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Executive Summary 

 
 
 
ES.1 Introduction 
 
This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Final 
EIR/EIS) has been prepared  in  compliance with  the California Environmental Quality 
Act  (CEQA) and  the National Environmental Policy Act  (NEPA)  to  inform  the public 
and  to meet  the needs of  local, State, and Federal permitting agencies  to consider  the 
project proposed by United States Gypsum Company (USG). Its purpose  is to address 
the environmental impacts of the expansion/modernization of the existing USG gypsum 
processing  and wallboard manufacturing  facility  and gypsum quarry  in  the  Imperial 
County, California.  
 
ES.2 CEQA/NEPA Compliance 
 
The final processes for completion of CEQA and NEPA are described separately below: 
 
CEQA 
 
The  County  of  Imperial  (County)  is  the  CEQA  Lead  Agency.  To  certify  the  Final 
EIR/EIS, the County must find that: 
 

• the Final EIR/EIS has been completed in compliance with CEQA; and  

• the Final EIR/EIS was presented to the decision‐making body of the lead agency, 
and  the  decision‐making  body  considered  and  reviewed  the  information 
contained in the Final EIR/EIS prior to approving the project; and 

• the Final EIR/EIS reflects  the  lead agency’s  independent  judgment and analysis 
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). 

 
After the County certifies the Final EIR/EIS, the County may decide whether and how 
to approve the Project and must adopt findings of fact regarding the significant effects 
identified in the Final EIR/EIS (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091‐15093). 
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NEPA 
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the NEPA Lead Agency. The Final EIR/EIS 
will be  filed with  the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  (EPA), and  the Notice of 
Availability  (NOA)  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  announcing  the 
availability  of  the  Final  EIR/EIS. After  a minimum  30‐day waiting  period,  BLM will 
issue a Record of Decision  (ROD)  stating  the decision and describing  the alternatives 
considered;  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative;  the  factors  considered  with 
respect to the alternatives, environmental commitments, and mitigation measures to be 
applied to the action; any monitoring and enforcement program to be established; any 
significant comments received on the Final EIR/EIS; and responses to those comments.  
 
ES.3 Public Review and Consultation Process 
 
In  accordance  with  both  the  specific  requirements  and  the  intent  of  CEQA,  the 
environmental  review  process  for  the  proposed  Project  has  included  substantial 
opportunities  for  public  and  agency  review  and  comment  on  the  environmental 
evaluations. As  a  result  of  the  degree  of  public  interest  in  the  Project,  a  substantial 
number of  comments were  submitted on  the Draft EIR/EIS during  the public  review 
period. Approximately 557 comment  letters were  submitted.  In addition, commenters 
presented verbal comments at the scoping meeting. Written comments are contained in 
Section 5.0, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR/EIS. 
 
The public  comments  received did not  change  the  analyses or  conclusions  regarding 
environmental impacts of the Project presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. Instead, the input 
resulted  in the adoption of some modification of mitigation measures described  in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. These modified mitigation measures are included in Table ES‐1. 
 
The majority  of  submitted  comments were  general  in  nature  and  expressed  concern 
regarding  traffic, hydrology, air quality, and noise, as well as potential effects on area 
roads  and  compatibility  of  the Project with  agricultural use  and  biological  concerns. 
Few of  these commenters asked questions  that had not already been evaluated  in  the 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Individual responses are  in Section 5.0 and are also cross referenced  to 
specific collective responses in Section 4.0 for clarification and consistency.  
 
These general concerns are collectively addressed as summarized responses  in Section 
4.0,  Collective  Responses.  Clarification  on  the  environmental  evaluations  and 
recommendations in the Draft EIR/EIS is provided. 
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A  number  of  agencies,  organizations,  businesses,  and  individuals  submitted  specific 
comments  or  opinions  based  on  review  of  the Draft  EIR/EIS.  The majority  of  these 
comments  requested  clarification  on  specific  points  addressed, while  some  provided 
suggestions  on  the  evaluation  of  impacts  and  determination  of  specific  mitigation 
measures.  Replies  to  comments  from  agencies,  businesses  and  organizations  are 
provided  in Section 5.0. Responses  to  individuals whose concerns were representative 
of public comment or who had detailed questions or suggestions regarding the Project 
are presented in Table 5.0‐2, Private Citizens. 
 
ES.4 Proposed Project 
 
The proposed Project  is modernization/expansion of USG’s manufacturing  facilities at 
its Plaster City Plant (Plant) and gypsum quarrying operations at its Plaster City Quarry 
(Quarry) that supports the Plant. A new 10‐inch diameter water pipeline 8.5‐miles long 
would  replace  the worn 8  inch water pipeline  from  the wells at Ocotillo  to  the Plant. 
The  new  10‐inch pipe would provide  a more  reliable water  supply, minimizing  line 
surges and associated  leaks/ruptures, providing a quicker water system recovery after 
waterline  breaks/leaks  or  maintenance,  and  improving  fire  protection  at  the  Plant. 
Installation of an approximate 14.4 megawatt (MW) cogeneration unit is also proposed 
to provide heat to the Plant to dry wallboard as well as provide electrical power for the 
Plant. This unit would be  sized  to provide electrical power  for  the entire Plant while 
delivering waste  heat  to  the No.  3  kiln  to  assist  in  drying wallboard,  reducing  the 
amount of heat needed by  the kiln. The natural gas would be delivered  through  the 
existing pipeline. 
 
Part  of  the  modernization/expansion  Project  includes  an  off‐specification  material 
recycling  system.  This  system  is  designed  to  chop  up  out‐of‐specification wallboard 
from the Inert Material Storage Area (IMSA) and feed it back into the Plant production 
process with raw gypsum rock. 
 
The proposed Project at the Quarry consists of the  improvements already made to the 
crushing  and  loading  facilities  plus  additional  components  identified  here.  A  new 
production water well (for on‐site activities), proposed Well No. 3, would be drilled and 
water  transported  by  a  pipeline  installed  alongside  of  the  existing  alignment  of  the 
narrow‐gauge railroad to the Quarry facilities. In conjunction with the development of 
the  pipeline,  USG  would  install  an  electric  supply  to  serve  the  well  pump.  The 
proposed  Project  also  includes  a  reclamation  plan  for  the  extent  of  USG  mineral 
holdings. 
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Federal  policy  favors maintaining  a  viable mining  industry  for  the  development  of 
domestic mineral  resources. To help assure  satisfaction of  the nation’s  industrial and 
security  needs,  federal  policies  encourage  private  enterprise  in  the  economic 
development of domestic mineral resources. The Mining Law of 1872 (20 USC 22 et seq.) 
opened  the  public  lands  to  exploration  and  development,  granting  a  person  who 
discovers  valuable mineral deposits  the  right  to  extract  and  sell  these minerals. This 
policy was reaffirmed in the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 and the National 
Materials  and  Minerals  Policy,  Research  and  Development  Act  of  1980.  The  1970 
Legislation  stated  that  an  “economically  sound” mining  industry was  important  for 
both economic and national security reasons. The 1980 Act noted the need to encourage 
mineral  exploration.  Quarrying  of  gypsum  has  been  occurring  at  the  Plaster  City 
Quarry since 1921. USG has been quarrying gypsum at the site since 1946. 
 
ES.5 Project Location 
 
Regional Location 
 
Imperial County  is within  the Colorado Desert, marked  by  land with  relatively  low 
elevations, some areas even below sea‐level. The western portion of Imperial County is 
characterized by a series of  low  lying mountain ranges opening  to  the Salton Sea and 
Imperial Valley. 
 
Plant 
 
USG produces wallboard and related gypsum products at the Plaster City Plant located 
at 3810 West Highway 80, Plaster City, California, approximately 18 miles west of  the 
City  of  El  Centro.  Access  to  the  Plant  is  via  Highway  80,  immediately  north  of 
Interstate 8. 
 
Water Supply 
 
Water for processing and manufacturing purposes at the Plaster City Plant is currently 
delivered  via  an  8‐inch  diameter  pipeline  from  a  well  field  located  approximately 
8 miles west of Plaster City  in  the Ocotillo‐Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin  (Basin). 
USG proposes the replacement of this existing aging pipeline with a new pipeline.  
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Quarry 
 
The Quarry  and  ore  crushing  facilities  supplying  the  raw material  to  the  Plant  are 
located approximately 26 miles north of Plaster City, at the Plaster City quarry. 
 
Lands used  for mining by USG encompass approximately 1,640 acres of private  lands 
and  380  acres  of  claims  on  federal  lands  currently  administered  by  the  BLM  and 
28 acres of mill sites. USG has applied for patenting of these claims. 
 
The Quarry  is  located at 7801 Split Mountain Road near Ocotillo Wells. Access  to  the 
Quarry  is  via  State Highway  78  from  San Diego County  and  Imperial County.  The 
Quarry  is  approximately  9 miles  south  of  the  intersection  of Highway  78  and  Split 
Mountain Road.  
 
Transport  of  ore  from  the Quarry  and  crushing  operation  to  the  Plant  is  via  a USG 
owned narrow‐gauge railroad. 
 
ES.6 Project Objectives 
 
USG’s Objectives 
 
The overall goals of the Proposed Action are to: 
 

•  Maximize use of known resources; 
•  Expand production facilities, equipment and personnel; and 
•  Maximize the return on capital investment. 
 

The Proposed Action consists of three (3) general components: (1) the Plaster City Plant 
upgrade  and  expansion;  (2)  the  increased water  usage  for  quarrying  and  processing 
purposes; and (3) the expansion of the mining operation at the Plaster City Quarry. The 
applicant’s objectives in these three areas are as follows: 
 
Plant 
 

•  Meet current and  future residential and commercial building products demand 
in the southwestern United States. 

•  Fulfill estimated operational design life of the Plant. 
•  Replace an older,  less‐efficient production  line with a new  state‐of‐the‐art high 

speed wallboard line. 

January 21, 2008  U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 ES-5 
 



•  Provide  continued  employment  for  people  in  a  sparsely  populated  County 
where industrial jobs are limited. 
 

Water Supply 
 

•  Obtain an adequate water supply for operations. 
•  Potentially replace an old and leaky pipeline. 
•  Increase water usage to up to 767 acre‐feet annually. 

 
Quarry 
 

•  Secure  permits  and  approvals  on  the Quarry  containing  high  quality  gypsum 
resources. 

•  Provide for an annual production level of 1.92 million tons per year (TPY). 
•  Maximize recovery of known gypsum reserves needed for the Plant to fulfill its 

estimated operational design life. 
•  Develop Quarry operations to limit disturbed areas. 
•  Implement  a  reclamation  plan  designed  to  minimize  erosion,  reestablish 

vegetation, reduce aesthetic impacts, and eliminate public safety concerns. 
•  Reclaim Quarry for post‐mining uses including open space. 

 
ES.7 Alternatives Considered 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) provides for the selection of a range of reasonable 
alternatives. The range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Action  included those 
that  could  feasibly  accomplish most  of  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project  and  could 
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.  
 
Similarly, NEPA  requires  that  an  EIS  identify  and  objectively  evaluate  a  reasonable 
range of alternatives to a proposed action. Under both CEQA and NEPA, the selection 
of  alternatives  for  discussion  is  governed  by  a  “rule  of  reason.”  The  following 
alternatives to the Proposed Action were considered: 
 
No Action Alternative 
 
The No Action Alternative assumes that no element of the Proposed Action would be 
implemented. Specifically, no expansion/modernization of the Plant or Quarry, and no 
replacement of the existing water pipeline, would occur. 
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Partial Use of Water from Imperial Irrigation District 
 
This  alternative  would  supply  the  Plant  with  a  portion  of  the  water  needed  for 
operations  from USG’s existing wells  in Ocotillo. The balance of  the water needed  for 
operations would be supplied by the Imperial Irrigation District (IID). 
 
Under  this alternative, water  from  IID would be blended with water  from Ocotillo as 
needed  to  achieve  the  level  of  water  quality  and  consistency  necessary  for  use  in 
manufacturing wallboard without the need for further treatment of the process water. 
As stated below, the quality of Colorado River water varies over time. Thus, the amount 
of water  that USG would need  to  extract  from  the well  at Ocotillo would vary  over 
time. However, this alternative assumes that over the life of the Project, the amount of 
water extracted from the existing wells at Ocotillo would average 400 acre‐feet per year 
(AF/Yr). Water in excess of 400 AF/Yr would be provided by IID under a water service 
agreement with USG (assuming such a water service agreement can be obtained).  
 
This alternative would  entail  the  construction and operation of a new water pipeline 
extending  from  the  Westside  Main  Canal  to  the  Plaster  City  Plant  a  distance  of 
approximately 5.5 miles. The likely routes for the pipeline include: (1) along the north or 
south  side  of  Evan Hewes Highway  (S‐80),  or  (2)  the  north  side  of  the  commercial 
railroad tracks that parallel Evan Hewes Highway.  
 
In  addition  to  the pipeline  itself,  this  alternative would  require  the  construction of  a 
pumping  station  near  the  canal,  access  roads  for  the  pipeline,  and  water  storage 
facilities at  the Plant. Storage and  treatment  facilities at  the Plant would  include  two 
settling/storage basins such as 150 foot by 150 foot reservoirs on USG property to settle 
out silt and solids from the water prior to use. These settling/storage basins with a total 
capacity of about 1 million gallons would be located adjacent to the USG manufacturing 
facility on Plant property, most  likely south of  the Plant. From  the settling ponds  the 
water would be pumped to the manufacturing facility, blended with Ocotillo well water 
to further dilute impurities and used in the manufacturing process.  
 
Under this alternative, once all of the approvals and improvements necessary to convey 
IID water  to  the  Plant  are  completed,  USG would  continue  to  use water  from  the 
existing wells at Ocotillo at pre project  levels. Assuming  that all necessary approvals 
can be obtained  to  implement  this alternative  (including a service agreement with  the 
IID), the process of obtaining these approvals would  likely require a minimum of 1 to 
3 years. Additionally, the construction of the pipeline and related improvements would 
require a minimum of 2 additional years. Thus, for purposes of evaluating the potential 
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environmental  effects  of  this  alternative,  it  is  assumed  that  IID water would  not  be 
available for use at the Plant until at least 2010 or 2012. 
 
Full Use of Water from Imperial Irrigation District 
 
This alternative is similar to the partial use alternative discussed above, except that 100 
percent  of  the water needed  for Plant  operations would be  supplied by  IID under  a 
water service agreement with USG. This alternative would entail the construction and 
operation  of  a  new water  pipeline  as  described  above  in  the  Partial Use  alternative 
extending from the Westside Main Canal to the Plant. 
 
Water/settling  storage  facilities would be  larger  than  that described  above under  the 
partial use alternative to provide the Plant with a 7 day on‐site storage in the event of 
water delivery interruptions. Under this alternative, it is anticipated that there would be 
two settling/storage  reservoirs, each would be about 225  feet by 225  feet. The storage 
capacity of each reservoir would be about 4.5 million gallons. Settling ponds would be 
utilized to settle solids out of the water and sized to store a 7 day supply of water for 
Plant operations. Water would also need to be filtered and treated to provide the Plant 
with potable water.  
 
The  quality  of Colorado River water  varies  significantly  over  time. This  variation  in 
salinity creates a problem in the process of making wallboard. While a range of salinity 
can be managed by changing formulations to account for salinity changes, this cannot 
be  accomplished  quickly.  In  other words,  the water  used  to manufacture wallboard 
must be maintained with a constant salinity or solids. In short, USG would need to treat 
Colorado River water not only if salinity levels are high, but simply because the levels 
vary. At  times when  the  salinity  levels  are  relatively  low,  it may  be  possible  to  use 
Colorado River water  to manufacture wallboard  in both  the existing No. 1 board  line 
and  the new high  speed No. 3 board  line without  further  treatment. However, when 
salinity  levels  are  relatively  high,  the  water  would  not  be  suitable  for  use  in  the 
manufacture  of  wallboard  unless  it  is  first  treated  by  Reverse  Osmosis  (RO).  The 
treatment process would require the construction of a desalinization facility, along with 
wastewater  treatment  facilities  to  handle  the wastewater  from  the  RO  process.  It  is 
assumed  that  the RO units could be  limited  to about one quarter of  the  flow and  that 
the  treated water would be blended with  settled  canal water  to  reach  the  acceptable 
levels of purity. For example, if the supply from IID were to be 866 AF/Yr it would be 
necessary to take in about 266 AF to the RO plant to produce 200 AF/Yr of low salinity 
water. This water would  be  blended with  about  600 AF/Yr  of  settled  canal water  to 
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produce water acceptable for board manufacture. The waste stream would be 66 AF/Yr, 
which would require on‐site evaporation ponds of about 11 acres.  
 
In addition to the RO unit, a treatment facility would be needed to supply potable water 
for the Plant. While the quantity of water needed for this purpose is relatively small, the 
unit would require attention and service. The Plant would also be required to isolate the 
potable system from the industrial use supply system.  
 
ES.8 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
 
The impacts of the proposed Project, proposed mitigation, and significance conclusions 
are discussed  in detail  in  the Draft EIR/EIS,  as  revised  in  this document. Table ES‐1 
summarizes  the  revised  impacts,  mitigation  measures,  and  levels  of  significance 
identified in this document (strike out and underlined).  
 

Table ES‐1 
Summary of Revised Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
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Potential Impact 

LOS 
Before 
Mit 

 
 

Mitigation Measures 

LOS 
After 
Mit 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Increased pumping of 
USG wells could 
reduce water levels, 
increasing the cost of 
pumping groundwater 
and, causing some 
wells to go dry. 

S  

Mitigation Measure 3.3‐1: If the water level in a an existing well in the 
Ocotillo area decreases at a  rate  faster  than one  foot every eight years 
and the average water levels in the surrounding wells also decrease for 
more than two years in a row due to the Proposed Action, as measured 
from the interpolated linear of one foot every eight years with a starting 
reference point being the date that pumping by USG increases above the 
baseline  rate,  and  there  is  a  documented  reduction  in  the  available 
water to the affected user, then USG, at its election will: 
 

1.  Rehabilitate the well and/or install a new pump to restore the prior 
pumping rate; or 

2.  Provide  an  incremental  replacement  of  water  equivalent  to  the 
amount of  the reduced rate of pumping by  the affected party, of a 
like  quantity  and  quality,  and  provide  reimbursement  for  the 
incremental  increase  for  the affected party  to pump  the  remaining 
available groundwater; or 

4.  Provide a  full  replacement water  supply  to  the affected party of a 
like kind and quality, at a cost that does not exceed the cost to the 
affected party at the time the impact occurred; or 

3.  Deepen the existing well or provide a new replacement well to the 
affected party, drilled to a depth that will not be affected by existing 
or future Project‐related declines  in the water table, and capable of 
providing an equivalent quantity and quality of water  that existed 
prior  to  the  impact,  and  provide  reimbursement  for  incremental 
increase in cost for the affected party to pump the available water. 

