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Section 12 
Additions and Corrections 

The following items are corrections to minor errors, updates to or amplifications of statements in 
the Draft SPEIR.  Text inserts are shown as underlined and deletions are shown in overstrike 
format.  No significant new information is presented. 
 
1. Table 1-2 is hereby modified as shown on the following pages. 
 
2. The last paragraph on Page 3-7 is modified as follows: 
 
Based upon these scenarios, between 292,000 302,000 and 453,000 464,000 AFY of additional 
water supplies (over present) and conservation would be required to meet projected demands in 
2045 while providing 10 percent supply buffer, eliminating groundwater overdraft and 
improving the salt balance of the basin.  These supplies represent needs under average 
hydrologic conditions.  The QSA invalidation was based on the lack of quantification for the 
State’s monetary share of Salton Sea mitigation.  The QSA parties are working to resolve the 
issues that resulted in invalidation and are committed moving forward with the QSA.  Therefore, 
the range of additional future supply need is assumed to be 292,000 302,000 to 325,000 336,000 
AFY.   
 
3. Table 3-2 on Page 3-8 is replaced with the following: 
 

Table 12-2 
Future Water Supply Scenarios Considered in 2010 WMP Update 

Supply Scenario Delta Conveyance QSA Valid 
Additional Supply 
Required in 2045 

(AFY) 

1 Yes Yes 302,100 

2 No Yes 335,500 

3 Yes No 430,100 

4 No No 463,500 

MWH and Water Consult, 2010. 

 
 
4. The last sentence of the second paragraph of Section 3.1.5.1 – Water Conservation on Page 

3-9 is modified as follows:   
 
In addition to water conservation included in the baseline water demand projections, the 2010 
WMP Update includes at least 106,200 117,300 AFY of additional water conservation by 2045.  
This amount could increase to 147,000 AFY. 
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5. The last paragraph on Page 3-12 is modified as follows: 
 
As described in Section 3.1.3, given uncertainties in the California water supply picture, the 
average amount of additional imported supply required is in the range of 45,000 50,000 to 
80,000 AFY.  The higher value assumes successful implementation of the BDCP and Delta 
conveyance facilities while the lower value is based on reduced future SWP reliability (to 50 
percent).  Of this amount, up to 35,000 AFY would be required to meet future demands in the 
Indio and Coachella portions of planning area east of the San Andreas fault.  Should 
development in this area occur at a lesser level, less additional water will be required.  The 
amount of additional transfers required do not include additional water needs for the Mission 
Creek-Garnet Hill water management area which is the subject of a separate water management 
plan.   
 
6. Table 3-3 page 3-23 is hereby modified as follows: 

 
Table 3-3 

2010 WMP Update – Implementation Plan 

Plan Element 
Responsible 
Entity(ies) 

Completion 
Year 

Environmental Impact 
Potential 

Water Conservation Program    

1. Adopt 2009 CVWD/CVAG 
Landscape Ordinance or 
equivalent that meets State 
requirements 

CVWD, DWA, 
water purveyors, 
cities, Riverside 
County 

Ongoing Overall beneficial 
impact on groundwater 
volumes; reduction in 
percolation to 
groundwater over 
existing irrigation 
practices (Section 6); 
reduced energy use 
(Section 8) 

2. Establish urban water 
conservation baseline 

CVWD, DWA, 
other urban water 

purveyors 

2011 
Completed 

No impacts – study only

 
 
7. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan Goal 

6 (RTP G6) was not included in the Draft SPEIR and is hereby added to Table 8-2, page 8-
11.  RTP G6 is “Encourage land use and growth patterns that complement our transportation 
investments.”  Under the Statement of Consistency with Coachella Valley 2010 Water 
Management Plan Update, the response is:  “Not Applicable:  CVWD has no authority over 
or responsibility for transportation systems or for land use and growth planning.” Therefore, 
this addition involves no new significant impacts or mitigation measures. 

 
SCAG Growth Vision Principle 3.3 (GV P3.3) is included in the SPEIR Table 8-2, page 8-18.  
The following statement is hereby added:  “CVWD facilities siting considers only water, 
wastewater and flood control service requirements, regardless of race, ethnicity or income class.”  
Therefore, this addition involves no new significant impacts or mitigation measures. 
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8. The last sentence on page 6-49 and the top of page 6-50 is hereby modified as follows:  
“Areas where shallow groundwater levels are at or near the ground surface may adversely 
impact the operation of individual, and small community and reservation wastewater systems 
that use septic tanks and leach fields.” 

 
9. On page 8-62 paragraph 5 is hereby modified as follows:  “For the 2010 WMP Update, the 

movement of recharge water was also evaluated by running the Coachella Valley 
groundwater model using updated input conditions.  The groundwater model estimates, as 
under the 2002 Plan, water quality changes from recharge with Colorado River water would 
affect the groundwater supply of the Torres-Martinez tribe in the East Valley in wells near 
the recharge facilities and the wells of the Agua Caliente tribe in the West Valley (Figure 8-
2).  The impact on affected water quality in the Basin, in a relative sense, was considered to 
be potentially significant, as described in Section 6, Groundwater Resources, because salinity 
would increase.  Specifically, the tribes’ wells, and all other basin wells, will experience 
increased salinity over time because of groundwater pumping, use within the basin, and 
evapotranspiration that leaves behind the salt in the water.  Any use of imported water, 
whether for direct delivery or recharge, brings additional salt to the Valley that would 
increase the rate of basin salinization.”  However, it must be noted that a degradation in water 
quality alone does not necessarily equate to a “substantial interference with the beneficial use 
or ownership of ITAs.”  Here, even though there would be an increase in salinity, the 
resulting water quality would still meet primary health-based water quality standards, and the 
tribes would be able to use this water for residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural 
land uses.  Thus, the Project’s impact on the beneficial use of ITA, while adverse, would still 
be less than significant.”  These additions and corrections involve no new significant impacts 
or mitigation measures. 
 

10. The following is hereby inserted on page 8-69, following ITA-1, in Section 8.9.4 Mitigation 
Measures: 

 
The analysis of impacts from the Proposed Project indicates that primary health-based drinking 
water quality standards will not be exceeded due to the Project and therefore the impacts will be 
less than significant.  Mitigation measure ITA-1 is primarily included as a backup measure to 
assure that health-based drinking water quality is protected if unforeseen circumstances arise. 
 
11. Labeling of tribal lands on SPEIR Figures 8-2 and 8-3, pages 8-65 and 8-67, respectively, is 

hereby modified (see revised figures on the following pages).  The rectangular area of land 
immediately south of the word “Cabazon,” should be labeled “29 Palms,” and that 
designation should appear in the legend.  The section shown immediately northwest of 
Mecca should be labeled “Cabazon.”  These additions and corrections involve no new 
significant impacts or mitigation measures. 
 

12. Mitigation measure ITA-2 is hereby modified as follows to be inclusive of all individual and 
small community wastewater systems.  ITA-2 is hereby renamed GW-3, deleted from page 
8-69 and inserted in page 6-63 following mitigation measure GW-2.  The text is hereby 
revised as follows: 
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ITA-2 GW-3:  Should shallow groundwater rise as a result of implementation of the Water 
Management Plan, rather than the result of especially high precipitation, to the extent that the 
function of septic tanks or cesspits leach fields of individuals or small communities, including 
those on tribal land is impaired, CVWD will work with the affected tribe entities to connect them 
the affected tribal community to the CVWD sewage collection system.  Connection to the 
CVWD system is voluntary on the part of the affected tribe.  If a tribe wants to connect to the 
CVWD service area system but is outside its service area boundaries, CVWD could annex the 
tribal land unless the tribal land is within another agency’s service area (i.e., Salton Sea 
Community Services District City of Coachella or Valley Sanitary District).  To date, affected 
tribes have indicated interest in connections to CVWD’s systems.  
 
These additions and corrections involve no new significant impacts or mitigation measures. 
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Table 1-2 (Continued)  
Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

(Replace page 1-21) 

Category Impact Discussion 
Significance 

Before Mitigation
Mitigation Measures  

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Air Quality 
(continued) 
 

 Pollutant emissions from operation of 
Valley facilities:  pumping stations, 
combustion engines from equipment 
and vehicles, treatment facilities, etc. 

Potentially 
Significant 

Second tier CEQA documents will 
contain operations-related mitigation to 
further reduce less than significant 
impacts: 
 Maintain operations equipment in 

proper tune. 
 Select operations equipment 

(including pumps and motors) 
considering low-emission factors 
and energy efficiency. 

 Pumping stations will have electric 
power. 

Less than Significant 

 Air pollutant emissions from energy 
generation to power Valley facilities 
including desalination if implemented.  
 

 Air pollutant emissions from energy 
generation for water importation may 
exceed state thresholds; emissions 
on the grid may be outside SCAQMD 
air basin. 

 
Potentially 

Significant; not 
mitigable by CVWD 
 

 CVWD will expand use of 
alternative fuels for its operations. 

 CVWD will coordinate with SCE 
and IID on long-term future energy 
demands.   

 SCE, and IID and other electricity 
providers on the grid will mitigate 
emissions from their systems.  

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation by others
 
 

 Sensitive receptors (schools, 
hospitals, residences, etc.) may be 
affected by construction and 
operational air pollutant emissions. 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

 Locations of sensitive receptors will 
be identified in second tier 
documents. 

 Second tier CEQA documents shall 
also state that emissive wastewater 
treatment and other facilities will be 
enclosed and have odor control 
devices, as necessary. 

 
 
 
 

Less than Significant 
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Table 1-2 (Continued)  
Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

(Insert after page 1-25) 

Category Impact Discussion 
Significance 

Before Mitigation
Mitigation Measures 

Significance After 
Mitigation 

Groundwater 
Levels and 
Drainage  

 Rising shallow groundwater levels 
could affect the functioning of septic 
tanks and leach fields that serve 
individuals, small communities and 
reservations.  

Potentially 
Significant 

 Should shallow groundwater levels 
rise as a result of implementation 
of the WMP, rather than the result 
of especially high precipitation, to 
the extent that the function of 
septic tanks or leach fields is 
impaired, CVWD will work with the 
affected individual, small 
community or tribe to connect 
them to the CVWD sewage 
collection system.  Connection to 
the CVWD system is voluntary on 
the part of an affected tribe. 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 

Groundwater 
Levels and 
Drainage 

 Shallow groundwater levels will rise 
as a result of the proposed project. 
The existing agricultural drain system 
will require maintenance and 
replacement to ensure continued land 
drainage.  As urban development 
occurs in locations susceptive to 
shallow perched groundwater, the 
existing drainage system will need to 
be replaced.   

Potentially 
Significant 

 CVWD will replace and 
rehabilitate its existing 
agricultural drains as part of its 
ongoing operation and 
maintenance responsibilities. 

 CVWD is working on legislation 
to for urban drainage districts in 
the East Valley, to be funded 
by developers 

 Developers will be responsible 
for the construction of new 
drains in urbanizing areas 
through funding the operation 
of drainage districts. 

 

Less than Significant 
with Mitigation 
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Table 1-2 (Continued)  
Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

(Replace page 1-28) 

Category Impact Discussion 
Significance 

Before Mitigation
Mitigation Measures Significance After 

Mitigation 
Indian Trust 
Assets 

 No Less than significant impact on 
ITA land ownership or beneficial use 

 Reduced depth to water Increased 
water levels in producing wells. 

 Recharged water in East Valley 
predicted to affect the TDS of nearby 
Torres-Martinez wells, but not 
substantially affect ITA beneficial use.

 Current and future recharge in West 
Valley predicted to affect the TDS of 
Agua Caliente wells, but not 
substantially affect ITA beneficial use.

 No other tribal wells affected. 
 

Less than 
Significant for 

land ownership 
and beneficial use

 
Potentially Less 
than Significant 
for groundwater 
quality effects on 
beneficial use of 

ITA 
 

Beneficial Effect 
for reduced depth 

to water 

 Should additional recharge with 
Colorado River water under the 
Proposed Project cause any 
Torres Martinez or Agua Caliente 
domestic drinking water well to 
exceed any recognized health-
based drinking water quality 
standard, CVWD and DWA will 
work with the tribes to bring the 
drinking water supply of the tribes 
into compliance by providing 
domestic water service to the 
tribes from CVWD’s or DWA’s 
respective domestic water system 
or by providing appropriate well-
head treatment. 

Potentially Less than 
Significant for 

groundwater quality 
(Mitigation included as 
additional protection) 

 

Traffic, Access 
and 
Transportation 

 Construction could temporarily 
interfere with emergency evacuation 
routes. 

Potentially 
Significant 

 Second tier CEQA documents will 
require that emergency service 
providers (fire, police, and 
ambulance) be provided with 
construction contact names, 
locations, and schedules and 
traffic plans, if applicable, prior to 
the start of construction. 

Less than Significant 
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13. The following references are hereby added to Appendix A: 
 
DWR.  2011.  California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) Program.  

Available:  http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/casgem/ 
 
GEI, in association with CH2MHILL, MWH and Dahl Consultants.  2011.  SWP Extension 

Project Development Plan, Draft Final Phase 2 Report (unpublished).  Prepared for 
CVWD, DWA, Metropolitan, Mojave Water Agency and San Gorgonio Pass Water 
Agency, April 2011.  

 
Malcolm Pirnie.  2008a.  Phase 2 Draft Surface Water Treatment Process Evaluation Report.  

Prepared for CVWD.  July 2008. 
 
-----. 2008b.  Feasibility Study for Full-Scale Brackish Groundwater Treatment Facility.  

Prepared for CVWD, October, 2008.  
 
Metropolitan, 2010c.  Regional Urban Water Management Plan, November 2010. 
 
Superior Court of California.  2010.  Judge Roland Candee’s judgment on the QSA (Judicial 

Council Proceeding No. 43530, February 11, 2010.   
 
Hasencamp, et al., pers. comm.  2011.  Personal communication with Bill Hasencamp, Joe 

Vanderhorst, Michael Yu of Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 
November 1, 2011. 
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Section 13 
Comments Received and  
Reponses to Comments 

 
13.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT SPEIR 
 
The following lists the seven entities that provided comments on the Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SPEIR) for the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan 
Update.  This section presented each comment letter followed by the CVWD responses to each 
comment letter. 
 
The CEQA public comment period was August 9 through September 22, 2011.  Six comments 
were received during the comment period.  In addition, the State Clearinghouse provided a letter 
indicating the comment period had closed.  The U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs comment letter 
was dated September 28, 2011 and received after the comment period was closed.  CVWD has 
elected to prepare a response. 
 

Written Comments Received on the Draft SPEIR 

Comment 
Letter 

Number 

 
Name Agency/Entity Page 

1 Ben R. Johnson, Planning and 
Development Supervisor 

Strategic Planning Bureau 
Riverside County Fire Department 

13-1-1 

2 Dave Singleton 
Program Analyst 

Native American Heritage Commission 13-2-1 

3 Jacob Lieb, Manager 
Environmental and Assessment Services 

Southern California Association of 
Governments 

13-3-1 

4 Thomas J. Davis, Chief Planning and 
Development Director 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 13-4-1 

5 Scott Morgan, Director State Clearinghouse 13-5-1 
 

6 Robert Eben, Superintendent U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 13-6-1 
 

7 Christopher S. Harris 
Acting Executive Director 

Colorado River Board 13-7-1 
 

 
 
13.2 ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING ON THE SPEIR  
 
A public meeting on the Draft SPEIR was held on September 7, 2011 at CVWD Headquarters, 
Palm Desert, CA.  The Public Meeting notice was included in the Notice of Availability for the 
Draft SPEIR.  There were five attendees at the public meeting, in addition to CVWD staff and 
consultants, all from the Cabazon Tribe of Mission Indians. 
 
All comments were made by members of the Cabazon Band.  All comments were responded to 
at the meeting by Patti Reyes, CVWD, David Ringel, MWH and Janet Fahey, MWH.  No 
additional responses are deemed necessary. 
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1. Tribal Chairman Roosevelt asked about private well metering and tribal water use.  Patti 

Reyes explained that CVWD has staff that work with private pumpers to gain the 
participation in the Replenishment Assessment Program, but that the purpose of the meeting 
today and the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan is to look at total water needs of the 
Valley now and in the future. 
 

