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January 15, 2007

Dale Hoffman-Floerke

Chief, Colorado River & Saiton Sea Office

California, Resources Agency, Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836

1416 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

Subject: Salton Sea Restoration Draft Programmatic EIR Comments

Dear Dale Hoffman-Floerke,

The Salton Sea Authority (SSA) respectfully submits its comments regarding the Salton
Sea Ecosystem Restoration Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (Draft
PEIR).

We believe the Draft PEIR, as currently written is inadequate on many levels including a
flawed analysis of the SSA Plan and a failure to include new information, mitigation
measures and essential elements of the SSA alternative that reduce environmental
impacts to a level that is less significant than analyzed in the Draft. The SSA submittal and
accompanying technical reports and comments demonstrate that the Draft PEIR is
incomplete. The comments contained here in will complete the Draft PEIR and
demonstrate that the locally developed Salton Sea Authority’s Plan contains the key
components that create the Preferred Alternative envisioned by Legislation; a Preferred
Alternative that the Secretary can recommend to the Legislature which enjoys deep and
widespread public support.

The augmented SSA Restoration Plan must be re-analyzed in leiu of the March 2006
incomplete draft that has been circulated as part of this EIR. We believe that analysis will
demonstrate that the augmented SSA Plan should serve as the platform for the type of
balanced and comprehensive vision required for this important effort.

The local plan includes elements and amendments added in response to public input,
technical research, environmental community requests, DWR information and requests,
and Technical Advisory Committee comments. It is the product of a 10-year collaborative
process and has demonstrated wide-spread support of residents and local governments
who live with the Salton Sea every day and will continue to do so in the future.

Of all the alternatives presented in the Draft PEIR, the SSA Plan as augumented by these
comments maintains the greatest portion of the Salton Sea and preserves more fish and
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wildlife than any other proposal. Only the SSA Plan improves water quality before and after
it enters the Sea and reduces odors to surrounding communities. It also provides a
comprehensive improvement to air quality, thus reducing impacts and protecting public
health. The local plan preserves the greatest amount of meaningful shoreline and provides
the most recreational opportunities for California. Equally important, the Plan is supported
by the Torres Martinez Tribe of Desert Cahuilla Indians because it provides the greatest
benefit 1o cultural, spiritual, economic and environmental values essential to the Tribe.

While cost is an important factor for all alternatives under consideration, the SSA Plan
would generate a tremendous upside in economic benefit to offset any cost. Studies by
economists show that the SSA Plan would provide an annual non-direct economic benefit
of $1 billion to $5 billion in addition to the estimated $7 billion in increased tax revenues
generated along with thousands of new jobs and associated ongoing economic benefits to
the region and the state.

Importantly, the SSA Plan is the only alternative with a local funding component critical to
its implementation. This is made possible by the support of local agencies and the
generation of large-scale economic and recreational opportunities. This critical element
must.be considered in the development of a preferred alternative and makes the local plan
a clear standout from a practical perspective.

There has been much done to understand the Sea and it's ecosystem over the last few
decades, yet much work remains. The Authority has new research currently underway on
water treatment approaches, aggregate supply, barrier locations and design, habitat
approaches, and funding strategies. The Authority intends to remain a strong and active
participant throughout the upcoming months, years and decades in the planning and
implementation of Restoration Plan.

For these and other reasons detailed in the SSA full submittal, the SSA Plan should be
further analyzed in the Draft PEIR and ultimately adopted as the environmentally superior
alternative. SSA is committed to successfully restoring and preserving the splendor of the
Salton Sea. We look forward to working with you to achieve that goal.

Respectfully,

’—D»C—)‘/

Rick Daniels
Executive Director
Salton Sea Authority
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Salton Sea Authority Comments
on the
Salton Sea Ecosystem Restoration Program

Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report

I. Introduction

For millennia, half the full flow of the Colorado River sustained the immense and
dynamic Lake Cahuilla ecosystem. That system offered one of the most significant wetlands
habitats in North America, provided a critical link in the Pacific flyway, and served as the
economic and spiritual heart of local Native American cultures. Over the last century, however,
the Lake Cahuilla ecosystem has been reduced to a fraction of its former glory. Indeed, as a
result of the countless diversions, dikes, dams, and developments of the Colorado River system
in the last hundred years, what was once known as Lake Cahuilla no longer exists. What
remains 1s the Salton Sea.

Unlike Lake Cahuilla, today’s Salton Sea is not sustained by the natural flow of the
Colorado River. Instead, it is now fed largely by agricultural return flows and other minimal
sources. Despite this setback, the Salton Sea has been able to support an extensive biological
and social environment, including the highest levels of avian diversity in the American
Southwest, a compelling visual landscape and, at times, one of the most attractive recreational
resources in all of California.

However, just as Lake Cahuilla devolved into the Salton Se¢a, the Salton Sea is threatened
by its own form of extinction. As Colorado River waters are continually developed and
transferred, and as agricultural return flows to the Salton Sea continue to decline, water quality in
the Salton Sea continues to deteriorate, and environmental, social, and economic impacts related
to the Salton Sea will emerge at an exponential rate. Particularly concemed are communities of
the Coachella and Imperial Valleys, who are witnessing first-hand this unfortunate dilemma and
continuing to suffer its deleterious effects.

For the Coachella and Imperial Valleys, the State of California, and the Southwestern
United States and beyond, restoring the Salton Sea is not a question — it is an imperative. The
critical issue, however, 1s how best to proceed. Recogmizing the severity and complexity of this
matter, the Califorma Legislature mandated that the Department of Water Resources (DWR)
undertake a “‘restoration study” to determine a preferred alternative for restoration of the Salton
Sea ecosystem. Unfortunately, however, that study has been packaged in the form of a draft
programmatic environmental impact report (“Draft PEIR™). This typical CEQA process
unnecessarily constrains and fragments the restoration analysis. Consequently, the Draft PEIR
fails to incorporate broad public policy goals, largely ignores socio-economic effects, and fails to
provide a sufficient mechanism to accommodate the inevitable evolution of restoration concepts.
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The attached Salton Sea Authority Comments provide important new information to
address those deficiencies, as well as a technical critique of certain information contained in the

Draft EIR. Included are:

The Salton Sea Authority Comments on the PEIR , denominated as
follows:

(-1 to G-17: General Comments on the PEIR;

PS-1to PS-37: Page specific comments, including some comments
that 1dentify how the PEIR would be changed to reflect the updated
version of the Salton Sea Authonty Plan;

AQ-1 to AQ-165: Comments specific to all air quality and salt crust
issues; and

C-1to C-14 Comments that address environmental and logistical
concerns that have been raised by the Pacific Institute, DFG, and
others in regard to the feasibility and impacts of implementing the
Authority’s plan.

A description of the Salton Sea Authority’s augmented Restoration
Plan, which includes new elements that address concerns raised
regarding the March, 2006 version analyzed by the Draft PEIR
(Attachment 9a);

Studies that substantiate and augment the technical feasibility of the
Authority’s Plan (Attachments 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9b, 9¢, 10 and 11);

Studies that demonstrate the natural and economic benefits, and
potential local funding sources, that would be generated by a restored
Sea (Attachments 2, 3 and 4).

II. The SSA Restoration Plan

The Authority’s Restoration Plan has been in development for more than 10 years and
embriaces more than 40 years of scientific and engineering studies specifically concerning the
Salton Sea. It has included widespread stakeholder involvement, enjoys unified support by
residents and local governments, and is structured to address the broad and complex range of
environmental, social and economic issues at stake in this matter. SSA’s Restoration Plan
provides a reasoned blueprint for the future of the Salton Sea.

The Draft PEIR considered SSA’s Restoration Plan as it existed in March 2006. At that
time, the primary features of the Plan included a mid-sea barrier to maintain a recreational
saltwater lake in the northern portion, a recreational estuary lalke in the southern portion, a
recirculation canal, a fresh water reservoir, a shallow water saline habitat complex, and two



water quality treatment plants.

Since March 2006, SSA has received significant input from the general public, Salton
Sea Coalition, DWR, DFG, and the Salton Sea Technical Advisory Committee. In turn, SSA
quickly incorporated that information into a revised Restoration Plan. While the core elements
of it$ former Plan remain intact, SSA’s augmented Plan contains several additional components
that are critical to a successful restoration effort for the Salton Sea. SSA submitted this new
information to DWR in November 2006. Key new provisions provided by SSA’s augmented
Plan include:

» Modified water diversion provisions to provide priority for, and lower
salinity in, the saline habitat complex;

e Increased acreage of the saline habitat complex;

e Additional air quality mitigation measures based on the air quality
mitigation “toolbox” developed by the Restoration Study, including
salt tolerant vegetation, water for mitigation, etc.;

* A conveyor system to move rock from a quarry at Coolidge Mountain
to the Salton Sea, which would essentially eliminate fugitive dust and
emissions from truck traffic;

¢ Additional water quality contingencies to be implemented if the
treatment plants provide infeasible; and

¢ Additional flexibility to move the mid-sea barrier, if necessary, to meet
the Draft PEIR’s inflow requirements.