 

LS  

 ES-9 
 



 
 

Potential Impact 

LOS 
Before 
Mit 

 
 

Mitigation Measures 

LOS 
After 
Mit 

The  extent  to which  the  Proposed  Action will  be  as  contributing  to 
cause  the  decrease  in  water  levels  in  the  Ocotillo  area  will  be 
determined only after a review of the water level data and a decision by 
the Imperial County Planning Commission. 
 
The baseline condition in the Basin includes a declining water table, and 
existing data suggests that water  levels recover slowly after significant 
drawdown  occurs.    Therefore,  iIf USG  elects  to  provide  replacement 
water or a  replacement water  supply, arrangements must be made  to 
provide this mitigation until groundwater levels stabilize at return to a 
level  equal  to  the projected baseline  condition or  ten years  after USG 
reduces its pumping from the Basin to the baseline rate, whichever first 
occurs. 
 

Increased pumping 
from USG wells could 
degrade water quality 
in individual wells due 
to lateral migration of 
higher‐TDS water 
located to the east of 
Coyote Wells, lateral 
migration of higher‐
TDS water from areas 
near outcrops of 
Tertiary sediments, or 
vertical migration of 
water from or near 
Tertiary sediments 
underlying the alluvial 
aquifer throughout 
most areas of the basin.  S  

Mitigation  Measure  3.3‐2:    USG  will  provide  an  alternative  or 
replacement  source  of  water  if  the  water  quality  significantly 
deteriorates  in  any  existing  well  in  the  Ocotillo  area  and  such 
deterioration is caused by the Proposed Action. As discussed above, the 
secondary drinking water standard for TDS is 500 mg/L and water with 
a  TDS  level  in  excess  of  1,000  mg/L  is  considered  non‐potable.  
Therefore,  if  the Proposed Action causes  the TDS  level  in any existing 
well  to  exceed  500  mg/L,  or  causes  the  concentration  of  any  other 
measured  parameter  sulfate,  chloride  or  boron,  as  described  in  the 
Mitigation  Groundwater Monitoring  Program  below,  to  exceeds  the 
drinking‐water standard that is in force at the time of the measurement, 
the Proposed Action  is  approved,  then USG will provide  the  affected 
party or parties with  an  alternative  supply of water  for drinking  and 
cooking,  at  no  cost  to  the  affected  party  or  parties.    This  alternative 
supply  could  be  bottled water  or  a  hookup  to  a  replacement water 
source.  If the TDS level in any well exceeds 1,000 mg/L and is caused by 
the Proposed Action, then the water quality will be such that use of the 
water  for  any  domestic  purpose will  be  significantly  affected  due  to 
scale  buildup,  damage  to  plumbing,  corrosion,  and  other  similar 
impacts.    If  the  TDS  level  exceeds  1,000 mg/L  and  is  caused  by  the 
Proposed Action, USG will provide the affected party or parties with a 
hookup  to  a  replacement  supply  of water.    This  replacement  supply 
may be a hookup to an existing municipal district or other appropriate 
drinking  water  supply  system.    USG  will  bear  the  full  cost  of  the 
hookup.    The  affected  party  or  parties,  however,  would  only  be 
responsible  for  the annual cost of  the replacement water equivalent  to 
their costs to pump water prior to the occurrence of the  impact.   If the 
annual  cost  of water  for  the  replacement  supply  exceeds  the  affected 
party  or  parties  costs  to  pump water  prior  to  the  occurrence  of  the 
impact, USG will pay the incremental difference. 

The  extent  to  which  the  Proposed  Action  will  be  considered  as 
contributing  to  be  the  cause  of  the  decrease  in water  quality  in  the 
Ocotillo area, will be determined only after a review of the water quality 
data and a decision by the Imperial County Planning Commission. 

LS  
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Potential Impact 

LOS 
Before 
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Mitigation Measures 

LOS 
After 
Mit 

The existing data from Ocotillo and Yuha Estates indicates that, once the 
water quality decreases, it may take many decades for the water quality 
to recover once the pumping causing the impact has ceased.  Therefore, 
If  USG  will  need  is  required  to  provide  the  alternative  and/or 
replacement  water  supply  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  this  mitigation 
measure, it must continue to do so until (1) concentrations of the above‐
listed constituents in excess of applicable water‐quality standards return 
to levels below such standards or until the water quality parameters, for 
which there is data that currently exists, return to pre‐Proposed Action 
levels,  (2)  ten  years  after  USG  reduces  its  pumping  from  the 
Ocotillo/Coyote  Wells  Groundwater  Basin  to  the  baseline  rate, 
whichever first occurs. 
 

Increased pumping 
from USG wells could 
degrade water quality 
in the groundwater 
Basin due to lateral 
migration of higher‐
TDS water located to 
the east of Coyote 
Wells, lateral migration 
of higher‐TDS water 
from areas near 
outcrops of Tertiary 
marine sediments, or 
vertical migration of 
water from or near 
Tertiary marine 
sediments underlying 
the alluvial aquifer 
throughout most areas 
of the basin. 

S  

As part of the Proposed Project, USG will implement the Groundwater 
Monitoring Program described below.  The data from the groundwater 
monitoring  program  will  provide  an  indication  of  a  trend  of 
progressively  decreasing  information  concerning  water  quality  in 
individual wells and throughout the basin, if such a trend occurs and is 
a  result  of  the  increased pumping  for  the Proposed Project.  If  such  a 
trend is identified the data indicates a trend of progressively decreasing 
water  quality  in  only  a  few  wells  in  close  proximity  to  the  USG 
pumping wells, and an impact subsequently occurs in any or all of those 
few wells, then USG can mitigate the impacts in the individual wells as 
discussed above for Impact 3.3‐2A:  Water Quality Degradation at Plant 
Affecting  Individual  Well  Owners.    If,  however,  such  a  trend  is 
identified in a larger number of wells, and these wells are located over a 
broader area of the basin and not  just  in the area of the USG pumping 
wells,  it would not be possible  to restore  the Basin‐wide water quality 
once  it  is degraded  to  concentrations  at which  the groundwater  is no 
longer  suitable  for  its  current  uses.    There  is  insufficient  recharge  to 
restore the Basin and dilute the salts in the saline water.  Therefore, it is 
not possible to mitigate the Basin‐wide degradation of water quality.  If 
such trends are detected by the Groundwater Monitoring Program, the 
only way to halt or reverse these trends would be to curtail pumping by 
reducing  production  at  the  Plant,  or  by  implementing  one  or  more 
Alternatives that reduce or eliminate withdrawals from the basin, prior 
to the groundwater quality being degraded to the point where it was no 
longer suitable for its current uses. 
 

S  

Wildlife  
Increased activity at the 
Quarry could disturb 
additional desert 
upland and wash 
habitats possibly 
having a negative 
impact on wildlife in 
the area. 

S 

Mitigation  Measure  3.5‐1d:    Peninsular  bighorn  sheep:  USG,  in 
coordination with  the BLM,  shall  initiate  formal  consultation with  the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 7 of the Federal Endangered 
Species Act and  implement  the  terms and  conditions of  the  incidental 
take  statement  authorizing  the  project.  The  consultation  process will 
result  in  the development of a Biological Opinion by  the USFWS  that 
will:  (1)  provide  a  statement  about  whether  the  proposed  project  is 
“likely  or  not  likely  to  jeopardize”  the  continued  existence  of  the 
species,  or  result  in  the  adverse  modification of  critical  habitat;  (2) 

LS 
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Before 
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Mitigation Measures 

LOS 
After 
Mit 

provide an incidental take statement that authorizes the project; and (3) 
identifies  mandatory  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  to  minimize 
incidental take, along with terms and conditions that implement them. 
 
Mining  shall be conducted only as approved  in  the Plan of Operation 
and  the  Mine  Reclamation  Plan.  Reclamation  shall  be  conducted 
concurrently with mining and it shall be initiated within each phase as 
soon  as  is  feasible.  Reclamation  shall  include  slope  contouring  and 
revegetation with native plant  species as  specified  in  the Reclamation 
Plan.  

 
USG shall instruct its employees and other visitors to the mine to avoid 
peninsular bighorn sheep. Access  to undisturbed  lands by humans on 
foot shall be restricted, and usually would  include only biologists and 
mining  personnel. USG  shall  establish  a  training  program,  including 
new‐employee orientation and annual  refresher,  to educate employees 
regarding bighorn sheep and the importance of avoidance.  

 
USG  shall  not  allow  domestic  animals  (cattle,  sheep,  donkeys,  dogs, 
etc.) onto  the mine  site or  any  lands under USG  control. Training  for 
mine  employees  shall  include  instructions  to  report  observations  of 
domestic  animals  to  the  quarry’s  environmental  manager.  Upon 
receiving any such reports, the environmental manager shall contact the 
appropriate authorities for removal of domestic animals.  
 

Cultural Resources 
The Proposed Action 
may affect unique 
prehistoric sites or 
artifacts in the potential 
impact area. 

LS 

None required. If any archaeological resources are encountered during 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  or  any  other 
activity that may disturb or damage such resources shall be halted, and 
the  services of a qualified archaeologist  shall be  secured  to assess  the 
resources and evaluate the potential impact. Such construction or other 
activity may  resume only after  the archaeological  resources have been 
assessed  and  evaluated  and a plan  to  avoid or mitigate  any potential 
impacts to a level of insignificance has been prepared and implemented. 

 

The Proposed Action 
may affect historic sites 
or artifacts in the 
potential impact area. 

S 

If any archaeological resources are encountered during implementation 
of  the  Proposed  Action,  construction  or  any  other  activity  that may 
disturb or damage such resources shall be halted, and the services of a 
qualified  archaeologist  shall  be  secured  to  assess  the  resources  and 
evaluate the potential  impact.   Such construction or other activity may 
resume only after the archaeological resources have been assessed and 
evaluated  and  a plan  to  avoid  or mitigate  any potential  impacts  to  a 
level  of  insignificance  has  been  prepared  and  implemented.    An 
archaeologist  qualified  by  the  Society  of  Professional  Archaeologists 
(SOPA)  shall  be  deemed  “qualified”  for  purposes  of  this mitigation 
measure.   The services of a qualified archaeologist may be secured by 
contacting  the  Center  for  Public  Archaeology  –  California  State 
University, Fullerton or a member of SOPA.
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Global Warming
The proposed project 
will result in 
cumulative impacts to 
climate change.

S

USG  has  already  acquired  approximately  $1.6  million  in  emission 
credits for the Project to meet applicable air quality standards. Similarly, 
to  the extent necessary, USG will acquire  recognized carbon credits  to 
offset the Projectʹs increased GHG emissions. 
 

LS

LOS = Level of Significance                            S = Significant or Potentially Significant                       LS = Less than Significant 
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1.0  Introduction 

 
 
 
 
1.1 PURPOSE 

This  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Final 
EIR/EIS) has been prepared to describe the disposition of environmental issues raised in 
the comments received on the Draft EIR for the United States Gypsum Company (USG) 
Expansion/Modernization Project  (U.S. Gypsum Project). The evaluation and response 
to  public  comments  is  an  essential  part  of  the  full  disclosure  environmental  review 
process  for  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  and  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  has  been  completed  in  accordance  with 
California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and 42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq. 

1.2 FINAL EIR/EIS REQUIREMENTS 

The Final EIR/EIS for the U.S. Gypsum Project has been prepared to provide responses 
to comments received. The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the 
Draft EIR  or may  be  a  separate  section  in  the  final document.  In  this  case  the  Final 
EIR/EIS includes both. 
 
The  CEQA  Guidelines  (14  CCR  Section  15132)  require  that  the  Final  EIR/EIS  shall 
consist of: 
 

• The Draft EIR/EIS or a revision of the draft; 
• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR/EIS either verbatim 

or in summary; 
• A  list of persons, organizations, and public agencies  commenting on  the Draft 

EIR/EIS; 
• The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised  in 

the review and consultation process; and 
• Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

This Final EIR/EIS has been prepared in a format in accordance with CEQA Regulations 
(40 CFR 1503.4(c)). This document should be used  in conjunction with,  rather  than  in 
place of,  the Draft EIR/EIS. Therefore,  this document,  together with  the Draft EIR/EIS, 
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1.0 Introduction 

fulfills  State  and County CEQA  requirements  for  a  complete  Final  EIR  and  Federal 
NEPA requirements for a Final EIS. 

1.3 USE OF FINAL EIR/EIS IN DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

The  EIR/EIS  is  an  informational  document  designed  to  inform  the  public  of  the 
significant  environmental  effects  of  a project,  identify possible ways  to minimize  the 
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

The final processes for completion of CEQA and NEPA are described separately below: 
 
CEQA 
 
The  County  of  Imperial  (County)  is  the  CEQA  Lead  Agency.  To  certify  the  Final 
EIR/EIS, the County must find that: 
 

• the Final EIR/EIS has been completed in compliance with CEQA; and  

• the Final EIR/EIS was presented to the decision‐making body of the lead agency, 
and  the  decision‐making  body  considered  and  reviewed  the  information 
contained in the Final EIR/EIS prior to approving the project; and 

• the Final EIR/EIS reflects  the  lead agency’s  independent  judgment and analysis 
(State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090). 

 
After the County certifies the Final EIR/EIS, the County may decide whether and how 
to approve the Project and must adopt findings of fact regarding the significant effects 
identified in the Final EIR/EIS (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15091‐15093). 
 

NEPA 
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the NEPA Lead Agency. The Final EIR/EIS 
will be  filed with  the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  (EPA), and  the Notice of 
Availability  (NOA)  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  announcing  the 
availability  of  the  Final  EIR/EIS. After  a minimum  30‐day waiting  period,  BLM will 
issue a Record of Decision  (ROD)  stating  the decision and describing  the alternatives 
considered;  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative;  the  factors  considered  with 
respect to the alternatives, environmental commitments, and mitigation measures to be 
applied to the action; any monitoring and enforcement program to be established; any 
significant comments received on the Final EIR/EIS; and responses to those comments. 
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The Final EIR/EIS will be used by  the County and  the BLM  together with  economic, 
social, and technical information, to decide on the discretionary entitlements requested. 
This  Final  EIR/EIS  is  being made  available  prior  to  hearings  on  project  approval  or 
denial  to provide an opportunity  for agency and public  review of  the  complete Final 
EIR before decisions are made. 

Mining activities on private  land are  regulated by  the County  in accordance with  the 
Imperial County General Plan and other requirements. The County reviews proposed 
mining use permits and  reclamation plans prior  to  considering approval of a project. 
The  County  is  responsible  for  regulating  the  reclamation  of  mining  operations,  in 
accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) 
(California Public Resources Code Section 2710 et seq.). 
 
Mining  activities  on  federal  lands  are  regulated  under  the  Federal  Land,  Policy  and 
Management Act (FLPMA), and in the California desert, subject to the California Desert 
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. In order to avoid duplication of effort, approval of a 
mining reclamation plan subject to SMARA is the responsibility of the County, subject 
to  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  the  BLM  and  the  Department  of 
Conservation. 
 
The Project Application  for a Plan of Operations and Mine and Reclamation Plan and 
related  technical  documents  that were,  in  part,  used  in  the  preparation  of  the Draft 
EIR/EIS, and this Final EIR/EIS, were submitted by the Applicant to the County in 2003 
and  2004.  The Application  and  supporting  documents  are  on  file  and  available  for 
public review at the Imperial County Planning Department. This Final EIR/EIS reviews 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  activities  on  the  Project  sites,  as 
described in the Application. 
 
Upon review of the Final EIR/EIS, and prior to rendering decisions on the discretionary 
actions, the County must certify that: 
 

• The Final EIR/EIS has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
• The  Final  EIR/EIS  was  presented  to  the  decision‐making  body  of  the  Lead 

Agency,  and  that  the  decision‐making  body  reviewed  and  considered  the 
information contained in the Final EIR/EIS prior to approving the Project; and 

• The  Final  EIR/EIS  reflects  the  Lead  Agency’s  independent  judgment  and 
analysis. 
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Should applicable permits and Reclamation Plan approvals be granted by the County, a 
statement of  findings would be made  for each  significant environmental effect of  the 
Project, accompanied by a brief explanation of  the rationale  for each  finding. Possible 
findings are that: 
 

• Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project to 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS; 

• Such  changes  or  alterations  are  within  the  responsibility  and  jurisdiction  of 
another  public  agency  and  not  the  agency making  the  finding.  Such  changes 
have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be adopted by such 
other agency; and/or 

• Specific economic, social, or other considerations make  infeasible the mitigation 
measures or Project alternatives identified in the Final EIR/EIS. 

In addition, the County would have to make a statement of overriding considerations if, 
in  choosing  to  grant  the  Reclamation  Plan  and  other  approvals  for  the  Project,  it 
determines that significant environmental impacts remain. The statement of overriding 
considerations  would  set  forth  the  specific  reasons  why  the  benefits  of  the  Project 
outweigh  the  unavoidable  significant  environmental  impacts.  The  statement  of 
overriding  considerations  (if  any)  and  the  findings  will  be  issued  by  the  Imperial 
County Planning Commission concurrently with its decision at a public hearing. 

At  the  time of  its decision,  the BLM will prepare a concise public ROD  in accordance 
with  the Council on Environmental Quality  (CEQ)  regulations at 40 CFR 1505.2. The 
record as appropriate, will: 

• State the decision. 
• Identify  all  alternatives  considered  by  the  agency  in  reaching  its  decision, 

specifying  the  alternative  or  alternatives  that  were  considered  to  be 
environmentally preferable. 

• Identify  and  discuss  relevant  factors,  including  economic  and  technical 
considerations, agency statutory missions, and considerations of national policy 
that were balanced by the agency in making its decision. 

• State whether all practicable means  to avoid or minimize  environmental harm 
from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were not.  

• Adopt a mitigation monitoring and enforcement program. 
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The  ROD  for  the U.S. Gypsum  Project will  be  issued  by  the  BLM  at  least  30  days 
following publication of the Final EIR/EIS NOA in the Federal Register. 
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2.0 Public Review and Consultation Process 

 
 
 
 
2.1 CIRCULATION OF DRAFT EIR/EIS 

2.1.1 Purposes of Public Review 

CEQA  views  public  participation  as  an  essential  part  of  the  environmental  impact 
evaluation process. The purposes of public circulation and review of EIRs include: 
 

• Sharing expertise; 
• Disclosing agency analyses; 
• Checking for accuracy; 
• Detecting omissions; 
• Discovering public concerns; and 
• Soliciting counter proposals. 

CEQA  explains  that  the  focus  of  the  review  should  be  on  the  sufficiency  of  the 
document  in  identifying and analyzing  the possible  impacts on  the  environment and 
ways  in  which  the  significant  effects  of  the  project  may  be  avoided  or  mitigated. 
Comments  are  most  helpful  when  they  suggest  additional  specific  alternatives  or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 
environmental effects. Reviewers should therefore explain the basis for their comments, 
and whenever possible should submit data or references in support of their comments 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204). 