2. Chairman Roosevelt asked for an explanation of what subsidence is for his younger tribal 
members.  David Ringel explained how soils can collapse when water in soil is withdrawn, 
causing the overlying materials to fall and affect the foundations or buildings and other 
infrastructure. 

 
3. Chairman Roosevelt asked if CVWD will try to limit water use.  Patti explained that the goal 

of the Water Management Plan is to ensure enough water is available for future use for the 
entire planning area. 

 
4. Chairman Roosevelt asked if Salton Sea levels will decrease.  Janet Fahey explained that sea 

levels are projected to decrease rapidly with the cessation of supplemental water inputs from 
Imperial Irrigation District.  As the sea level declines, more shoreline will be exposed, 
creating a potential for dust emissions.  The Water Management Plan will mitigate for its 
contribution to projected air quality effects (if maximum desalination is implemented) by 
participation in the QSA 4-step program.  Janet also explained that most of the decrease in 
flow to the sea is from the south end (Imperial Valley); the Coachella Valley contributes only 
about 6 percent of the total inflow. 

 
5. Chairman Roosevelt asked how much brine would be created by desalinating drain water.  

David explained that approximately 20 percent of the desalinated water becomes brine, so if 
maximum desalination is implemented (85,000 acre-feet per year, AFY) about 15,000 to 
20,000 AFY would become brine requiring disposal—unless a zero discharge method is 
employed.  Brine management techniques would be evaluated with the desalination project in 
the future 

 
6. Chairman Roosevelt was interested in possible reuses of the brine, especially if dried to a 

solid.  Several possibilities were discussed and may be revisited in the future.  David 
explained that the Torres Martinez tribe was interested in developing brackish wetlands 
adjacent to the Salton Sea using the brine. 
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1.  Response to:  Ben Johnson, Planning & Development Supervisor, Riverside County 
Fire Department 

Comment noted.  Thank you. 



2



2-1

2-2

2-3









2.  Response to:  Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission 

2-1 CVWD has conducted periodic meetings with the Coachella Valley tribes over the past 
several years on a variety of topics, and has ongoing relationships with all of them.  CVWD 
concurs that avoidance is the best approach to potential impacts on cultural resources and will 
continue to consult with the Valley tribes, the Native American Heritage Commission, the State 
Historic Preservation Officer, and local sources on cultural resources and perform cultural 
resources analyses as specific project sites are identified in the implementation of the Water 
Management Plan Update. 

2-2 CVWD respectfully disagrees that the project is subject to NEPA, because the project is 
not being carried out by a federal agency, has no federal funding, and requires no federal permits 
or approvals.  When specific sites are identified for proposed project elements, the National 
Register of Historic Places and Sacred Lands File and other applicable information sources will 
be consulted for each element’s area of potential effect (APE).  NEPA compliance for individual 
projects will be completed if any elements are proposed to be sited on federal land. 

2-3 Additional comments are noted.  CVWD cultural resources analyses respect the 
confidentiality of resources locations and mitigation measures routinely address accidentally 
discovered resources and discovery of human remains in compliance with applicable government 
codes.  
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3-1







3 -2

3-3



3 -4

3-5

3-6





3.  Response to:  Jacob Lieb, Manager, Environmental and Assessment Services Southern 
California Association of Governments 

3-1 CVWD will send a copy of the Final SPEIR to SCAG’s main office in Los Angeles, as 
requested. 

3-2 RTP G6 was not included in the Draft SPEIR, but will be addressed in the Final SPEIR 
additions and corrections section as an addition to Table 8-2.  RTP G6 is “Encourage land use 
and growth patterns that complement our transportation investments.”  Under the Statement of 
Consistency with Coachella Valley 2010 Water Management Plan Update, the response is:  “Not 
Applicable:  CVWD has no authority over or responsibility for transportation systems or for land 
use and growth planning. Land use and growth planning are the responsibility of the county of 
Riverside and the Coachella Valley municipalities” Therefore, this addition involves no new 
significant impacts or mitigation measures. 

3-3 GV P1.1 is addressed in the Draft SPEIR in Table 2, bottom of page 8-17. 

3-4 GV P3.3 is included in the Draft SPEIR Table 8-2.  The response will be amended in the 
Final SPEIR additions and corrections section as an addition to Table 8-2 to add that “CVWD 
facilities siting considers water, wastewater and flood control service requirements, regardless of 
race, ethnicity or income class.”  Therefore, this addition involves no new significant impacts or 
mitigation measures. 

3-5 The general consistency of the proposed Project with SCAG RTP goals and consistency 
with Compass Growth Visioning Principles is noted. 

3-6 The citation of SCAG recommended mitigation measures is noted, as is the requirement 
of transportation information generated by a required monitoring or reporting program.  Traffic 
will be considered in the construction and operation of individual project elements; no areawide 
transportation analysis is needed for the water management plan project.   
 
The MMRP for the proposed Project therefore shall state:  “Transportation information that 
results from a project-specific MMRP shall be submitted to SCAG periodically as results 
become reasonably available, over the course of project construction and operation, in 
accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21081.7, and CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097(g).  Where transportation impacts are less than significant, mitigation of transportation 
impacts will not be provided in the MMRP.  Tiered CEQA documents shall consider elements of 
the MMRP, Section 7 Table 1, in the SCAG 2008 RTP Final PEIR.” 
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4-5
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4.  Response to:  Thomas J. Davis, Chief Planning and Development Officer, Agua Caliente 
Band of Cahuilla Indians 

4-1 A. “The Tribe disagrees with statements made in the document that the WMP has 
no impact on Indian Trust Asset land ownership and use.” 

Impacts to ITA 

The comment letter contends that continued water “mining” that significantly reduces water 
supply to Indian Trust Assets and that degrades water quality is a significant impact in that such 
actions restrict the ability of tribal and allottee land holders to establish new beneficial uses on 
their trust land.  It is assumed that the term “mining” as used in the comment means the 
continued long-term withdrawal of groundwater in excess of natural and artificial recharge.  
CVWD agrees that continued “mining” of the groundwater basin is undesirable.  The WMP goal 
is to eliminate long-term overdraft, and not to continue “mining” the basin, and the SPEIR 
demonstrates that long-term water levels will increase (SPEIR section 6.4.2, pages 6-36 to 6-50).  
However, that does not mean there will not be periods when extraction from the basin 
temporarily exceeds natural and artificial recharge.  Water levels are expected to rise in the long-
term, and periods of increasing and decreasing water levels will occur as the result of hydrologic 
variation in the supplies used to recharge the basin.  CVWD and DWA strive to recharge as 
much water as possible when it is available with full knowledge that there will be periods when 
supplies are reduced due to drought.  Thus, the 2002 WMP and the 2010 WMP Update identify 
actions to be taken over the next 35 years to halt overdraft and manage the basin in a sustainable 
manner.  CVWD and DWA have made significant investments to acquire additional water 
supplies over the past eight years that put the Valley on a path toward sustainability.  Given that 
long-term groundwater levels will increase under the 2010 WMP Update, CVWD expects there 
would be an improvement to Indian Trust Assets’ water supply. 
 
With regard to impacts to Indian Trust Assets due to increased salinity/TDS from Colorado River 
water being recharged into the Basin, it should first be noted that the Tribe’s letter does not 
identify which current or anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater the Tribe believes are or 
may be adversely affected by the quality of the recharge water.  This water meets water quality 
standards for municipal, agricultural, and industrial uses, and primary health-based standards for 
drinking water (SPEIR, at page 6-62).  In fact, many cities in the Southwest, including Las 
Vegas, Phoenix, Tucson, and the Imperial Valley cities use Colorado River water as a major 
portion if not their sole source of water supply.   
 
With reference to mitigation measure ITA-1, which states that violations of health-based 
standards due to the 2010 WMP Update will require the District to either provide connections its 
water distribution system or providing appropriate well-head treatment (SPEIR, at 8-69), the 
SPEIR conservatively describes this decrease in water quality as being a significant and 
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unavoidable impact, it will be still be fit for human consumption according to federal and state 
standards specifically adopted to protect human health.  Given that the quality of this water is 
suitable for human consumption, there is no basis for the commenter’s statement that water 
quality degradation from the 2010 WMP Update will affect the ability of the Tribe and its 
allottees to “fully” use trust land or affect its ownership.  In addition, the projected increase in 
groundwater levels resulting from Plan implementation will result in lower, not higher, pumping 
costs compared to current conditions. 
 
Because of the nature of the basin, with water use exceeding recharge, salinity will increase 
basin wide over time, even if no additional Canal water is recharged, because of ongoing water 
uses and evapotranspiration.  Therefore, an increase in salinity in tribal wells (and all others in 
the Valley) will occur in any case.  With recharge, the rate of increase in salinity would occur at 
a slightly faster rate near recharge facilities.  Increased salinity associated with recharge is 
considered in the SPEIR to be a significant impact on water quality, but it does not interfere with 
ITA water use or ownership. 
 
Tribal Water Rights 

The commenter makes several statements as to the nature of the Tribe’s water rights as per the 
federal Winters doctrine and also the effect of the 1938 Judgment made by the Riverside County 
Superior Court in the adjudication of water rights in this area.  The SPEIR acknowledges, 
without response, that the Tribe and the United States as Trustee for the Tribe have asserted 
certain water rights claims. The commenter’s comments on these subjects are noted; the 2010 
Water Management Plan Update and the SPEIR do not address water rights.  Nothing in the 
2010 WMP Update is intended to interfere with the legal status of the Tribe’s water rights or 
disturb the order of priority of water rights holders within the Basin.  These are legal matters and 
are not properly the focus of this SPEIR.   Beyond such acknowledgement, the District believes 
it is inappropriate to address such claims in a CEQA document.  Therefore, it is sufficient to note 
that the SPEIR concludes that health-based water quality standards would continue to be 
observed and, as outlined above, the Tribe will still be able to use its water rights to supply 
beneficial uses on trust lands.   
 
Colorado River and the QSA 

The comment letter asserts that given the continuing drought that affects the Colorado River 
Basin and the challenge to the QSA, the WMP projection of future water supplies is overly 
optimistic.  The Tribe disagrees that the QSA or functional equivalent will be in place in the 
future.   
 
The 2010 WMP Update’s assumptions are well supported.  First, as stated on page 5-18 ff of the 
Draft SPEIR, the Colorado River is managed and operated in accordance with the Law of the 
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River.  California’s Colorado River allocation is 4.4 million acre-ft/yr (AFY).  Under the current 
priority system and in accordance with the 1968 Colorado River Basin Project Act (82 Stat. 885 
ff), in years when there is insufficient Colorado River water to meet the needs of the Lower Basin 
States (California, Nevada and Arizona), diversions for the Central Arizona Project are to be 
reduced sufficiently to deliver 4.4 million AFY to the water rights holders, contractors and 
reservations in California.  In addition, as a result of its higher priority, CVWD would not 
experience a reduction in deliveries until Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
(Metropolitan) deliveries (550,000 AFY) are eliminated.  Thus, in the very unlikely situation in 
which the entire QSA effort collapses, CVWD will continue to receive a large share of 
California’s 4.4 million AFY allotment.  The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s interim guidelines 
for shortage sharing provide additional protection through at least 2026.   
 
Second, progress is continually being made with regard to the QSA.  Oral arguments for the 
appeal hearing on Judge Candee’s QSA ruling (Superior Court of California, 2010) were heard 
on November 21, 2011; a decision is possible by early 2012.  CVWD expects that Judge 
Candee’s ruling will be overturned and has been actively working with the other QSA signatories 
to resolve the issues associated with the State’s financial obligations for QSA mitigation costs.  
Even if the QSA is not reinstated in its current form, California must continue to limit its 
Colorado River water use to 4.4 million AFY.  CVWD would continue to receive Colorado 
River water under the existing agreements in place before the adoption of the QSA in 2003.  In 
the absence of the QSA, the amount of Colorado River water received would again depend on 
priority, rather than be a defined quantity, but CVWD, once again, will continue to receive water 
under such a worst case scenario.  If the amount is less than the lowest level of 385,000 AFY 
planned for in the 2010 WMP Update, the plan would be modified. 
 
While the Tribe may disagree with CVWD’s assumptions regarding whether the QSA or a 
functional equivalent will be in place in the future, the analysis of future groundwater levels is 
used to estimate the amount of recharge water, coupled with water conservation and other water 
management elements, that will be required to meet the projected future water demands while 
eliminating long-term overdraft.  The intent of the WMP Update is to provide a flexible approach 
that can adapt to changing future development and water supply conditions.  The evidence does 
not support that any of these contingencies will occur, but if SWP and Colorado River water 
supplies are less available or reliable in the future than assumed in this plan, CVWD and DWA 
have the ability under the plan to either:  1) implement additional water conservation measures to 
reduce demands and pumping, or 2) acquire additional water supplies from other sources as 
outlined in the WMP Update.  If future water demands are less than projected, then less recharge 
water will be needed to balance the basin and stabilize or recover water levels.  Future plans and 
their elements will be subject to full CEQA analysis and review at the time they are proposed. 
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SWP Reliability 

The comment letter incorrectly states the planning assumptions for SWP reliability used in the 
Plan.  On page 4-29, the Draft WMP states:  
 
There currently are no published data or information regarding the effect that the BDCP and 
DHCCP will have on SWP delivery reliability.  Consequently, it is assumed for planning 
purposes that, if successful, [emphasis added] these programs will restore SWP average delivery 
reliability to the pre-Wanger decision levels of 77 percent of Table A Amounts.  This assumption 
is consistent with planning assumptions being made by Metropolitan (Metropolitan, 2010a and 
2010b).  The WMP Update evaluates both low (50 percent) and high (77 percent) reliability 
[emphasis added] in determining future water needs for the Valley. 
 
The potential future reliability of SWP deliveries if the BDCP is successful is assumed, pending 
more detailed analysis by DWR.  The WMP Update does not rely on this assumption alone but 
evaluates a range of additional imported water that will need to be acquired depending on the 
Delta outcome.  If this additional water cannot be acquired from SWP sources, then CVWD and 
DWA will need to pursue other options, possibly including desalination of ocean water and 
subsequent exchange.  Such a significant change in conditions would likely trigger an update to 
the WMP and additional CEQA compliance.   
 
A future reliability factor of 50 percent of SWP Table A Amounts, as a long term average, is 
used in the WMP Update if the BDCP is not successful.  This factor is 17 percent more 
conservative than the SWP reliability of 60 percent of Table A Amounts published in DWR’s 
Final 2009 SWP Delivery Reliability Report.  The District disagrees with the Tribe’s assertion 
that future SWP deliveries will be further reduced to some undefined level or eliminated at 
worst, since these conditions are considered highly unlikely by the DWR, the operator of the 
SWP.   
 
If, at a future time, either or both imported sources’ water deliveries were expected to decrease to 
significantly below currently anticipated levels, CVWD would revise the WMP accordingly and 
change the mix of elements to reflect the new reality.  Again, the new WMP and its elements 
would be subject to full CEQA analysis and review at that time. 
 
4-2 “B.  The Tribe disagrees with the characterization of a slower rate of basin 
overdraft as a ‘Beneficial Effect.’” 

The District respectfully asserts that reduction, as well as elimination, of an existing on-going 
adverse condition is a beneficial effect.  Additionally, the District believes that the term “mining” 
is misleading, since it suggests that water is withdrawn without any view toward its replacement, 
which is not the case in the WMP Update.  Replacing all water pumped to date in excess of 
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recharge is not a goal of the WMP and is not required under CEQA, which considers existing 
conditions as its analytical baseline.  CVWD has never implied that historical imports were 
sufficient to eliminate overdraft or that all historically pumped water would be replaced.  The 
WMP Update relies on a combination of water conservation, new water supply development, 
sources substitution and groundwater recharge to reduce/eliminate existing and future overdraft 
(SPEIR Section 1.3 Project Goals and Objectives and Section 1.6 Project Description).  The 
objective of the WMP Update is to address an existing condition, which is the statutory baseline 
for CEQA analysis, not to replace water pumped in the past. 
 
