211.103 
    212.103 
    215.103 
    216.103 
    219.108 
    222.103 
    224.103 
    225.103 
    228.101 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
    229.103 
Energy Use and Conservation 
   (power lines, electricity)   

106.114 
    107.142 
Wild and Scenic Rivers   107.112 
    207.117 
BIOLOGICAL/ 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT   

  
Threatened & Endangered Species / 
Critical Habitat   

105.105 
    107.110 
    207.118 
    Biological Assessment     
Special Status / Sensitive Species   207.115 
Vegetation Associations, Cover   105.110 
     Riparian, Desert Shrubland,  
     Grassland, Pinon/Juniper   

107.108 
    207.113 
Wildlife   101.105 
    105.111 
    106.107 
  Fisheries, Bats, etc. 107.114 
    120.102 
    203.102 
    204.104 
    207.102 
    208.105 
    217.104 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
  fish, elk 219.106 
    227.101 
   Birds (incl. Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
      and Eagle Protection Act)   

106.108 
    107.104 
    114.101 
    120.101 
    204.101 
    207.106 
    219.105 
    227.102 
Ecosystem Services analysis   105.107 
Environment   107.101 
      
SOCIOECONOMIC   107.102 
    107.119 
    108.103 
  property values 117.101 
  community 117.105 
  community, property values, land use 119.101 
  property values and quality of life 120.104 
  property values 202.101 
    207.104 
    208.104 
    214.105 
    217.101 
  property damage 219.109 
Land Use   107.121 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
  Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern   107.111 
    207.116 
  Area of surface disturbance   107.125 
Consistency with Federal, State, Local 
Plans and Programs   

206.105 
    207.119 
Agricultural / Farmland / Grazing   107.107 
    207.111 
Visual/ Resources/Aesthetics/ 
Landscape/Scenery   

105.109 
    105.113 
    106.106 
    107.106 
    108.102 
    120.103 
    207.110 
    219.101 
Recreation and Tourism    107.120 
    203.103 
    207.122 
Traffic (short-term and long-term)   117.104 
    214.102 
    220.101 
Construction Impacts     
O&M Cost Analysis     
Cost-Benefit Well and Evap Ponds 102.101 
  Well and Evap Ponds 103.102 
  Evap Ponds 106.110 
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ISSUES AND TOPICS COMMENT COMMENT NUMBER 
  cumulative cost-benefit analysis of watershed 221.101 
Alternatives Cost Effectiveness   206.101 
Public Health and Safety Well 102.103 
    107.141 
      
CULTURAL RESOURCES   107.122 
    207.123 
      
OTHER NEPA CONSIDERATIONS     
Short-Term Uses of Environment and 
Long-Term Productivity   

106.112 
Cumulative Impacts   105.115 
    106.111 

  Development throughout basin is leading to increases in salinity from 
future extractive energy development, climate change and drought patterns 107.116 

    207.121 
  Old pond site to the northwas never cleaned up and is a mess. 217.106 
Permits, Licenses and Approvals 
Needed to Implement the Proposal Well 

101.107 
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