CEQA  (Cal.  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21082.2(b))  explains  that,  “Statements  in  an 
environmental  impact  report and comments with  respect  to an environmental  impact 
report shall not be determinative of whether the project may have a significant effect on 
the environment.” According to CEQA, it is the responsibility of the decision makers of 
the Lead Agency to “determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment  based  on  substantial  evidence  in  the  record.”  “Substantial  evidence”  is 
defined  as  facts,  fact‐related  reasonable  assumptions,  and  expert opinion.  Substantial 
evidence  does  not  include  arguments,  speculation,  unsubstantiated  opinion  or 
narrative,  clearly  erroneous  evidence,  or  socioeconomic  impacts  not  related  to  the 
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physical environment (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21080(e), 21082.2(a), 21082.2(c), and 
Guidelines Section 15384). 

2.1.2 Public Review Period and Notifications 

In  accordance  with  both  the  specific  requirements  and  the  intent  of  CEQA,  the 
environmental  review  process  for  the U.S. Gypsum  Project  has  included  substantial 
opportunities  for  public  and  agency  review  and  comment  on  the  environmental 
evaluations.  This  extensive  public  review  process  is  briefly  summarized  in  the 
following paragraph. 

The Draft EIR/EIS process included the following: 
 

• An  EIR/EIS  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP)  was  distributed  to  the  State 
Clearinghouse,  responsible  agencies,  interested  groups  and  individuals,  and 
surrounding property owners for a 30‐day comment period; 

• Two Public Scoping Meetings were held; 
• The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated for review; 
• Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were sent directly to responsible, trustee, and other 

State,  Federal,  and  local  agencies  expected  to  have  expertise  or  interest  in  the 
resources that may be affected by the proposed Project; 

• In addition, copies were sent to organizations, businesses, and  individuals with 
special  expertise  on  environmental  impacts  and/or  who  had  expressed  an 
interest in this particular project, or other activities; and 

• The Notice of Completion was filed with the State Clearinghouse. 
• The comment period was extended by the County and BLM to July 17, 2006. 

 
Notice  of  the  availability  of  this  Final  EIR/EIS  has  been  provided  to  agencies, 
organizations, and the public, who have expressed an interest in the project. 
 
2.2 PUBLIC INPUT ANALYSIS 

As  a  result  of  the  degree  of  public  interest  in  the  Project,  a  substantial  number  of 
comments  were  submitted  during  the  public  review  period.  Approximately  557 
comment  letters were submitted. In addition, commenters presented verbal comments 
at  the  scoping  meeting.  Written  comments  (received  as  letter  correspondence)  are 
contained in Section 5.0, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR/EIS. 

The public  comments  received did not  change  the  analyses or  conclusions  regarding 
environmental impacts of the Project presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. Instead, the input 
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resulted  in the adoption of some modification of mitigation measures described  in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. These modified mitigation measures, along with other corrections to the 
Draft  EIR/EIS,  are  included  in  Section  3.0,  Draft  EIR/EIS  Errata,  as  well  as  being 
included in the appropriate comment responses in Section 5.0, Response to Comments. 

As  is  common  with  Draft  EIR/EIS  circulation  and  review,  many  of  the  comments 
submitted were general  in nature, and asked questions already answered  in  the Draft 
EIR/EIS evaluations. Other  commenters asked  for  clarification on points addressed  in 
the environmental evaluations, while some provided suggestions on  the evaluation of 
impacts and determination of specific mitigation measures. 

Comments  received  indicated  that  some  reviewers  disagree with  the  Draft  EIR/EIS 
conclusions. Where  specific  points  of  disagreement  were  expressed  by  commenters 
concerning  environmental  issues,  detailed  responses  have  been  prepared  in  this 
document.  
 
2.3 APPROACH TO RESPONSES 

2.3.1 General Issue Comments 

The majority  of  submitted  comments were  general  in  nature  and  expressed  concern 
regarding  traffic, hydrology, air quality, and noise, as well as  the potential effects on 
area  roads  and  the  compatibility  of  the  Project with  agricultural  use  and  biological 
concerns.  Few  of  these  commenters  asked  questions  that  had  not  already  been 
evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS.  Most  of  these  general  concerns  were  voiced  in 
conjunction with opinions on project approval/denial. These concerns were anticipated, 
as these are the same issues that have been the focus of public interest since the initial 
public  scoping  process.  Clarification  on  the  environmental  evaluations  and 
recommendations  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS  is  provided.  Individual  responses  are  in 
Section 5.0. They are also cross referenced to specific collective responses in Section 4.0 
for clarification and consistency. 

2.3.2 Specific Comments 

The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated to numerous agencies, many having jurisdiction over 
natural resources that could be affected by the proposed Project, or having expertise or 
interest  in environmental  resources.  In addition,  interested organizations,  individuals, 
and businesses received the documents or were noticed of their availability. A number 
of agencies, organizations, businesses, and individuals submitted specific comments or 
opinions  based  on  review  of  the  Draft  EIR/EIS.  The  majority  of  these  comments 
requested clarification on specific points addressed, while some provided suggestions 
on the evaluation of impacts and determination of specific mitigation measures. Replies 
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to comments from agencies, businesses, individuals, and organizations are provided in 
Section 5.0. Comments received are organized and numbered in their chronical order of 
submittal and are  listed  in Table 5.0‐1. Table 5.0‐2  is a  list of private citizen comments 
and  a  copy  of  the  standard  form  letter.  A  general  response  was  prepared  and  is 
referenced  for each of  those submitted.  In many cases other  letters were so similar  in 
content  that  the reader  is referred  to  the  form  letter response. These  individual  letters 
and responses follow Table 5.0‐2. 

2.3.3 List of Commenters and Index to Responses 

A  list  of  issues  raised  in  the  comment  letters  and  public  hearings  is  compiled  in 
Table 2.0‐1,  Index  to  Information Regarding  Issues Raised  in  the Draft EIR/EIS. Since 
most of  the comments  raised are  issues  that had already been addressed  in  the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the table indicates where in that draft commenters may find the evaluation.  
 
Table 2.0‐2, List of Commenters and  Index  to Responses,  is a  list of each commenting 
agency,  organization,  business,  and  individual.  The  list  indicates  the  commenter,  a 
reference  to  Table  2.0‐1  where  the  requested  information  can  be  found  and  the 
identification  number  designated  to  the  letter.  Since  many  of  the  comments  were 
general  in  nature,  they were  expanded  on  and  referenced  in  Section  4.0,  Collective 
Responses. Where specific comments were submitted and required a detailed response, 
the commenter is referred to the Sections of this Final EIR/EIS containing the response. 
Where  commenters  raised  issues  that  have  been  previously  addressed  in  the  Draft 
EIR/EIS, they are referred to Table 2.0‐1 for the location of that information. 
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Table 2.0-1 
Index to Information Regarding Issues Raised1

Issue/Topic Draft EIR/EIS 
1.  ADMINISTRATIVE  
a.  EIR Adequacy/ Requirements  1.1.1, 1.1.2 
b.  Other Documents/ Information  1.1.3.1, 2.4.4.3 
c.  Applicable Laws  1.1.1 
d.  Need for the Project  1.2.1, 1.2.2, 1.2.3 
e.  Socioeconomics   
2.  ACOUSTICS/NOISE  
a.  Noise Pollution at Quarry and Plant Sites  3.12.3.1, 3.12.3.2, 3.12.3.3, 3.12.3.4 
b.  Noise Pollution at Plant Site  3.12.3.1 
c.  Noise Pollution Along Railroad Right‐of‐Way  3.12.3.2, 3.12.3.3, 3.12.3.4 
3.  AIR QUALITY  
a.  Increased PM10  and/or Dust Emissions at Quarry  3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 
b.  Increased Exhaust Emissions at Quarry  3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 
c.  Increased PM10  and/or Dust Emissions at Well 
Site and Pipeline 

3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 

d.  Increased Combustion Emissions at Plant  3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 
e.  Increased PM10  and/or Dust Emissions at Plant  3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 
f.  Increased PM10  and/or Dust Emissions at 10” 
Replacement Pipeline 

3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 

g.  Increased Exhaust Emissions Along Railroad 
Right‐of‐Way 

3.6.3.2, 3.6.3.3, 3.6.3.4, 3.6.3.5 

4.  APPROVAL AND DENIAL  
a. Approval and Denial   
5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES  
a.  Prehistoric Cultural Resources  3.8.3.3, 3.8.3.4, 3.8.3.5, 3.8.3.6 
b.  Ethnic Cultural Resources  3.8.3.3, 3.8.3.4, 3.8.3.5, 3.8.3.6 
c.  Historic Cultural Resources  3.8.3.3, 3.8.3.4, 3.8.3.5, 3.8.3.6 
6.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
7.  GEOLOGY  
a.  Quarry Slope Stability  3.2.3.2, 3.2.3.3, 3.2.3.4, 3.2.3.5 
b.  Loss of Paleontological Resources  3.2.3.2, 3.2.3.3, 3.2.3.4, 3.2.3.5 
8.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  
a.  Groundwater Contamination Hazards at Plant 
and Quarry 

3.10.3.2, 3.10.3.3, 3.10.3.4, 3.10.3.5 

b.  Explosive Hazards at Quarry  3.10.3.2, 3.10.3.3, 3.10.3.4, 3.10.3.5 
c.  Asbestos Exposure from 8” Pipeline  3.10.3.2, 3.10.3.3, 3.10.3.4, 3.10.3.5 
9.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY   
a.  Water Depletion at Plant Affecting Individual 
Well Owners 

3.3.3.7, 3.3.3.8, 3.3.3.9, 3.3.3.10 

b.  Water Depletion at Plant Affecting the 
Groundwater Basin 

3.3.3.7, 3.3.3.8, 3.3.3.9, 3.3.3.10 

                                                 

 

1 Table 2.0-1 identifies each topic raised in comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS.  For each topic, the 
chapter/section of the Draft EIR/EIS containing the appropriate information is indicated. 
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Issue/Topic Draft EIR/EIS 
c.  Water Quality Degradation at Plant Affecting 
Individual Well Owners 

3.3.3.7, 3.3.3.8, 3.3.3.9, 3.3.3.10 

d.  Water Quality Degradation at Plant Affecting 
the Groundwater Basin 

3.3.3.7, 3.3.3.8, 3.3.3.9, 3.3.3.10 

e.  Water Depletion at Quarry  3.3.5.2, 3.3.5.3, 3.3.3.4, 3.3.3.5 
f.  Water Quality Degradation at Quarry  3.3.5.2, 3.3.5.3, 3.3.3.4, 3.3.3.5 
g.  Surface Water Flow at Quarry  3.3.5.2, 3.3.5.3, 3.3.3.4, 3.3.3.5 
h.  Cumulative Reduced Water Levels  3.3.6 
i.  Cumulative Water Quality Degradation  3.3.6 
10.  LAND USE AND PLANNING  
a.  Compatibility with Existing Land Uses  3.9.3.2, 3.9.3.4, 3.9.3.5 
b.  Compatibility with Adopted Land Use Plans  3.9.3.2, 3.9.3.4, 3.9.3.5 
11.  OPERATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS  
12.  PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY  
a.  Industrial Facility Safety  3.13.3.2, 3.13.3.3, 3.13.3.4, 3.13.3.5 
b.  Reclaimed Quarry Site Safety  3.13.3.2, 3.13.3.3, 3.13.3.4, 3.13.3.5 
c.  Health and Safety Impacts to the Public and 
Plant Employees 

3.13.3.2, 3.13.3.3, 3.13.3.4, 3.13.3.5 

13.  RECLAMATION   
14.  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION   
a.  Truck Traffic Increases  3.11.3.2, 3.11.3.3, 3.11.3.4, 3.11.3.5 
15.  VEGETATION   
a.  Loss of Vegetation at Quarry  3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 3.4.3.4, 3.4.3.5 
b.  Loss of Vegetation at Well Site and Pipeline  3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 3.4.3.4, 3.4.3.5 
c.  Loss of Vegetation at Plant  3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 3.4.3.4, 3.4.3.5 
d.  Loss of Vegetation at 10” Replacement Pipeline  3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 3.4.3.4, 3.4.3.5 
16.  VISUAL RESOURCES  
a.  Aesthetic Degradation from Quarry Lighting 
and Glare 

3.7.3.3, 3.7.3.4, 3.7.3.5, 3.7.3.6 

b.  Temporary and Permanent Aesthetic 
Degradation 

3.7.3.3, 3.7.3.4, 3.7.3.5, 3.7.3.6 

c.  Aesthetic Degradation at Wallboard Storage Pile  3.7.3.3, 3.7.3.4, 3.7.3.5, 3.7.3.6 
17.  WILDLIFE   
a.  Loss of Wildlife at Quarry  3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.3, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.3.5 
b.  Loss of Wildlife at Well Site and Pipeline  3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.3, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.3.5 
c.  Loss of Wildlife at Plant  3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.3, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.3.5 
d.  Loss of Wildlife at 10” Replacement Pipeline  3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.3, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.3.5 
e.  Loss of Wildlife Along Railroad Right‐of‐Way  3.5.3.2, 3.5.3.3, 3.5.3.4, 3.5.3.5 
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Table 2.0-2 
List of Commenters and Index to Responses 

 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

A.  AGENCIES 
1.  Imperial County Air Pollution 

Control District (June 7, 2006) 
‐‐  14 

2.  California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (July 14, 2006) (part 
of D. Tisdale, Exhibit 4) 

9a, 9b, 9c, 9d  28 

3.  Imperial Irrigation District (May 
12, 2006) 

9a, 9b, 9e  2 

4.  State of California, Department of 
Conservation (July 14, 2006) 

7a, 15  24 

5.  State of California, Department of 
Parks and Recreation (June 8, 2006) 

5c, 7, 7b, 15, 15a, 16b, 17  16 

6.  State of California, Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (May 1, 
2006) 

8, 8c  1 

7.  State of California, Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research, 
State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit (May 24, 2006) 

‐‐  5 

8.  State of California, Public Utilities 
Commission, (May 22, 2006) 

12, 14  4 

9.  United States Department of the 
Interior (June 8, 2006) 

1, 9, 9a, 9c, 18g  15 

10.  United States Department of the 
Interior (July 31, 2006) 

7, 9, 9a, 9b, 9c, 9d, 18g  31 

11.  United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (July 14, 2006) 

3a, 3c, 3e, 3f, 9b, 9c, 9e, 9f, 9g, 9h  25 

B.  ORGANIZATIONS 
1.  California Wilderness Coalition 

(July 9, 2002) 
2, 3, 7, 9, 9d, 9f, 13, 15, 17, 18g, 18h  20 

2.  California Wilderness Coalition 
(July 17, 2006) 

  30 

3.  Center for Biological Diversity 
(July 9, 2002) 

2, 3, 7, 9, 9d, 9f, 13, 15, 17, 18g, 18h  20 

4.  Center for Biological Diversity 
(May 16, 2006) 

9, 17  3 

5.  Center for Biological Diversity 
(July 17, 2006) 

  30 

6.  Defenders of Wildlife (July 10, 
2002) 

3, 9, 17, 18g  21 
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

7.  Desert Protective Council  
  (July 8, 2002) 

2, 3, 5, 13, 14, 15, 16a, 17, 18h,   19 

8.  Desert Protective Council  
  (July 9, 2002) 

2, 3, 7, 9, 9d, 9f, 13, 15, 17, 18g, 18h  20 

9.  Desert Protective Council 
  (May 24, 2006) 

‐‐  6 and 7 

10.  Desert Protective Council 
  (July 17, 2006) 

‐‐  30 

11.  Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
  (July 9, 2002) 

2, 3, 7, 9, 9d, 9f, 13, 15, 17, 18g, 18h  20 

12.  Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
  (July 17, 2006) 

9, 9a, 9b, 9c, 9d, 9e, 9f, 9h, 9i, 18g  29 

13.  Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
  (July 17, 2006 [2]) 

1, 1a, 1c, 1e, 2, 3, 9, 15, 17, 18b, 18g  30 

14.  Southern California Association of 
Governments (June 8, 2006) 

1b  17 

C.  BUSINESSES 
1.  Bookman‐Edmonston (GEI 

Consultants) (July 11, 2006) 
9c, 9i  26 

2.  Coyote Valley Mutual Water 
Company (June 12, 2006) 

9b, 9h, 9i  18 

3.  United States Gypsum Company 
(July 14, 2006) 

9, 9b, 9d  26 

4.  Wiedlin & Associates (July 15, 
2006) 

9, 18g  27 

D.  INDIVIDUALS 
1.  Abela, Alice  Form Letter   
2.  Acerro, Theresa  See Response  32 
3.  Agee, Jesse  Form Letter  
4.  Allaback, Mark  Form Letter  
5.  Allen, Laura  Form Letter  
6.  Althiser, Kenneth  Form Letter   
7.  Andrews, Alison  Form Letter  
8.  Anshin, Judith  Form Letter  
9.  Armstrong, Marilee  Form Letter  
10.  Bach, Margaret  Form Letter  
11.  Baker, Bryan  See Form Letter Response   
12.  Barber, Janet  Form Letter  
13.  Barber, Jennifer  Form Letter  
14.  Barnes, John  Form Letter  
15.  Barrows, Michael  Form Letter  
16.  Bartl, Alan  Form Letter  
17.  Baumann, Alan & Janet  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

18.  Baur, Saskia  Form Letter  
19.  Beck, Connie  Form Letter  
20.  Beck, Diane  Form Letter  
21.  Becker, Sue  Form Letter  
22.  Beer, Julie  Form Letter  
23.  Behrakis, Deborah  Form Letter  
24.  Belt, Annie  Form Letter  
25.  Bennett, Edward L. & Mildred J.  Form Letter  
26.  Bernardi, Nancy  Form Letter  
27.  Berne, David  Form Letter  
28.  Berry, Vanessa  Form Letter  
29.  Bertles, Martha  Form Letter  
30.  Beuchat, Carol  Form Letter  
31.  Blumeneau, Audrey  Form Letter  
32.  Bogert, Reid  Form Letter  
33.  Bolman, Diane  Form Letter  
34.  Bolt, Mitchell  Form Letter  
35.  Bond, Monica  Form Letter  
36.  Bordenave, Michael  Form Letter  
37.  Boren, Gary  Form Letter  
38.  Bottorff, Ron  Form Letter  
39.  Branch, Steve  Form Letter  
40.  Breiding, Joan  Form Letter  
41.  Brettillo, Joseph  Form Letter  
42.  Brink, Kim F.  Form Letter  
43.  Brinkerhoff, Aaron  Form Letter  
44.  Britton, Kathryn  Form Letter  
45.  Brooker, Catherine  Form Letter  
46.  Brown, Daniel  Form Letter  
47.  Brown, Jim  Form Letter  
48.  Brown, Joel  Form Letter  
49.  Brown, Michael  Form Letter  
50.  Brown, Steve  Form Letter  
51.  Brumbaugh, Diana  Form Letter  
52.  Brussmann, Peter  Form Letter  
53.  Burford, Martha  Form Letter  
54.  Burk, Joyce  Form Letter  
55.  Burns, Robert  See Response  33 
56.  Burns, Vicki  Form Letter  
57.  Camarena, Megan  Form Letter  
58.  Campbell, Alicia  Form Letter  
59.  Campbell, Tomas  Form Letter  
60.  Campbell, Velene  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