The comment states that overdraft has been facilitated by limited monitoring and assessment of 
the aquifer.  With respect to the request for “creation of a timely, transparent and relevant 
monitoring program,” to document groundwater conditions in the basin, the District has had an 
extensive groundwater monitoring program in place for more than 60 years.  The District’s 
program currently monitors more than 500 wells at least three times per year.  It was the results 
of CVWD’s basin-wide, on-going well monitoring that clearly identified a serious decline in 
groundwater levels in the West and East Valleys before 1993, which spurred the preparation of 
the first WMP.  CVWD groundwater monitoring data are published in the CVWD Annual 
Engineer’s Report prepared in conjunction with the Replenishment Assessment Charge (RAC).  
CVWD publishes hydrographs for two example wells in the West Valley and 14 wells in the East 
Valley (CVWD, 2010a, and 2010b).  Data for a minimum of 10 additional West Valley wells 
will be presented in future reports.  The District also will be participating in the state‘s California 
Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) program (DWR, 2011), submitting 
groundwater elevation data for 45 wells twice per year starting in January 2012.  Other Valley 
water agencies are also participating in this program.  CASGEM data will be available to the 
public.  The District agrees that development of a comprehensive groundwater level database for 
the Coachella Valley, which would be comprised of all available monitoring data, including on 
tribal wells, would be beneficial for providing a more complete picture of groundwater 
conditions.  A monitoring program is an element of the Proposed Project (WMP section 6.8.4, 
page 6-42) and is so identified in the SPEIR (section 1.6.2, page 1-8; Table 1-1, page 1-12; 
section 3.3.1.1, page 3-22; and Table 3-3 page 3-30 and 3-31).  Each water supplier is 
responsible for data collection from its wells, including groundwater quality information.  In 
addition, the Coachella Valley Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) 
(CVWRMG, 2010, Section 9) proposed development of a Data Management System (DMS) for 
groundwater data, “as appropriate and publicly available,” from public and private water 
purveyors.   
 
The recovery of groundwater levels resulting from Plan implementation, as indicated on SPEIR 
page 5-42, is described in detail in SPEIR Section 6.4.2 (page 6-36 ff).  Projected elimination of 
overdraft in the 2002 WMP and in the 2010 WMP Update is based on application of the peer-
reviewed Coachella Valley groundwater model developed for the 2002 WMP by Dr. Graham 
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Fogg (see SPEIR Section 6.2.4 and Appendix D).  The model was revisited and then re-run for 
the present WMP Update to reflect current and anticipated future planning conditions in the 
basin.  The model input data were based on groundwater production records, well monitoring 
data and existing documents on Valley hydrogeology.  Hydrographs showing historical 
monitoring and model simulation results for nine representative wells are presented on Figure 
6-14.  Evaluation of basin size, capacity and hydrostratigraphy was part of the original 
groundwater model development and was based on previous basin documentation and past and 
current well data.  As discussed in SPEIR Section 6.2.4 and Appendix D, the model developed 
for the 2002 WMP produced excellent agreement between measured and simulated groundwater 
levels and drain flow for the data period 1936–1996, upon which it was based and which was 
used for calibration.  The model was found to be accurate for groundwater elevations to within 
plus or minus 20 feet.  For the present WMP Update, the 1997-2009 period was used as a 
verification period.  When rerun and compared to recent data for preparation of the WMP 
Update, the model was generally found to follow historic groundwater levels within the same 
range.  Based on existing well monitoring data, basin wells already have shown a recovery in 
water elevations; artesian conditions already have been restored in portions of the East Valley 
(SPEIR Figure 6-14 page 6-43 and Figure 6-16, page 6-51).   
 
The Tribe’s comment misconstrues the reversal of deep aquifer flow away from instead of 
towards the Salton Sea as being an impact of the Proposed Project.  As part of the Environmental 
Setting, Page 6-11 of the SPEIR states:  “Historically, some groundwater migrated out of the 
Lower aquifer, flowing into the area beneath the Salton Sea.  Basin overdraft, however, has 
reversed the direction of the subsurface flow in some portions of the basin.”  The deep aquifer 
flow reversal occurring near the Salton Sea is described as part of the existing conditions, caused 
by existing overdraft.  It is not an impact of either the 2002 WMP or the current WMP Update.  
The flow reversal is limited to a small portion of the East Valley near the Salton Sea and does 
not affect the West Valley.  Again, the District does not “mine” the groundwater basin; as 
discussed above, the objectives of the WMP and WMP Update are to reduce/eliminate existing 
and projected overdraft of the basin.   
 
DWR Bulletin 108 (1964) remains the most comprehensive study of basinwide hydrogeologic 
characteristics to date.  CVWD keeps track of the overdraft annually in the Engineers’ Report 
and water levels are measured three times per year to track the rate and location of groundwater 
level changes.  The District also plans to work through the IRWMP process to develop a shared 
groundwater database with the other four public water agencies in the Valley and other 
stakeholders who choose to participate.  The District encourages the tribes to participate and 
share their data as well. 
 
The comment letter questions the progress of implementation of WMP elements and the use of 
developer fees to fund these projects.  Since 2002, the District has implemented many elements 
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of the 2002 WMP, which included water conservation, acquisition of new water supplies, Phase 
1 of the Mid-Valley Pipeline and the Martinez Canyon and Thomas E. Levy groundwater 
replenishment facilities.  WMP Update Table 2-2, Status of the 2002 Water Management Plan 
Implementation, presents the extensive progress made to implement the WMP since 2002.  Since 
2002, CVWD and DWA have invested more than $240 million in water acquisitions, 
conservation, construction of new facilities and monitoring to reduce overdraft and manage the 
basin.  The following provides a summary of these major investments by program element: 
 

Program Element Status 
Expenditure Since 

2002 

Water Conservation – Agriculture, domestic and golf On-going $14,500,000 

   
Water Supply Development   

Quantification Settlement Agreement On-going $36,000,000 

SWP Table A Acquisition Completed $88,800,000 

   

Source Substitution    

Mid-Valley Pipeline Phase 1 Completed $44,700,000 

   

Groundwater Recharge   

Thomas E. Levy Recharge Facility Completed $44,400,000 
Martinez Canyon Pilot Recharge Facility Completed $7,700,000 

   

Surface and Groundwater Monitoring On-going $6,800,000 

   

Total Expenditures  $242,900,000 

 
Because of the significant financial and technical resources required to implement these projects, 
CVWD has not been able to implement them as rapidly as desired.  Nevertheless, the District is 
committed to implementing the WMP Update and its elements over the planning period to 
achieve the Proposed Project’s stated goals and objectives. 
 
The Tribe’s comment suggests that developer fees and water rates should be used to fund WMP 
projects.  Since 1978, with the passing of Proposition 13, capital construction costs for new 
domestic water facilities have been borne by developers through the District’s Water System 
Backup Facilities Charge (WSBFC).  The WSBFC was created as a funding mechanism for the 
construction of backup water facilities.  A component of WSBFC, the “Supplemental Water 
Supply Charge” or SWSC was created as a funding mechanism for the purchase of rights for 
supplemental water supplies to ensure domestic water availability for new development projects.  
Typically, developers of new projects will construct the on-site pipelines and deed ownership to 
the District for future operation and maintenance.  The District will subsequently build the 
necessary off-site “back-up” facilities, such as wells, treatment facilities, booster stations, 
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reservoirs and large diameter transmission mains, which are funded by the developer through the 
WSBFC.  In addition, the purchase of long-term water supplies needed to provide domestic 
water to a new project is also funded through the SWSC component of the WSBFC.  This 
component is based on the District’s inflation-adjusted cost of acquiring new imported water 
supplies and considers the expected reliability of those supplies.  The WSBFC is assessed on all 
new development and redevelopment projects within the District’s service area.  A similar 
charge generates capital funds for construction of new wastewater collection and treatment 
facilities required to support new development. 
 
The use of developer fees is restricted by the 1987 Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code §§ 
66000-66025).  This act requires public agencies to:  1) establish a nexus between a development 
project and the public improvement to be financed by the fee, 2) segregate the fee revenue to 
avoid comingling of capital fees and general funds, 3) make findings regarding the on-going 
need for any fees not expended or committed within five years of collection, and 4) refund any 
fees for which the above findings cannot be made.  CVWD must apply any developer fees 
whether for water acquisition or construction of water, sewer or flood control facilities to the 
appropriate fund and cannot use those funds for any other purpose.  CVWD has used a portion of 
the developer fees for the purchase of additional SWP Table A Amounts.  However, other WMP 
projects such as the Mid-Valley Pipeline and the Thomas E. Levy Recharge Facility must be 
funded by the District’s Reserves.  The cost of these projects is recovered over time through 
water sales to the project customer or through the District’s RAC.  With regard to the use of 
water rates to fund WMP programs, California Proposition 218 (passed in 1996) restricts the 
District from establishing water rates that do not reflect the cost of service.  In addition, 
Proposition 218 requires that any proposed increase in water rates be subject to public vote.  
CVWD expects to implement new water conservation programs in the future and the cost of 
those programs would be funded by water rates when those programs are implemented.  
However, the District is not able to arbitrarily increase water rates simply to encourage water 
conservation.   
 
The District’s record demonstrates that it has made significant strides in a number of areas with a 
definite and realistic goal of overcoming overdraft, both of which are beneficial effects.  The 
District respectfully disagrees with the Tribe’s comment and believes that the SPEIR adequately 
addresses these issues.  The District maintains that implementation of the WMP Update will 
have beneficial effects on the Coachella Valley. 
 
4-3 “C.  The Tribe believes that overdrafting the aquifer IS a growth inducing impact 
and that CVWD has a direct impact over future development in the Coachella Valley.” 

The District respectfully disagrees that overdrafting the aquifer is growth inducing.  On the 
contrary, overdrafting the aquifer is ultimately a growth-limiting effect.  In addition, ongoing 
“mining” of the aquifer is not what is proposed, since the principal focus of the WMP is to 
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overcome overdraft by replacing water that is withdrawn or by reducing withdrawal.  The WMP 
is by nature growth-accommodating, rather than growth-inducing, since approval of growth in 
the Coachella Valley is under the authority of Riverside County and the Valley cities.  CVWD 
does not have direct control over future development.  The District expects that development will 
continue to be approved by these agencies and will occur.  Should growth occur at a different 
pace than projected in the WMP Update and SPEIR, the Plan has the flexibility to adapt to those 
changing conditions while still meeting the objective of water supply sustainability.  The District 
would only pump that amount of water that is actually needed at one time, and hence District 
groundwater production is governed by growth that is directed by other forces and in fact already 
exists at the time water is pumped. 
 
The District respectfully disagrees that the WMP contains “vague, long-term ideas.”  Specifically 
defined elements of the WMP include conservation (which is ongoing, including the passing of a 
Landscape Ordinance and implementation of tiered water budget-based domestic water rates), 
desalination of drain water (for which the District has completed a pilot project), ongoing 
implementation of water recycling, specifically identified recharge projects, and past and 
ongoing specific water transfers, etc. (see SPEIR Section 3 Project Description).  The WMP 
Update is a 35-year plan, which must be evaluated programmatically, as allowed and encouraged 
under CEQA for long-term areawide plans.  Additional CEQA compliance will be prepared, and 
will tier off the WMP Update SPEIR, as sites for individual plan elements are identified.  The 
WMP Update and SPEIR present a short term and a long-term implementation plan with a 
schedule for completion of the Plan elements (SPEIR Table 3-3 and pages 3-33 and 3-34).  The 
Plan will be updated periodically as the environment or the Plan change. 
 
The Tribe questions the degree of water conservation achieved and proposed in the WMP 
Update.  The degree of conservation proposed in the WMP Update is based on meeting the 
statewide “20 by 2020” requirements for existing customers and to implement the requirements 
of the state 2010 CALGREEN Building Code and the District’s Landscape Ordinance for new 
development as a minimum.  In addition, CVWD would continue to invest in conservation 
measures to achieve greater savings than the state-mandated minimums.  Based on analyses 
performed for the WMP Update, CVWD estimates that per capita water use in 2045 will be 
nearly 40 percent less than current usage levels (see WMP Update, pg 6-7).  The acceptable 
degree of conservation may change in the future; the Plan is adaptable to changing conditions.  
For example, recent large developments (e.g. Travertine Point and Kohl Ranch), when 
completed, will more than meet current state “20 by 2020” conservation goals.  The District 
believes that the degree of conservation proposed, implemented together with the other elements 
of the WMP Update, presents a long term sustainable plan (see SPEIR section 3.1.5.1).   
 
While additional conservation could theoretically be implemented that would further reduce 
water demands, such conservation would require more fundamental changes in the culture and 
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economy of the Coachella Valley.  Whether additional conservation could potentially avoid all 
water importation cannot be determined at this time, and would depend on how conservation is 
implemented in all sectors and by all users.  Should CVWD and DWA not be able to obtain 
additional supplies to meet demands, a decision may need to be made regarding future growth in 
the Valley.  
 
Therefore, the District is working, through implementation of the 2002 WMP and the 2010 
WMP Update, to accommodate growth projected by others and to manage responsibly the water 
resources in the Coachella Valley. 
 
4-4 “D.  The Tribe is concerned with how the document characterizes the reduction in 
groundwater quality as a potentially significant impact but offers no feasible solution and 
notes that a Statement of Overriding Considerations will likely be adopted by CVWD”  

With regard to impacts on the Tribe’s water rights, please see the discussion under Response to 
Comment 4-1, supra.   
 
The SPEIR does conclude that the 2010 WMP Update would result in a significant impact with 
regard to water quality related to Indian Trust Assets, due to increased groundwater salinity from 
the water to be recharged under the 2010 WMP Update.  The impetus for this significance 
conclusion was the fact that salinity would increase over existing conditions; however, it should 
be noted that the levels predicted under the 2010 WMP Update still meet health-based water 
quality standards and thus are available for beneficial use by the Tribe and for all other users in 
the Coachella Valley. 
 
The letter goes on to state that “The financial cost of new facilities to treat poor quality Colorado 
River water is an important part of a rational, long-term solution but should not be used to justify 
a Statement of Overriding Considerations under CEQA.”  The District refers to State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15093 Statement of Overriding Considerations, which requires the CEQA 
lead agency to balance economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits against 
unavoidable environmental risks in considering whether to approve a project.  “If the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits, including region-wide or statewide 
environmental benefits, of a proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
effect, the adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’ ” 
 
The relevance of the letter’s reference to page 5-24 is not clear.  The referenced statement is a 
CEQA-required significance criterion that is used to determine whether a significant impact 
would occur relative to changes in Coachella Canal flows and has no bearing on groundwater 
quality. 
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The commenter’s statement that the infeasibility of treating Colorado River water is used to 
justify the Statement of Overriding Considerations is not correct.  Infeasibility does not play a 
role in justifying the approval of a project in spite of its significant and unavoidable impacts; 
rather, it is the project’s benefits that are balanced against its significant and unavoidable impacts 
when a lead agency adopts a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  The concept of mitigation 
or alternatives to the project being “infeasible” goes towards establishing that a significant 
impact of the project is in fact “unavoidable” (in other words, there is not sufficient feasible 
mitigation available to reduce the impact to less than significant).  Only when this is established 
is the weighing of benefits against significant and unavoidable impacts in a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations necessary.   
 
The commenter states that it is concerned that various means of avoiding the groundwater quality 
impact discussed above were not “adequately studied so as to rule out their feasibility,” and 
specifically identifies the use of a new aqueduct to directly provide SWP water to the District, 
the construction of desalination facilities to treat canal water, and the “dual use” of the Colorado 
River Aqueduct to bring SWP water to the District.  This is not correct.  As discussed in SPEIR 
Section 6.5.4, the District investigated but found no financially feasible solutions to the salinity 
issue at this time.  Section 10 of the SPEIR evaluates alternatives considered to reduce salinity 
impacts of recharge:  the SWP Extension (Section 10.4.1) and Canal water desalination (10.4.2).  
These alternatives are revisited below. 
 