Of all the alternatives presented in the Draft PEIR, the SSA’s augmented Plan maintains
the greatest portion of the Salton Sea and preserves more fish and wildlife habitat than any other
proposal. Only the SSA’s Plan will improve water quality to a level sufficient to reduce odors to
surrounding communities and other sensitive receptors. It also provides the most comprehensive
approach to fugitive dust mitigation, thus reducing environmental impacts and protecting public
health. SSA’s Plan maintains extensive portions of the existing shoreline with water that
provides the greatest recreational opportunities. Equally important, the Plan is supported by the
Tribt‘? of Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, the historic beneficiary of Lake Cahuilla.
Indeed, the SSA Plan provides the best alternative with respect to preserving cultural, spiritual,
economic and environmental values that are essential to the Tribe. These and countless other
elements make SSA’s Restoration Plan the superior basis upon which to develop and adopt the

preferred altemative under the CEQA process.

III. Commentis on the Draft PEIR

A, Air Quality Impacts




A recent study by the Pacific Institute concluded that unless effective action is taken
soon, air quality impacts from the deteriorating Salton Sea could render large portions of the
Imperial and Coachella Valleys uninhabitable. Accordingly, CEQA requires the alternatives
analysis of the Draft PEIR to provide a detailed analysis of potential air quality impacts and
strategies for mitigating those impacts.

Unfortunately, the Draft PEIR significantly misconstrues the air quality impacts
discussed in SSA’s Restoration Plan. In Chapter 10, the Draft PEIR indicates that SSA’s March
2006 Plan could produce substantially greater air quality impacts than other altematives. This
conclusion was reached, however, based on two erroneous assumptions. First, the Draft PEIR
fails to sufficiently analyze air quality impacts associated with significant truck travel over dirt
roads to transport large quantities of rock needed for the mid-sea barrier and other dike systems.
That truck travel would result in extensive dust and exhaust emissions. Second, the Draft PEIR
impl;operly concludes, without sufficient analysis, that SSA’s proposal to use salt crust to
mitigate fugitive dust from exposed playa would be ineffective. SSA’s augmented Restoration
Plan provides the superior environmental alternative with regard to air quality impacts.

(1)  Construction Activities. Air quahty impacts related to truck travel are
addressed and mitigated by SSA’s revised Plan by proposing the installation of a two-mile long
conveyor system to move rock from a quarry at Coolidge Mountain to the Salton Sea. Thosc
materials would then be transported by barge to appropriate construction locations. The use of
the conveyor system would essentially eliminate fugitive dust and diesel exhaust generated by
using trucks to transport rock for the mid-sea barrier and other dike systems.

(2)  Exposed Playa. The Draft PEIR greatly over-estimates the fugitive dust
impacts generated by exposed playas under SSA’s Plan. First, it is important to note that
because SSA’s proposal maintains more water surface area than any other proposal, SSA’s
proposal would expose less potentially emissive playas than other alternatives. The Draft PEIR
fails 'to sufficiently analyze that relationship.

Second, the Draft PEIR assumes, again without sufficient analysis, that salt
deposits left by receding waters would be emissive. This conclusion is based on an erroneous
comparison with Owens Lake, where the salt composition and deposition process are much
different and extremely emissive as compared to the Salton Sea. The more appropriate
comparison is with the Bonneville Salt Flats, where the salt composition and deposition process
are more like that of the Salton Sea. Notably, while the Bonneville Salt Flats have proven to be
stable over time and non-emissive, that analysis 1s not provided in the Draft PEIR.

Third, the Draft PEIR fails to credit the portion of SSA’s Restoration Plan that mitigates
emissions from playas above -255 feet by controlled evaporation and formation of a protective
salt crust. Instead, the Draft PEIR simply concludes that the entire Phase IV exposed playas
would be unmitigated.

Fourth, the Draft PEIR ignores the demonstrated fact that a stable, non-emissive salt crust
can be formed by controlled evaporation of Salton Sea water. Pilot demonstration projects at the
Salton Sea, along with large scale operations and long-term experience at the Bonneville Salt
Flats, show that controlled evaporation provides an effective mitigation measure.



Finally, SSA’s revised Restoration Plan includes an additional 25,000 acre-feet of
reserved water for dust control of the 50,000 acres of exposed playa expected to surround the
brine pool and provides for the use of additional air quality mitigation from the “toolbox” as
needed to address air quality related impacts . Consequently, SSA’s augmented Plan offers a far
more effective long-term air quality mitigation strategy than the other alternatives.

(B)  Water Quality

Maintaining high water quality levels 1s a key objective and significant component of
SSA’s Restoration Plan. In fact, SSA’s Plan is the only alternative that proposes a
comprehensive water treatment program, including wetlands and water treatment facilities, to
restore and maintain high water quality levels for both deep marine sea areas and surrounding
shallow habitat. As of March 2006, even though SSA’s Plan was more protective to water
quahty than any other proposal, it was limited to water treatment plants capable of removing
phosphorous from the Alamo River and the recreational salt water lake. Since that time, SSA
has been conducting additional studies on ozonation infiltration and hydrogen sulfide to improve
the effectiveness of its proposed water treatment plants.

The SSA’s augmented Plan also includes a contingency measure that would allow the
north lake level to be lowered by up to 10 feet. Scientific data suggests this is the point at which
natugzl effects may eliminate hydrogen sulfide buildup and catastrophic releases that cause fish
kills,| gnd significant odor problems. Under this two-tiered approach, SSA is confident the north
lake ;“}Nill provide great value as a wildlife habitat and mitigation resource.

Additionally, the Authority has included as part of its water quality treatment plan, the
construction of wetlands along the New and Alamo Rivers for reducing coliforms, suspended
sohds total phosphorous and total nitrogen entering the Salton Sea system. It is estimated that
afterwﬂows from Mexico are eliminated from the New River, and after full buildout of all 35
proposed wetlands along the New and Alamo rivers, a 35% reduction of phosphorus entering the
Salton Sea will be affected.

The Authority is also investigating a controlled eutrophication approach to remove
phosphorous from the incoming rivers. The Salton Sea Authority has investigated this in the past
with research performed by Ken Sea Tech (Salton Sea Biological Remediation Program, 2003).
The Authority is now seeking funds to implement a pilot demonstration prc)] ect to assess the
performance of a controlled eutrophication project using New or Alamo river water, solely or in
combination with drain water. Information included in the PEIR strongly supports efforts to
reduce internal and external phosphorus loadings in the Sea, in order to improve water quality in
any pireferred alternative. To date, the controlled eutrophication pI‘O_]GCt offers some promise of
meeting such needs, at least at a limited scale. Scaling up the project and using Imperial Valley
drainage water will provide important information on the performance of this project.

Without the efforts of the Authority, Imperial County farmers have reduced phosphorus
loading of the New and Alamo Rivers by 50%, simply by changing their field flooding practices.
The Salton Sea Authority believes that continued source control, in combination with the
wetlands projects and a potential controlled eutrophication system, water quality in the Salton
Sea can be improved substantially without the use of traditional water treatment facilities.



(C)  Wildlife

Maintaining historic levels of fish, bird, and other wildlife has always been a primary
objective of SSA’s Restoration Plan. In this regard, SSA’s Plan is the only alternative that
provides for large areas of deep marine habitat needed to support the significant population and
variety of marine sportfish and fish-eating birds.

The Draft PEIR indicates that SSA’s Plan would provide less saline habitat complex and,
thus, support lower populations of shoreline birds than other alternatives. This analysis is
incorrect. The Draft PEIR fails to credit the 1,250-acre estuarine habitat complex at the mouth of
the Whitewater River, even though that complex is identified in SSA’s March 2006 Restoration
Plan.

SSA’s augmented Plan increases the size of this estuarine habitat complex by 550 acres
to a total of 1,800 acres. In addition, the 12,000-acre saline habitat complex at the south end of
Salton Sea has been expanded by 4,000 acres for a total of 16,000 acres. A no-wake zone could
be included along sensitive areas of shoreline habitat on the recreational lake. Finally, if the
controlled eutrophication process is added to the project design, an additional 11,000 acres of
new bird habitat may become available.