61.  Cant, John  Form Letter  
62.  Carnahan, Walt  Form Letter  
63.  Carroll, Jacqueline  Form Letter  
64.  Carroll, Kathryn  Form Letter  
65.  Carter, Marian  Form Letter  
66.  Cass, Lorraine  Form Letter  
67.  Cassidy, Margaret  Form Letter  
68.  Caudill, Rich & Maya  Form Letter  
69.  Chacalos, Payton  Form Letter  
70.  Chapman, Zoe  Form Letter  
71.  Chermak, Douglas  Form Letter  
72.  Chichlar, Gerald  Form Letter  
73.  Chien, Benny  Form Letter  
74.  Christiana, Verna  Form Letter  
75.  Christianson, Steve  Form Letter  
76.  Clark, Jason  Form Letter  
77.  Clark, Sally  Form Letter  
78.  Close, Dan  See Response  34 
79.  Cluster, Mike  Form Letter  
80.  Cohen, Howard  Form Letter  
81.  Comisar, Gerald  Form Letter  
82.  Confectioner, Vira  Form Letter  
83.  Conly, Leonard  Form Letter  
84.  Conroy, Thomas  Form Letter  
85.  Cooper, Richard  Form Letter  
86.  Costa, Francisco  Form Letter  
87.  Cottingham, Brian  Form Letter  
88.  Counseller, Erik  Form Letter  
89.  Cousins, Catharine  Form Letter  
90.  Crawford, David  Form Letter  
91.  Cunningham, Debra  Form Letter  
92.  Dane, William  Form Letter  
93.  Dapore, Wendy  Form Letter  
94.  Davidson, Davy  Form Letter  
95.  Dayton, RuthAnne  Form Letter  
96.  De Costanzo, Danielle  Form Letter  
97.  Denneen, Bill  Form Letter  
98.  Denison, James  See Form Letter Response   
99.  Denison, Joyce (June 6, 2002)  9b, 9d, 9h, 9i, 17  12 
100.  Denison, Michael (June 1, 2002)  9b, 9d, 9h, 9i, 17  13 
101.  Denison, Richard (June 6, 2002)  9, 9h, 9i, 15, 17  11 
102.  Dennis, Larry  Form Letter  
103.  Desilets, Michelle  Form Letter  
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

104.  Dexter, Ken  Form Letter  
105.  Diaz, Israel  Form Letter  
106.  Diaz, L.  Form Letter  
107.  Diaz, Marisa  Form Letter  
108.  Dickinson, Rebecca  Form Letter  
109.  Doe, Crosby  Form Letter  
110.  Doman, Geoffrey  Form Letter  
111.  Domingos, Ananda  Form Letter  
112.  Doncaster, Jeane J.  Form Letter  
113.  Downing, Steve  Form Letter  
114.  Duncan, Mike  Form Letter  
115.  Duquette, Thomas  Form Letter  
116.  Easter, Margaret  Form Letter  
117.  Ecoman, Brett  Form Letter  
118.  Edwards, Dylan  Form Letter  
119.  Eger, Grace  Form Letter  
120.  Emerson, Linda  Form Letter  
121.  Engle, Ned  No Response Required   
122.  English, Roger  Form Letter  
123.  Ennis, Karen  Form Letter  
124.  Epperson, Diane (May 30, 2006)  9b, 9d  9 
125.  Erwin, Cherie  Form Letter  
126.  Evans, Linda  Form Letter  
127.  Evans, James  Form Letter  
128.  Fahlgren, Vivian  Form Letter  
129.  Falberg, Gregory  Form Letter  
130.  Feldman, Mark  Form Letter  
131.  Field, Michael  Form Letter  
132.  Fiklin, James  Form Letter  
133.  Filipelli, DeBorah  Form Letter  
134.  Fiore, Mark J.  Form Letter  
135.  Fischer, Douglas  Form Letter  
136.  Fisk, Linda  Form Letter  
137.  Flietner, David  See Response  35 
138.  Fleming, Alan  Form Letter  
139.  Floyd, Kim  Form Letter  
140.  Foley, Fran  Form Letter  
141.  Ford, Julie C.  Form Letter  
142.  Fordice, John  Form Letter  
143.  Fortner, Suzanne  Form Letter  
144.  Foss, Janice  Form Letter  
145.  Foster, Linda  Form Letter  
146.  Fowlks, Dan  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

147.  Frappier, Alexandra  Form Letter  
148.  Frasieur, Forest  Form Letter  
149.  Freedlund, Ali  Form Letter  
150.  Frewin, Terry  Form Letter  
151.  Frugoli, Greg  Form Letter  
152.  Fullam, Peter  See Form Letter Response   
153.  Gagomiros, Keith  Form Letter  
154.  Galvin, Peter  Form Letter  
155.  Gan, Monica  Form Letter  
156.  Garber, Dennis  Form Letter  
157.  Garcia, Christine  Form Letter  
158.  Gardner, Kyle  Form Letter  
159.  Garrels, Sharon  Form Letter  
160.  Garrett, Katherine  Form Letter  
161.  Garrett, Kelley  Form Letter  
162.  Garvin, Michael  Form Letter  
163.  Gaul, Ron  See Form Letter Response   
164.  Gerratana, Carol  See Form Letter Response   
165.  Gibson, James  Form Letter  
166.  Gierson, Ellen  Form Letter  
167.  Goggins, Alan  Form Letter  
168.  Gooch, Nancy  Form Letter  
169.  Gottesman, Judith  Form Letter  
170.  Gottscho, Andrew  Form Letter  
171.  Graham, Kimberley  Form Letter  
172.  Grant, Linda  Form Letter  
173.  Greenberg, Corinne  Form Letter  
174.  Greenblatt, Karl  Form Letter  
175.  Gregor, Dorothy  See Form Letter Response   
176.  Grenland, Dianne  Form Letter  
177.  Griffith, Jeremiah  Form Letter  
178.  Grobe, Nicola  Form Letter  
179.  Guerreiro, Mike  Form Letter  
180.  Hagen, Andrew  Form Letter  
181.  Hagler, Douglas  Form Letter  
182.  Hall, Robert  Form Letter  
183.  Hamilton, Van & Lois  Form Letter  
184.  Hampton, Susan  Form Letter  
185.  Harkins, Joanne  Form Letter  
186.  Harkins, Lynne  See Form Letter Response   
187.  Harmon, Ben  Form Letter  
188.  Harrington, Sue  Form Letter  
189.  Harris, Victoria  Form Letter  
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

190.  Hartwick, Nancy  Form Letter  
191.  Haskins, Bill  Form Letter  
192.  Hawthorne, Anne  Form Letter  
193.  Hayes, Sara  Form Letter  
194.  Healy, Patricia  Form Letter  
195.  Hein, Claudia  Form Letter  
196.  Heinzig, Dennis  Form Letter  
197.  Henry, Lyle  Form Letter  
198.  Hensley, Gordon  Form Letter  
199.  Hidy, Ross  Form Letter  
200.  Hill, Kirsten  Form Letter  
201.  Hillery, Karie  Form Letter  
202.  Hodges, Herman  Form Letter  
203.  Hoffman, Jeff  Form Letter  
204.  Hofman, Diana  Form Letter  
205.  Holcomb, Susan  Form Letter  
206.  Holmes Fatooh, Audrey  See Form Letter Response   
207.  Holz, Dennis  Form Letter  
208.  Hoon, Daryl  Form Letter  
209.  Hopkins, Thomas  Form Letter  
210.  Huard, Nicholas  Form Letter  
211.  Hubbs, Earl  Form Letter  
212.  Huebner, Julie  Form Letter  
213.  Hughes, Brendan  Form Letter  
214.  Hughes, Nan  Form Letter  
215.  Jacobs, David  Form Letter  
216.  Jaeger, Diana  Form Letter  
217.  Janson‐Smith, Toby  Form Letter  
218.  Jensen, Nancy  Form Letter  
219.  Jessler, Darynne  Form Letter  
220.  Johnson, Christina  Form Letter  
221.  Johnston, Timothy  Form Letter  
222.  Jones, Dayvid  Form Letter  
223.  Jones, Kathleen  Form Letter  
224.  Junak, Steve  Form Letter  
225.  Kahn, Patricia  Form Letter  
226.  Kandel, Cheryl  Form Letter  
227.  Karlsson, Kent  Form Letter  
228.  Karp, Michael  Form Letter  
229.  Kaufman, I. Charles  Form Letter  
230.  Kaufman, Kimberly  Form Letter  
231.  Kaufman, Murray  Form Letter  
232.  Kay, Joni  Form Letter  
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

233.  Kelly, Carol  Form Letter  
234.  Kennedy, Arthur  See Form Letter Response   
235.  Kiger, Mary Ann  Form Letter  
236.  Kimball, Charlotte  Form Letter  
237.  Kirk, Keith  Form Letter  
238.  Klein, Karin  Form Letter  
239.  Klein, Leslie  Form Letter  
240.  Klopp, Basey  Form Letter  
241.  Klosterman, Peter  Form Letter  
242.  Kotte, Merry Brook  Form Letter  
243.  Kraemer, Melissa  Form Letter  
244.  Krakow, Jessica  Form Letter  
245.  Kritzer, Sherry  Form Letter  
246.  Kuelper, Carol  Form Letter  
247.  Kulenovic, Minka  Form Letter  
248.  Kummel, Julie  Form Letter  
249.  Kutcher, Celia  See Form Letter Response   
250.  Kwan, Mei  Form Letter  
251.  Kwinter, Dave  Form Letter  
252.  La Brie, Jon  Form Letter  
253.  LaBrie, T.M.  Form Letter  
254.  Laffey, John Kevin  Form Letter  
255.  LaManna, Joseph  Form Letter  
256.  Lange, Trent  See Form Letter Response   
257.  Lariz, Mondy  Form Letter  
258.  Laursen, Patti  Form Letter  
259.  Lee, David  Form Letter  
260.  Levine, Ross  Form Letter  
261.  Lewis, Tryphena  Form Letter  
262.  Lieber, Kurt  Form Letter  
263.  Lilly, David  Form Letter  
264.  Lin, Stephanie  Form Letter  
265.  Linarez, Karen  Form Letter  
266.  Linder, Lorin  Form Letter  
267.  Linsley, Stephen  Form Letter  
268.  Little, Eko  Form Letter  
269.  Little, James  Form Letter  
270.  Litvak, Jay  Form Letter  
271.  Litwin, Julie  Form Letter  
272.  Logsdon, Jimi  Form Letter  
273.  Lotz, Elizabeth  Form Letter  
274.  Lowell, Jacquie  Form Letter  
275.  Lynch, Dennis  Form Letter  
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

276.  Lynn, Georgia  Form Letter  
277.  Lyons, James  Form Letter  
278.  Mack, Callie (July 14, 2006)  3, 9, 9b, 9d, 15, 16, 17  23 
279.  Mark, Marie  Form Letter  
280.  Marshall, Ilona  Form Letter  
281.  Marszal, Jeffrey G.  Form Letter  
282.  Masarik, Charlotte  Form Letter  
283.  Mason, Ken  Form Letter  
284.  Matthews, Mark  Form Letter  
285.  Maxwell, Jane  See Form Letter Response   
286.  Mayer, Norman  Form Letter  
287.  McAffee, Stephanie  Form Letter  
288.  McClure, Roger & Judith  Form Letter  
289.  McGowan, Cathy  Form Letter  
290.  McKnight, Shoshanah  Form Letter  
291.  McLaughlin, Janet H.  Form Letter  
292.  Meier, Robert  Form Letter  
293.  Meissner, Gregory  Form Letter  
294.  Meril, Rick & Joan  Form Letter  
295.  Merilatt, George  Form Letter  
296.  Meyers, M.S.  Form Letter  
297.  Miller, Jamie  Form Letter  
298.  Miller, Laura  Form Letter  
299.  Miller, Lee  Form Letter  
300.  Miranda, Lara C.  See Response  36 
301.  Miranda, Luciana  Form Letter  
302.  Mitchel, William  Form Letter  
303.  Mitchell, Joyce  Form Letter  
304.  Montoliu, Raphael  Form Letter  
305.  Morris, Peter  Form Letter  
306.  Morris, Todd  Form Letter  
307.  Morris, Virginia  Form Letter  
308.  Morrow, Mr. & Mrs. Jack L.  Form Letter  
309.  Moser, Rich  Form Letter  
310.  Mount‐Sartor, Joanne  Form Letter  
311.  Mundy, Kenneth  Form Letter  
312.  Munoz, Jeanne  Form Letter  
313.  Munson, Jacob  Form Letter  
314.  Murphy, J.  See Form Letter Response   
315.  Murphy, Virginia G.  Form Letter  
316.  Napier, Sabrina  Form Letter  
317.  Neuhauser, Alice  Form Letter  
318.  Nguyen, Thanh‐Lam  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

319.  Nicodemus, Sharon  Form Letter  
320.  Nogare, John  Form Letter  
321.  Nogare, Susan  Form Letter  
322.  Novotny, Michael & Sally  Form Letter  
323.  OʹDonnell, Kelly  Form Letter  
324.  Ogella, Edith  Form Letter  
325.  Olander, Chris  Form Letter  
326.  OʹLeary, Cathy  Form Letter  
327.  Olin, Christopher  Form Letter  
328.  Olin, Milton  Form Letter  
329.  Olson, Tarin  Form Letter  
330.  Omura, Kathy  Form Letter  
331.  Orenstein, Susan E.  Form Letter  
332.  O’Shea, Denis (July 11, 2006)  9, 9b  22 
333.  Painter, Elizabeth  See Form Letter Response   
334.  Pan, Pinky Jain  Form Letter  
335.  Parker, Angus M.  Form Letter  
336.  Parker, Reece  Form Letter  
337.  Parker, Ronald C.  Form Letter  
338.  Parrish, Larry  Form Letter  
339.  Patitz, Tatjana  Form Letter  
340.  Patton, Carol  Form Letter  
341.  Peer, William  Form Letter  
342.  Pellicani, Andrea  Form Letter  
343.  Penner, Marsha  See Form Letter Response   
344.  Petersen, John  Form Letter  
345.  Peterson, Janice  Form Letter  
346.  Peterson, Morgan  Form Letter  
347.  Pewthers, Cale  Form Letter  
348.  Pickering, Steve  Form Letter  
349.  Pillsbury, Cheri  See Form Letter Response   
350.  Polesky, Alice  Form Letter  
351.  Pomies, Jackie  Form Letter  
352.  Preston, Mar  Form Letter  
353.  Price, Lynn  Form Letter  
354.  Prola, Jim & Diana  Form Letter  
355.  Proteau, Mary  Form Letter  
356.  Pruitt, Richard  Form Letter  
357.  Puga, Shirley  Form Letter  
358.  Qualls, Mike  Form Letter  
359.  Quong, Angela  Form Letter  
360.  Rabens, Robin  Form Letter  
361.  Ratcliffe, John W. & Joanne E.  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

362.  Raya, Art & Sharon  Form Letter  
363.  Raymond, MariaElena  See Form Letter Response   
364.  Reed, Cynthia  Form Letter  
365.  Reed, Kristin  Form Letter  
366.  Reed, Robert R.  Form Letter  
367.  Reinberg, Don  Form Letter  
368.  Remington, Stephanie  Form Letter  
369.  Reyes, Fran  Form Letter  
370.  Riddell, John  Form Letter  
371.  Riley, Bill  Form Letter  
372.  Ritter, Amy  Form Letter  
373.  Robinson, Debra K.  Form Letter  
374.  Robinson, Richard  Form Letter  
375.  Robison, Anne  Form Letter  
376.  Rocco, David  Form Letter  
377.  Rochford, Dan  Form Letter  
378.  Rojas, Teresa  Form Letter  
379.  Root, Charlene  Form Letter  
380.  Roper, Erik  Form Letter  
381.  Rose, Barbara R.  Form Letter  
382.  Rosen, Zʹava  Form Letter  
383.  Rousselot, Patrik  Form Letter  
384.  Ruane, Catherine  Form Letter  
385.  Rubin, Gene & Lorraine  Form Letter  
386.  Rubin, Michael  Form Letter  
387.  Russell, James  Form Letter  
388.  Russell, Phyllis  Form Letter  
389.  Sacco, Thomas  Form Letter  
390.  Sahagun‐Norte, Yolanda M.  Form Letter  
391.  Salzman, Richard  Form Letter  
392.  Saufley, Harold  Form Letter  
393.  Saverio, R.  Form Letter  
394.  Schlecker, Rose  Form Letter  
395.  Schlegel, Ed  Form Letter  
396.  Schleimer, Sylvia  Form Letter  
397.  Schmitt, Richard  Form Letter  
398.  Schneider, Anna  Form Letter  
399.  Scholl, Florence  Form Letter  
400.  Schuett, Greg  Form Letter  
401.  Schulte, Dawne  Form Letter  
402.  Schwick, Keplin  Form Letter  
403.  Scott, Joan  Form Letter  
404.  Scully, Patricia  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

405.  Senour, Jon C.  Form Letter  
406.  Shapira, Susan  Form Letter  
407.  Shapiro, Susan  Form Letter  
408.  Shemwell, Misty  Form Letter  
409.  Sheppard, Jacob  Form Letter  
410.  Shields, Kelli  Form Letter  
411.  Siegel, Kassie  Form Letter  
412.  Silan, Sheila  Form Letter  
413.  Silver, Jack  Form Letter  
414.  Simon, Philip  Form Letter  
415.  Simons, Anita  Form Letter  
416.  Smallwood, Spencer  Form Letter  
417.  Smith, Adam  Form Letter  
418.  Smith, Brian  Form Letter  
419.  Smith, Dmitra  Form Letter  
420.  Snyder, Renee  Form Letter  
421.  Sondrini, Dennis O.  Form Letter  
422.  Sonoda, Charlotte  Form Letter  
423.  Sonoquie, Mo  Form Letter  
424.  Sorenson, John F.  Form Letter  
425.  Spenger, Constance  Form Letter  
426.  Stadler, Scott  Form Letter  
427.  Starks, Les  Form Letter  
428.  Stearns, Geoffrey  Form Letter  
429.  Steele, Mary  Form Letter  
430.  Steinbach, Ann  See Form Letter Response   
431.  Steiner, John  Form Letter  
432.  Stephens, Josh  Form Letter  
433.  Sternberg, Justin  Form Letter  
434.  Stevens, Thomas N.  Form Letter  
435.  Stewart, Dana L.  Form Letter  
436.  Stewart, Glenn R.  See Form Letter Response   
437.  Stillman, Jon  Form Letter  
438.  Stoilov, Luben  Form Letter  
439.  Stovin, Ed  See Response  37 
440.  Stowe, David  Form Letter  
441.  Strauss, Howard  Form Letter  
442.  Strickler, Jean  Form Letter  
443.  Stringer, Lewis  Form Letter  
444.  Strobel, Jeanine  Form Letter  
445.  Stromberg, Mark  Form Letter  
446.  Stuckey, Marci  Form Letter  
447.  Suzuki, Mika  Form Letter  