SWP Extension to the Coachella Valley 

The first alternative evaluated was construction of the SWP Extension.  CVWD, DWA, 
Metropolitan, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency and Mojave Water Agency commissioned a 
feasibility study of extending the SWP to the Coachella Valley in 2006 (GEI, et al., 2011).  The 
SWP Extension feasibility study initially evaluated four potential conveyance alignments:  1) a 
Lucerne Valley alignment originating on the East Branch of the California Aqueduct near 
Hesperia and running through Yucca Valley, 2) a North Pass alignment originating at the SWP 
Devil Canyon Afterbay in San Bernardino and paralleling Interstate 10, 3) a South Pass 
alignment originating at Lake Perris and paralleling State Route 60 and Interstate 10, and 4) a 
San Jacinto alignment originating at Lake Perris and tunneling through the San Jacinto 
Mountains.  Following completion of the initial evaluation in 2007, two potential alignments 
were selected for more detailed evaluation — a 90-mile-long Lucerne Valley alignment and a 
40-mile-long Modified North Pass alignment that utilized Metropolitan’s Inland Feeder.  For 
each alignment, two different project sizes were considered: a small project entailing delivery 
capacity for CVWD and DWA only with water delivery over 11 months per year and a large 
project including capacity for CVWD, DWA and other contractors along the alignment with 
water delivery over 9 months per year.  The alignments were evaluated equally and neither 
alignment was selected as the proposed project.   
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Environmental constraints for both alignments were found to be numerous and substantive (for 
example, it is not certain that a Morongo Canyon alignment reach would be permitted, even if 
tunneled).  A full EIR and NEPA EIS will be required for the project and neither process has 
commenced; in addition, a federal lead agency has not been identified.   
 
The total capital cost of the Lucerne Valley project was estimated to range from $900 million to 
$1.2 billion for the small project and $1.1 to $1.4 billion for the large project in 2009 dollars, 
with a $7.5 million per year (2009 dollars) operation and maintenance (O&M) cost.  The capital 
cost allocation to CVWD and DWA was estimated at $1.06 billion for the small project and $1.2 
billion for the large project using the mid-point of the capital cost estimates.  Annual O&M costs 
including expected power generation revenue ranged from -$0.4 million for the small project to 
$7.5 million for the large project.  For the Modified North Pass alignment, the estimated total 
capital cost in 2009 dollars was $774 to $981 million for the small project and $881 million to 
$1.13 billion for the large project.  Annual O&M costs of $26.2 million for the small project and 
$19.1 million for the large project.  The CVWD and DWA construction cost share of the 
Modified North Pass alignment was estimated at $878 million for the small project and $897 
million for the large project using the mid-point of the capital cost estimates.   
 
Cost allocation is frequently performed on the basis of proportionate capacity in each pipeline 
reach.  For the Lucerne Valley alignment, the cost allocated to CVWD and DWA was estimated 
to range from $77 million to $89 million per year.  For the Modified North Pass alignment, the 
cost allocated to CVWD and DWA was estimated to range from $77 million to $87 million per 
year.  CVWD’s share of this cost would range from $55 million to $64 million per year, while 
DWA’s share would be 22 million to $26 million per year.   
 
To put these costs in perspective, for 2010, CVWD’s total annual income was $208 million of 
which $79.2 million was derived from water sales and $18.2 million from replenishment 
assessment income.  Property taxes generated $64.1 million.  In comparison, DWA’s total annual 
income was about $50 million.  Since the cost of implementing the SWP Extension could only 
be placed on water users or property tax payers, the project could require some combination of a 
70-80 percent water rate increase, a 100-130 percent property tax increase or a 300-350 percent 
replenishment assessment increase.  It is likely that similar increases would be experienced by 
DWA.  Therefore, the cost to implement either SWP Extension alignment would pose a 
substantial financial burden on CVWD, DWA and their customers.  Given the current economic 
conditions of the Coachella Valley, it seems unlikely that the citizens would support such a 
substantial investment at this time.  For example, a typical golf course using 1,000 AFY of water 
would see its replenishment assessment increase from about $112,000 a year to $432,000 a year. 
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The viability of the Modified North Pass alignment also depends on Metropolitan allowing use 
and purchase of available Inland Feeder capacity; no commitment has been made to date.  A 
number of additional issues affecting the project feasibility remain unresolved.   
 

 Reliability of the SWP conservation facilities is an unresolved constraint to the SWP 
Extension project.  SWP Conservation Facilities are basically those facilities that 
generate the yield of the SWP, and include Lake Oroville, San Luis Reservoir, and a 
portion of the California Aqueduct from the Delta to San Luis Reservoir.  Prior to 
construction of improvements to the East Branch and the SWP Extension, the reliability 
of the SWP conservation facilities will need to have been improved to a level similar to 
that project in the 2005 SWP Delivery Reliability report to justify such an investment. 

 Capacity in the California Aqueduct north of the bifurcation into the East Branch and 
West Branch is a potential constraint to the SWP Extension. 

 The Pearblossom Pumping Plant on the East Branch of the California Aqueduct has less 
capacity than required to supply the SWP Extension project along with other contractors’ 
needs.  

 The capacity of the Inland Feeder may not be adequate to make deliveries to the 
Modified North Pass Alignment as well as meet Metropolitan’s needs.  Further analysis is 
needed to determine the anticipated available capacity in future years. 

 The governance structure for the design, construction and operation of the project has not 
yet been determined.  Such a structure is necessary to secure bond funding for the project.   

 Feasibility will also be affected by the results of future stakeholder and public agency 
outreach. 

 Participation of the project partners will depend on whether their individual needs for 
supplemental water can be met by the proposed project, which depends on which 
alignment ultimately is selected. 

 
The SWP Extension feasibility report is in final draft form and is expected to remain in that form 
for the foreseeable future.  The SWP Extension project is currently on hold pending resolution of 
the feasibility constraints identified above, resolution of the Bay Delta Conservation Plan and the 
potentially participating agencies’ ability to finance the project.  Based on the significant cost 
impact of the project, the SWP Extension is considered financially infeasible at this time.  In 
SPEIR Section 3.3, it is identified as an element for possible inclusion in future updates to the 
WMP.   
 
Desalination of Colorado River Water 

The second alternative, desalination of Canal or SWP Exchange water prior to recharge, was 
evaluated in the WMP Update and found to have potentially significant impacts in addition to 
impacts of the WMP Update, particularly potential biological and cultural resources effects, 
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energy demand, greenhouse gas emissions and brine disposal by methods to be determined.  In 
addition, while the treatment process is technically feasible, the feasibility of brine disposal 
methods has not been sufficiently evaluated and presents a potentially significant environmental 
and permitting constraint.  Moreover, the issue is not just willingness to spend money.  No 
alternative will be built if the lead agency and the rate payers cannot afford it, if it is 
economically infeasible and if it has unacceptable impacts on the service area.   
 
CVWD performed a reconnaissance-level evaluation of desalinating Canal water prior to 
recharge at the Whitewater facility and at the three East Valley facilities – Levy, Martinez and 
Indio.  To bracket the desalination options at Whitewater, two options were considered, one 
where the capacity is limited to the average recharge (90,000 AFY capacity) with any additional 
water bypassed without treatment and one where all recharge water is desalinated (180,000 AFY 
capacity).  Both of these options assume location of a treatment facility near Metropolitan’s CRA 
to minimize the impact of TDS on the groundwater basin between the CRA and recharge facility.  
The East Valley facilities were assumed to operate at a continuous recharge rate as indicated in 
the WMP Update.  Using costs from a CVWD-funded investigation of Colorado River water 
treatment (Malcolm Pirnie, 2008a), the cost of treatment was estimated as presented in the Table 
below to achieve:  1) a 500 mg/L TDS target based on the California recommended secondary 
drinking water standard for TDS and 2) a 250 mg/L TDS target based on the general water 
quality of the Lower aquifer.  The costs of desalination treatment are also compared with the cost 
of the SWP Extension and several combination options involving both the SWP Extension and 
treatment of recharge water in the East Valley.  
 
Previous estimates of treatment costs have excluded the cost of brine disposal.  Brine flows from 
recharge water desalination are estimated to range from 7.4 mgd to 55 mgd, depending on the 
TDS target and the treatment capacity.  Although the Malcolm-Pirnie studies evaluated a wide 
variety of potential brine disposal options, discharge to wetlands near the Salton Sea showed the 
most promised.  Previous studies have also did not include the cost to obtain replacement water 
to offset the amount of water lost to brine disposal.  This evaluation includes these additional 
costs.   
 
This evaluation shows that the cost to construct treatment at Whitewater could range from $68 
million for the smaller facility with a 500 mg/L target to $508 million for the larger facility with 
a 250 mg/L target.  These costs are exclusive of brine conveyance and disposal.  Total annual 
costs including amortized capital, O&M and replacement water costs would range from $15 
million to $71.4 million per year depending on the TDS target and the design capacity.   
 
In addition, CVWD evaluated the cost to treat Colorado River water prior to recharge at the 
Thomas E. Levy Groundwater Replenishment Facility near La Quinta and the proposed recharge 
facilities at Martinez and Indio.  As with the Whitewater options, two TDS targets were 
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considered:  500 mg/L and 250 mg/L.  The capital cost (also exclusive of brine conveyance and 
disposal) would be $117 million to achieve the 500 mg/L target, while the capital cost to achieve 
the 250 mg/L target would be $237 million.  Amortized capital, O&M and replacement water 
costs are estimated to be $22.6 million and $47.9 million per year, respectively, for the two water 
quality targets.   
 
To estimate an order of magnitude cost for brine conveyance and disposal, it is assumed that a 
brine line could be constructed roughly parallel to the Whitewater River channel from 
Whitewater to the Salton Sea, with branches to collect brine from Indio and Martinez as shown 
on the attached figure.  Such a brine line system would be more than 66 miles long with 
diameters ranging from 12 to 30 inches for the smallest option and from 12 to 54 inches for the 
largest option.  Based on current pipeline installation costs (assuming use of high density 
polyethylene pipe-HDPE), the brine line construction could add $158 million to more than $288 
million to the capital cost of a recharge water desalination program.  Assuming 1 percent per 
year for O&M, the annual cost of the brine line would be $1.4 million to $2.2 million per year.  
The capital cost of a separate brine line to serve East Valley recharge desalters would add $67 
million to $79 million to the program cost.  Whether discharge of brine to the Salton Sea via 
wetlands would be permitted is uncertain at this time.  Previous evaluations of lined evaporation 
ponds and zero liquid discharge approaches show comparable or higher costs than those 
presented here (Malcolm Pirnie, 2008b).   
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Comparison of Desalination and SWP Importation Options 

Location 
TDS 

Target-
mg/L 

Avg 
Annual 

Delivery-
AFY 

Plant 
Capacity-

mgd 
Capital Cost 

O&M Cost-
$/yr 

Total Annual 
Cost 
$/yr 

Average 
Groundwater 

Production-AFY 

Average 
RAC 

Impact - 
$/AF 

Existing 
Avg RAC 

$/AF 

Percent 
RAC 

Increase 

Desalination-1           

Whitewater River  500 85,000 22.6  $     68,000,000  $     8,100,000  $     15,000,000      
Levy 500 40,000 20.3  $     62,000,000  $     6,100,000  $     12,200,000      
Martinez 500 20,000 10.1  $     35,000,000  $     3,300,000  $       6,700,000      
Indio 500 10,000 5.1  $     20,000,000  $     1,800,000  $       3,700,000      
Brine System     $   158,000,000  $     1,600,000  $     13,300,000      
Total     $   343,000,000  $   20,900,000  $     50,900,000  257,000 $198 $90 220% 
           

Desalination-2           

Whitewater River  500 100,000 173.2  $   376,000,000  $     7,800,000  $     37,500,000      
Levy 500 40,000 20.3  $     62,000,000  $     6,100,000  $     12,200,000      
Martinez 500 20,000 10.1  $     35,000,000  $     3,300,000  $       6,700,000      
Indio 500 10,000 5.1  $     20,000,000  $     1,800,000  $       3,700,000      
Brine System     $   197,000,000  $     2,000,000  $     16,500,000      
Total     $   690,000,000  $   21,000,000  $     76,600,000  257,000 $298 $90 332% 
           

Desalination-3           

Whitewater River  250 85,000 62.9  $   192,000,000  $   26,100,000  $     45,400,000      
Levy 250 40,000 39.3  $   128,000,000  $   14,200,000  $     26,300,000      
Martinez 250 20,000 19.7  $     70,000,000  $     7,500,000  $     14,000,000      
Indio 250 10,000 9.8  $     39,000,000  $     4,000,000  $       7,600,000      
Brine System     $   230,000,000  $     2,200,000  $     19,200,000      
Total     $   659,000,000  $   54,000,000  $   112,500,000  257,000 $438 $90 487% 
           

Desalination-4           

Whitewater River  250 100,000 194.6  $   508,000,000  $   28,100,000  $     71,400,000      
Levy 250 40,000 39.3  $   128,000,000  $   14,200,000  $     26,300,000      
Martinez 250 20,000 19.7  $     70,000,000  $     7,500,000  $     14,000,000      
Indio 250 10,000 9.8  $     39,000,000  $     4,000,000  $       7,600,000      
Brine System     $   288,000,000  $     2,700,000  $     23,800,000      
Total     $1,033,000,000  $   56,500,000  $   143,100,000  257,000 $557 $90 620% 
           

SWP Extension Only          

SWP Extension 330 100,000   $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000  165,000    
Total     $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000  165,000 $432 $112 386% 
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Comparison of Desalination and SWP Importation Options (continued) 

Location 
TDS 

Target-
mg/L 

Avg Annual 
Delivery-

AFY 

Plant 
Capacity-

mgd 
Capital Cost 

O&M Cost-
$/yr 

Total Annual 
Cost 
$/yr 

Average 
Groundwater 
Production 

AFY 

Average 
RAC 

Impact - 
$/AF 

Existing 
Avg RAC 

$/AF 

Percent 
RAC 

Increase 

SWP Extension and Desalination-1         

SWP Extension 330 100,000   $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000      
Levy 500 40,000 20.3  $     62,000,000  $     6,100,000  $     12,200,000      
Martinez 500 20,000 10.1  $     35,000,000  $     3,300,000  $       6,700,000      
Indio 500 10,000 5.1  $     20,000,000  $     1,800,000  $       3,700,000      
Brine System     $     67,000,000  $        800,000  $       5,900,000      
Total     $1,001,000,000  $   24,000,000  $     99,800,000  257,000 $388 $90 432% 
           

SWP Extension and Desalination-2         

SWP Extension 330 100,000   $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000      
Levy 250 40,000 39.3  $   128,000,000  $   14,200,000  $     26,300,000      
Martinez 250 20,000 19.7  $     70,000,000  $     7,500,000  $     14,000,000      
Indio 250 10,000 9.8  $     39,000,000  $     4,000,000  $       7,600,000      
Brine System     $     79,000,000  $        800,000  $       6,700,000      
Total     $1,133,000,000  $   38,500,000  $   125,900,000  257,000 $490 $90 545% 
           

Basis of Estimates: 
 Size of desalination facilities based on average recharge water deliveries with a 20% peaking factor.  Capacity based on mass-balance of treated and bypassed water to 

achieve desired TDS target.  Average CRA TDS = 640 mg/L, average Canal water TDS = 767 mg/L per Reclamation projections (Reclamation, 2007). 

 Capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs of desalination based on cost data from Malcolm-Pirnie, 2008a. Updated to 2010 cost levels using ENR construction 
cost index and sized based on treatment capacity 

 SWP Extension costs based on lowest cost option – Modified North Pass Alignment, Small Project serving CVWD and DWA only as presented in Final Draft SWP Extension 
Project Development Report (GEI, et al., 2011).  Assumes 93 percent of the cost is allocated to Whitewater River Subbasin and 7 percent to Mission Creek Subbasin.   

 Brine system assumes construction of HDPE pipeline to convey brine flows by gravity from treatment sites located near each recharge facility to Salton Sea.  Whitewater 
facility is assumed to be located near CRA turnout.  Brine from Martinez facility is discharged to Avenue 74 drain. 

 Capital costs are amortized at 6 percent for 30 yrs. 
 Pipeline O&M costs are assumed to be 1 percent of construction costs.   
 Total annual costs consist of amortized capital, O&M and replacement water for brine discharge at $300/AF. 

 Average groundwater production is for period 2021 through 2045 based on WMP Update unpublished data files for Proposed Project.  For the SWP Extension Only option, 
the average production is for the West Valley only. 

 Average Replenishment Assessment Charge (RAC) Impact assumes all costs of SWP importation or desalination are recovered through increased RAC charges on 
pumping. 