(D)  Inflow Assumptions

- The Draft PEIR analyzes alternatives based on mean projected inflows of 717,000 acre-
feet per year. SSA believes that analysis is seriously flawed and is concerned of the potential,
whether intended or not, to facilitate additional water transfers at the expense of the Sea. It
should be noted that the QSA, CEQA and permit documents are predicated on post-QSA inflows
of 978,000 acre feet per year. The Bureau of Reclamation’s latest projections (11/15/04) projects
post-QSA average inflows of 900,000 acre feet per year.

The Authority believes that the PEIR’s climate-related precipitation and evaporation
analysis is particularly flawed and results in much lower inflows than if the analysis were to be
corrected. The Authority also highlights how the PEIR’s inflow assumptions do not take into
account runoff, effluent and groundwater flow that would result from future residential
commercial and industrial development around the Sea.

Nevertheless, the Authority’s augmented plan provides flexibility to function even under
the state’s very conservative inflow assumptions. The augmented plan provides a contingency to
move the mid-sea barrier northward, reducing the size of the recreational lake, to accommodate

reduced assumptions.



(E)  Social and Economic Effects

Unfortunately, the Draft PEIR provides only a cursory analysis of economic and social
effects of the Salton Sea restoration process, even though such effects are among the most
significant concems of the local community. The facts are straightforward on this issue. The
Salton Sea lies in the heart of the rapidly growing Coachella and Imperial Valleys. Thus, it is
beyond dispute that the success or failure of any restorative effort will have lasting impacts on
the social and economic well-being of millions.

(1)  Environmental Justice.

. As an informative, proactive and protective document under CEQA, the Draft PEIR
should provide additional analysis regarding Environmental Justice (EJ) issues. Indeed, EJ
issues will be addressed in any later programmatic or project-specific EIS/EIR under the
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) since those issues are part of NEPA’s decision-
making process in choosing a preferred alternative. Given the likely importance of EJ issues
laterﬁin the process, SSA believes the decision not to consider them now as part of the Draft
PEIR may result in the selection of an alternative that disproportionately affects children and

L .
unde‘frprm]eged communities.

- Many communities surrounding the Salton Sea include significant percentages of low-
incotne or minority populations who are specifically identified for analysis regarding
disproportionate environmental impacts under EQ 12898, Environmental Justice. Additional EJ
analysis in the Draft PEIR should identify census tracts or broader geographic areas with
substantial proportions of low-income or minority residents and determine whether any of the
direcﬁt or indirect impacts of the restoration project might affect those communities to a greater
extent than they would affect other communities.

- Direct or indirect impacts that could affect EJ-sensitive communities in the project area
could include, without limitation:

. Access to recreational resources, particularly shoreline activities, as the
shoreline of the Salton Sea changes in various ways under the proposed
alternatives;

. Indirect economic impacts from loss of business/employment associated
with changes in recreational uses along the Salton Sea;

. Indirect economic impacts associated with changes in agricultural practices
in the Imperial Valley due to changes in water distribution under project
implementation, thus leading to job losses or other economic changes;

e  Indirect environmental impacts associated with air quality impacts,
including increased odors; and



. Loss of tax-based funding for community services as a result of lost
business in the recreational, agricultural, or other sectors along the Salton
Sea, and losses 1n property values in the Salton Sea basin. An analysis of
how each alternative would affect property values in the Salton Sea basin
should be conducted and considered as part of the PEIR process.

(2)  Economic Impacts.

SSA’s Restoration Plan is designed to ensure that a restored Salton Sea meets the
wildlife, water and air quality objectives of the state, but also provides a positive impact to local
and regional economies. The Draft PEIR provides no comparative economic data or analysis
regarding the proposed alternatives. Rather than the limited qualitative discussion presented in
the Draft PEIR, SSA believes a full economic analysis is appropriate in this instance which
should include, without limitation:

. Values of recreational use from fees, gas, food, lodging, and goods,
including hunting, fishing, boating, camping, bird watching, hiking, and
OHV uses, in addition to estimated values of recreation along the flyway
from migratory species;

. Income generated from associated retail sales;

e  Income generated from project construction (jobs and supplies);

. Income generated from project operations (jobs and supplies);

. Income generated from increased home construction (jobs and supplies);

. Income generated from service jobs and businesses associated with
increased residential populations; and

. Income from increased taxes due to additional homes and businesses.

Restored natural values are also a significant factor. According to a recent study
commissioned by SSA, a restored Salton Sea could generate $1 - $5 billion annually in non-
market conservation benefits. Furthermore, the SSA Restoration Plan is the only alternative that
provides for a full expansion of the geothermal energy field at the southern end of the Salton Sea,
which would provide a valuable source of green energy in today’s energy-thirsty market.

(F)  Funding

SSA’s Restoration Plan is the only alternative that provides any likelihood of receiving
significant local funding. This is made possible because SSA’s Plan is the only alternative
supported by local agencies and the only alternative capable of generating large-scale



development that makes local funding feasible.

It is estimated that improved conditions around the Salton Sea resulting from the
implementation of the SSA Restoration Plan would result in the construction of 200,000 homes.
That construction could generate new tax revenues specifically to address restoration efforts in
amounts estimated to be §1.4 billion annually, which could to be used for operation and
maintenance and/or to support $10 billion in revenue bonds for project financing.

A previous study by the Rose Institute estimated that additional revenue streams could
genérate $361 million in net present value.

(G)  Aesthetic Impact

Among the most impressive features of the Salton Sea are its vistas. The massive and
serene expanse of water against the desert and mountain backdrop provides dramatic visual
values. Once again, SSA’s Restoration Plan is the environmentally superior alternative in this
regard. It maintains the largest portion of these aesthetic resources by retaining large expanses of
water in proximity to inhabited communities. Under other alternatives, this important aspect of
the Salton Sea would be forever lost.

IV.. Conclusion

Waters diverted from the Colorado River sustain communities throughout the Southwest.
The Salton Sea is threatened with collapse. A strong, comprehensive, and flexible plan is needed
to forestall that collapse, and its deleterious consequences for the surrounding natural and human
communities.

SSA’s augmented Restoration Plan provides a successful, sustainable, and
env1ronmenta]ly superior roadmap to restore the Salton Sea. It has been developed over the last
10 years with extensive stakeholder input and scientific support. It enjoys the united support of
community residents, the private sector, and local governments.

 For these and other reasons set forth in SSA’s detailed comments to the Draft PEIR, the
Authority respectfully requests the Draft PEIR be amended in to incorporate the new and
corr%cted information included in these comments regarding augmentations to the Authority’s
Restoratlon Plan, efficacy of the Authority’s proposed mitigation, and the full range of benefits

of a'restored Salton Sea.



Salton Sea Authority Comments on the Salton Sea Ecosystem Restoration PEIR

General Comments on the PEIR

G-1. Precipitation-Related Climate Change Assumptions Used in PEIR. The PEIR uses a
report by Cayan et al. (2008) (http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC-500-2005-
103/GECG-500-2005-103-SD.PDF) as the basis for assumptions regarding future evaparation and
precipitation changes resulting from climate change from present day through 2078. The resultant
assumptions are that temperatures and evaperation rates will increase, while precipitation in the
Salton Sea basin will not change substantially. The use of the Cayan et af (2008) report is
inappropriate, unscientific, and unacceptable in forming this assumption for the following reasons:
- The Cayan et al (2006) report was a California Energy Commission (CEC) “Staff Report”
and has not even been approved by the CEC. The report contains the following
disclaimer on the cover “This paper was prepared as the resulf of work by a member of
the staff of the California Energy Commission. It does not necessarily represent the views
of the Energy Commission, its employees, or the State of California. The Energy
Commission, the State of California, its employees, contractors and subcontractors make
no warrant, express or implied, and assurme no legal liability for the information in this
paper; nor does any party represent that the uses of this information will not infringe upon
privately owned rights. This paper has not been approved or disapproved by the
California Energy Commission nor has the California Energy Commission passed upon
the accuracy or adequacy of the information in this paper.”
- The Cayan et al (2006) report was a literature review of pre-existing research and
modeling, and does not contain any primary research.
- The Cayan et al (2006) report did not undergo peer review in the scientific community;
and
- The Cayan et al (2006) report addresses climate changes and precipitation changes in
California as a whole, and does not discuss the Salton Sea basin specifically. Indeed, the
following words are not even present anywhere within the Cayan report: “Salton Sea”,
"Southeastern California”, “Riverside”, “Imperial’. The Colorado and Mojave deserts are
referenced only once. California is a large state with multiple climactic regions, each of
which with the potential to be affected uniquely in relation to the others.