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 2.0-18 



2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

448.  Sweel, Greg  Form Letter  
449.  Swift, Kevin  See Response  38 
450.  Taber, Lucile J.  Form Letter  
451.  Taiz, Lee  Form Letter  
452.  Talamo, Dave  Form Letter  
453.  Tankenson, Ethel  Form Letter  
454.  Thomas, Dennis  Form Letter  
455.  Thomas, Joseph  Form Letter  
456.  Thomas, Kevin  Form Letter  
457.  Thomas, Marilyn  Form Letter  
458.  Thomas, William  Form Letter  
459.  Thorburn, Linda  Form Letter  
460.  Tiarks, Daniel  Form Letter  
461.  Tisdale, Donna (May 24, 2006)   8 
462.  Tisdale, Donna (July 16, 2006)  1, 3, 9, 9b, 9d, 12c, 14a, 16b, 17, 18e, 18g  28 
463.  Tomczyszyn, Michael  Form Letter  
464.  Tomlinson, Mike  Form Letter  
465.  Torgan, Burt F.  Form Letter  
466.  Torres, Luz  Form Letter  
467.  Trapp, Gene R.  Form Letter  
468.  Travis, Annabelle  Form Letter  
469.  Triplett, Tia  Form Letter  
470.  Turek, Gabriella  Form Letter  
471.  Turner, Shirley  Form Letter  
472.  Tyler, Steve & Jill  Form Letter  
473.  Vaden, Marcia  Form Letter  
474.  Van Bloemen, Dona  Form Letter  
475.  Vandersloot, Jan D.  Form Letter  
476.  Vandragt, Brady  Form Letter  
477.  VanVoorhis, David  Form Letter  
478.  Varga, John L.  Form Letter  
479.  Varvas, Jason  Form Letter  
480.  Velyvis, Stephen  Form Letter  
481.  Voss, Randall  Form Letter  
482.  Warenycia, Dee  Form Letter  
483.  Warenycia, Paul  Form Letter  
484.  Watt, Mark  Form Letter  
485.  Watts‐Rosenfeld, Susan  Form Letter  
486.  Weatherman, John  Form Letter  
487.  Weaver, Judy  Form Letter  
488.  Weaver, Kenneth  Form Letter  
489.  Weeden, Noreen  See Form Letter Response   
490.  Weikel, Wendy  Form Letter  
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2.0  Public Review and Consultation Process 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0-1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

491.  Weinberg, Amanda  Form Letter  
492.  Weisz, Russell  Form Letter  
493.  Welsch, Bill  See Response  39 
494.  Welsh, Deborah  Form Letter  
495.  Werner, Scott  Form Letter  
496.  Werninghaus, Karla  Form Letter  
497.  Weyer, Linda  Form Letter  
498.  White, Kat  Form Letter  
499.  White, Michael  Form Letter  
500.  Whitnah, Claudia M.  Form Letter  
501.  Wikle, Victoria  Form Letter  
502.  Wild, Kathryn  See Form Letter Response   
503.  Wilder, Jenny  Form Letter  
504.  Wiley, Carol  Form Letter  
505.  Williams, Margie  Form Letter  
506.  Williams, Mark  Form Letter  
507.  Williams, Nicholas  Form Letter  
508.  Wilson, Mary Ann  Form Letter  
509.  Winslow, Lynda  Form Letter  
510.  WinterSun, P‐A  Form Letter  
511.  Wisti, Mike  Form Letter  
512.  Wolf, Rachel  Form Letter  
513.  Wolfe, Gerry & Vicki  Form Letter  
514.  Wood, Wendell  Form Letter  
515.  Woodcock, Charlene  See Form Letter Response   
516.  Woodcock, William E.  Form Letter  
517.  Woods, James L.  Form Letter  
518.  Worthy, Crista  Form Letter  
519.  Wright, Pam  Form Letter  
520.  Wright, Sharon  Form Letter  
521.  Wuhrmann, Karin  Form Letter  
522.  York, Mark  Form Letter  
523.  Youhas, Sara  Form Letter  
524.  Yuen, Lois  Form Letter  
525.  Yurkovsky, Alexandra  Form Letter  
526.  Zarkowski, De Ann  Form Letter  
527.  Zivian, Anna  Form Letter  
528.  Zukoski, Katie  Form Letter  
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3.0  Draft EIR/EIS Errata 

 
 
 
 
3.1 OVERVIEW 

Evaluation  of  the  comments  reviewed  relative  to  the Draft  EIR/EIS  impact  analysis 
determined  that,  in  general,  the  comments  received  did  not  require  additional 
evaluation  or  changes  to  the  conclusions  reached,  or  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
Project. Changes or clarifications to the Draft EIR/EIS were made in response to some of 
the comments to the Draft EIR/EIS. 

These changes and clarifications are described in Section 3.2 of this Final EIR/EIS. None 
of  the  changes  contain  significant  new  information  that  deprives  the  public  of  a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect. Additionally, the Final 
EIR/EIS  does  not  present  a  feasible  Project  alternative  or  mitigation  measure 
considerably different from others previously analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. All of the 
information  added  to  the  Final  EIR/EIS  merely  clarifies,  amplifies,  or  makes 
insignificant modifications in the Draft EIR/EIS. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR 
is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5). Section 3.0 provides an explanation of 
the criteria  for  recirculation of an EIR/EIS and why  recirculation  is not  required  in 
this case. 
 
3.2 ERRATA 

Table 3.0‐1, Corrections to the Draft EIR/EIS, contains corrections and clarifications that 
are made to the text of the Draft EIR/EIS. See Appendix A for the errata pages. 
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3.0 Draft EIR/EIS Errata 
 

Table 3.0‐1 
Corrections to the Draft EIR/EIS 

Text Pages  Tables  Figures 
Section Summary 
  S‐3, page S‐9   
Section 1.0 
Page 1.0‐17     
Section 2.0 
Page 2.0‐17    2.0‐19, page 2.0‐17 
Page 2.0‐18     
Section 3.1 
Page 3.1‐13     
Page 3.1‐14     
Section 3.2 
Page 3.2‐24    3.2‐1, page 3.2‐3 
    3.2‐4, page 3.2‐11 
Section 3.3 
3.3‐1  3.3‐3A, page 3.3‐18  3.3‐5, page 3.3‐19 
3.3‐41 – 3.3‐46  3.3‐3B, page 3.3‐25  3.3‐6, page 3.3‐21 
3.3‐53  3.3‐4, page 3.3‐27  3.3‐7, page 3.3‐23 
3.3‐65    3.3‐12, page 3.3‐57 
3.3‐71    3.3‐17, page 3.3‐81 
3.3‐72     
3.3‐75 – 3.3‐81     
3.3‐90     
3.3‐92     
Section 3.4 
3.4‐17    3.4‐4, page 3.4‐13 
3.4‐31     
3.4‐32     
Section 3.5 
3.5‐42    3.5‐2, page 3.5‐7 
    3.5‐4, page 3.5‐35 
Section 3.6 
3.6‐45     
Section 3.8 
3.8‐10, 3.8‐12      
Other 
Species List     
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4.0 Collective Responses 

 
 
 
 
4.1 COMMENTS ALREADY ADDRESSED IN THE DRAFT EIR/EIS 

Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the Final EIR/EIS shall consist of: 

• The Draft EIR/EIS or a revision of the Draft; 
• Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR/EIS either verbatim 

or in summary; 
• A  list of persons, organizations, and public agencies  commenting on  the Draft 

EIR/EIS; 
• The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised  in 

the review and consultation process; and 
• Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

In  addition  to  the  content  requirements,  the  Lead  Agency  is  required  to  “evaluate 
comments  on  environmental  issues  received  from  persons who  reviewed  the  Draft 
EIR/EIS and shall prepare a written response” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a)). 

In responding to the issues raised, the Lead Agency’s comments may take the form of a 
revision to the Draft EIR/EIS or may be a separate section  in the Final EIR/EIS (CEQA 
Guidelines  Section  15088(c)).  The  Final  EIR/EIS  can  also  provide  new  information 
added  to  the  EIR/EIS  that  merely  clarifies  or  amplifies  or  makes  insignificant 
modifications in an adequate EIR/EIS (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b)). 

While the comments received did not result in substantive modifications or corrections 
to  the  analyses  or  conclusions  of  the  environmental  analyses,  amplification  and 
clarification  of  some  conclusions  and  additional  specificity  for  some  mitigation 
measures was suggested. This Final EIR/EIS, including this chapter, provides additional 
amplification and clarification requested for aspects of the major issues addressed in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

This  section  provides  collective  responses  on  the  key  issues  of  public  interest  (i.e., 
hydrology,  biology,  air  quality,  and  aesthetics).  As  shown  in  
Table  2.0‐1,  the majority  (approximately  two‐thirds)  of  public  comment  centered  on 
environmental issues of hydrology, biology, and air quality. 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

This  section  addresses  the most  commonly  asked questions  and questions/comments 
that were general  in nature. While specific responses to comments of a general nature 
are not  required,  this section provides a good  faith attempt  to  respond  to  the general 
issue  raised. See Browning‐Ferris  Industries  of California,  Inc. v. San  Jose  (1986) 181 Cal. 
App.  3d  852,  which  states  that  the  Lead  Agency  must  respond  to  all  significant 
environmental  comments  in  a  level  of  detail  commensurate  to  that  of  the  comment. 
Representative  quotes  from  comment  letters  are  provided  and  discussion  and/or 
clarification  of  the  environmental  analyses  and  administrative  process  are  given. 
Responses  to  comments  include  references  to  the  appropriate  general  responses 
presented in Section 4.3. 
 
4.2 NON-EIR/ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES 

4.2.1 Non-EIR Comments 

Many commenters voiced displeasure with the proposed Project. Often these comments 
were combined with general statements about environmental concerns (e.g., air quality, 
traffic, noise), usually without reference to the studies completed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

The Guidelines  for  Implementation  of CEQA,  specify  the nature  in which  comments 
should be addressed regarding a Draft EIR: 

• In  reviewing  draft  EIR’s,  persons  and  public  agencies  should  focus  on  the 
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on 
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be 
avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional 
specific alternatives or mitigation measures  that would provide better ways  to 
avoid  or  mitigate  the  significant  environmental  effects.  At  the  same  time, 
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of 
what  is  reasonably  feasible,  in  light  of  factors  such  as  the magnitude  of  the 
project  at  issue,  the  severity  of  its  likely  environmental  impacts,  and  the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commentors. When responding  to comments,  lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information  requested  by  reviewers,  as  long  as  a  good  faith  effort  at  full 
disclosure is made in the EIR. 

  CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) 
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• Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data 
or  references  offering  facts,  reasonable  assumptions  based  on  facts,  or  expert 
opinion  supported  by  facts  in  support  of  the  comments.  Pursuant  to  Section 
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant  in  the absence of substantial 
evidence. 

  CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) 

Nevertheless,  the  Guidelines  state  that  these  limitations  should  “…not  be  used  to 
restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of 
the lead agency to reject comments not focused as recommended…” 

This Final EIR/EIS embraces a good‐faith effort to address each comment pertaining to 
the analysis of impacts from the proposed Project. However, other comments reviewed 
were more closely related to the commenter’s opinion of how a vote on the approval or 
denial  should  be  cast,  how  the  Project  could  affect  the  commenter’s  ‘quality  of  life’, 
concerns over property value decrease, and/or demands for compensation as a result of 
perceived  lower  quality  of  life  or property  value. This  section provides direction  for 
these  types  of  comments, which  are  either  general  or  non‐specific  to  the Draft  EIR 
contents and/or not considered consistent with the purpose and intent of EIR review. 

4.2.2 Approval/Denial, Need, and Consideration of the Project 

Consideration of the need for a project is not generally within the scope of an EIR, as the 
EIR’s role is to present an impartial evaluation of the physical environmental effects of a 
project, should  it be  implemented. CEQA’s requirement  to consider project objectives  is 
such  that  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  can  be  determined  and  evaluated.  In 
considering  approval  of  a  project,  decision‐makers  do  weigh  factors  such  as  need, 
economic  benefits  to  the  community  (taxes,  jobs,  expenditures  for  local  goods  and 
services, and secondary economic benefits), appropriateness at this time, in addition to 
the other factors and environmental consequences examined in the EIR. 

As a public agency with authority over  land use within  its  jurisdiction,  the County  is 
responsible for managing certain land use activities, planning for future land uses, and 
exercising  its discretionary authority over development proposals. The County has an 
obligation to review and consider any proposal for land development that is submitted 
in conformance with established procedures. 

For the U.S. Gypsum Project, the Applicant submitted Use Permit and Reclamation Plan 
applications  for  review  in  conformance with County  requirements. An  initial  step by 
the County Planning Department  is completion of an environmental  review. Another 
important consideration at this stage is the proposal’s consistency with plans, policies, 
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and  regulations;  a  discussion  of  such  consistency,  as  well  as  an  evaluation  of 
compatibility with existing land uses, is included in the Draft EIR. Comments submitted 
on the Draft EIR that offer opinions on support or denial of the application are hereby 
referred to the decision‐makers for consideration in their deliberations. 

4.2.3 Administrative Considerations  

Many comments on the Draft EIR/EIS review period were received, such as: 

“It is my desire to see an extension of this response period so that I and 
my  neighbors  can  study more  fully  other  areas  of  this DEIR  that we 
have not been able to respond to.” 

CEQA purposefully establishes  time  limits. The  statute  specifically  requires  that  state 
agencies “…shall establish, by resolution or order, time limits that do not exceed … one 
year for completing and certifying environmental impact reports.” 

The public review period for DEIRs must be for no less than 30 days following the date 
of notice, or 45 days where  the DEIRs are submitted to  the State Clearinghouse.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, Section 21091(b); CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15105(a), 15205(d)). Nor 
should  the  review  period  be  for  longer  than  60  days,  except  in  unusual  situations 
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15105(a)). EISs have a mandatory review period of 60 days. 
Both the County and the BLM extended the comment period to July 17, 2006. 
 
4.3 GENERAL RESPONSES 

4.3.1 Peninsular Bighorn Sheep 
 
Several  letters  commented  on  potential Project  impacts  to Peninsular  bighorn  sheep. 
The Draft EIR/EIS identifies and analyzes potential impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep 
in  Section  3.5  and  Appendix  C  (Biological  Resources).  The  following  discussion 
supplements  the  Draft  EIR/EIS  in  response  to  comments  received,  a  recent  legal 
decision  affecting  designated  critical  habitat,  and  new  information  from  California 
Department of Parks and Recreation on Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat use near the 
proposed Quarry  expansion  site. Except where noted otherwise,  the  following  text  is 
based on the references cited in Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS, primarily the USFWS 
Recovery Plan (2000 and 2001a) and Federal Register notices to list Peninsular bighorn 
sheep as endangered (1998) and designate critical habitat (2001b). 
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Natural History 
Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  are  the  southern  populations  of  the  more  widespread 
Nelson’s bighorn sheep  (Ovis canadensis nelsonii), occurring  in desert mountain ranges 
from  southern  Riverside  County  southward  into  Baja  California.  The  Peninsular 
bighorn sheep is federally listed as an endangered “distinct vertebrate population” and 
listed as threatened and as a “fully protected animal” by the California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG). 
 
Peninsular bighorn sheep’s elevational range is about 300 to 4,000 feet elevation (much 
lower  than Peninsular bighorn  sheep populations  farther north).  Its habitat  is usually 
open slopes  in hot and dry desert regions where rough rocky  terrain on steep slopes, 
ridges, canyons, and washes supports only sparse vegetation. Peninsular bighorn sheep 
typically  do  not  outrun  their  predators,  instead  they  use  their  climbing  abilities  to 
escape  in  steep,  rugged  terrain.  Predator  evasion  depends  on  the  ability  to  detect 
danger from a distance, and Peninsular bighorn sheep regularly use steep, open slopes 
and  ridgelines, which  offer  unobstructed  views  of wide  areas.  Females  (ewes) make 
even  greater  use  of  steep  rugged  terrain  late  in  pregnancy, while  giving  birth,  and 
during  the  first  few days after  lambs are born. Steep  terrain  is a crucial component of 
bighorn  habitat,  providing  for  escape  from  predators  and  thermal  shelter  from 
excessive heat and severe storms. 
 
Peninsular bighorn sheep tend to move to lower elevations and to be more localized in 
distribution  as  summer  progresses  (roughly  May  through  October),  usually 
concentrating  in  the vicinity of permanent water  sources. Krausman  et  al.  (1999)  cite 
several studies showing that a very large proportion of dry season sheep sightings are 
within about a mile of permanent water sources. When temperatures become moderate 
in  the  fall,  the  sheep disperse  to higher  elevations  and  ridges. During mild weather, 
Peninsular bighorn sheep evidently can survive several months without drinking water. 
Also, rainwater may collect in seasonal rock pools (tinajas) or other temporary sources 
allowing  range  expansion  following  the  first  seasonal  rains. Ewes  aggregate  in  “ewe 
groups”  on  specific  home  ranges  with  other,  often  related,  ewes.  They  may  range 
widely within  home  ranges,  or  shift  home  ranges  to  find  forage, water,  and  escape 
terrain in suitable proximity.  
 
Peninsular bighorn  sheep occasionally migrate between mountain  ranges by  crossing 
desert  lowlands,  but  there  is  no  regular  migration  of  sheep  herds  between  local 
mountain  ranges. Males  (rams) move within mountain  ranges  and  between  ranges 
much more  frequently  than  ewes.  The  occurrence  of  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  in  a 
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series  of  isolated  mountain  ranges,  with  occasional  migration  between  ranges,  is 
considered a “metapopulation” in biology literature.  
 
Peninsular bighorn  sheep  feed on many  forage  species  including grasses,  forbes, and 
shrubs. The distribution of  forage plants does not  appear  to  limit  sheep distribution, 
though  it  can  influence  seasonal habitat use patterns. Forage  availability  is generally 
greater  and more  diverse  on  alluvial  fans  and  in washes  than  on  steep  slopes,  and 
Peninsular bighorn sheep make use of these areas for feeding. However, they generally 
remain within  about one‐half mile of  steep mountain  slopes, which  serve  as  “escape 
terrain” when the animals perceive danger.  
 