 Existing RAC charge is the production-weighted average of the 2011-12 RAC adopted by DWA for the West Valley ($82/AF); CVWD for the West Valley ($108/AF) and 
CVWD for the East Valley $31/AF.   
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Schematic of Potential Coachella Valley Brine System 
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Based on the foregoing analysis, the capital cost to treat Colorado River water prior to 
recharge including brine disposal could range from $343 million to achieve a 500 mg/L 
target while treating most but not all of the water at Whitewater to about $1.03 billion to 
achieve a 250 mg/L target treating all recharge water.  The economic impact of 
implementing a desalination program is significant as shown in the table above.  The 
smallest desalination program would more than triple the average replenishment 
assessment in the Valley, while the largest program would increase the average 
replenishment assessment by a factor more than seven times current charge.  While the 
effect of such an increase on the customers of large water purveyors such as DWA and 
CVWD would be somewhat dampened by other costs, the impact on smaller producers 
like golf courses and farmers would be substantial and would likely result in a severe 
economic impacts.  Therefore, in light of the high cost and the uncertainty associated 
with brine disposal permitting, desalination of recharge water is considered to be 
financially infeasible at the present time.   
 
In addition, Section 8.1.4.2 of the 2010 WMP Update states that “an evaluation of the 
potential effects of Colorado River recharge will be conducted in conjunction with the 
salt/nutrient plan” to be submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board by 2014 to 
meet SWRCB Recycled Water Policy requirements.  The Tribe, as well as CVWD, 
DWA, other Valley water agencies and stakeholders, will have an opportunity to 
participate in the preparation of that basin-wide plan on how salinity and nutrients should 
be managed and monitored.   
 
Dual Use of Colorado River Aqueduct 

The comment letter stated that CVWD had ignored a potential third alternative for 
delivering SWP water to the Valley and referred to its letter commenting on the 2002 
PEIR.  In that earlier letter, the Tribe put forth a third approach—the use of the 
Metropolitan Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) to bring SWP water to the Coachella 
Valley.  The 2002 comment letter and District’s response appear in the 2002 final PEIR 
Section 13 – Comments and Responses in the Final PEIR and are attached.  At the time 
the 2002 PEIR was being finalized, Metropolitan was approached with this suggestion 
and concluded that reversing the flow in the CRA was not feasible, given its own 
aqueduct operations and maintenance requirements and the fact that the aqueduct was 
designed for gravity, non-pressurized flow to the west.   
 
CVWD has revisited this approach for this SPEIR and Metropolitan was contacted again 
as part of the responses to comments on the Draft SPEIR (Hasencamp, et al., pers. 
comm., 2011).  The following presents an update to the 2002 response regarding dual use 
of the CRA to delivery SWP water to the Coachella Valley. 
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The commenter suggested dual use of the Metropolitan’s Colorado River Aqueduct 
(CRA) for conveying SWP water to the Coachella Valley.  Under this concept, a pipeline 
and pumping station would be constructed to convey SWP water from Lake Perris to the 
CRA near the western portal of the San Jacinto Tunnel.  During periods when the CRA is 
not in use, SWP water would be pumped into the CRA to flow in the reverse direction to 
the Coachella Valley and delivered at the Whitewater turnout.   
 
Evaluation of this option is based on several considerations.  Based on discussion with 
Metropolitan engineers, the CRA is always in use for conveying Colorado River water to 
Southern California (except for short periods when maintenance is performed).  The 
design flowrate of the CRA is 1,800 cubic feet per second (cfs) (about 1.3 million AFY) 
toward the west and typical full flow operation is at 1,605 cfs (Hasencamp, et al., pers. 
comm., 2011).  Metropolitan is currently delivering approximately 1.25 million AFY of 
Colorado River water.  Although Metropolitan’s current firm deliveries from the 
Colorado River are about 660,000 AFY, Metropolitan is developing and implementing 
plans to maintain as close to full deliveries as possible.  These projects include the water 
transfers under the QSA, Palo Verde land fallowing, several interstate and desert storage 
projects, recovery of Water stored in Lake Mead and use of surplus Colorado River water 
when available.  During 2010, Metropolitan delivered 1,090,000 AFY of Colorado River 
water to its service area.  Metropolitan’s 2010 Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
indicates full utilization of the CRA for the next 25 years (Metropolitan, 2010).  Although 
CRA deliveries to Metropolitan have been reduced in 2011 due to high SWP water 
availability, Metropolitan has continued to operate the aqueduct on a continuous basis 
except for maintenance shutdowns (Hasencamp, et al., pers. comm., 2011). 
 
CVWD and DWA currently have a combined SWP Table A Amounts of 194,100 AFY.  
At DWR’s current estimated SWP reliability of 60 percent of Table A, CVWD and DWA 
would expect to receive 116,460 AFY on average.  To deliver an average annual SWP 
flow of 116,460 AFY (194,100 AFY maximum annual) to CVWD and DWA, several 
factors must be considered including the SWP contractual limitations, conveyance from 
the SWP to the CRA, ability to move water through the CRA and spreading ground 
capacity.   
 
The SWP contract limits peak month flow to 1.32 times the average annual flow.  This 
effectively limits CVWD’s and DWA’s maximum delivery from the SWP to 354 cfs 
(194,100 AFY × 1.32 ÷ 724 AFY/cfs).  As shown in the table below, CVWD and DWA 
would require 166 days of CRA operation at this maximum contractual flowrate to 
receive their average annual deliveries.  This would restrict Metropolitan’s use of its own 
aqueduct to 199 days per year and limit deliveries to 710,000 AFY (57 percent of 
current).  Delivery of the full Table A allocation to CVWD and DWA would require 277 
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days of operation, limiting Metropolitan to 89 days per year or 317,000 AFY (25 percent 
of current).  Clearly, this approach would not be acceptable to Metropolitan as it would 
not provide sufficient time to deliver Metropolitan’s Colorado River water needs. 
 

Water Delivery Constraints based on SWP Contract 

 
CVWD and DWA 

Average SWP Delivery 
CVWD and DWA 

Maximum SWP Delivery 

CVWD and DWA SWP Capacity – cfs 354 354 

CVWD and DWA Annual SWP Supply – 
AFY 

116,460 194,100 

Time to Deliver Average SWP supply – 
days per year 

166 277 

Remaining Time for Metropolitan 
Operation – days per year 

199 89 

Metropolitan Delivery design flow – cfs 1,800 1,800 

Metropolitan Annual Delivery -AFY 710,000 317,000 

 
If the SWP conveyance limitation could be waived and CVWD and DWA could deliver 
their full Table A Amount at the CRA maximum design capacity (1,800 cfs), 55 days of 
reverse operation would be required.  This would limit Metropolitan’s operation to 310 
days per year and a maximum flow of 1,107,000 AFY, 89 percent of its intended 
operation.   
 
The nearest locations to deliver SWP water to the CRA are from the SWP Santa Ana 
Valley Pipeline or from Metropolitan’s Inland Feeder.  The SWP Santa Ana Valley 
Pipeline (SAVP) was designed to convey 444 cfs from the Devil Canyon Afterbay in San 
Bernardino to Lake Perris.  Water from the SAVP would be required to convey water to a 
pumping station that would lift water to the CRA.  CVWD and DWA acquired 138 cfs of 
capacity rights in the Santa Ana Valley Pipeline under the terms of the 2003 Exchange 
Agreement with Metropolitan that transferred 100,000 AFY of SWP Table A Amount to 
CVWD and DWA.  Metropolitan retained the remaining capacity in this pipeline.  Thus, 
CVWD and DWA do not have sufficient capacity in the Santa Ana Valley Pipeline to 
meet their conveyance needs.  In addition, the SAVP provides the sole source of water 
the Metropolitan’s Mills Water Treatment Plant in Riverside, so reduction in SAVP water 
deliveries to supply CVWD and DWA would not be acceptable.  Consequently, an 
additional conveyance facility must be considered.   
 
Metropolitan completed construction of the Inland Feeder, which has a capacity of about 
1,000 cfs.  The Inland Feeder conveys SWP water from Devil Canyon Afterbay to 
Diamond Valley Lake and allows Metropolitan to make full use of its capacity in the East 
Branch of the California Aqueduct.  CVWD and DWA do not have capacity rights in 
Inland Feeder.  Metropolitan conducted an Inland Feeder capacity availability study for 
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the SWP Extension to the Coachella Valley feasibility study.  The capacity investigation 
indicated that unused Inland Feeder capacity may be available about 55 percent of the 
time, but the available capacity would exceed 300 cfs only 22 percent of the time.  The 
average available capacity is estimated to be 172 cfs, which would deliver 124,500 AFY 
if available for an entire year.  While this may be sufficient to deliver CVWD’s and 
DWA’s average SWP supply, it is unclear whether the timing of capacity availability 
would coincide with SWP water availability and whether there would be sufficient 
capacity when needed to deliver CVWD’s and DWA’s full Table A allocation.  Even 
more significant is whether Metropolitan would even consider allowing CVWD and 
DWA to use that capacity given its own needs.   
 
The next potential capacity limitation is the Whitewater Spreading Facility.  This facility 
has a maximum recharge capacity of 300,000 acre-ft in a single year (based on 
operational experience in the mid-1980s) or a continuous flowrate of 415 cfs.  This 
flowrate does not include any allowance for recharge basin maintenance.  For short term 
periods, the spreading facility has been able to recharge up to 700 cfs, with flows 
averaging 560 cfs for four months.  The following table summarizes water deliveries at 
Whitewater for the maximum annual flow and short-term sustained flow conditions and 
estimates the number of days remaining and the annual deliveries for Metropolitan.  All 
of these delivery scenarios result in significant reductions to Metropolitan’s CRA 
deliveries.   
 

Water Delivery Constraints Based on Whitewater Spreading Facility 

 
CVWD and DWA Average 

SWP Delivery 
CVWD and DWA Maximum 

SWP Delivery 

 
Maximum 

Annual Flow 

Short-term, 
sustained 

Flow 

Maximum 
Annual Flow 

Short-term, 
sustained 

Flow 

Whitewater Spreading 
Facility Capacity – cfs 

415 560 415 560 

CVWD and DWA Annual 
SWP Supply – AFY 

116,460 116,460 194,100 194,100 

Days to Deliver Average 
SWP supply  

142 105 235 175 

Remaining Days for 
Metropolitan Operation 

223 260 130 190 

Metropolitan Delivery 
design flow – cfs 

1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 

Metropolitan Annual 
Delivery -AFY 

796,100 928,200 464,100 678,300 

 
While expansion of the recharge basins may be possible, historical operation in the mid-
1980s and for 2010-11 indicated that water levels would rise close to the ground surface 
at these high recharge rates.  If the water levels reach the ground surface, recharge rates 
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would decline significantly, reducing the recharge capacity.  Thus, expansion may be 
limited by hydrogeologic constraints.  In addition, environmental impacts from 
construction of new recharge basins, such as loss of dune sand replenishment for fringe-
toed lizard habitat, may be difficult to resolve.  All land surrounding the recharge basins 
has been designated as a conservation area by the Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan.  Expansion of the recharge facilities is not a covered activity, so a 
major plan amendment would be required to allow and expansion.   
 
Finally, it is uncertain whether the existing CRA pipeline could structurally withstand the 
added pressure required for reverse flow.  The CRA was designed in the 1930s for 
gravity, unpressurized flow.  This means that the CRA was designed with a hydraulic 
gradeline that closely approximates the ground surface elevation.  Little allowance was 
provided for pressurization.  In addition, the San Jacinto Tunnel, which accounts about 14 
miles of the distance to the Whitewater turnout, leaks significant amounts of water and 
may not have the structural integrity to handle the additional pressure (over 100 ft) 
required to force water to the Coachella Valley.  Increased pressure would cause leakage 
from the tunnel into the surrounding mountains with unknown effects.  Since it is the sole 
source of Colorado River water for the Southern California metropolitan area, shutting 
down the tunnel for extended periods of time to accomplish structural modifications 
would present significant operational problems for Metropolitan.   
 
Based upon these considerations, there are significant technical and operation issues 
associated with this alternative.  CVWD discussed this approach with the management of 
Metropolitan who indicated to CVWD that they would not consider such a proposal 
(Hasencamp, et al., pers. comm., 2011).   
 
Note also, that the Plan seeks to minimize the additional importation of Colorado River 
water for recharge though increased conservation, maximizing local water use through 
desalination of drain water and through recycling.  The District has already achieved an 
18.4 percent reduction in per capita water use through conservation, and the CVWD 
Landscape Ordinance has reduced allowable landscape irrigation from 1.5 AFY/customer 
to 0.6 AFY/customer.  In addition, the present Plan includes half the recharge at the 
proposed Martinez Canyon recharge facility planned in 2002.  A small recharge facility is 
proposed in Indio, to be carried out by the city. 
 
Therefore, after consideration of these three approaches, the District has concluded that 
there is no feasible mitigation for groundwater quality impacts (salinity) at this time. 
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4-5 “E.  CVWD continues to present conflicting information about the feasibility 
of bringing SWP water to the Valley and continues to mischaracterize the quality of 
SWP water.” 

The District does not view the information on SPEIR page 1-41 and Section 6.5.4.1 as 
contradictory.  CVWD and other water agencies conducted a feasibility analysis of 
bringing SWP water to the Valley is discussed in 4-4 above.  A draft report was prepared 
in early 2011 (GEI, et al., 2011).   
 
The Tribe’s letter does not explain or provide evidence to support the statement that 
CVWD mischaracterizes the quality of SWP water.  SWP Exchange water quality is 
discussed in SPEIR Sections 5.3.3.2 and 10.4.1.  SWP water quality information 
presented is from the DWR, operator of the SWP and from Metropolitan Water District’s 
monitoring at Silverwood Lake. 
 
Therefore, the District does not view the information on the feasibility of the SWP 
extension to be contradictory.  The statement concerning SWP quality characterization is 
noted but is not explained or supported. 
 
4-6 “F.  Mitigation Measures” 

As above, the District agrees that an expanded monitoring and reporting program, one 
that also includes data from tribal wells, would be useful for gaining a more complete 
picture of the Valley water resources; it is part of the WMP Update implementation plan.  
Monitoring is an important first step toward identifying whether a problem exists, but in 
and of itself is not mitigation. 
 
The tribes generally do not provide groundwater quality data.  The Torres Martinez tribe 
has reported that they provide data to the state, but the District has not been able to locate 
it; the Twenty-nine Palms tribe sent some information to EPA STORET on one 
monitoring well and several surface water sites.  The District does not monitor tribal 
wells.  The District therefore assumes that tribal wells are monitored by the individual 
tribes in keeping with USEPA requirements and that exceedances of applicable water 
quality standards are reported.  The existing mitigation measure does not and cannot 
require the tribes to connect to local water or wastewater agencies’ systems.  To date, 
some Coachella Valley tribes have indicated interest in connecting to existing water 
distribution systems and sewer systems, however; CVWD currently is working with them 
and the Indian Health Service to obtain grants and other monies to effect this 
infrastructure.  It should also be remembered that mitigation measure ITA-1 suggests the 
installation of wellhead treatment facilities in case water quality exceeds primary health-
based water quality standards. 
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Conclusion 

As demonstrated in the past five years of WMP Update and SPEIR preparation and 
through multiple meetings with the Tribe, the District has always been willing to meet 
with the Tribe and discuss issues of mutual interest.  The District agrees that there is 
much more to be done to manage Coachella Valley water resources and their uses.  That 
is the intent of the 2010 WMP Update, which is a necessary first step and road map for 
these future actions.  CVWD remains interested in coordination with the tribal councils 
and their staffs on issues of mutual benefit. 



Attachment to WMP Update SPEIR Response to Comment No. 4 Agua Caliente Tribe of 
Cahuilla Indians 
 
 
2002 Coachella Valley Water Management Plan Program EIR  
Comment No. 15  Law Offices of Art Bunce, dated August 8, 2002 
Subject:  Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians’ Comments for CVWD Water Management 
Plan – Water Quality Perspectives 
 
2002 PEIR Comment No. 15-21, pages 8 and 9 
 
Option 3 – Dual Use of the Colorado River Aqueduct 
 
 We recognize that criticizing a plan is easy but accomplishes little without a constructive 
alternative. We offer the following additional alternative that we believe may provide an even 
more cost effective means of bringing high quality SWP water into the Coachella Valley.  We 
have neither the time nor the resources to evaluate this option in the rigorous manner it deserves, 
and therefore we request that it be thoroughly reviewed by CVWD in response to our comments. 
 