The U.S. Global Change Research Program (www.usgcrp.gov) has a page dedicated to climate
change in California (bttp.//www. usgcrp.gov/usgerp/nace/california.htm). This page does not
reference the Cayan et al (2006) report. Rather, this page highlights the work done in year 2000
and heralds this work as the most recent, scientifically valid research to date. The most recent
report is dated September 2002 and is entitled “Preparing for a Changing Climate, The Potential
Consequences of Climate Variability and Change: A Report of the California Regional
Assessment Group, for the U.S. Global Change Research Program.” This document is available
at hitp://'www.ncgia.ucsb.edu/pubs/CA_Report.pdf. An overview of this report is included here as
Attachment 1. The PEIR discussion on page H2-72 practically tosses this research aside with the
comment: "The more recent projections were developed with improved versions of the same
models used to make the prior assessments, as well as United States and Japanese madels not
avallable previously, and appear to have superseded the older work." The “more recent
projections” referenced here are not actually identified, and the statement "appear to have
superseded the older work” is nothing more than an interpretation of the Cayan et al (2006)
report, which, as stated above, has not been approved by the California Energy Commission, nor -
has it undergone scientific peer review.

The Cayan et al (2006) report concludes that on a statewide basis, precipitation is not projected
to change significantly by 2100. This conclusion is based on projects of increased precipitation in
some parts of California, and decreases in other parts of California. The Cayan et af (2006) report
sums these results together resulting in no significant change in precipitation on a state-wide
basis. DWR failed to separate projections in changes in precipitation for the Salton Sea Basin,
from averaged-out projections for California has a whole,



Salton Sea Authority Comments on the Salton Sea Ecosystem Restoration PEIR

The 2002 US Global Change Research Program Report summarizes two separate climate
projection models for the US through year 2100. Both of these models show precipitation and soil
moisture projection maps for the entire nation. While these models conflict in their projections for
some areas of the country, projections for the Salton Sea Basin are consistent between them.
Both models project increases in precipitation rates and soil moisture levels within the Salton Sea
Basin of 100% or greater by the year 2100 {See an overview of this report, included here as
Attachment 1),

This increase in precipitation should be carried forward to result in approximate doubling of
inflows from the following sources:

- Local Watershed;

- Groundwater; and

- Precipitation directly onto the Salton Sea.

Increases in inflows would also be realized from the following sources.
- Mexico;
- Imperial Valley; and
- Coacheila Valley.

The PEIR analysis projects approximately 100,000 acre-feet per year in additional evaporative
losses due to increases in temperatures resulting from climate change. The adoption of the
Cayan et al (2006) report as a foundation for assumptions regarding future precipitation levels is
campletely inappropriate for a reglonally distinct project such as the Salton Sea Ecosystem
Restoration Project, unscientific since it incorporates no new or regional-specific primary
research, and unacceptable because it completely discredits the work considered to be cutting
edge and current by the US Globat Change Research Program and the scientific community.

The Saiton Sea Authority maintains that the inflow assumptions used in the PEIR are flawed and
grossly underestimated. The Authority is deeply concerned about the integrity of the entire PEIR
as a fair, unbiased evaluation of alternatives if it utilized a staff report by a state agency that does
not even stand behind that report. The PEIR should be using only valid, peer reviewed literature
that is accepted by the scientific community at large.

The Salton Sea Authority reiterates the concern that by selecting an Alternative from the PEIR,
the Secretary for Resources will choose a project that is designed for inflows much lower than wiil
actually exist. Such a project would result in excess water flowing to the brine sink, essentially
going to waste, and opening up the opportunity for non-Imperial/Coachella Valley water interests
to argue that the Sea has more water than it needs, justifying more out-of-valley water transfers,

G-2. Inflow Assumptions - The PEIR Uses Climate Change-Related Evaporation Rate
Projections but Neglects to Use Precipitation Projections. Page 5-33 of the PEIR describes
how the 717,000 AFY inflow projection was calculated. The PEIR shows that inflow projections
were based on historic data (1925 — 1999) using the Monte Carlo analysis to generate several
possibie future inflow scenarios. Climate change was not used in inflow projections. The PEIR
continues to explain that climate change projection data (increased temperatures) were used to
calculate future evaporation rates. The projected 2078 evaporation rates are elevated from
present rates, and are then applied to the Salton Sea at its current elevation and then calculated
to result in a loss of 160,000 additional AFY from the Sea. The 100,000 AFY water loss from
evaporation is then reported as an "equivalent inflow reduction”, and this "equivalent inflow
reduction” was then seemingly used to determine the 717,000 AFY figure for 2078 inflows.

Therefore, it seems as though the 717,000 AFY figure is not actually the projected inflow: rather,

itis "inflow” minus "climate-change-induced evaporation’. One can assume that the PEIR actually
calculated an extra 100,000 AFY in inflow, making the total projected inflow 818,000 AFY, not so

different from the Salton Sea Authority’s inflow projection. The PEIR then subtracts 100,000 AFY
to come up with 717,000 AFY.
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This approach is unscientific and unacceptable for the following reasaons:

1. This is an uneven-handed application of climate data. It takes temperature increases into
account, without taking the precipitation increases that are clearly projected in scientific
literature. Please refer back to the previous comment (G-1) regarding the inappropriate
use of the Cayan et a/ (2006) report. The SSA requests that the inflow assumptions be
recalculated with the projected 100% increase in precipitation in the Salton Sea Basin,
alongside with the temperature and evaporation rate increases already included in the
analysis.

2. ltis unscientific to calculate evaporative losses to the Sea from the Sea's present
elevation. Smailer evaporative losses would occur for those project designs resulting in
smaller water surface areas. For example, the surface area of Alternative 1 has only
approximately 10% of the sea's current surface area and would therefore only experience
10% of the calculated 100,000 AFY in evaporation. Once again, the PEIR lacks integrity
in its scientific approach, and promotes the selecticn of a project design that will minimize
the size of the final sea, will result in excess water flowing to the selected project, and will
open up the sea to out-of-valley water transfers. The SSA requests that caiculations be
re-run on an alternative-specific basis regarding evaporative water losses so that
maximum feasible habitat, water quality, and air quality mitigation can be effected from
the volumes of water that are projected to be available for use.

G-3. Flexibitity in Alternative 7 to be Adjusted to Adapt to the Inflow Assumptions
Proposed by DWR. The SSA reiterates its position that future flows will be 800,000 AFY or
greater, and believes that the State’s assumption of 717,000 AFY is overly conservative and
based on inappropriate, unscientific, and unacceptable climate assumptions (see earlier
comments G-1 and G-2). The SSA is concerned that by choosing a project alternative that is
designed to function at lower flows than would actually be present, this would open up the
Valley's water rights to competing interests. For example, if the chosen alternative is designed for
717,000 AFY, but is receiving 800,000 AFY, competing water users could make the argument
that the Sea has excess water, and use this as justification for taking more water out of the
Valley. If this were to occur, this would be an injustice to stakeholders at the Sea who could have
benefited from larger areas of open water or deep marine sea had the project been designed to
accommodate those higher flows. If, however, it is determined that 717,000 AFY is the flow rate
to which the project is to be designed, the SSA Plan is able to accommodate this by moving the
mid-sea barrier northward.

G-4. Socioeconomics, Impacts on Children, Environmental Justice, While CEQA does not
require consideration of socioeconomic impacts, impacts an children, or environmental justice
(EJ) issues, such issues would be addressed in any later programmatic or project-specific
EIS/EIR (as NEPA does require such analysis) and would be a part of the decision making
process in choosing a preferred alternative under NEPA, Given the likely importance of these
issues later in the process, the SSA is concerned that not considering these issues at this time
may result in the Secretary for Resources selecting an alternative that disproportionately affects
children and underprivileged communities surrounding the Sea. The SSA strongly encourages
DWR fo bring to the Secretary’s attention, issues of socioeconomics, impacts on children and
environmental justice for him or her to consider in his or her selection of a preferred alternative.
This is doubly encouraged given that the PEIR does include financial estimates of the direct costs
of each alternative, it should also therefore allow for indirect impacts on the local economy and
popuiation.

In particuiar, the PEIR--or the decision-making process--should consider EJ. Many of the
communities surrounding the Salton Sea are or contain low-income or minority poputations
{African-American, Native American, and Hispanic), which are particutarly called out under EO
12898, Environmental Justice, for analysis of disproportionate environmental impacts on those
communities. Environmental Justice analysis would include identifying census tracts or broader
geographic areas with substantial proportions of low-income or minority residents, then
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determining whether any of the direct or indirect impacts of the project might affect those
communities to a greater effect than they would nen-EJ communities.