Peninsular bighorn sheep  tend  to avoid humans and related disturbances, which may 
cause  them  to avoid  traditional habitat areas or alter  their movement patterns. Other 
detrimental  effects  of  human  activities  include mortality  on  roads,  ingestion  of  toxic 
ornamental  plants,  introduction  of  disease  organisms  from  domestic  livestock, 
harassment by domestic dogs, and perhaps increased coyote predation on young sheep 
(i.e., “subsidized predator” populations caused by  increased  food availability at  trash 
bins).  In  the  northern  San  Bernardino Mountains,  local  resident  Peninsular  bighorn 
sheep have become acclimated to limestone quarrying and make regular use of inactive 
quarries  and  even  active  quarries  during  inactive  hours  (personal  observations  and 
communications with quarry staff by Scott D. White). 
 
The decline of Peninsular bighorn sheep is attributed to combined effects of disease and 
parasitism;  low  lamb  recruitment;  habitat  loss  due  to  development  in  the mountain 
foothills between Palm Springs and La Quinta; habitat degradation and fragmentation; 
non‐adaptive  behavioral  responses  to  residential  and  commercial  development;  and 
high predation rates by mountain lions. Land use conversions and linear developments 
(especially  highways)  have  partially  or  completely  eliminated  the  possibility  of 
migrations  between  some  mountain  ranges  and  prevent  genetic  exchange  and 
demographic  “rescue”  among  populations  (e.g.,  Interstate  10  prevents  Peninsular 
bighorn  sheep  from migrating  between  the  San  Bernardino Mountains  and  the  San 
Jacinto Mountains, and is largely responsible for the recognition of Peninsular bighorn 
sheep as a “distinct population segment” by the USFWS and CDFG). 
 
Peninsular bighorn sheep give birth (“lamb”) mainly in late winter through early spring 
(February ‐ April). Lambing is the period from one month before a ewe gives birth until 
weaning  (at about 4  to 6 months of age). Births can occur over much of  the winter or 
spring, so lambing season can extend from January through August. During pregnancy 
and  lactation, ewes  require high‐protein  forage, as  found on deeper more productive 
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soils  of  alluvial  fans  and  canyon  bottoms,  but  retreat  to  better  escape  terrain  late  in 
pregnancy  and  to  give  birth.  Lambing  areas  are  associated  with  ridge  benches  or 
canyon rims adjacent to steep slopes or escarpments. 
 
In  its  critical  habitat  designation  (2001),  the USFWS  described  “primary  constituent 
elements” essential to the conservation of Peninsular bighorn sheep as the following: 
 

• Space for the normal behavior of groups and individuals  

• Protection from disturbance 

• Availability of  the various native desert plant  communities  found on different 
topographic slopes, aspects, and landforms, such as steep slopes, rolling foothills, 
alluvial fans, and canyon bottoms 

• A range of habitats that provide forage, especially during periods of drought 

• Steep, remote habitat for lambing, rearing of young, and escape from disturbance 
and/or predation 

• Water sources 

• Suitable  linkages allowing  individual Peninsular bighorn  sheep  to move  freely 
between ewe groups and maintain connections between subpopulations within 
the Peninsular Range metapopulation 

• Other essential habitat components  to accommodate population expansion  to a 
recovery level 

 
Critical  habitat  as  originally  mapped  in  2001  is  very  similar  to  mapped  “essential 
habitat” in the USFWS’s Recovery Plan for Peninsular Bighorn Sheep (2000 and 2001a). 
Appendix  B  of  the Recovery Plan describes  the process  for  selecting which  lands  to 
include  as  essential  habitat.  These were  elevation,  steepness  of  slopes,  proximity  to 
suitably steep slopes, and vegetation  types. Perennial water availability was excluded 
from the criteria.  
 
Surface water availability during summer is a necessary element of Peninsular bighorn 
sheep habitat. In the Recovery Plan for Peninsular Bighorn Sheep, the USFWS did not 
base  “essential  habitat” mapping  on  perennial water  sources  because  (1)  in  the  San 
Jacinto and much of  the Santa Rosa Mountains, dependable surface water  is available 
year‐around  and  therefore  not  limiting  to  habitat  suitability;  (2)  perennial  water 
availability  is  a  limiting  factor  only during prolonged droughts  or  summers without 
significant precipitation  from  thunderstorms;  (3) water  sources are poorly mapped  in 

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-7 



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

some parts of  the range, and  (4) Peninsular bighorn sheep can range at  least 10 miles 
from known perennial water sources. 
 
Water  use  by  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep was  reviewed  by  Krausman  and  coauthors 
(1999).  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  can  survive  without  drinking  water  during  mild 
seasons (by making efficient use of moisture  in food), but  in summer they must drink 
additional water. During summer, bighorn sheep may go without drinking  for  five  to 
15 days but  lose about 20 percent of their body weight as a result, and they could not 
survive  substantially  longer  periods  without  drinking.  During  summer,  Peninsular 
bighorn sheep require a minimum daily  intake of 4  to 5 percent of  their body weight 
(and 1 to 2 percent in winter).  
 
Legal Status of the Critical Habitat Designation 
In  2001,  the  USFWS  published  a  Final  Rule  designating  critical  habitat  for  the 
Peninsular bighorn sheep. The USG Quarry, parts of the existing narrow gauge rail line, 
and  the  proposed  quarry  expansion  areas  were  included  within  designated  critical 
habitat.  In  the USFWS’s description, designated critical habitat  included specific areas 
within and outside the geographic range occupied by a species at the time of its listing 
determined to be essential to the conservation of the species. 
 
Designated critical habitat is protected from destruction or adverse modification by the 
requirement  that  federal  agencies  that  fund,  authorize,  or  carry  out  projects  consult 
with the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat is defined as direct or indirect alteration that appreciably 
diminishes  the  value  of  critical  habitat  for  the  survival  and  recovery  of  the  listed 
species.  The  critical  habitat  designation  does  not  afford  additional  protection  to 
activities  on  non‐federal  lands  that  do  not  involve  a  federal  nexus  (i.e.,  a  project 
requiring federal authorization). 
 
On August 2, 2006 an amended order granting motion  for approval of consent decree 
and  dismissal with  prejudice was  entered  in  U.S.  District  Court  Central  District  of 
California (Agua Caliente Bands of Cahuilla Indians, et al. v. Norton et al., case No. EDCV 
05‐187‐VAP  [OPx]  [See Appendix B of  the Final EIR/EIS]). This decision  resulted  in a 
remand of Peninsular bighorn sheep critical habitat and partial vacatur. This decision 
remanded the USFWSʹs February 1, 2001 Final Rule designating critical habitat for the 
Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  (66  Fed  Reg.  8650),  based  on  errors  in  the  USFWSʹs 
assessment of economic impacts associated with the Final Rule. Specifically the Consent 
Decree and order require that the USFWS reconsider critical habitat for the species and 
prepare a new rule within 2 years. 
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In  reconsidering  the  Final  Rule,  the USFWS  shall  address,  among  other  things,  the 
economic  impacts  of  designating  critical  habitat  pursuant  to  Section  4  of  the 
Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. Section 1533(b)(2). During the remand period when 
the USFWS is promulgating a new critical habitat rule, the old rule will largely remain 
in place and be effective except for specific lands omitted from the rule, including areas 
where mining operations have existed or are planned, as well as certain lands adjacent 
to these areas. Such  lands were removed from the critical habitat designation. Thus at 
the date  of  the  courtʹs  order,  such  lands  are no  longer within  the designated  critical 
habitat  boundaries  and  are  no  longer  subject  to  any  legal  requirements  relating  to 
designated critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
 
The  Fish  Canyon  Quarry  and  surroundings  are  specifically  identified  in  Figure  1, 
Exhibit C of the Consent Decree (see attached Exhibit 4 and Figure 1). As of August 3, 
2006 the Fish Canyon Quarry (Exhibit 4), referred to as the USG Plaster City Quarry in 
the Draft EIR/EIS,  is no  longer within critical habitat for the Peninsular bighorn sheep 
and is no longer subject to legal requirements relating to designated critical habitat for 
Peninsular bighorn sheep. Under the court ruling, a portion of the USG narrow‐gauge 
rail  line  east  of  the  Quarry  remains  within  critical  habitat,  pending  the  USFWS’s 
revision.  
 
On Wednesday October 10, 2007 the Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
published  a  new proposed Rule  for designation  of  critical  habitat  for  the Peninsular 
bighorn  sheep  (Federal  Register/Vol.  72,  No.  195/Wednesday,  October  10, 
2007/Proposed  Rules)  50  CFR  Part  17  (see  Appendix  D  of  the  Final  EIR/EIS).  This 
proposed  rule  again  revises  the  critical  habitat  boundary  of  the  Peninsular  bighorn 
sheep  to  include  some  of  the  land  removed  in  the Consent Decree described  above. 
Should the proposed rule be adopted, portions of the Quarry would again be subject to 
legal requirements relating to designated critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
 
Occurrence in Fish Creek Mountains 
The Fish Creek Mountains, including the USG Quarry Project area, are within “essential 
habitat” as mapped in the Peninsular Bighorn Sheep Recovery Plan but the USG Quarry 
Project area is no longer within legally‐designated Critical Habitat. Peninsular bighorn 
sheep  “ewe  groups”  occur  in  the  Santa  Rosa  Mountains  to  the  north;  Vallecito 
Mountains  to  the west;  and  Jacumba Mountains  to  the  south  of  the  proposed USG 
Quarry expansion area. The Fish Creek Mountains are at the margin of more extensive 
occupied  habitat  in  the Vallecito Mountains  to  the west.  The proposed USG Quarry 
Project  site  is  at  the  northeastern margin  of  the  Fish Creek Mountains.  Suitable  and 
occupied Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat occurs to the west, south, and southeast of 

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-9 



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

the USG Quarry site, but not to the north. In general, the Fish Creek Mountains provide 
suboptimal habitat  for Peninsular bighorn sheep because no permanent water sources 
are  available.  But  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  do  make  regular  use  of  such  habitat 
especially during winter when they may go without surface water for several months. 
Using  these  areas  during winter may  serve  to  reduce  foraging  pressure  in  summer 
range nearer water sources and it may allow them to avoid predation when mountain 
lions are present in other areas. 
 
Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  are  sometimes  observed  in  the  Fish  Creek  Mountains, 
especially during mild seasons but rarely  in summer. The map of known ewe groups 
shows no ewe groups using  the Fish Creek Mountains  (Figure 3  in  the Recovery Plan 
for  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep,  USFWS  2000).  Anza‐Borrego  Desert  State  Park 
Geographic  Information System  (GIS) data show numerous Peninsular bighorn sheep 
occurrences  (compiled  from  field observations and radio  telemetry data) within a  few 
miles of the USG Project area, around Split Mountain (west of USG) and the Fish Creek 
Mountains (south and southeast of the Project area). Park staff emphasized that the data 
set is incomplete for three reasons: (1) additional telemetry data have been collected but 
not  yet  incorporated  into  the  data  base  shown  on  the map;  (2)  a  given  point may 
represent  one  animal  or  a  group  (e.g.,  a  group  of  ewes,  rams,  or  a  ewe  with  its 
offspring);  (3)  telemetry  points  are  collected  on  varying  schedules  and  represent 
Peninsular bighorn sheep locations only at specific moments. Data points do not reflect 
Peninsular bighorn sheep movements from point to point, or various daily or seasonal 
movements in any given area.  
 
The  Fish  Creek  Mountains  are  at  the  west  margin  of  the  Salton  Sink.  Summer 
temperatures  are very hot, generally  above 100 degrees Fahrenheit  (ºF). Total  annual 
precipitation  is  only  a  few  centimeters.  Some  summer  rainfall  occurs  in  irregular 
thunderstorms, but  there are no known  springs and  surface water  is not available  in 
summer. Thus, the Fish Creek Mountains do not serve as summer range for Peninsular 
bighorn sheep. Peninsular bighorn sheep do occur in the Fish Creek Mountains during 
mild seasons when  they can survive without surface water or when pooled rainwater 
may be available from heavy rains (unpublished data, California Department of Parks 
and Recreation). Ewes with young lambs have been reported within about 1 mile of the 
Project  area  (California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  comment  16‐11),  and 
would likely sometimes use habitat on the site.  
 
Field surveys for the Quarry found Peninsular bighorn sheep sign on the ridge east of 
the existing Quarry, and California Department of Parks and Recreation unpublished 
data  indicate  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  occurrences  in  the  Project  area.  Sign  was 
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observed  in  the Shoveler claims area on  the west part of  the Project site, and another, 
which crossed the narrow‐gauge rail line from west to east north of the USG processing 
area,  and  went  into  the  Fish  Creek  Mountains  above  the  existing  Quarry.  Since 
publication of the Draft EIR/EIS, a third Peninsular bighorn sheep occurrence has been 
documented on the USG Project site. In early August 2006, Quarry staff saw an animal 
in the Shoveler claims area at the west part of the Project site; over the next few days, it 
was  seen  twice more near  the processing area  (though  the workers did not get good 
views). Finally, on August  7,  2006,  the  remains of  a dead  immature male Peninsular 
bighorn  sheep  were  found  at  the  Shoveler  claims  area.  The  USG  Quarry Manager 
contacted  Anza‐Borrego  Desert  State  Park.  A  Park  officer  investigated  the  site  and 
disposed of the remains. There was no evidence of predation (e.g., by mountain lion) or 
major injury and the cause of death is unknown.  
 
The  Project  site  and  adjacent  mountain  slopes  function  infrequently  as  Peninsular 
bighorn  sheep movement  habitat  (i.e.,  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  traverse  the  Project 
area  as  they disperse  between  local  habitat  areas),  or  as  lambing  habitat  and winter 
range in some years near the Project area (and perhaps within the area). 
 
Project Effects 
Quarry development would not directly affect  regularly‐occupied Peninsular bighorn 
sheep habitat.  It would, however, directly  or  indirectly  affect  areas where occasional 
Peninsular bighorn sheep sightings or sign have been documented and lambing habitat 
and winter  range used  in  some years  to  the west,  south, and  southeast of  the Project 
area, and perhaps extending onto the Project area.  
 
Gypsum  outcrops  on  the  USG  claims  have  extremely  low  vegetation  cover  and 
diversity. What little vegetation is present is dominated by pygmy cedar (Peucephyllum 
schottii). Pygmy cedar is widespread and relatively common throughout the low desert. 
In  a  forage  analysis by Krausman  et  al.  (1989), pygmy  cedar was not  reported  at  all 
among  species  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  fed  upon  in western  Arizona,  though  the 
study area is within pygmy cedar’s geographic range (Turner et al. 1995). The gypsum 
outcrops also provide relatively poor escape  terrain. Their  topography and vegetation 
cover  are  similar  to  the  “mud  hills”  of  the Borrego Badlands  and Carrizo Badlands, 
which  were  excluded  from  mapped  essential  habitat  in  the  Recovery  Plan  for 
Peninsular Bighorn  Sheep  (USFWS  2001 Appendix A, p.  161). Based  on poor habitat 
suitability, quarrying existing gypsum outcrops would not directly eliminate escape or 
foraging habitat useful to Peninsular bighorn sheep.  
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USG’s proposed mining plan also would remove overburden material to expose below‐
ground  gypsum  for  additional  quarrying,  especially  in  the  unnamed wash  running 
south  to  north  along  the  length  of  the  proposed  Quarry  expansion  area.  Wash 
vegetation is suitable (in fact, preferred) for Peninsular bighorn sheep foraging. Loss of 
this alluvial wash vegetation would eliminate suitable  foraging habitat  for Peninsular 
bighorn sheep using the area as a travel route, winter range, or lambing. Disturbance by 
mining operations would also tend to dissuade Peninsular bighorn sheep from foraging 
in undisturbed alluvial wash habitat adjacent to active quarry areas, or from traveling 
across  adjacent mountain  slopes. Mining  disturbance would  probably  prevent  ewes 
from using  the nearby area  for  lambing  throughout  the years of active mining at  that 
southern end of the site.  
 
Increased  narrow‐gauge  rail  traffic  could  proportionally  increase  the  likelihood  of 
Peninsular bighorn  sheep mortality on  the  tracks and  increase noise and disturbance 
effects on and around the railroad tracks, tending to dissuade Peninsular bighorn sheep 
from using  the area. No Peninsular bighorn sheep has ever been struck on  the  tracks, 
thus the risk from increased rail traffic cannot be accurately quantified, but is very low 
and less than significant. Documented Peninsular bighorn sheep occurrences in the area 
are  so  scarce  that  potential  Project  effects  to  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  behavior  or 
habitat use around the rail line are low.  
 
Part of  the narrow‐gauge  rail alignment was  termed essential habitat  in  the Recovery 
Plan and designated as critical habitat in 2001, and some of the alignment still is within 
critical habitat, according to the Consent Decree described above. In the Recovery Plan, 
these  lands  were  deemed  “essential  habitat”  because  of  their  proximity  to  steep 
mountains and potential to provide good‐quality forage. The Recovery Plan specifically 
avoided terming valley floors between mountain ranges as “essential habitat” for long‐
distance migration among mountain ranges.  
 
Significance of Impacts 
Adverse effects  to  foraging habitat,  including  foraging habitat  in  the wash, would not 
be  significant  because  similar  habitat  is  widespread  and  abundant  throughout  the 
region,  including  lands  within  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep  ewe  group  home  ranges. 
Adverse effects  to  local movement habitat  (e.g., across  the mouth of  the canyon) also 
would not be significant because the Project would not substantially increase barriers or 
impediments  to  local movement  beyond  the  existing  conditions  (Peninsular  bighorn 
sheep  can  and  do  occasionally  cross  haul  roads,  rail  lines,  and  quarries).  Further, 
suitable movement habitat on ridges and steep mountain slopes to the west, south, and 
southeast would be unaffected.  

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-12 



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

The lower bajadas and desert floor north of the Project area (i.e., Lower Borrego Valley) 
might  rarely be used  to  travel  from  the Fish Creek Mountains  to  the  southern  Santa 
Rosa Mountains, but the likelihood that a Peninsular bighorn sheep might survive that 
journey  seems very  low. This area  is not  considered  essential habitat by  the USFWS, 
and  the Quarry Project would have no measurable effect on  long‐distance movement 
across Lower Borrego Valley. 
 
Adverse effects of mining disturbance on lambing habitat and winter range to the south 
and southeast of the Quarry Project area, and perhaps extending onto the southern part 
of the Project area, would meet CEQA criteria as significant if not mitigated.  
 
The adverse effect of increased likelihood of Peninsular bighorn sheep mortality on the 
narrow‐gauge rail line cannot be quantified, but the critical habitat designation on part 
of  the  rail  line  creates  a  Section  7 nexus  and will be  addressed  through  consultation 
with the USFWS.  
 