 The existing Colorado River Aqueduct crosses the Coachella Valley, bringing water from 
the Colorado River to Lake Matthews, south of Riverside, California.  A pipeline that is an 
extension of the California Aqueduct System is under construction to carry SWP water to the 
new Domenigoni (East Side) Reservoir, and crosses the Colorado River Aqueduct in the vicinity 
of San Jacinto.  Option 3 involves using the Colorado River Aqueduct to bring SWP water into 
the Coachella Valley by temporarily/periodically reversing the flow in the Colorado River 
Aqueduct between San Jacinto and the Whitewater River turnout.  This would involve the 
following: 
 
 Constructing a water transfer facility where the Colorado River Aqueduct and California 

Aqueduct pipeline cross, including a pumping plant and temporary water storage facility.  
The purpose of this facility would be to transfer water from the pipeline into the Colorado 
River Aqueduct, and provide the power needed to pump this water to the Whitewater River 
outlet of the Aqueduct.  The Whitewater River turnout is at about the same elevation as the 
San Jacinto end of the pipeline, so the power costs should be minimal. 
 

 Since the Aqueduct normally delivers water westward, operation of the Option would be 
intermittent, when the Aqueduct is not otherwise in use.  Intermittent use would require 
higher flow rates than continuous use, and therefore the structure at the Whitewater River 
turnout of the Aqueduct would probably need to be enlarged to handle the increased rate of 
flow.  The spreading grounds may also need to be enlarged. 

 
 A pipeline to convey this water to the Low Valley should also be scoped–out. 
 
The advantages of this option include: 
 

1. Delivery of high quality SWP water to the Coachella Valley. 



2. No new pipelines are necessary to convey the water into the Coachella Valley (though a 
new pipeline from Whitewater to the Lower Vale may be a cost-effective means of 
conveying high quality water to the Lower Valley). 
 

Disadvantages of this optic include; 
1. Some re-engineering of the Aqueduct and new pipeline would be needed. 

 
2.  The flow at the Whitewater River turnout would be increased and intermittent, and may 

require enlargement of these structures. 
 
 We do not have the means of evaluating the costs of this Option, but we believe it could 
be the least expensive and least disruptive of the options.  This option should be rigorously 
evaluated. 
 
Final PEIR Response to Comment 15-21 
 
15-21 The commenter provided an interesting option for conveying SWP water to the Coachella 
Valley by dual use of the Metropolitan’s Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA).  Under this concept, 
a pipeline and pumping station would be constructed to convey SWP water from Lake Perris to 
the CRA near the western portal of the San Jacinto Tunnel.  During periods when the CRA is not 
in use, SWP water would be pumped into the CRA to flow in the reverse direction to the 
Coachella Valley.   
 
Evaluation of thi8s option is based on several considerations.  The CRA is always in use for 
conveying Colorado River water to Southern California (except for short periods when 
maintenance is performed).  The design flowrate of the CRA is 1,800 cfs (about 1.3 million acre-
ft/yr) toward the west.  Metropolitan is currently delivering approximately 1.25 million acre-ft/yr 
of Colorado River water.  Although Metropolitan’s current firm deliveries from the Colorado 
River is about 660,000 acre-ft/yr, Metropolitan is developing and implementing plans to 
maintain as close to full deliveries as possible.  These projects include the water transfers under 
the QSA, Palo Verde land fallowing, several interstate and desert storage projects and surplus 
Colorado River water for the next 15 years.  
 
To deliver an average annual SWP flow of 103,000 acre-ft/yr (174,200 acre-feet/yr maximum 
annual) to CVWD and DWA, several factors must be considered including the SWP contractual 
limitations and spreading ground capacity.  The SWP contract limits peak month flow to 1.32 
times the average annual flow.  This effectively limits the maximum supply from the SWP to 
318 cfs as described in Section I.1.  At this maximum contractual flowrate, 164 days of operation 
would be required to make average annual deliveries.  This would restrict Metropolitan’s use of 
its own aqueduct to 201 days per year and limit deliveries of 718,000 acre-ft/yr (57 percent of 
current).  Delivery of the maxi8mum amount of water to CVWD and DWA would limit 
Metropolitan to 89 days per year or 317,000 acre-ft/yr (25 percent of current).  Clearly this 
approach would not be acceptable to Metropolitan. 
 
If the SWP contractual peaking limitation can be waived, a higher flowrate may be possible.  The 
next capacity limitation is the Whitewater Spreading Facility which has a maximum recharge 



capacity of 300,000 acre-ft in a single year (based on operation experience) or a continuous 
flowrate of 415 cfs.  This flowrate does not include any allowance for recharge basin 
maintenance.  Delivery of the average CVWD and DWA SWP recharge water supply at the 
maximum recharge rate of 415 cfs requires a 126 day operating period.  Reversal of flow for this 
period of time would effectively limit Metropolitans’ operations to 239 days per year.  This 
would limit Metropolitan to a maximum annual delivery of 854,000 acre-ft/yr (43 percent of 
current).  While expansion of the recharge basin may be possible, historical operation in the mid-
1980s indicated that water levels would rise close to the ground surface at these high rates.  Thus 
expansion may be limited by hydrogeologic constraints.  In addition, environmental impacts 
from construction of new recharge basins, such as loss of dune sand replenishment for fringe-
toed lizard habitat, may be difficult to resolve. 
 
The SWP Santa Ana Pipeline was designed to convey 444 cfs from the Devil Canyon Afterbay 
in San Bernardino to Lake Perris.  The capacity of this pipeline is insufficient to meet 
Metropolitan’s needs in Riverside and San Diego counties.  Metropolitan is currently 
constructing the Inland Feeder, which will have a capacity of 1,000 cfs when it is completed in 
2007.  The Inland Feeder will allow Metropolitan to make full use of its capacity in the East 
Branch of the California Aqueduct.  CVWD and DWA do not have capacity rights in either of 
these pipelines and obtaining such capacity would be difficult.   
 
Finally, the existing CRA pipeline probably cannot take the added pressure for reverse flow.  
The CRA was designed in the 1930s for falling hydraulic gradient.  This means that the CRA 
was designed for a hydraulic gradient that closely approximates the ground surface elevation.  
Little allowance was provided for pressurization.  In addition, the San Jacinto Tunnel, which 
accounts about 14 miles of the distance to the Whitewater turnout leaks significant amounts of 
water and may not have the structural integrity to handle the additional pressure (over 100 ft) 
required to force water to the Coachella Valley.  Since it is the sole source of Colorado River 
water for Southern California, shutting down the tunnel for extended periods of time to 
accomplish structural modifications would present significant operational problems for 
Metropolitan.   
 
Based upon these considerations, there are significant technical and operation issues associated 
with this alternative. Discussion of this approach with the management of Metropolitan has 
indicated to CVWD that they would not consider such a proposal.   
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5.  Response to:  Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 

No response to State Clearinghouse letter is necessary.  A response to the attached letter from the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which the District also received directly, is presented as 
comment and response No. 1 in this section.   
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6.  Response to:  Robert Eben, Superintendent, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, Riverside 
California 

Although the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) letter was received after the close of the public 
review period, CVWD offers the following responses in the interest of cooperation.   

The comment letter questioned why Native American concerns were not documented or 
recommendations provided to address trust water resources.  Native American concerns were 
addressed in Section 8.9 of the Draft SPEIR, pages 8-58 to 8-69.  This section provides 
information on Indian Trust Assets and Indian lands in the Coachella Valley and tribal water 
rights.  Impacts of the 2002 PEIR are presented for historic context, as well as impacts of the 
2010 WMP Update on land use, land ownership, water quantity salinity, perchlorate, and water 
levels. 

In addition, as BIA is aware from invitations and attendance, CVWD held more than ten 
meetings with the tribes and BIA over the past three years, during the preparation of the 2010 
WMP Update and SPEIR, to elicit information on their concerns and to provide a forum for 
discussion of the Plan, the SPEIR and their relationship to the Integrated Water Management 
Plan, prepared in parallel.  Additional meetings have been held between CVWD and individual 
tribes to discuss specific water issues affecting the tribes. 

6-1 Water Rights 

The comment letter states that tribes overlying the Coachella Valley have a superior overlying 
right to use basin groundwater under state law and federally reserved water rights held in trust by 
the United States. 

The Water Management Plan 2010 Update and the SPEIR do not address the validity of water 
rights held by groundwater users in the Basin, nor do these documents attempt to characterize 
their priority or extent with respect to other users.  The SPEIR acknowledges, without response, 
that the Tribe and the United States as Trustee for the Tribe have asserted certain water rights 
claims.  Beyond such acknowledgement, the District believes it is inappropriate to address such 
claims in a CEQA document.  

The Proposed Project is intended to provide all water users in the Valley with sufficient supplies 
to meet their current and future needs.  Furthermore, the comments regarding the planning 
process and self governance for the tribes are not strictly WMP Update or CEQA issues.  CVWD 
has suggested the Integrated Regional Water Management Planning (IRWMP) process as a 
mechanism for increased tribal participation in the planning process.  The Agua Caliente and 
Torres Martinez tribes participated in the meetings and the Agua Caliente commented on the 
IRWMP report.  The Torres Martinez tribe submitted projects for funding through the IRWMP.   
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In response to discussions of these issues at the CVWD coordination meetings with the tribes, 
CVWD arranged a “government to government” reception on May 18, 2010 between the CVWD 
Board of Directors and the tribal councils at the BIA office in Palm Springs.  No tribal council 
members attended.  CVWD is still interested in conducting meetings with individual tribal 
councils.   

6-2 CVWD respectfully disagrees with the contention that “almost no progress to slow the 
decline of groundwater is shown since the last plan in 2002.”  SPEIR Figure 6-5 (page 6-20) 
presents historical data through 2009; basin levels have risen since 2009 and are projected to rise 
further over the 35-year planning period (SPEIR Figures 6-14 and 6-15).  While Figure 6-5 does 
show a continued decline in storage in the West Valley since 2002 (the result of reduced SWP 
Exchange deliveries due to drought), the storage decline in the East Valley was essentially zero 
in 2009 and has shown promising increases in 2010.  Since adoption of the 2002 WMP, the State 
has experienced a significant drought and environmental restrictions on Delta exports have 
adversely affected SWP Exchange water deliveries.  However, during this same time, CVWD 
and DWA acquired 132,900 AFY of additional SWP Table A Amounts through water transfers 
and acquisitions.  Due to improved hydrological conditions, CVWD and DWA were able to 
recharge 228,000 AF in 2010 and almost 210,000 AFY through September 30, 2011 at the 
Whitewater replenishment facility.  In addition, water levels in portions of the Valley rose 
significantly in 2010 and 2011 with nearly 500,000 AF of water recharged in 2010 and 2011.  
The WMP is a 35-year water management plan with the goal of balancing supplies and demands 
by 2045.  Improvements in water levels are expected to occur over time.  Some portions of the 
valley will see results sooner.  The large size of the groundwater basin effectively dampens the 
effects of recharge activities with distance from the recharge facilities.  Consequently, those 
portions of the basin nearest the recharge basins will respond more rapidly than more distant 
portions. 

Since 2002, CVWD and DWA have invested more than $240 million in water acquisitions, 
conservation, construction of new facilities and monitoring to reduce overdraft and manage the 
basin.  The following table provides a summary of these major investments by program element. 

In the East Valley, water levels have risen sufficiently to re-establish artesian conditions in some 
areas.  Water levels near the Thomas E. Levy Water Replenishment Facility have risen 50 feet in 
less than two years.  In the West Valley, the Mid-Valley Pipeline Phase I was completed and golf 
courses are requesting Canal water delivery.  With completion of the Mid-Valley Pipeline 
distribution system and connection of golf courses, overdraft in the entire Whitewater Basin will 
be reduced by one–third.   
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Program Element Status Expenditure Since 2002
Water Conservation – Agriculture, domestic and golf On-going $14,500,000 
   
Water Supply Development   

Quantification Settlement Agreement On-going $36,000,000 
SWP Table A Acquisition Completed $88,800,000 
   

Source substitution    
Mid-Valley Pipeline Phase 1 Completed $44,700,000 
   

Groundwater Recharge   
Thomas E. Levy Recharge Facility Completed $44,400,000 
Martinez Canyon Pilot Recharge Facility Completed $7,700,000 
   

Surface and Groundwater Monitoring On-going $6,800,000 
   
Total Expenditures  $242,900,000 
 

Pretreatment of Colorado River water before recharge is discussed in SPEIR Section 10 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, Section 10.4.2, page 10-11 ff.  As explained in that section, 
this alternative is not economically feasible at this time.  Desalination of Canal water prior to 
recharge was found to have potentially significant impacts in addition to impacts of the WMP 
Update, particularly potential biological and cultural resources effects, energy demand, 
greenhouse gas emissions and brine disposal by methods to be determined.  In addition, while 
the treatment process is technically feasible, the feasibility of brine disposal methods has not 
been sufficiently evaluated and presents a potentially significant environmental and permitting 
constraint.   No alternative can be built if the lead agency and the rate payers cannot afford it, if it 
is not economically feasible, and if it has unacceptable impacts on the service area.   

CVWD performed a reconnaissance-level evaluation of desalinating Canal water prior to 
recharge at the Whitewater facility and at the three East Valley facilities – Levy, Martinez and 
Indio.  To bracket the desalination options at Whitewater, two options were considered, one 
where the capacity is limited to the average recharge (90,000 AFY capacity) with any additional 
water bypassed without treatment and one where all recharge water is desalinated (180,000 AFY 
capacity).  Both of these options assume location of a treatment facility near Metropolitan’s 
Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) to minimize the impact of total dissolved solids (TDS) on the 
groundwater basin between the CRA and recharge facility.  The East Valley facilities were 
assumed to operate at a continuous recharge rate as indicated in the WMP Update.  Using costs 
from a CVWD-funded investigation of Colorado River water treatment (Malcolm Pirnie, 2008a), 
the cost of treatment was estimated as presented in the Table below to achieve:  1) a 500 mg/L 
TDS target based on the California recommended secondary drinking water standard for TDS 
and 2) a 250 mg/L TDS target based on the general water quality of the Lower aquifer.  The 
costs of desalination treatment are also compared with the cost of the SWP Extension and several 
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combination options involving both the SWP Extension and treatment of recharge water in the 
East Valley.  

Previous estimates of treatment costs have excluded the cost of brine disposal.  Brine flows from 
recharge water desalination are estimated to range from 7.4 mgd to 55 mgd, depending on the 
TDS target and the treatment capacity.  Although the Malcolm-Pirnie studies evaluated a wide 
variety of potential brine disposal options, discharge to wetlands near the Salton Sea showed the 
most promise.  Previous studies have also ignored the cost to obtain replacement water to offset 
the amount of water lost to brine disposal.  This evaluation includes these additional costs.   

This evaluation shows that the cost to construct treatment at Whitewater could range from $68 
million for the smaller facility with a 500 mg/L TDS target to $508 million for the larger facility 
with a 250 mg/L target.  These costs are exclusive of brine conveyance and disposal.  Total 
annual costs including amortized capital, O&M and replacement water costs would range from 
$15 million to $71.4 million per year depending on the TDS target and the design capacity.   

In addition, CVWD evaluated the cost to treat Colorado River water prior to recharge at the 
Thomas E. Levy Groundwater Replenishment Facility near La Quinta and the proposed recharge 
facilities at Martinez and Indio.  As with the Whitewater options, two TDS targets were 
considered:  500 mg/L and 250 mg/L.  The capital cost (also exclusive of brine conveyance and 
disposal) would be $117 million to achieve the 500 mg/L target, while the capital cost to achieve 
the 250 mg/L target would be $237 million.  Amortized capital, O&M and replacement water 
costs are estimated to be $22.6 million and $47.9 million per year, respectively, for the two water 
quality targets.   