Direct or indirect impacts that could affect EJ communities in the project area could include:

e Access lo recreational resources, particularly shoreline activities, as the shoreline of the
Sea changes in various ways under the proposed alternatives;

* Indirect economic impacts from loss of business/employment associated with changes in
recreational uses along the Sea;

+» Indirect economic impacts associated with changes in agricultural practices in the
Imperial Valley resulting from changes in water distribution that might result from
implementation of the project, thus leading to job losses or other economic changes;

* Indirect environmental impacts associated with deterioration of air quality including
increased odors; and

» Loss of tax-based funding for community services as a result of lost business in the
recreational, agricultural, or other sectors along the Sea, and losses in property values in
the Safton Sea basin. An analysis of how each alternative would affect property values in
the Salton Sea basin should be conducted and considered in the Secretary’s decision.

G-5. Economic Effects. The PEIR contains no data on economic impacts that aliow for a
comparison of the alternatives. The only analysis is a qualitative analysis, and it is cursory at
best. A full economic analysis should be conducted and include:

+ Value of recreation use from fees, gas, food, lodging, and goods. Also include estimated
value of recreation along the flyway from migratory species. Recreation used should
include hunting, fishing, camping, bird watching, hiking, and OHV use.

+ Income generated from associated retail sales.

« Income generated from construction of projects (jobs and supplies)

» Income generated from operation of the project {jobs and supplies)

= Income generated from increased home construction (jobs and supplies)

* Income generated from service jobs and businesses associated with increased
residential

s Income from increased taxes due to homes and businesses

For example it is expected that the improved conditions at the Salton Sea as a result of the SSA
Plan {Alternative 7) would result in the construction of an estimated 100,000 homes. The
estimated taxes generated by 1,000 homes is $2.8 million annually (Del Rio Advisors Memo,
January 11, 2007 — Attachment 2). If 2,000 homes were constructed over the 50-yr life of the
project {(equal to 100,000 homes) the taxes generated during that 50-yr period would be $7.3
billion at today's dollars.

The Secretary for Resources should be presented with the results of such socioeconomic
analyses in his or her decision-making process; otherwise, the Secretary may unknowingly
choose a preferred-alternative that does not maximize the potential socioeconomic benefits
available under other alternatives.

G-6. Potential Non-Market Benefits Provided By the Salton Sea. The Salton Sea Authority
has commissioned a report by K2 Economics on the potential non-market benefits of the Salton
Sea, to demonstrate the value of maintaining as much of the present-day sea as possible, and to
highlight the importance of a large water body, open for recreational uses. The Draft report, dated
January 10, 2007 and included here as Attachment 3, highlights that federal agencies have been
mandated under executive orders (e.g., EO 12866 under Prasident Clinton) to choose those
alternatives that maximize net benefits (i e., the difference between totat benefits and total costs).
The report further emphasizes that even when much of the preservation benefits consists of non-
market value, many state and federal agencies have not only acknowledged such benefits, but
also quantified them for guidance in their resource allocation decisions. The report provides some
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preliminary estimates that are suggestive of the potential value associated with preserving the
Salton Sea.

As detailed in this K2 Economics report, the National Resource Council (2004; Executive
Summary), an advisory arm of the federal government, argued recently that “assigning a doffar
figure™ to non-market ecosystem services "...are a must to accurately weight the trade-offs
among environmental policy options.” Failure to include a measure of the value of ecosystem
services in benefit-cost calculations will implicitly assign them a value of zero, which we know is
incorrect as evidenced by the body of literature that has estimated the monetary value of similar
services.

The K2 Economics report provides an estimated range of annuai benefits from the Sea using the
‘value transfer” method. This method involves deriving updated estimates of habitat or species
preservation values from previous research that has performed a primary valuation study or
meta-analysis, and then transferring these values to the Salton Sea. To derive these updated
estimates, K2 Economics undertook a thorough search of the environmental and natural resource
economics literature on ecosystem service valuation, focusing on the services provided by the
Sea that tend to benefit geographically dispersed popuiations rather than just the local population,
The initial searching and screening of these sources and topics produced around 70 studies.
Subsequent screenings narrowed the list to 23 studies of which 20 included at least one value
with potential relevance for the Salton Sea.

Of these 23 studies, K2 Economics determined that those addressing wetlands and wildlife in the
San Joaquin Valley (SJV) and those addressing the Mono Lake ecosystem are most relevant and
provide the most useful benefits estimates for the Salton Sea. The K2 Economics provides a
conservative order-of-magnitude estimate of the non-market benefits provided to the residents of
California by a restored and preserved Salton Sea. This estimated is reported to be in the range
of $1-85 billion annually. This éstimated range includes both use and non-use value, but

probably mostly non-use value. :

The Salton Sea Authority requests that this information be made known and available to the
Secretary for Resources in his or her selection of a preferred design for the restoration of the
Salton Sea. The subsequent project-leve! environmental analysis will be a joint NEPA/CEQA
effort involving federal agencies. As stated earlier in this comment, federal agencies are
considering non-market values in ecosystem restoration and protection projects and it would be
prudent for the Secretary to consider this during the design selection process.

G-7. The Potential for Alternative 7 to Self-Fund Operation and Maintenance. The PEIR
does not address differences in the design alternatives with regard to their ability to generate
local monies that can self-fund the ongoing operation and maintenance of the selected alternative
project. The Salton Sea Authority hired Del Rio Advisors, LLC, to investigate local funding
alternatives. The results are summarized in a report by Del Rio Advisors, LLC, dated January 11,
2007, and included here as Attachment 2. The Del Rio report estimates that a restored Salton
Séa could promote the development of 100,000 to 250,000 residential units in the vicinity, and
explains how the Salton Sea Authority could establish both a Community Facifities District (CFD)
and an Infrastructure Financing District (IFD) to capture monies from this development.

CFD. Under the Melio-Roos Community Facilities District Act of 1982 being Government
Code Section 53311 et seq., (the "Mello-Roos Act”), a local agency may levy a special
tax to finance certain services and facilities in accordance with the requirements set forth
in the Mello-Roos Act. A joint powers authority is considered a “focal agency” under the
Mello-Roos Act and has all of the authority to accomplish the purposes of the Mello-Roos
Act. Government Code §53317.

IFD. The Del Ric memo refers to the special legislation that authorizes the Salton Sea
Authority to form an infrastructure financing district for the restoration of the Salton Sea
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(Government Code § 53395.9). The section authorizes an IFD “for the purpose of funding
the construction of, and purchasing electrical power for, projects for the reclamation and
environmental restoration of the Salton Sea". The grant of authority is broad enough to
encompass the construction of currently envisioned structures for the reclamation of the
Salton Sea.

Both of these districts present local funding mechanisms that would minimize state and federal
monies required to fund the selected alternative. The Del Rio report (Attachment 2) includes
financial capture projections for two scenarios: the construction of 100,000 homes, and the
construction of 200,000 homes. The PEIR should include a comparison of the potential for each
of the alternatives to self-fund, acknowledging that those alternatives that preserve existing
waterfronts to the maximum degree feasible, and that create an environment that would attract
economic development, would be better suited to both generate and capture local revenues. The
Salton Sea Authority believes that Alternative 7 retains the greatest economic and recreational
value and would therefore be the alternative most capable of self-funding through the
mechanisms mentioned above, and detailed in Attachment 2.