Section 7 Consultation 
A portion of  the existing narrow‐gauge rail  line  is currently within designated critical 
habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep. Furthermore, under the proposed rule discussed 
above,  portions  of  the  Quarry  would  also  lie  within  designated  critical  habitat  for 
Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
 
Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act requires consultation with the USFWS 
by federal agencies that fund, authorize, or carry out projects that would “take”  listed 
species  or  cause  “adverse  modification”  of  critical  habitat.  The  BLM  anticipates 
consulting with the USFWS under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. The 
BLM will submit a Biological Assessment, describing the Project, including all proposed 
mitigation, and analyzing its potential impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep.  
 
The USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion that will include measures that will ensure 
that  the  Proposed  Action will  not  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  Peninsular 
bighorn  sheep,  or  cause  adverse modification  of  designated  critical  habitat.  It  is  the 
intention of BLM,  Imperial County, and USG  to mitigate potential Project  impacts  to 
Peninsular bighorn sheep essential habitat or critical habitat  to ensure  that  the Project 
will  not  jeopardize  the  Peninsular  bighorn  sheep’s  survival  or  recovery.  Proposed 
mitigation measures for potential impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep or their habitat, 
including designated critical habitat along the existing rail line, are listed in Section 3.5 
of  the Draft  EIR/EIS.  The  following measures  are  added  to  supplement  those  in  the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 
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1.  Mining  shall be  conducted only as approved  in  the Plan of Operation and  the 
Mine  Reclamation  Plan.  Reclamation  shall  be  conducted  concurrently  with 
mining  and  it  shall  be  initiated  within  each  phase  as  soon  as  is  feasible. 
Reclamation  shall  include  slope  contouring and  revegetation with native plant 
species as specified in the Reclamation Plan.  

2.  USG  shall  instruct  its  employees  and  other  visitors  to  the  mine  to  avoid 
Peninsular bighorn sheep. Access to undisturbed lands by humans on foot shall 
be restricted, and usually would  include only biologists and mining personnel. 
USG shall establish a training program, including new‐employee orientation and 
annual refresher, to educate employees regarding Peninsular bighorn sheep and 
the importance of avoidance.  

3.  USG shall not allow domestic animals (cattle, sheep, donkeys, dogs, etc.) onto the 
mine  site  or  any  lands under USG  control. Training  for mine  employees  shall 
include  instructions  to  report observations of domestic animals  to  the quarry’s 
environmental manager. Upon  receiving  any  such  reports,  the  environmental 
manager  shall  contact  the  appropriate  authorities  for  removal  of  domestic 
animals.  

 
Section  7  consultation  and  the  above  measures  would  apply  whether  or  not  the 
proposed rule for critical habitat is adopted. 
 
4.3.2  Desert Pupfish 
 
Several letters commented on potential Project impacts to desert pupfish. The following 
discussion  supplements  the Draft  EIR/EIS  in  response  to  these  comments. The Draft 
EIR/EIS identifies potential impacts to desert pupfish and analyzes them in Section 3.5 
(pp. 3.5‐32 – 3.5‐34 and Figures 3.5‐4 and 3.5‐5) and in Appendices B (Hydrology) and C 
(Biological  Resources).  The  Draft  EIR/EIS  concludes  that  impacts  from  the  Project, 
including  the Quarry “are not  likely  to have adverse  impacts on  the desert pupfish”, 
Subsection 3.5.3.2, Impact 3.5‐1, page 3.5‐32. 
 
Desert pupfish (Cyprinodon macularius) is listed as endangered under both the state and 
federal  Endangered  Species  Acts. Historically,  desert  pupfish were widespread  and 
common  in  shallow  water  of  stream  margins,  marshes,  springs,  and  slow‐flowing 
reaches  of major  rivers  in  the  lower  Gila  River  and  Colorado  River watersheds  in 
Arizona,  California,  Baja  California,  and  Sonora  Mexico.  Desert  pupfish  were  first 
documented  in  the Salton Sea  in the 1920s  following  its most recent  inundation  in the 
early 1900s when  the Colorado River was diverted west  into  the Salton Sink  (USFWS 
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1993). The source of these fish may have been upstream Colorado River populations, or 
local  indigenous populations  in previously‐isolated desert wetlands. Geologic history 
and  the occurrence of  the same desert pupfish species  in  isolated  locations suggests a 
long‐term  dispersal  pattern  via  periodic  flooding  and  subsequent  isolation  during 
drying periods. Desert pupfish  is  exceptionally hardy,  surviving  in  a broad  range  of 
water  chemistry  and  temperature  regimes,  but  is  vulnerable  to  competition  and 
predation by non‐native species.  
 
The desert pupfish is endangered due to habitat loss and the introduction of non‐native 
competitors and predators  (e.g., Tilapia)  into  its habitat  (Minckley et al. 1991; USFWS 
1986; Moyle  2002). Dam  construction  on  several  of  its  river  and  tributary habitats  in 
Arizona and on the Colorado River inundated some occurrences and dewatered others. 
Surface water  diversions  have  eliminated  habitat  in  some  areas,  and  lowered water 
tables due to groundwater pumping and groundwater use by invasive shrubs (Tamarix 
ramosissima)  have  eliminated  other  occurrences  (USFWS  1986,  1993;  CDFG  2005). 
Agricultural  pollution may  threaten  some  occurrences.  In  California,  desert  pupfish 
populations persist in native populations, at San Sebastian Marsh and upstream in San 
Felipe Creek (about 11 miles northeast of the Quarry project site, Appendix C‐2 of the 
Draft  EIR/EIS,  Map  5)  and  tributaries  (Imperial  County),  at  Salt  Creek  (Riverside 
County), and  in shoreline pools and  irrigation ditches around  the Salton Sea  (USFWS 
1993). They also persist in irrigation canals near the Salton Sea and in a few introduced 
“refugia” sites, including three in Anza Borrego Desert State Park.  
 
The USFWS designated critical habitat  for desert pupfish at San Sebastian Marsh and 
along portions of its tributaries, San Felipe Creek, Carrizo Wash, and Fish Creek Wash 
in Imperial County  (USFWS 1986). The USG Quarry and proposed Quarry Project are 
within the watershed of Fish Creek Wash and the proposed Quarry Well No. 3 is in the 
Carrizo Wash watershed  (Draft EIR/EIS Map 3.5‐4). Public  lands  in  this area are also 
managed  as  an Area  of Critical Environmental Concern  (ACEC)  by  the BLM.  In  the 
critical  habitat  designation,  the USFWS  listed  several  activities  that  could  adversely 
modify critical habitat, including withdrawal of water, either directly or indirectly, from 
San Sebastian Marsh. The USFWS published a Desert Pupfish Recovery Plan  in 1993 
with  recommendations  for  land management  and  recovery  (Desert Pupfish Recovery 
Plan, USFWS, Phoenix, AZ., September 1993). 
 
Desert  pupfish  are  absent  from  the USG Quarry  and  Plant  Project  sites  due  to  the 
absence of perennial surface water. Critical habitat at San Felipe Creek, Carrizo Wash, 
and Fish Creek Wash and occupied habitat at San Sebastian Marsh are about 7 miles 
northeast  of  proposed Quarry Well No.  3,  11 miles  northeast  of  the Quarry,  about 
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20 miles north of the Plaster City Plant, and about 24 miles north of the proposed wells 
near Ocotillo (USFWS 1986). All elements of the proposed Project are shown on Maps 
3.5‐2 and 3.5‐3 in the Draft EIR/EIS; Fish Creek and San Felipe Creek are near the top of 
both maps,  identified on  the underlying base map but otherwise not  labeled. The San 
Sebastian Marsh watershed, including the desert pupfish occurrence, and the proposed 
USG Quarry and Quarry Well No. 3 are shown on Map 3.5‐4 in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
proposed Project has no potential for direct on‐site impacts to desert pupfish.  
 
Desert Pupfish Hydrology 
The potential impacts of mining through the use of diversion of water on desert pupfish 
is discussed  in  the Draft EIR/EIS  Section  3.5  beginning  on page  3.5‐22  and potential 
impact  Subsection  3.5‐2,  page  3.5‐43.  The  analysis  is  further  supported  by  technical 
Appendix C‐4, Hydrologic  Impacts  attachment  to  the  biological  technical  report  and 
Appendix C‐5 potential impacts of pumping from Quarry Well No. 3, Volume II Draft 
EIR/EIS April 2006. 
 
Hydrologists preparing the analysis have concluded that no impacts will occur to basin 
water  supplies or  to San Felipe Creek  located approximately 11 miles away  from  the 
Quarry operation. The  analysis  shows  a drainage  area  contributing  to  the San Felipe 
Creek  of  965,388  acres with  a  volume  calculated  on  annual  average  precipitation  of 
583,883  acre‐feet  of  water.  The  Quarry,  including  the  planned  expansion  area, 
contributes  396  acre‐feet  of water  to  the  basin  (.07  percent  by  volume).  This would 
assume  that all  the water  is diverted and no percolation or  evaporation of  rainwater 
occurs.  In  fact surface drainage would continue uninterrupted with all drainage  from 
the Quarry directed to the wash.  
 
Hydrogeologists  also  addressed  the  possible  impacts  of withdrawing  approximately 
26 acre‐feet  per  year  of  well  water  from  the  same  basin  for  use  at  the  Quarry.  A 
calculated draw down of the proposed well at maximum capacity would have a draw 
down at Fish Creek and San Felipe Creek Springs of approximately 1 millimeter. This is 
a  conservative  estimate  because  values  produced  by  the  Theis  equation  are  for 
drawdowns  in confined aquifers. However, the aquifer  in the well area  is unconfined, 
and drawdowns will be much less than those for a confined aquifer. Pumping 26 acre‐
feet  per  year  from  an  unconfined  aquifer  will  not  produce  drawdowns  that  are 
noticeable at distances of 1,000 feet or less. Additionally, the location of the San Jacinto 
Fault, a probable groundwater barrier between the well and Fish Creek and San Felipe 
Creek Springs, would most  likely prevent a cone of depression extending beyond  the 
fault. Thus, the extraction of water from the well at capacity will not have a detectable 
impact directly or cumulatively on habitat supporting the desert pupfish. 
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4.3.3 Flat-tail Horned Lizard 
 
Several  letters  commented  on  potential  Project  impacts  to  flat‐tailed  horned  lizard 
(FTHL). The  following discussion supplements  the Draft EIR/EIS  in  response  to  these 
comments and to reflect more recent research findings and revisions to FTHL’s agency 
status. The Draft EIR/EIS discusses the FTHL in Section 3.5 on pages 3.5‐16 to 17. 
 
The  FTHL  (Phrynosoma  mcallii)  is  found  primarily  in  windblown  sand  dunes  and 
partially stabilized sand flats, but also occurs in other habitat types, including salt flats, 
badland  slopes  and washes,  desert  pavement,  and  gravelly  soils.  Until  about  2003, 
when  the  FTHL  Rangewide  Management  Strategy  was  updated  by  the  FTHL 
Interagency  Coordinating  Committee,  biologists  considered  FTHL  to  be  strictly 
endemic to windblown sand. For example, Jennings and Hayes (1994) described it as “a 
specialized  sand‐dweller  that has not  been  observed  outside  of  areas with  a  shifting 
sand substrate.” But even where they are found in these other habitat types, they occur 
in  areas  where  windblown  sand  deposits  occur  (FTHL  Interagency  Coordinating 
Committee 2003; USFWS 2006). 
 
FTHL over winter by burying themselves in loose sand at depths to about 10 cm., and 
adults  apparently  must  hibernate  due  to  physiological  and  behavioral  constraints 
(Mayhew 1965). They also may bury themselves in sand to escape predators or extreme 
high  temperatures during  their summer activity period, but may also avoid predators 
by  remaining  still  and depending  on  their  camouflage  coloration  (FTHL  Interagency 
Coordinating Committee  2003).  FTHL  home  ranges  can  be  as  large  as  about  7  acres 
(Muth  and  Fisher  1992,  cited  by  FTHL  Interagency  Coordinating  Committee  2003). 
FTHL  may  use  a  variety  of  habitat  types,  but  apparently  must  have  fine  sands 
somewhere within  their home  ranges  to allow winter hibernation. Thus, FTHL  could 
occur  in  any  of  the  Project  area  segments,  including  the  proposed  Quarry  area, 
proposed  pipeline  routes,  along  the  narrow‐gauge  rail  line,  or  the  Plant  areas.  The 
highest quality FTHL habitat in the USG Project area is the windblown sand along the 
narrow‐gauge rail  line between  the Quarry and Plant. Much of  this area  is within  the 
FTHL West Mesa Management Area (discussed below). 
 
FTHL is not currently listed, proposed for listing, or a candidate for listing under state 
or  federal  Endangered  Species Acts.  FTHL was  first  proposed  for  federal  listing  as 
threatened  in  1993.  Since  then  the  listing  proposal  was  withdrawn  in  1997,  then 
reinstated in 2001, withdrawn in 2003, reinstated in 2005, and withdrawn again in 2006. 
The history of  these  listing proposals and withdrawals  is reviewed  in  the most recent 
withdrawal  (USFWS  2006).  Both  reinstatements  followed  court  decisions  in  which 
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plaintiffs held  that  the USFWS had not adequately considered ongoing habitat  loss  in 
the Coachella Valley (2001) and more extensive historic habitat loss (2005). In 2003, the 
USFWS concluded that FTHL is in danger of extirpation in the Coachella Valley but not 
threatened or  endangered  throughout  the  remainder of  its  range  (including  its  range 
“on  the west  side of  the  Salton  Sea  /  Imperial Valley”)  and  listing was  therefore not 
warranted. In 2006, the USFWS concluded that historic habitat loss was not a significant 
portion of its range and concluded that the FTHL “is not likely to become in danger of 
extinction in the foreseeable future throughout all or a substantial portion of its range.”  
 
All  three withdrawals  of  the  proposed  listing  (1997,  2003,  2006)  emphasized multi‐
agency  commitment  to  the  FTHL Rangewide Management  Strategy  (first  released  in 
1997 and updated in 2003) in support of the USFWS’s conclusions that FTHL does not 
warrant  listing.  The  Rangewide  Management  Strategy  commits  several  agencies 
including  the  BLM  to  specific management, monitoring,  and mitigation measures  to 
ensure  that  FTHL  does  not  become  threatened.  Moreover,  it  maps  several  FTHL 
Management Areas where management, monitoring, and mitigation measures are more 
rigorous than elsewhere. The FTHL West Mesa Management Area and all known FTHL 
occurrences from the region are shown on Figure 3.5‐3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. (Note typo 
in Figure 3.5‐3 “Boundary of HTHL”, should read “FTHL” this will be corrected in the 
final document.) 
 
Part of the Project area (the existing rail line) crosses the FTHL West Mesa Management 
Area. The remainder of the Project area is within FTHL’s geographic range, but much of 
the Project  area  is  in poorly  suitable habitat due  to  absence  of windblown  sand  and 
patchy occurrence of  suitable  sandy deposits  from other  sources  (mainly alluvial  fine 
sand deposits). Protocol FTHL surveys were conducted along the proposed water  line 
between Ocotillo and the Plaster City Plant. These surveys were negative (see Appendix 
C‐1  of  the  Draft  EIR/EIS).  There  is  a  high  probability  that  FTHL  occurs  along  the 
existing rail line and a low probability that it may occur elsewhere in the Project area.  
 
As discussed in Section 3.5 on page 3.5‐47 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure 3.5‐2 
requires  compliance  with  standard  mitigation  measures  contained  within  the 
Rangewide Management Strategy. Mitigation requirements  for  impacts  to FTHL or  its 
habitat are described in detail in the Rangewide Management Strategy and summarized 
in Appendices C‐1 and C‐2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As a Lead Agency on the Draft EIR/EIS 
the BLM will comply with  these measures should  it ultimately approve  the Proposed 
Action. Thus,  the potential  impacts of any project‐related disturbances  to FTHL or  its 
habitat  including mining,  facilities  construction, maintenance,  or  other  activities,  are 
reduced to a level of insignificance. 
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4.3.4 Water Use Alternative 
 
The Draft EIR/EIS describes a range of alternatives  to  the Project  that would avoid or 
substantially  lessen  the  potential  significant  effects  on  groundwater  resources. Most 
notably, the Draft EIR/EIS discusses two alternatives that would require USG to obtain 
water from the Imperial Irrigation District (IID) to supply all or a portion of the water 
needed for Plant operations. These alternatives were  identified  in the Draft EIR/EIS as 
the ʺpartial useʺ of IID water alternative and the ʺfull useʺ of IID water alternative. 
 
Several commenters urged the adoption of one or more of the alternatives discussed in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, and others  requested more  information concerning  their  feasibility. 
Pursuant to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must consider a reasonable 
range of potentially  feasible alternatives  that will  foster  informed decisionmaking and 
public participation. However, an EIR is not required to analyze the feasibility of such 
alternatives.  Rather,  under  CEQA,  it  is  the  public  agency,  not  the  EIR,  that  bears 
responsibility  for  making  findings  as  to  whether  specific  economic,  legal,  social, 
technological, or other considerations make  infeasible the alternatives  identified  in the 
EIR. See San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco, 
102 Cal.App.4th 656, 689‐91 (2002). 
  
At the time the Draft EIR/EIS was prepared, both the ʺpartial useʺ and ʺfull useʺ of IID 
water  alternatives  were  considered  to  be  ʺpotentiallyʺ  feasible.  However,  the  Draft 
EIR/EIS did not (and is not required to) determine whether either of these alternatives 
was  feasible.  In  fact,  the Draft  EIR/EIS  noted  that  each  of  these  alternatives would 
require various approvals from other agencies (including a service agreement with the 
IID) and that the legal, social, political and economic feasibility of obtaining water from 
the IID was ʺunknown.ʺ 
 
Following the issuance of the Draft EIR/EIS for public comment, USG has taken further 
steps  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  the  ʺpartial  useʺ  and  ʺfull  useʺ  alternatives. 
Additional information concerning these alternatives is provided below. 
 
Full Use of IID Water 
Under  the  ʺfull useʺ alternative, 100 percent of  the water needed  for Plant operations 
would be supplied by IID pursuant to a water service agreement and transported to the 
Plant via a new water pipeline extending  from  the Westside Main Canal  to  the Plant. 
Among other things, implementation of this alternative would require: 
 

• Construction of larger water storage facilities; 
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• Settling ponds to clear the water of suspended solids; 
• A  desalinization  plant  with  associated  evaporation  ponds  (approximately 

20 acres) for brine removal; 
• Wastewater handling facilities to process concentrated salty water; and  
• A water treatment facility to produce potable water for Plant personnel. 

 
This alternative would require the disturbance of up to an additional 30 acres of  land. 
This  alternative would  also  require  approximately  proportionately  25  percent  extra 
canal water than the ʺpartial useʺ alternative discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS to account 
for  water  evaporation  during  the  desalinization  and  evaporation  processes. 
Additionally,  fluctuating  salinity  of  canal  water  over  time  presents  technical  and 
practical  issues  that  cannot  be  overcome.  Based  on  these  environmental  and 
technological factors, the ʺfull useʺ alternative is infeasible. 
 