To estimate an order of magnitude cost for brine conveyance and disposal, it is assumed that a 
brine line could be constructed roughly parallel to the Whitewater River channel from 
Whitewater to the Salton Sea, with branches to collect brine from Indio and Martinez as shown 
on the attached figure.  Such a brine line system would be more than 66 miles long with 
diameters ranging from 12 to 30 inches for the smallest option and from 12 to 54 inches for the 
largest option.  Based on current pipeline installation costs (assuming use of high density 
polyethylene pipe-HDPE), the brine line construction could add $158 million to more than $288 
million to the capital cost of a recharge water desalination program.  Assuming 1 percent per 
year for O&M, the annual cost of the brine line would be $1.4 million to $2.2 million per year.  
The capital cost of a separate brine line to serve East Valley recharge desalters would add $67 
million to $79 million to the program cost.  Whether discharge of brine to the Salton Sea via 
wetlands would be permitted is uncertain at this time.  Previous evaluations of lined evaporation 
ponds and zero liquid discharge approaches show comparable or higher costs than those 
presented here (Malcolm Pirnie, 2008b).   
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Comparison of Desalination and SWP Importation Options 

Location 

TDS 
Target-
mg/L 

Avg 
Annual 

Delivery-
AFY 

Plant 
Capacity-

mgd Capital Cost 
O&M Cost-

$/yr 

Total Annual 
Cost 
$/yr 

Average 
Groundwater 
Production 

AFY 

Average 
RAC 

Impact - 
$/AF 

Existing 
Avg RAC 

$/AF 

Percent 
RAC 

Increase 
Desalination-1           
Whitewater River  500 85,000 22.6  $     68,000,000  $     8,100,000  $     15,000,000      
Levy 500 40,000 20.3  $     62,000,000  $     6,100,000  $     12,200,000      
Martinez 500 20,000 10.1  $     35,000,000  $     3,300,000  $       6,700,000      
Indio 500 10,000 5.1  $     20,000,000  $     1,800,000  $       3,700,000      
Brine System     $   158,000,000  $     1,600,000  $     13,300,000      
Total     $   343,000,000  $   20,900,000  $     50,900,000  257,000 $198 $90 220% 
           
Desalination-2           
Whitewater River  500 100,000 173.2  $   376,000,000  $     7,800,000  $     37,500,000      
Levy 500 40,000 20.3  $     62,000,000  $     6,100,000  $     12,200,000      
Martinez 500 20,000 10.1  $     35,000,000  $     3,300,000  $       6,700,000      
Indio 500 10,000 5.1  $     20,000,000  $     1,800,000  $       3,700,000      
Brine System     $   197,000,000  $     2,000,000  $     16,500,000      
Total     $   690,000,000  $   21,000,000  $     76,600,000  257,000 $298 $90 332% 
           
Desalination-3           
Whitewater River  250 85,000 62.9  $   192,000,000  $   26,100,000  $     45,400,000      
Levy 250 40,000 39.3  $   128,000,000  $   14,200,000  $     26,300,000      
Martinez 250 20,000 19.7  $     70,000,000  $     7,500,000  $     14,000,000      
Indio 250 10,000 9.8  $     39,000,000  $     4,000,000  $       7,600,000      
Brine System     $   230,000,000  $     2,200,000  $     19,200,000      
Total     $   659,000,000  $   54,000,000  $   112,500,000  257,000 $438 $90 487% 
           
Desalination-4           
Whitewater River  250 100,000 194.6  $   508,000,000  $   28,100,000  $     71,400,000      
Levy 250 40,000 39.3  $   128,000,000  $   14,200,000  $     26,300,000      
Martinez 250 20,000 19.7  $     70,000,000  $     7,500,000  $     14,000,000      
Indio 250 10,000 9.8  $     39,000,000  $     4,000,000  $       7,600,000      
Brine System     $   288,000,000  $     2,700,000  $     23,800,000      
Total     $1,033,000,000  $   56,500,000  $   143,100,000  257,000 $557 $90 620% 
           
SWP Extension Only          
SWP Extension 330 100,000   $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000  165,000    
Total     $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000  165,000 $432 $112 386% 
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Comparison of Desalination and SWP Importation Options (continued) 

Location 

TDS 
Target-
mg/L 

Avg Annual 
Delivery-

AFY 

Plant 
Capacity-

mgd Capital Cost 
O&M Cost-

$/yr 

Total Annual 
Cost 
$/yr 

Average 
Groundwater 
Production 

AFY 

Average 
RAC 

Impact - 
$/AF 

Existing 
Avg RAC 

$/AF 

Percent 
RAC 

Increase 
SWP Extension and Desalination-1         
SWP Extension 330    $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000      
Levy 500 40,000 20.3  $     62,000,000  $     6,100,000  $     12,200,000      
Martinez 500 20,000 10.1  $     35,000,000  $     3,300,000  $       6,700,000      
Indio 500 10,000 5.1  $     20,000,000  $     1,800,000  $       3,700,000      
Brine System     $     67,000,000  $        800,000  $       5,900,000      
Total     $1,001,000,000  $   24,000,000  $     99,800,000  257,000 $388 $90 432% 
           
SWP Extension and Desalination-2         
SWP Extension 330    $   817,000,000  $   12,000,000  $     71,300,000      
Levy 250 40,000 39.3  $   128,000,000  $   14,200,000  $     26,300,000      
Martinez 250 20,000 19.7  $     70,000,000  $     7,500,000  $     14,000,000      
Indio 250 10,000 9.8  $     39,000,000  $     4,000,000  $       7,600,000      
Brine System     $     79,000,000  $        800,000  $       6,700,000      
Total     $1,133,000,000  $   38,500,000  $   125,900,000  257,000 $490 $90 545% 
           

Basis of Estimates: 
 Size of desalination facilities based on average recharge water deliveries with a 20% peaking factor.  Capacity based on mass-balance of treated and 

bypassed water to achieve desired TDS target.  Average CRA TDS = 640 mg/L, average Canal water TDS = 767 mg/L per Reclamation projections 
(Reclamation, 2007). 

 Capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs of desalination based on cost data from Malcolm-Pirnie, 2008a.  Updated to 2010 cost levels using 
ENR construction cost index and sized based on treatment capacity. 

 SWP Extension costs based on lowest cost option – Modified North Pass Alignment, Small Project serving CVWD and DWA only as presented in Final 
Draft SWP Extension Project Development Report (GEI, et al., 2011).  Assumes 93 percent of the cost is allocated to Whitewater River Subbasin and 7 
percent to Mission Creek Subbasin.   

 Brine system assumes construction of high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipeline to convey brine flows by gravity from treatment sites located near each 
recharge facility to Salton Sea.  Whitewater facility is assumed to be located near CRA turnout.  Brine from Martinez facility is assumed to be discharged 
to Avenue 74 drain. 

 Capital costs are amortized at 6 percent for 30 yrs. 
 Pipeline O&M costs are assumed to be 1 percent of construction costs.   
 Total annual costs consist of amortized capital, O&M and replacement water for brine discharge at $300/AF. 
 Average groundwater production is for period 2021 through 2045 based on WMP Update unpublished data files for Proposed Project.  For the SWP 

Extension Only option, the average production is for the West Valley only. 
 Average Replenishment Assessment Charge (RAC) Impact assumes all costs of SWP importation or desalination are recovered through increased RAC 

charges on pumping. 

 Existing RAC charge is the production-weighted average of the 2011-12 RAC adopted by DWA for the West Valley ($82/AF); CVWD for the West Valley 
($108/AF) and CVWD for the East Valley ($31/AF).   
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Schematic of Potential Coachella Valley Brine Lines 



6-8 
 

Based on the foregoing analysis, the capital cost to treat Colorado River water prior to recharge 
including brine disposal could range from $343 million to achieve a 500 mg/L TDS target while 
treating most but not all of the water at Whitewater to about $1.03 billion to achieve a 250 mg/L 
target treating all recharge water.  The economic impact of implementing a desalination program 
is significant as shown in the table above.  The smallest desalination program would more than 
triple the average RAC in the Valley, while the largest program would increase the average RAC 
by a factor of more than seven times the current charge.  The impact on private producers like 
golf courses and farmers would be substantial and would likely result in severe economic 
impacts.  For example, a typical golf course using 1000 AFY of water would see its 
replenishment assessment increase from about $112,000 a year to $432,000 a year.  Therefore, in 
light of the high cost and the uncertainty associated with brine disposal permitting, desalination 
of recharge water is considered to be infeasible at the present time.   

In addition, Section 8.1.4.2 of the 2010 WMP Update states that “an evaluation of the potential 
effects of Colorado River recharge will be conducted in conjunction with the salt/nutrient plan” 
to be submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board by 2014 to meet SWRCB Recycled 
Water Policy requirements.  The tribes, as well as CVWD, DWA, other Valley water agencies 
and stakeholders, will have an opportunity to participate in the preparation of that basin-wide 
plan on how salinity and nutrients should be managed and monitored.   

6-3 The comment stated that impacts of recharge methodology as it relates to tribal federal 
water reserves was not considered and that pre-treating the water before recharge is a major 
concern for the tribes and the BIA.  The WMP Update and SPEIR consider the groundwater 
basin as a whole for everyone, including the tribes.  A key objective of the plan is to reliably 
meet current and future demands in a cost-effective and sustainable manner.  The WMP Update 
and SPEIR state that impacts on groundwater quality for Torres-Martinez and Agua Caliente 
tribal wells are a major concern, a potentially significant impact for which there is currently no 
feasible mitigation (SPEIR pages 6-50 to 6-62). 

Pretreatment of Colorado River water before recharge is discussed in SPEIR Section 10 
Alternatives to the Proposed Project, Section 10.4.2, page 10-11 (and see response 6-2 above).   

6-4 The comment questions the benefit of the Proposed Project as it relates to continued 
groundwater level decline and increasing subsidence.  Subsidence in the Coachella Valley is an 
existing condition, not an impact of the Proposed Project.  Subsidence may be caused by ongoing 
overdraft due to well pumping by all pumpers, including the tribes, or may be caused by tectonic 
activity in the Valley (USGS, 2007).  The projected reduction in overdraft and subsidence is a 
fundamental beneficial effect of the 2010 WMP Update.  SPEIR Figure 6-13 (page 6-43) shows 
projected Lower Aquifer groundwater contours with implementation of the Proposed Project 
from 2009 through 2045, the end of the planning period.  The groundwater model projects 
positive changes in groundwater levels in all areas of the Whitewater River Subbasin.  The rises 
in groundwater levels will halt further subsidence that may be caused by dewatering of aquifer 
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strata.  Increasing groundwater levels and halting subsidence are two central points of the larger 
WMP Update strategy.  SPEIR Figure 6-12 shows that groundwater elevations may continue to 
decline through 2020 due to overdraft until sufficient WMP programs are in place and operating 
for a while before they begin to rise again.  However, the current reductions in water demand, 
coupled with minimal growth in recent years, will likely contribute to more rapid recovery of 
water levels in the near term.  As presented in the table above, CVWD and DWA have invested 
over $240 million in the last 10 years to solve overdraft and implement the 2002 WMP.  While 
CVWD has not been able to implement all the WMP elements hoped by this point, with 
implementation of the WMP Update by 2045, basin groundwater levels are projected to be 
approximately 80 feet higher than at present.   

6-5 The comment states that subsidence on tribal trust lands was not addressed.  CVWD is 
aware of no evidence of subsidence on tribal trust lands.  The ongoing USGS/CVWD subsidence 
monitoring program (mostly recently reported in 2007) looked at the Valley as a whole.  From a 
review of the report, monitoring devices were not placed on tribal lands, but several were sited 
near East Valley ITAs— specifically, near the Cabazon, Augustine, Twenty-nine Palms and 
Torres Martinez tribal areas.  Measured subsidence was found to be highest in Palm Desert, 
Indian Wells and La Quinta (USGS, 2007), in areas not near tribal land.  Subsidence in the 
Coachella Valley is an existing condition, not an impact of the Proposed Project.  According to 
the USGS (2007), subsidence may be caused by ongoing overdraft due to well pumping by all 
pumpers, including the tribes, or may be due to tectonic activity in the Valley. 

6-6 The comment states that tribal water supply and infrastructure needs were not addressed.  
In the absence of land use and water demand information requested from the tribes for 
preparation of the 2010 WMP Update, tribal water supply needs were assumed based on the 
same Riverside County-CVAG projected land use and growth patterns elsewhere the Valley 
(SPEIR Section 3.1).  CVWD reviewed this approach in the monthly meetings with the tribes.  
Infrastructure planning for improvement of reservation living conditions is not a 2010 WMP 
Update or SPEIR issue.  The WMP Update and SPEIR are programmatic and consider basin 
wide issues; the documents included no infrastructure at any specific location in the Valley to 
meet water demands.  Infrastructure improvements on reservation lands are part of other, 
ongoing CVWD-tribal-Indian Health Service cooperative efforts.  . 

6-7 The comment states that tribal sanitary infrastructure hook-up to municipal districts was 
not addressed.  Specific infrastructure hookups, including sanitary hookups, are not part of the 
2010 WMP Update, as discussed in 6-6 above.  SPEIR Section 8.9.4 presents mitigation for 
potential impacts on Indian Tribal Assets.  Page 8-69 presents Mitigation Measure ITA-2, which 
specifically addresses potential impacts on septic tanks or cesspits on tribal land from a rise in 
shallow groundwater levels.  CVWD is currently meeting with the Torres Martinez tribe to look 
for grants and other funding mechanisms for sewer hookups, independent from the 2010 WMP 
Update.   
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6-8 The comment states that the plan lacks general water quality reporting to interested 
parties.  The 2010 WMP Update does include recommendations to improve monitoring and data 
management (see WMP Update page 8-13 and SPEIR page 3-22).  In addition, the tribes have 
provided no tribal groundwater quality data to CVWD in response to the District’s request for 
such information.  Therefore, CVWD must assume that the tribes monitor the quality of their 
own wells in compliance with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency requirements.  The District 
agrees that a forum for shared water quality data would be beneficial.  The District also plans to 
work through the IRWMP process to develop a shared database with the other four public 
agencies in the Valley and other stakeholders who choose to participate.  The District encourages 
the tribes to participate and share data as well.  The District has prepared the SPEIR’s impact 
analysis based upon the best information available, and is aware of no information contradicting 
its conclusions as to the Proposed Project’s impacts on groundwater. 

6-9 The comment states that concentrations of native constituents should be tested and 
analyzed and that treatment methods to be used to provide safe drinking water sources to tribal 
land were not addressed.  Elevated concentrations of native constituents such as arsenic are not 
an impact of the Proposed Project; they are part of existing conditions.  Elevated levels of native 
constituents are therefore not an impact of the Proposed Project, and the District is not required 
in connection with this project to mitigate for such existing conditions.  However, the SPEIR 
does present general information on the levels of several key water quality parameters on Figures 
6-8, 6-9 and 6-10 as part of the Existing Conditions.  CVWD is not responsible for evaluating 
concentrations of water quality constituents on tribal land and has no authority to sample and 
analyze wells on tribal land and does not have information on the quality of tribal wells.  The 
tribes, rather than CVWD, have the responsibility for providing safe drinking water on tribal 
lands relative to native constituents.  However, CVWD is willing to work with the tribes to 
provide technical expertise in resolving specific water quality problems experienced by the 
tribes.   

6-10 The comment stated that future permitting of groundwater pumping and its effect on trust 
water resources was not addressed.  It is not clear which permits for groundwater pumping are 
referred to; the basin is not adjudicated.  Well drilling permits are issued by the County of 
Riverside on an individual basis.  Future wells drilled by CVWD will be subject to CEQA 
review when those projects are developed.  Future groundwater pumping in the East Valley will 
decrease (see response 6-2 above) with implementation of the WMP Update elements 
(conservation, source substitution, recycled water use, etc.).  It should be noted that the effects of 
the Proposed Project, including its program of groundwater pumping and recharge, have been 
evaluated in the SPEIR with regard to groundwater quantity and quality, as well as with regard to 
Indian Trust Assets.  While groundwater quality would be degraded in an absolute sense, it was 
determined that the impact with regard to Indian Trust Assets would be less than significant 
because beneficial uses would be maintained for a wide variety of land uses, including for 
residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural uses. 
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6-11 The comment states that recharge with surface runoff was not addressed.  Stormwater 
runoff in the Valley is small in volume and occurs sporadically, during a few storms each year.  
On the west side of the Valley, runoff is currently captured and recharged at the Whitewater 
Spreading Facility and in local stormwater retention basins along the base of the mountains.  The 
Whitewater River also percolates runoff in the West Valley since it is an unlined, soft-bottom 
channel.  In fact, evaluation of USGS gauged streamflows in the Whitewater River near Indio 
indicate that flow averages 3.2 cfs (2,300 AFY) but only occurs 2.3 percent of the time (about 8 
days per year).  This fact demonstrates that little stormwater is currently being lost.  However, in 
spite of this low amount, the WMP Update and SPEIR consider on-site stormwater retention in 
future development plans (see SPEIR section 3.2.1.9, page 3-20), incorporating stormwater 
capture and flood control as development proceeds in the East Valley.  SPEIR page 3-25 
identifies as an Implementation Plan element a feasibility study for additional stormwater capture 
in the East Valley to be completed by 2015. 