Additionally, the Rose Instituie of State and Local Government, part of Claremont McKenna
College, prepared a Report to the Salton Sea Authority Economic Development Task Force, an
advisory body appointed by the Salton Sea Authority, on January 7, 1999. This report is attached
as Attachment 4. The report contains two elements: a list of the potential revenue sources that
could be used to help finance a proposed clean-up of the Salton Sea, and a listing of the
government entities involved in similar large, complex, ecologically challenging, water related
projects. Additionally, some analysis of overall governance entity structure is provided. The report
identifies the following potential revenue sources:

- Sales and Use Taxes

- Fertilizer/Pesticide Taxes

- Green Product Taxes

- Hotel Taxes

- Marine and Aviation Taxes

- Real Estate Transfer Taxes

- Rental Car Taxes

- Bond Issuance Fees

- Licensing and Recreational Fees

- Local Water/Wastewater Utility User Fees

- Permitting Fees

- Product Registration Fees

- State Public Water Supply Withdrawal Fees

- Special Assessments

- Effluent Charges

- Exactions

- Impact Fees

- Severance Taxes

- Department of Housing and Urban Development Community Development Block Grants

(CDBG) Economic Initiative Grants
- Economic Development Administration (EDA) Public Works & Infrastructure Development
Grants

- EDA Special Economic Development & Adjustment Assistance Grants

- Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Program Grants

- EPA - Performance Partnership Grants (PPGs)

- Environmental Technology Initiative

- Foundation and Corporate Giving

- Rural Business — Cooperative Service Business Enterprise Grants

- Rural Business — Coaperative Service Economic Development Grants

-~ Rural Utilities Service Water and Waste Disposal Systems Grants

- Affinity Merchandise
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- Contributions of Land

- Individual and Carporate Donations
- Monprofit Organizations

- Certificates of Participation

- Double-Barrel Bonds

- General Obligation Bonds

- Private Activity Bonds

- Revenue Bonds

- Special Assessment Bond

- Revolving Fund Revenue Bonds

- Tax Increment Bonds

- North American Development Bank
= Rural Housing Service — Community Facilities Loans

G-8. Selenium Levels at the Saline Habitat Complex (SHC) Proposed for the North Sea.
Alternative 7 includes a 1,600-acre SHC at the mouth of the Whitewater River. Concerns have
been expressed by the California Department of Fish and Game regarding high selenium ievels in
the sediments at this location, and that sediment-bound selenium would become salinated and
thus bioavailable to benthic organisms, allowing selenium an entry-route into the food chain. A
close examination of the selenium levels found within this proposed area show that only one
sample location exists within this area, showing selenium levels from 0-15 cm depth to be 0.580
mg/kg dry weight (see Figure 1, below). This selenium level is within the range of levels found in
the south end of the sea, in areas proposed for SHC in other alternatives. For example,
Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 include SHC or SHC-like lakes over one sample location with a
selenium result as high as 0.870 mg/kg dry weight. The selenium data map shows that local
variations are substantial, with selenium levels of greater than 4.100 mg/kg showing up only one
mile away from selenium levels of 0.710 (in the north sea, to the east of the proposed SHC). The
SSA feels that without additional testing of the Whitewater delta area, that ruling out this area for
a SHC is not justified by the limited and unreliable data available.

L i, B E L . o . .
Figure 1. Selenium levels near the mouth of the Whitewater River.

G-8. Water Temperature Impacts of Eliminating Deep Waters. A flaw in the PEIR results in
favoring alternatives that offer more shailow water habitat over marine habitat. The flaw lies in the
fact that aithough modeling was performed for several water quality parameters, there was no
conclusion drawn about the effects of increasing the surface to volume ratic on water
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temperature. Alternatives that propose to create large areas of shallow habitat (<20' depth) will
greatly increase the area exposed to solar radiation compared to the volume of water available to
absorb that radiation. The inevitable result of this process will be greatly increased temperatures
in constructed cells. Avian botulism, which has caused massive die-offs of migratory birds at
Salton Sea in the past, incubates best at higher water temperatures, and is spread most
effectively in areas where birds are crowded together. It appears that both of these conditions
would be most likely under Alternatives 1, 2, and 4, and least likely under Alternative 7, which
proposes the greatest extent of deep marine sea and therefore the lowest surface to volume ratio.
Offering the greatest extent of deep marine sea aiso allows species such as pelicans and grebes
to spread out into lower concentrations, thereby lowering the risk of spread of avian botulism
compared to alternatives that stress higher SHC.

G-10. Decreased Dissolved Oxygen Levels and Decreased Productivity in Shallow Waters.
In the water quality section of the PEIR, it is stated that increased water temperature is
associated with lower levels of dissolved oxygen (DO). Lower levels of DO lead to decreased
productivity throughout the water column. Since it appears that temperatures are most likely to be
higher in the SHCs than in the marine sea areas, it is likely that the lowest levels of DO would
occur there. Although some deeper habitat would be created by excavating large holes in the
SHCs, these do not appear to be extensive enough to offset temperature increases that would
occur as a result of increasing the surface to volume ratio. Alternatives that offer greater amounts
of marine sea would be less subject to warming effects, thus less susceptible to reduced DO
levels associated with warming effects. Alternative 7 wouid be the least susceptible to decreased
DO levels and productivity due to warming effects.

G-11. Inadequacy of Deep Holes in SHC for Fish Refugia. The proposal to provide fish refugia
and habitat diversity by excavating deeper holes in the SHCs is flawed. Even if such holes were
large enough to absorb fish populations without overcrowding, it is unlikely that such excavated
areas would offer the complexity or structural diversity that would be required to support fish
populations throughout all phases of their lifecycle, and therefore, they would be unable to sustain
fish populations in the long-term. Such habitat already exists or would exist under alternatives
that offer substantial marine sea habitat, of which Alternative 7 would offer the most.

G-12. Inefficacy of Many Alternatives at Restoring Historic Sport Fish Levels. The
alternatives that don't include a deep marine sea don't result in restoration of histeric levels of
sport fish that is requested by the driving legislation for the Salton Sea Ecosystem Restoration
Project. Alternative 7 is superior in its restoration of sport fish.

G-13. Infeasibility of Drip Irrigation in Air Quality Management. The use of buried drip
irfigation pipelines for Air Quality Management proposed in the PEIR is not technically feasible.
Local SSA experience with the enhanced evaporation project at the Salton Sea Test Base has
shown that pumping Salton Sea water through 8-inch diameter HDPE results in clogging with
gypsum after only 3 to 4 weeks. Pile worms and barnacles further exacerbate the clogging. Even
if straight river water were pumped through, as proposed by the other alternatives, the suspended
silt and hardness would build up and clog the small irrigation lines in a short period of time.

G-14. Impacts to the Salton Sea Recreation Area State Park. Alternative 7 would preserve
more waterfront at the Saiton Sea State Recreation Area than would any other alternative.
Alternatives 1, 2, 4 and 8 would leave exposed playa at the existing waterfront, Alternative 3
would leave only a narrow channel of water, and alternatives 5 and 6 would leave only partial
waterfront to the State Park. The impact to this State park should be considered under impacts to
existing recreational resources. Alternative 7 preserves more of the existing recreational
resources than any other alternative.
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G-15. A deep north sea is expected to decrease or eliminate dramatic turnover events, Dr.
Stuart Hurlbert, an ecology professor at San Diego State University and a recognized expert on
the Salton Sea, has written a letter challenging the PEIR's assumption that a North Sea would
have to have a reduced depth in order to prevent end-of-summer turnover events. Dr. Hurlbert
challenges DWR’s assertion in the Draft PEIR that the North Sea proposed under Alternative 7
would have a reduced fetch, which would result in no summer full turnover events, which would in
turn lead to targe buildups of hydrogen sulfide in the hypolimnion, which would in turn lead to
autumnal turnover events that would release large amounts of hydrogen sulfide that would result
in fish kills and air quality that would be toxic to nearby residents. Dr. Hurlbert counters this
project and asserts that since there would be no summer turover events, the North Lake would
establish an even greater vertical temperature differential than under existing conditions, This
large vertical temperature differential would correspond to a large vertical density differential that
would make sudden mixing of the whale water column impossible. Dr. Hurlbert states that he
sees “no strong case for expecting at summer's end, sudden dangerous sulfide degassing of
North Lake, and hence, no basis for suggesting that the level of North Lake would have fo be
lower than present Sea level in order to prevent such an event.” The Saltan Sea Authority is
confident that a deep North Sea would have a lower likelihood of turnover than is put forth by
DWR.

G-16. Salton Sea Authority has several studies underway. The Salton Sea Authority has
commissioned several studies on various aspects of the Salton Sea system, and on the feasibility
of components of the proposed Salton Sea Authority Plan, such as the mid-sea barrier and water
treatment facilities. Those reports not already discussed elsewhere in these comments, are
summarized here:

- UC Riverside Sediment Study — Draft Interim Report: “Hydrogen Sulfide Production and
Volatilization in the Salton Sea”. This report describes study methods and surmnmarizes
sulfide and related water column data collected from September 2005 through November
2006 in support of this study. In addition to water column parameters, the study
measured temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and oxidation-reduction potential in
sediment pore water. This study is included as Attachment 5.

- Tetra Tech — Pilot Testing of Water Treatment at the Salton Sea, California (Attachment
6). This study includes the preliminary results of a pilot water treatment unit (advanced
oxidation and filtration system) designed to process hypnolimnetic water from the Salton
Sea. Water samples were collected to assess the hydrogen sulfide removal efficiency of
the advanced oxidation system and tc evaluate other aesthatic components of the water.

- Tetra Tech — Saiton Sea Modeling — Attachment 7 includes an October 31, 2006 report
on the status of the Salton Sea modeling, including hydrodynamic, thermal, and water
quality model calibrations and data to support model calibration.