6-12 The comment states that CVWD’s recharge programs would likely degrade groundwater 
near the reservations.  Impacts of Colorado River water recharge are considered in the SPEIR 
and mitigation measures are evaluated in SPEIR Section 6.  CVWD concurs that the salinity of 
the Colorado River water recharged is higher than most native groundwater in the basin (SPEIR 
section 6.4.4 Groundwater Quality, page 6-50).  District water quality data do confirm changes in 
salinity near recharge areas (SPEIR page 6-57ff and Figure 6-18, page 6-59, Extent of Imported 
Water Migration Due to Groundwater Recharge).  Impacts on tribal water resources are 
discussed on SPEIR pages 8-62 to 8-69 and shown in Figure 8-2, Tribal Lands Potentially 
Affected by Recharge, page 8-65.   

An analysis of water quality mitigation and alternatives is given in SPEIR Section 8.9.4 starting 
on page 8-69, pages 6-61to 6-65, and in Alternatives Section 10.4 starting on page 10-8.   

If a health-based water quality standard is exceeded, mitigation will be implemented, if the 
affected tribe agrees.  To date, no tribe has approached CVWD documenting exceedance of a 
health-based water quality standard in a tribal well and requesting wellhead treatment or an 
alternative water supply.  In addition, it must be determined that recharged imported water is the 
cause of the observed water quality change in a given well.  For example, in the East Valley, 
long-term percolation of agricultural drainage also can increase the salinity of shallow and Upper 
aquifer groundwater.  Some West Valley wells located a significant distance from the recharge 
sites have salinity levels higher than Colorado River water, so recharge is not the only source of 
that salinity. 

The groundwater model projects that only Torres Martinez and Agua Caliente wells would be 
affected by recharged imported water; the other tribal wells are too distant to be affected (see 
SPEIR Figure 8-2).  The modeling of impacts from the Proposed Project indicates that primary 
health-based water quality standards will not be exceeded due to the Project.  Mitigation measure 
ITA-1 is primarily included as a backup measure to ensure that this will occur even if unforeseen 
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circumstances arise.  Until such a situation arises, it would be premature to enter into an 
agreement with the tribes as the specifics of what the tribes would like to do would change 
depending on a host of variables, including the division of costs between the tribes and the 
District.  This could include, but is not limited to, the location of any water quality standard 
exceedances relative to District facilities, as well as the extent that such an exceedance is caused 
by non-Project water sources. 

6-13, 6-14 and 6-15 The comments stated that urban and agricultural runoff affecting tribal 
land and the Salton Sea, or effects of elevated contaminants on traditional native plants and 
wildlife important to tribal culture, were not addressed.  These impacts would not be due to the 
2010 WMP Update, but are rather part of existing conditions or would be impacts due to other, 
unrelated projects within the Valley.  Urban and municipal stormwater runoff is collected in 
existing flood control channels and flows to the Whitewater River /Coachella Valley Stormwater 
Channel (CVSC).  The quality of urban runoff sources is the responsibility of the County of 
Riverside and the Valley cities under the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Small 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Program (SWRCB, 2011).  MS4 permits 
requirements are addressed in the jurisdictions’ General Plans and EIRs.  Local agencies must 
address urban runoff quality under requirements of the NPDES program.  The SWRCB Storm 
Water Program (2011) is available at:  
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/phase_ii_municipal.shtml 

The contribution to the Salton Sea from agricultural use is projected to decrease, as agriculture 
transitions to urban land uses.  The quality of agricultural drainage is anticipated to change, with 
increase in TDS to 2800-2900 mg/L and the possible increase in selenium.  Impacts of selenium 
and mitigation for potential increases in concentrations in the CVSC and drains are addressed in 
the SPEIR, pages 5-23 to 5-24, 5-27, 5-40 to 5-41, 5-50, and in Section 10.4.5, pages 10-16 to 
10-18.  Salinity changes in Salton Sea inflow are discussed on SPEIR pages 5-39 to 5-40, 5-45 to 
5-46, and 5-50.   

The comment is not clear on which water contaminants are affecting or could affect traditional 
native plants and wildlife.  No specific traditional native plants or wildlife were referenced in the 
comment and this issue was not raised at any meetings with the tribes or BIA over the past 
several years.  The quality of recharge water would not affect any biological resources. 

6-16 The comment states that feasibility studies on SWP importation to the Valley were not 
addressed.  The preliminary analysis of potential benefits to the Valley as a whole, which 
includes tribal resources, and the costs of the State Water Project Extension into the Coachella 
Valley are discussed in Section 10–Alternatives to the Proposed Project, Section 10.4.1, based on 
the draft feasibility study.  An expansion of that discussion follows.   

CVWD, DWA, Metropolitan, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency and Mojave Water Agency 
commissioned a feasibility study of extending the SWP to the Coachella Valley in 2006 (GEI, et 
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al., 2011).  The SWP Extension feasibility study initially evaluated four potential conveyance 
alignments:  1) a Lucerne Valley alignment originating on the East Branch of the California 
Aqueduct near Hesperia and running through Yucca Valley, 2) a North Pass alignment 
originating at the SWP Devil Canyon Afterbay in San Bernardino and paralleling Interstate 10, 
3) a South Pass alignment originating at Lake Perris and paralleling State Route 60 and Interstate 
10, and 4) a San Jacinto alignment originating at Lake Perris and tunneling through the San 
Jacinto Mountains.  Following completion of the initial evaluation in 2007, two potential 
alignments were selected for more detailed evaluation — a 90-mile-long Lucerne Valley 
alignment and a 40-mile-long Modified North Pass alignment that utilized Metropolitan’s Inland 
Feeder.  For each alignment, two different project sizes were considered:  a small project 
entailing delivery capacity for CVWD and DWA only with water delivery over 11 months per 
year and a large project including capacity for CVWD, DWA and other contractors along the 
alignment with water delivery over 9 months per year.  The alignments were evaluated equally 
and neither alignment was selected as the proposed project.   

Environmental constraints for both alignments were found to be numerous and substantive (for 
example, it is not certain that a Morongo Canyon alignment reach would be permitted, even if 
tunneled).  A full EIR and NEPA EIS will be required for the project and neither process has 
commenced; in addition, a federal lead agency has not been identified.   

The total capital cost of the Lucerne Valley project was estimated to range from $900 million to 
$1.2 billion for the small project and $1.1 to $1.4 billion for the large project in 2009 dollars, 
with a $7.5 million per year (2009 dollars) operation and maintenance (O&M) cost.  The capital 
cost allocation to CVWD and DWA was estimated at $1.06 billion for the small project and $1.2 
billion for the large project using the mid-point of the capital cost estimates.  For the Modified 
North Pass alignment, the estimated total capital cost in 2009 dollars was $774 million to $981 
million for the small project and $881 million to $1.13 billion for the large project.  Estimated 
annual O&M costs were $26.2 million for the small project and $19.1 million for the large 
project.  The CVWD and DWA construction cost share of the Modified North Pass alignment 
was estimated at $878 million for the small project and $897 million for the large project using 
the mid-point of the capital cost estimates.  The viability of the Modified North Pass alignment 
also depends on Metropolitan allowing use and purchase of available Inland Feeder capacity; no 
commitment has been made to date.  A number of additional issues affecting the project 
feasibility remain unresolved.   

 Reliability of the SWP conservation facilities is an unresolved constraint to the SWP 
Extension project.  SWP Conservation Facilities are basically those facilities that 
generate the yield of the SWP, and include Lake Oroville, San Luis Reservoir, and a 
portion of the California Aqueduct from the Delta to San Luis Reservoir.  In order to 
receive the full benefit of a State Water Project extension.  SWP reliability would have to 
increase from the current 60 percent to its historical 75 percent. 
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 Capacity in the California Aqueduct north of the bifurcation into the East Branch and 
West Branch is a potential constraint to the SWP Extension. 

 The Pearblossom Pumping Plant on the East Branch of the California Aqueduct has less 
capacity than required to supply the SWP Extension project along with other contractors’ 
needs.  

 The capacity of the Inland Feeder may not be adequate to make deliveries to the 
Modified North Pass Alignment as well as meet Metropolitan’s needs.  Further analysis is 
needed to determine the anticipated available capacity in future years. 

 The governance structure for the design, construction and operation of the project has not 
yet been determined.  Such a structure is necessary for securing bond funding of the 
project.   

 Feasibility will also be affected by the results of future stakeholder and public agency 
outreach. 

 Participation of the project partners will depend on whether their individual needs for 
supplemental water can be met by the proposed project, which depends on which 
alignment ultimately is selected. 

The SWP Extension feasibility report is in final draft form and is expected to remain in that form 
pending resolution of the feasibility constraints above and resolution of the Bay Delta 
Conservation Plan and the potentially participating agencies’ ability to finance the project.  For 
all of the above reasons, the SWP Extension is considered infeasible.  In SPEIR Section 3.3, it is 
identified as an element for possible inclusion in future updates to the WMP, but its inclusion at 
this time is highly speculative and would require a drastic change in state and local agency 
financial conditions, at the very least.   

6-17 The comment states that reservation lands were not included in water modeling studies.  
Reservation land was included in the groundwater modeling studies.  Land use and water 
demand on tribal lands were assumed to be the same as for similar areas of the Valley, since 
information specific to tribal land and water use was not provided.  CVWD would be happy to 
include additional tribal-specific data in the model.   

6-18 The comment states that tribes need to have a voice in water policy formulation.  The role 
of the tribes in formulation of water policy is not a CEQA issue.  CVWD held several meetings 
with the tribes and BIA over the last three years to identify their concerns and to provide a forum 
for discussion of water issues.  CVWD also attempted to involve tribal councils in water 
management meetings and arranged a government to government reception at BIA offices on 
May 18, 2010 with the CVWD Board of Directors.  The tribal council members did not attend 
and chose to send staff instead.  CVWD remains open to meeting with the individual tribal 
councils.   

6-19 The comment challenges the findings of the SPEIR with regard to groundwater levels and 
quality.  The projected ground water levels and water quality are shown as SPEIR text and 
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figures are excerpted directly from the WMP Update.  The information was based on CVWD 
well monitoring and the peer-reviewed groundwater model which was revisited for the WMP 
Update.  Therefore, the analyses in the WMP Update and the SPEIR, represented in13 figures 
from model results, are congruent.   

The District has had an extensive monitoring program in place for more than 60 years.  The 
District’s program currently monitors water levels in more than 500 wells at least three times per 
year.  It was the results of CVWD’s basin-wide, ongoing well monitoring that clearly identified a 
serious decline in groundwater levels in the West and East Valleys before 1993, which spurred 
the preparation of the first WMP.  CVWD groundwater monitoring data are published in the 
CVWD Annual Engineer’s Report prepared in conjunction with the Replenishment Assessment.  
CVWD publishes hydrographs for two example wells in the West Valley and 14 wells in the East 
Valley.  Data for a minimum of 10 additional wells will be presented in future reports.  The 
District also will be participating in the state’s California Statewide Groundwater Elevation 
Monitoring (CASGEM) program, submitting groundwater elevation data for 45 wells twice per 
year starting in January 2012.  The District agrees that development of a comprehensive 
groundwater level database would be beneficial for providing a more complete picture of 
groundwater conditions, and encourages the tribes to participate.  Consequently, this has been 
included as a WMP project.   

The WMP goal is to eliminate long-term overdraft, and not to continue “mining” the basin.  
However, that does not mean there will not be periods when extraction from the basin 
temporarily exceeds natural and artificial recharge.  Although water levels are expected to rise in 
the long term, periods of increasing and decreasing water levels will occur as the result of 
hydrologic variation in the supplies used to recharge the basin, especially near recharge basins.  
CVWD and DWA strive to recharge as much water as possible when it is available with full 
knowledge that there will be periods when supplies are reduced due to drought.  Thus, the 2002 
WMP and the 2010 WMP Update identify actions to be taken over the next 35 years to halt 
overdraft and manage the basin in a sustainable manner.  CVWD and DWA have made 
significant investments to acquire water supplies over the past eight years that put the Valley on 
a path toward sustainability.   

6-20 The comment refers to the on-going California Water Plan Update 2013.  The planning 
underway for the proposed California Water Plan Update is not part of the WMP Update or 
SPEIR; however, a review of the draft California Water Plan indicates that it proposes the same 
water resources management elements already in the WMP Update:  conservation, maximizing 
local supplies, use of shallow groundwater, and maximizing recycling.  The CVWD has already 
achieved 18.4 percent conservation, a long way to meeting its 20 by 2020 conservation goal; 
years ahead of schedule. 

The interrelationship with the Coachella Valley IRWMP is not a physical impact of the 2010 
WMP Update on the environment, and thus is not strictly a subject of the SPEIR.  The IRWMP 
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was prepared in 2009-2010 under a Memorandum of Understanding among CWA, CVWD, 
Desert Water Agency, Indio Water Authority and Mission Springs Water District to develop a 
regional water management plan for submittal to the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to 
regionally manage water resources and work cooperatively to manage available local and 
imported water supplies.  DWR provides funding for water management projects through 
competitive planning and implementation grant programs.  The 2002 WMP was a significant 
source of information for the IRWMP.  Federal reservations lands overlying the groundwater 
basin are included in the 2010 WMP Update:  land use and water demand on tribal lands within 
the study area were assumed to be the same as for similar areas of the Valley, since information 
specific to tribal land and water use was not provided.  With regard to the claim that the tribes 
are not being involved in planning for the Valley, please see, e.g., Response to Comment 6-18. 

6-21 The Coachella Valley tribes are not cooperating agencies under NEPA for the WMP 
Update because the Proposed Project has no NEPA nexus (no federal funding, no required 
federal permits or federal land involvement).  Similarly, the tribes are not Responsible Agencies 
under CEQA, defined as those state or local agencies that have approval authority by regulation 
or statute over the Proposed Project.   

At the same time, CVWD initiated and continued extensive coordination with the Coachella 
Valley tribes and BIA over several years during the preparation of the WMP Update and SPEIR.  
As discussed in response to comment 6-1 above, the District invited the tribal councils to a 
government to government reception with the CVWD Board of Directors, which the councils 
declined to attend.  The District remains willing to arrange additional meetings with tribal 
councils and their staffs on issues of mutual interest. 



Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
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September 26, 2011 ORIG/EML: P REYES 
EML: L STOWE 
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FILE: 0643.511 

Patti Reyes 
Coachella Valley Water District 
85-955 Avenue 52 -
Coachella, CA 92236 

Subject: Coachella Valley Water Management Plan 2010 Update 
SCH#: 2007091099 -

Dear Patti Reyes: 

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end 
of the state review period, which closed on September 19, 2011. We are forwarding these comments to you 
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental 
document. 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any quesndnFconceming the 
environmental review process. I f you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2007091099) when contacting this office. 

Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

SCAN & SHRED 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA 
770 FAIRMONT AVENUE, SUITE 100 
GLENDALE, CA 91203-1068 
(818) 500-1625 
(818) 543-4685 FAX 

September 21, 2011 

State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 

E 
SEP 2 6 2011 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

Regarding SCH# 2007-091-099: Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
for Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Coachella Valley Water Management 
Plan 2010 Update, Coachella Valley Water District, Riverside County, California 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Colorado River Board of California (CRB) has received and reviewed a copy of Notice of 
Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal for Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the Coachella Valley Water Management Plan 2010 Update, Coachella Valley Water 
District, Riverside County, California. 

At this juncture, the CRB has determined that it has no comments regarding the Notice. If you 
have any questions, please feel free to contact me, or Dr. Jay Chen of my staff, at (818) 500-
1625. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher S. HaJris 
Acting Executive /Director 



7.  Response to: Christopher S. Harris, Acting Executive /Director 
Colorado River Board 
 

The Colorado River Board had no comments; therefore, no response is necessary. 
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