- Eutrophication study — As part of the Authority's water quality treatment approach, the
Authority is investing the use of a controlled eutrophication process (CEP). The goal of
the project is to determine the efficacy of removing phasphorus from water that eventualiy
discharges into the Salton Sea. The overall approach of the CEP concept is to stimulate
rapid growth of algae in a well mixed high rate algal pond using a process design that
permits accurate control of pond mixing rates, algal cell age, and nutrient concentrations.
Details on this project are provided in Attachment 8,

G-17. The PEIR Does not Give Water Quality Improvement Credit to Alternative 7. The
creation of wetlands are part of the Salton Sea Authority's Restoration Plan to improve water
quality entering the sea through the reduction of nutrient-carrying silt. These wetlands would also
provide wildlife habitat and recreational opportunities associated with hiking and bird-watching.
Subsequent to publishing of the Drait PEIR, the Saiton Sea Authority released a report funded by
the Wildlife Conservation Board and authored by Tetra Tech, called the “New and Alamo River
Wetland Master Plan”. This report lays out conceptual plans for ultimate buildout of a total of 35
wetlands, and includes water quality improvement projections. At full buildout, the wetlands are
projected to reduce phosphorous levels entering the Salton Sea by 35%. Detailed information is
available in the Master Plan, included as Attachment 11.
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Page-Specific Comments
This set of comments identifies how the PEIR would be changed were it o reflect the updated
version of the Salton Sea Authority’s Plan, attached to these comments as Attachment 9.

PS-1. Page ES-20, paragraph 4

The following text is now redundant since the revised SSA plan assumes 717,000 AFY flows and
the reduction in the size of the marine sea: "if average inflows from 2018 to 2078 were 800,000
acrefeet/year. However, to provide a uniform basis of comparison, this alternative also was
evaluated assuming an average inflow of 717,000 acre-feet/year. Under the lower flows, the
surface area would be smaller and the salinity would be higher than projected in the definition of
this alternative.”

PS-2. Page ES-20, paragraph 4

The last sentence describes unique features of Alternative 7. It may also be noted here (if space
is available on the page) that Alternative 7 is the only alternative that maintains an open-water
waterfront at Salton City, and 1 of only 3 alternatives (5, 6, and 7) that maintains open-water
waterfront at Desert Shores. This has a huge impact for the development potential in these
communities. | suggest adding the following text to the last sentence, "...and continued open
water at Saiton City and Desert Shores.”

PS-3. ES-20, summary box

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the SHC should be changed from 12,000 to
17,800 to reflect the revised SSA Plan to include 16,000 acres in the south sea and 1,800 acres
in the north sea.

PS-4. E5-20, summary box
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, 104,000 should be changed to 90,000 and
the following text should be removed "if inflows are 717,000 acre-feet/year".

PS-5. ES-20, summary box
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the sentence starting with "If inflows are
800,000...." should be removed.

PS-6. ES-20, summary box
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, brink sink acreage should be changed from
15,000 acres to 60,000 acres.

PS-7. Page 3-75, paragraph 1

Revise paragraph to state "A preliminary version of Alternative 7 was defined by the Salton Sea
Authority in spring of 2006. Since that time, the Authority developed a comprehensive plan in July
2006, and further refined approaches to Air Quality Mitigation and Salton Management in
September 2006 and Ecological Features and Selenium Management in October 2006. These
plans as provided by the Salton Sea Authority are included in Appendix 1"

P8-8. Page 3-75, paragraph 2
Insert "and less saline" between the words "shallower” and "Recreational",

PS-9. Page 3-75, paragraph 2

To accurately reflect the northern SHC proposed in Alternative 7, revise end of first sentence to
read "..and two Saline Habitat Complexes located along the southwastern shoreline and at the
mouth of the Whitewater River along the northern shoreline.”

PS-10. Page 3-75, paragraph 3

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, "near mig-Sea" should be changed to "just
north of mid-Sea"”

10
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PS-11. Page 3-75, paragraph 4

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, 800,000 should be changed to 717,000 in
both places in this paragraph SSA Plan's movement of the sea wall to accommodate the original
salinity goals despite a reduced inflow.

PS-12. Page 3-75, paragraph 5

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the entire paragraph related to inflows of
800,000 acre-feet/year should be deleted. The SSA Plan has been revised to reflect the 717,000
acre-feet/year inflow rate.

PS-13. Page 3-75, paragraph 6

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, at the end of the 2nd sentence, after
"Recreational Estuary Lake,"” the following text should be inserted "or, with approval of regulatory
agencies, directly into the Saline Habitat Complex".

PS-14. Page 3-75, paragraph 6

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the description of SHC under Alternative 7
should be revised to reflect that the SHC will receive priority for water use, alleviating the concern
expressed regarding the potential of this habitat drying up.

P8-15. Page 5-54, paragraph 6

Were the Finai PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, "Exposed Flaya without Air Quality
Management” should be changed to "Exposed Playa with Air Quality Management” to reflect
updates to the SSA Plan to include all air quality management measures from the Toolbox.

P8-16. Page 6-30, Table 6-5

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the text in the paragraph in the Comments
column, 3rd sentence should be changed in the following way: change "greater than 40,000" to
“maintained at 35,000" to reflect the changes in the SSA Plan to move the mid-Sea barrier to
meet water quality objectives at the reduced flow rates.

PS-17. Page 6-35, paragraph 8

Were the Finai PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see first paragraph under Alternative 7.
Change "Exposed Playa without Air Quality Management' to "Exposed Playa with Air Quality
Management” to reflect updates to the SSA Plan to include all air quality management measures
from the Toolbox.

PS-18. Page 7-12, paragraph 5

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see first paragraph under Alternative 7.
Change "Exposed Playa without Air Quality Management' to "Exposed Playa with Air Quality
Management" to reflect updates to the SSA Plan to include all air quality management measures
from the Toolbox.

PS-19. Page 8-24, Table 8-4

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the use of river water inflows for the SHC
and the resultant reduced salinity would result in the following changes to Table 8-4: (1) On page
8-27, that “Constructed Saline Habitat Complex would support tilapia and other forage fish.” This
statement should be expanded to include support of invertebrates, as is shown for other
alternatives. (2) On page 8-34, that *.. .the salinity of the Recreational Saltwaler Lake and Saline
Habitat Complex would be higher and might not support fish during Phase I1.” This statement
should be revised to remove reference to the SHC.

PS-20. Page 8-66, paragraph 1

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see first paragraph under Alternative 7.
Change "Exposed Playa without Air Quality Management” to "Exposed Playa with Alr Quality
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Management’ to reflect updates to the SSA Plan to include all air quality management measures
from the Toolbox.

PS-21. Page 8-66, Table 8-21

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see row: "Saline Habitat Complex”, and
Column: "End of Phase li*. Change 12,000 acres to 17,800 acres, and 6,000 acres to 8,900
acres.

PS-22. Page 8-66, Table 8-21

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see row: "Recreational
Saltwater”...717,000... Since the Recreational Saltwater Lake would have a different salinity than
the Recreational Estuary Lake, these features should be two separate rows within Table 8-21.
For the Recreational Saltwater Lake, change 104,000 acres to 90,000 acres. Add separate row
for the Recreational Estuary Lake, indicating that it would be 26,000 acres.

PS5-23. Page 8-66, Table 8-21
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, remove 3rd row on table regarding flow
rates of 800,000 AFY.

PS-24. Page 8-66, Table 8-21
Were the Final PEIR fo reflect the revised SSA Plan, see row "Brine Sink"... Remove reference to
717,000, since that is the new assumption for the SSA Plan.

P5-25. Page 8-66, Table 8-21
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see row "Maximum Exposed”... Remove
reference to 717,000, since that is the new assumption for the SSA Plan.

PS§-26. Page 8-66, Table 8-21
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, change footnote "a” from 1,200 to 1,800.

PS-27. Page 8-66, paragraph 2

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the 3rd sentence should be revised to reflect
that the revised SSA Plan includes the option to supply the southern Saline Habitat Complex
water directly from the Alamo River, meaning that the complex would have salinity levels suitable
for ali fish starting in Phase | and continuing throughout project development.

PS-28. Page 8-66, paragraph 2
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see 5th sentence, and change "unless" to
"until”, since the target safinity for the Recreational Saltwater lake is 35,000 mg/L.

PS-29. Page 8-67, Table §-22

Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, the calculations supporting the values in this
table should be revised based upon the updates to the SSA Plan, which now includes nearly 50%
more Saline Habitat Complex acreage, and less open water.

The air quality impact analysis for Alternative 7 is erroneous and resuits in higher calculated
emissions than would result had the salt crust mitigation been included in the analysis. Moreover,
the air quality analysis needs to be updated to include the incorporation of air quality mitigation
measures from the tool box. The analysis should be revised to use the assumptions stated on
page 10-29, which assume 30 percent of the Exposed Playa as being non-emissive, 50 percent
as being controlled by Air Quality Management measures, such as water efficient vegetation, and
20 percent being controlled by other Air Quality Management methods, which in this case would
be the application of brine to form a Protective Salt Crust.

The Authority anticipates the control efficiency of the Protective Salt Crust to be similar to that of
the Protective Salt Flat (also referred to as the Salt Sink or Brine Sink in the PEIR); therefore, the
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Authority requests that the revised analysis consider this 20 percent area to have an emission
control efficiency of 85 percent. Support for the efficacy of a Protective Salt Crust is provided in
the Authority's Air Quality Mitigation and Salt Management report.

PS-30. Page 10-84

Construction impacts. The October 2006 PEIR assumes that the Authority Plan involves the use
of trucks to transport rock and gravel from the source of said material, to the sea, for construction
of the in-sea Barriers {see page 10-80). Air emission calculations assumed that trucks would be
carrying this material along a distance of 10-miles, one way. Since March 2008, the Authority
Plan has been developed to include installation of a 2-mile long conveyor system that would
move rock from the quarry at Coolidge Mountain, to the sea, where the materials would then be
transported by barge to the appropriate in-Sea location and dropped. The Coolidge Mountain site
is located in unincorporated Imperial County on tribal (Torres Martinez) land and private property.
The conveyor system would involve a mine-car rail that would move the rock and gravel from the
quarry to a barge loading pier south of Salton Sea Beach. The use of the conveyor system would
drastically reduce the levels of fugitive dust and diesel exhaust generated compared to the use of
off highway trucks.

P5-31. Page 13-15, paragraph 7
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see 1st sentence, and change "up {o
104,000" to "115,000", and delete "if average inflows are 800,000 acre-feet/year."

PS-32. Page 13-15, paragraph 7 .
Were the Final PEIR to reflect the revised SSA Plan, see 2nd sentence, change 12,000 to 16,000
and 1,200 to 1,800.

PS-33. Page 13-15, paragraph 7
4th sentence, insert the following at the beginning of the sentence: "Exeept for the Brine Sink,"
sifce the Brink Sink would not provide recreational opportunities.

PS-34. Page 13-15, paragraph 10

Delete this paragraph and replace with "Tifapia and marine sport fish species could be
established in both the Recreational Saltwater and Estuary Lakes since salinity levels would be
below 40,000 mg/L. Therefore, angling opportunities wouid be the same as Existing Conditions
and the No Action Alternative, and sport fishing opportunities would be better than Existing
Conditions and the No Action Alternative."

PS-35. Page 13-16, paragraph 2
Delete 2nd paragraph. This text would be replaced with the text suggested in the previous
comment regarding the deletion of paragraph 10 on page 13-15.

P§-36. Page 18-47, paragraph 10

Delete text after "...would be similar to those described under Alternative 5," to reflect revision of
the SSA Plan to include all air quality management technigues in the Toolbox.

PS-37. Page 22-13, paragraph 1
This paragraph/sentence does not make sense. Please reword.

Air Quality and Salt Crust Comments

AQ-1 - Chapter 10 and Attachments E1, E2, Construction Emissions

The use of common assumptions for comparing alternatives is reasonable only when those
assumptions are reasonable for each of the alternatives being compared. When the scale and
nature ar construction activities varies substantially among alternatives, it is not reasonahle to
assume identical construction methods for each alternative. Alternatives 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 include
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construction of major barriers in or across Salton Sea. Itis unreasonable to assume that
construction techniques and equipment for those barriers would be the same as those used for
small berms.

AQ-2 - Chapter 10 and Attachments E1, E2, Construction Emissions

Appendices H-5 and H-6 discuss the use of mine-haul trucks, rail systems, electric conveyor
systems, and electric mine car systems for transporting rock and gravel fill material to
construction sites at the Salton Sea, and categorizes these transport methods as “the most viable
options for quarry sites near the Salton Sea”. Yet these methods of material transport are not
discussed in the PEIR text, and are not considered in the PEIR air quality analyses, even though
Appendix H-6 says they are probably the most viable transport methods for alternatives requiring
large-scale transport of rock and gravel.

AQ-3 Chapter 10 and Attachments E1, E2, Construction Emissions :

APCD fugitive dust control requirements and Clean Air Act conformity requirements will force
agencies to adopt construction techniques that minimize equipment emissions and fugitive dust
emissions. The PEIR needs to base its comparison of alternatives on such construction
methods, especially since Appendices H-5and H-6 imply that material transport methods other
than highway trucks are not only feasible but probably the most economical. Using an artificial
and unreasonable assumption about construction methads (particularly the assumption that all
rock and gravel would be transported in 20-ton highway trucks) results in an artificial and
unreasonable comparison of alternatives that defeats the basic purpose of using the PEIR to
select a preferred alternative.

AQ-4 Chapters 3 and 10, Executive Summary, Appendix H-7, Construction Methods

Chapters 3 and 10 need to address differences in construction methods that are probable for
major features of the different alternatives. In particular, methods for transporting large quantities
of rock and gravel need to be discussed, recognizing the transport methods noted in Appendices
H-5 and H-6. None of the maps in the PEIR text show the Iocation of existing rail lines, even
though rail transport of rock and gravel is clearly a potential material transport method. The text
should reference Figure H5-2 in Appendix H-5, which shows existing rail lines and potential
quarry areas near Salten Sea.

AQ-5 Text and Attachment E9, Salt Crust formation mechanisms

Before comparisons can be made between Salton Sea and other locations concerning the
potential for salt deposit formation and subsequent air quality problems, there must be
reasonable evidence that the basic hydrologic mechanisms for salt deposit formation are similar,
The mechanism of formation has an important influence on the potential amount and spatial
distribution of any salt depaosits that form. Those factors, in combination with considerations of
salt chemistry and mineralogy, control the extent to which salt deposits play a role in development
of air guality problems. The PEIR does not provide any evidence that salt formation mechanisms
at Salton Sea will be similar to those that produced the Owens Lake dust storm problem.

Supplemental Discussion, Comment AQ-5
Five general hydrologic mechanisms for salt deposit development are easily identified:;

A. Evaporation of saline water from the wetted zone around the shore of a saline
water body (wetted zone produced by wave run-up or rapid lake level
fluctuations). This is a universal mechanism at saline lakes, but it is not capable
of forming geographically extensive salt deposits.

B. Evaporation from sediments wetted by saline surface water flows (direct
discharge from saline springs or percolation of streamflow when the stream is fed
by saline springs or discharging saline groundwater). Unlikely to create
geographically extensive salt deposits.

C. Evaporation from very shallow saline groundwater or surfacing saline
groundwater zone exposed by changing lake levels. This is the dominant
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mechanism for sait deposit formation at Mono Lake, where declining lake levels
exposed a zone of previously subsurface saline groundwater inflow,

D. Salt pan deposited on a lakebed from salt-saturated lake waters, with the salt
deposits then exposed to air by falling water levels. This was the primary
mechanism for the original salt deposits formed as Owens Lake desiccated.
Those original salt deposits have subsequently been re-worked by precipitation
and surface water inflow events (see mechanism E).

E. Salt pan deposited by desiccating lake dissolved by precipitation or surface water
inflows, with dissolved salts then percolating into lakebed sediments to augment
a saline groundwater bedy or to leave salt-impregnated sediments. Subsequent
seasonal salt deposit formation when precipitation, surface water inflows, or
groundwater inflows bring saline water close enough to the ground surface to
allow capillary action and surface evaporation with resulting salt deposition on
the ground surface. Probably the major current mechanism operating at Owens
Lake. But this mechanism does not exist without the initial desiccation of the
lake to create salt deposits on an exposed playa (mechanism D) that can then
charge the system with a significant salt load.

(See supplemental material for Comment AQ-116 regarding issues of salt
chemistry, included in Attachment 10.) '

AQ-8 Text and Attachment E9, Salt Crust formation mechanisms

The water balance model for the Salton Sea summarized in Chapter 5 shows only 11,000 acre-ft
per year of groundwater inflow, compared to 49,141 acre-ft per year of direct precipitation input.
This indicates that declining water levels at the Salton Sea are unlikely to expose any significant
zones of saline groundwater inflow (the Mono Lake salt deposit formation mechanism). (See
supplemental discussion for Comment 4 and Comment 116)

AQ-7 Text and Attachment E9, Salt Crust formation mechanisms

The PEIR fails to provide 