Partial Use of IID Water Alternative 
Under  the  ʺpartial useʺ  alternative,  only  a portion  of  the water needed  for  the Plant 
operations  would  be  supplied  by  the  IID.  The  balance  (up  to  a  maximum  of 
approximately 400 acre‐feet per year) would continue to be supplied by USGʹs existing 
wells in Ocotillo. Water from IID would be blended with water from Ocotillo to achieve 
the level of water quality need for use in manufacturing wallboard without the need for 
further  treatment  of  the process water. The Plant  site  is part  of  the  area  that  can  be 
included within the boundaries of the IID under the All‐American Canal Contract dated 
December 1, 1932.  
 
The Applicant is currently investigating the feasibility of implementing the ʺpartial useʺ 
alternative. Toward  this  end,  representatives  of USG met with  IID  staff  to discuss  a 
ʺpotential  partnershipʺ  to  provide  water  to  the  Plant.  To  more  fully  evaluate  this 
alternative, IID staff advised USG to file a Petition for Inclusion within the boundaries 
of the IID. In accordance with this advice, USG filed a Petition for Inclusion with the IID 
for the purpose of providing up to 1,000 acre‐feet per year of water from IID to be used 
exclusively by USG in its operations. In April 2006, the IID Board adopted a Resolution 
of Application  requesting  that  the Local Agency Formation Commission  (LAFCO) of 
Imperial County  take  such action as may be necessary  to grant USGʹs application  for 
inclusion  in  the  IID. USGʹs  application was  subsequently  accepted by LAFCO  and  is 
currently under review.  
 
In connection with its LAFCO application, USG has engaged in preliminary engineering 
studies and has determined that the 5.5‐mile pipeline from the Westside Main Canal to 
the Plant would likely run along the railroad tracks within the San Diego and Arizona 
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Eastern  Railroad  right‐of‐way  that  parallels  Evan  Hewes  Highway.  The  proposed 
Project would provide  for  the  installation of a pipeline, pumping station, and holding 
basins, designed  for a water supply of 1,000 AF/Yr of  IID untreated canal water  to be 
utilized for all process purposes. 
 
The proposed facility design is based on the following: 
 

• The facility design flow will be 1,000 AF/Yr (620 gallons per minute [gpm]) 

• To provide this flow, a duplex pump station with flow capacity of 620 gpm for 
each pump will be provided 

• Two holding basins will be provided with a total of 2 days storage capacity (total 
of 1.8 million gallons) 

• The  connection  to  the  board  lines will  be made downstream  of  the  back  flow 
preventer before the process water tanks. Each board line (i.e., board lines 1 and 
3) will have a dedicated process water line from the holding basin. Each process 
water line will have a flow monitoring device and a plug value for isolation. 

 
Additional engineering and environmental studies are underway.  
 
Although USG is actively investigating the ʺpartial useʺ alternative and has applied for 
inclusion within the IID boundaries, the feasibility of this alternative remains unknown. 
Consequently,  the  description  of  the  Project  has  not  changed  with  respect  to  the 
proposed sources of water and manner of delivery to the Plant. 
 
4.3.5 Imperial County’s Groundwater Management Ordinance 
 
In  1998,  the County  adopted  a  comprehensive Groundwater Management Ordinance 
(Groundwater  Ordinance)  for  the  express  purpose  of  preserving  and  managing 
groundwater resources within  the County. The Groundwater Ordinance  is codified as 
Chapter  1  of  Title  9  of  the  Imperial  County  Code.  The  Groundwater  Ordinance 
establishes  that  the 10‐member  Imperial County Planning Commission  (Commission) 
appointed by the Board of Supervisors is charged with regulating groundwater and can 
request  preparation  of  an  annual  report  on  groundwater  supplies  and  conditions, 
determine  the  need  for  and  recommend  groundwater  management  activities  (see 
Section  92202.00),  recommend  groundwater  extraction  standards  and  charges,  and 
establish  standards  for  artificial  recharge,  among  other  things.  The County  Planning 
and Development Director performs the duties assigned by the Commission. 
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The Groundwater Ordinance provides the County with various regulatory tools that are 
designed  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  impact  of  existing  and  proposed  groundwater 
extraction  activities  on  groundwater  resources  and  other users.  For  example,  Section 
92201.13 provides a  remedy  for water users who are aggrieved by  ʺwell  interferenceʺ 
(defined as a substantial water  level decline  in a short  time period  in a  localized area 
caused  by  extraction)  or  other  impairment  or  infringement  of  the  groundwater  use 
caused by the extraction activities of another party. In such cases, the Commission may 
issue any order that it determines necessary to provide the petitioning water user with 
an  adequate  remedy.  Additionally,  pursuant  to  Section  92202.07,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors,  after  notice  to  the  public  and  hearing, may  adopt  reasonable  operating 
regulations  on  extraction  facilities  to minimize well  interference.  This  portion  of  the 
Groundwater Ordinance further supports a conclusion that the potential impacts of the 
Project on neighboring wells will be less than significant after mitigation. 
 
Chapter 4 of the Groundwater Ordinance establishes priority among groundwater users 
in  the  event  of  existing  or  threatened  overdraft  conditions.  Pursuant  to  these 
regulations, overlying domestic uses either  (a)  legally existing on  the effective date of 
the Groundwater Ordinance,  or  (b) developed  thereafter  on property  zoned  ʺR‐1ʺ  or 
ʺR‐2ʺ  on  the  effective date  of  the Groundwater Ordinance, would have priority  over 
USGʹs  groundwater  usage  in  the  case  of  an  existing  or  threatened  overdraft  of  the 
Ocotillo‐Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin (Basin). 
 
The  Groundwater  Ordinance  also  requires  that  existing  extraction  facilities  be 
registered with  the County. On March  8,  2006,  the County Planning & Development 
Services Director  (Director)  approved, with  conditions,  registrations  for USGʹs  three 
existing water wells  used  to  extract  groundwater  from  the  Basin  and  for  the water 
pipeline used  to  transport water  to  the Plant. A  copy of  the Directorʹs March 8, 2006 
approval letter is attached. Condition No. T‐2 of the approval letter states that ʺ767 acre‐
feet  (AC  FT)  of  groundwater  per  year  is  the  maximum  amount  of  groundwater 
extraction  &  exportation  allowed  for  the  combined wells  .  .  .  based  on  7  days  per 
week/52  weeks  per  year  calculation.ʺ  The  approval  letter  also  states  that  if  ʺUSG 
increases  the water  extraction  above  the  767  acre‐feet  per  year  limit  for  these  three 
wells,  an  application  for  a  Conditional  Use  Permit  with  approval  by  the  Planning 
Commission and/or Board of Supervisors is necessary.ʺ 
 
Several  comments  state  that  USGʹs  extraction  of  groundwater  in  Ocotillo  and  its 
delivery  through  the  8.5  mile  pipeline  to  the  Plaster  City  Plant  is  an  ʺexportʺ  of 
groundwater.  However,  the  Groundwater  Ordinance  defines  ʺexportʺ  to  mean 
ʺgroundwater extracted for use outside the boundaries of the groundwater basin from 
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which  the  groundwater  is  derived,  or  outside  the  County.  ...ʺ The  transportation  of 
water  from Ocotillo  to  the Plant  is not an export because  the plant overlies  the Basin. 
Additionally, USG transports some water from the Plant to Quarry where it is used as 
potable  water  and  for  dust  suppression. The  amount  of  water  that  is  railed  to  the 
Quarry is just over 1 percent of the water withdrawn from Ocotillo. The main purpose 
of  the proposed Quarry Well No. 3  is  for dust  suppression at  the Quarry. Once USG 
receives approval  to  install and use water  from  the proposed Quarry Well No. 3, the 
amount of Ocotillo water used at the Quarry will be significantly reduced. 
 
The Groundwater Ordinance further supports a conclusion that the potential impacts of 
the Project on groundwater resources will be less than significant after mitigation. 
 
4.3.6 Hydrology and Groundwater 
 
Several  comments  request  clarification  of  the  influence  of  faults  and  other  geologic 
structures on the flow of groundwater and the distribution of water quality in the Basin, 
especially with regard to evaluation of the potential impacts of USG pumping on basin 
water quality. 
 
Background 
Geology,  faults,  and  water  quality  are  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS  in 
Subsection 3.3.2.1.  The  current  understanding  of  the  interactions  of  the  groundwater 
flow, aquifer properties and water quality make up the hydrogeological conceptual model. 
A summary  is provided here of  the current hydrogeological conceptual model  for  the 
Basin. This conceptual model  is represented  in the numerical groundwater model that 
was applied  to  relevant  issues  in  the Draft EIR/EIS. Much of  the conceptual model  is 
based  on  the  geologic  interpretation  of  the  distribution  of  the  geologic  units  and 
locations of geologic structures such as faults and folds. 
 
Geologic units in the Basin can be grouped as follows: 
 

• Recent and Older Alluvium, composed of poorly consolidated older alluvial fan 
deposits  and  sand, underlies much  of  the  basin  floor  and  extends  locally  into 
large canyons of  the surrounding mountains. Most wells drilled  in  the Ocotillo 
area  are  completed within  the  alluvium. The  alluvial wells  are noted  for high 
yields and relatively good water quality.  

• The Palm Springs Formation  is  composed of  fluvial and deltaic  sand,  silt, and 
clay  deposits  deposited  by  the  ancestral  Colorado  River  during  the  early 
Pleistocene. Thicknesses can range up to several thousand feet. No pumping test 
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data were found for the Palm Springs Formation, but the aquifer properties (e.g., 
transmissivity and specific yield) are believed to be similar to that of the Imperial 
Formation. 

• The  Late Miocene  to  Pliocene  Imperial  Formation  is  generally  described  as  a 
series of interbedded claystone and sandstone of dominantly marine origin. The 
Imperial Formation has an exposed  thickness of over 1,500  feet  in Yuha Basin. 
Wells drilled into the Imperial Formation typically have low yields and produce 
poor quality water. 

 
Significant differences have been noted  in  the hydrogeologic properties, water  levels, 
and water quality between the area near the community of Ocotillo and the area to the 
east. Near Ocotillo, transmissivities (aquifer properties describing the ease with which 
groundwater  flows  through  the aquifer) have been noted as  significantly higher  than 
those  to  the  east.  Transmissivities  have  been  measured  in  the  range  of  5,800  to 
6,700 square  feet  per  day (ft2/day)  near  Ocotillo,  whereas  transmissivities  of  34  to 
957 ft2/day have been noted in the eastern region. 
 
These variations  are  reflected  in groundwater gradients:  shallower  (flatter) hydraulic 
gradients have been mapped in the Ocotillo area and steeper hydrologic gradients have 
been  mapped  in  the  area  east  of  Ocotillo.  Similarly,  total  dissolved  solids  (TDS) 
concentrations  vary  from  east  to  west.  Near  Ocotillo,  TDS  concentrations  typically 
range  from 300  to 600 milligrams per  liter  (mg/l). East of Ocotillo, TDS concentrations 
are significantly higher and range from 600 to 4,000 mg/l.  
 
Early Geologic Interpretation 
The  geologic  interpretation  developed  by  Skrivan  (1977)1  for  the  development  of  a 
numerical groundwater model of the basin is shown in Figure 1. This relatively simple 
interpretation assumes  that  the basin  is composed of a relatively uniform  thickness of 
alluvium  (shown  as valley  fill) over  the  entire groundwater basin. The Palm Springs 
and  Imperial  formations  were  considered  to  underlie  the  water‐bearing  alluvial 
deposits (shown as consolidated rocks). Wells penetrating the aquifer are all considered 
to  be  completed within  the  alluvium  and  not within  the  Palm  Springs  or  Imperial 
formations. 
  
To  account  for  variations  in measured  transmissivities  (based  on  aquifer  tests)  and 
water quality data, Skrivan (1977) theorized that the Elsinore and Laguna Salada fault 
extends into the Basin and represents a hydraulic barrier with distinct water levels and 

                                                 

 
1 See Draft EIR/EIS Appendix B2 for references used herein unless otherwise noted. 
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water quality on either side of the fault. In this  interpretation, the alluvial deposits on 
the west  side of  the  fault  (near Ocotillo) had  significantly higher  transmissivities and 
lower TDS concentrations than those on the east side. 
 
The primary weakness of this geologic interpretation is that it does not explain why the 
alluvial sediments vary so significantly on either side of  the  fault. A  fault can cause a 
hydraulic barrier that can potentially restrict the flow of groundwater; however, other 
geologic  differences  are  needed  to  explain  both  the  variations  of  transmissivity  and 
water quality. 
 
Current Geologic Interpretation 
The geologic  interpretation used  in  the 2004 Bookman‐Edmonston study consists of a 
two‐layer aquifer system  in  the basin  rather  than  the  single alluvial  layer used  in  the 
previous interpretation. The upper layer (Layer 1) consists of the alluvial deposits and 
the  lower  layer  (Layer  2)  is  composed  of  the Palm  Springs  and  Imperial  formations. 
Figure 2 shows the locations of two cross sections (Figure 3A and Figure 3B) illustrating 
the current geologic interpretation. 
 
The revised geological interpretation is based on work by Dr. Thomas Rockwell, Ph.D. 
of San Diego State University. Through a series of master’s theses and other work, the 
conclusion of  this body of work  is  that  the Elsinore and Laguna Salada  faults are not 
continuous beneath the basin. Instead, the Elsinore and Laguna Salada faults are offset 
by zones of northeast‐trending left‐lateral faults. As a result of the complex interactions 
of these faults, the Palm Springs and Imperial formations have been uplifted in the area 
east of Ocotillo. 
 
Accordingly, the Palm Springs and Imperial formations are relatively near the ground 
surface  in  the areas east of Ocotillo  (Figure 3A). Therefore,  the  lower  transmissivities 
obtained  from aquifer  tests  from wells  located  east of Ocotillo are  the  result of  these 
wells  actually being  completed  in  the  lower‐permeability Palm  Springs  and  Imperial 
formations. The steeper hydraulic gradients are the result of groundwater flow through 
the relatively low‐permeability Palm Springs and Imperial formations. The presence of 
the Palm Springs and Imperial formations also explains the higher TDS concentrations 
as  these  formations are noted  for higher TDS concentrations. Additional discussion of 
water quality is provided below in the section “Water Quality.” 
 
Based  on  this  interpretation,  the  observed  variations  in  groundwater  can  be  more 
readily explained by variable thicknesses and depths to the Palm Springs and Imperial 
formations. In addition, it is recognized that a portion of the groundwater production is 
from  the  Palm  Springs  and  Imperial  formations  rather  than  solely  the  alluvium.
 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-26 



Ju
ly

 2
00

7
Fi

gu
re

 2
C

ro
ss

 S
ec

tio
n

Lo
ca

tio
ns

TO
D

D
 E

N
G

IN
E

E
R

S
E

m
er

yv
ill

e,
 C

al
ifo

rn
ia

O
co

til
lo

 T
ra

ns
ve

rs
e 

(F
ig

ur
e 

3A
)

Yu
ha

 C
ro

ss
 S

ec
tio

n 
(F

ig
ur

e 
3B

)

M
ex

ic
o

Ja
cu

m
ba

M
ou

nt
ai

ns
St

ate

Hi
gh

w
ay

98

Im
pe

ria
l

H
ig

hw
ay

8

N

S
ca

le
 in

 M
ile

s2
0



��
��

��
��

�
�

��
�

��
��

	



��
��

�
��

��
�

�
�

��
��

�
��

��
���

	

�

�
��


�

�
�

�
�

�
�

�
��

��
���

��
��

��
���

��
��



��
��

��
��

�
�

��
�

��
��

	



��
��

�
��

��
�

�
�

��
��

�
�

�
��

�
��

��
��

	

�

�
��


�

�
�

�
�

�
�

�
��

��
���

��
��

��
���

��
��



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

Using the revised geologic interpretation, the water‐bearing alluvial deposits (Layer 1) 
are primarily restricted to the center of the basin. The alluvial thickness can be 550 feet 
or  greater  in  the Ocotillo  area.  The  alluvial deposits  thin  toward  the margins  of  the 
basin where  they become unsaturated. Along  the basin margins,  the  saturated  zones 
occur in the Palm Springs and Imperial formations.  
 
Groundwater flow through the alluvium is generally towards the south. An anticline (a 
geologic  fold  in  the  form  of  an  arch)  has  been mapped  south  of Ocotillo  near Yuha 
Estates. This anticline causes the Palm Springs and Imperial formations to occur closer 
to the ground surface near the center of the anticline, as shown in Figure 3B. As a result, 
the alluvial aquifer is relatively narrow to the southwest of Yuha Estates and there is a 
restriction in the groundwater flow through the alluvium from north to south. 
 
The  wells  in  the  Yuha  Estates  area  are  interpreted  as  being  completed  in  the  less 
permeable Palm Springs and Imperial formations. This provides an explanation for the 
more  significant  drawdown  from  pumping  in  these wells  than  those  in  the Ocotillo 
area. 
 

Water Quality 
Several  comments  request  recent  water  quality  data.  See  the  Draft  EIR/EIS 
Subsection 3.3.3  on  Groundwater  Quality  and  Groundwater  Chemistry  Data  for 
background and discussion.  
 
The United  States Geological  Survey  (USGS)  continues  to monitor  five wells  in  the 
Basin for water quality and 21 wells for water levels. Four of the five wells are located 
near Ocotillo  and  are  screened  in  the  alluvium;  the  other well  is  located  near Yuha 
Estates. These wells are monitored on an annual basis for physical properties (hydrogen 
ion potential [pH], specific conductance, and temperature), general minerals (chloride, 
sodium,  sulfate,  etc.),  iron, and manganese.  In  the USGS National Water  Information 
System  (NWIS),  a  total  of  47 wells  in  the  Basin  have  available water  quality  data. 
Table 4.0‐1  summarizes  the  period  of  record  for  these wells  and  Figure  4  shows  the 
locations of the wells. Wells that continue to be monitored are shaded purple. 
 

Figure 5 shows the specific conductance for the wells currently monitored by the USGS. 
Specific  conductance  is  a  general  indicator  of  the  total  dissolved  solids  in  a  water 
quality sample. TDS can be estimated as 75 percent of  the specific conductance value. 
Aside from  wells 25K2 and 30R1, specific  conductance in  the  area appears to be fairly 
steady with a possible decrease in conductance over recent years (indicating improving 
water quality). 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

Table 4.0-1 
Water Quality Information Available from the USGS National Water Information System (NWIS) 

  Period of Record    

State Well Number Label Begin End Lat  Lon 
Number of WQ 
Measurements 

Wells with Recent Data 
17S 10E 11H3 11H3 15-Sep-87 31-Mar-05 32.68812 -115.923 513 
16S 9E 34B1 34B1 06-May-97 31-Mar-05 32.74006 -116.024 285 
16S 9E 36C2 36C2 08-Feb-61 29-Mar-05 32.73784 -115.996 495 
16S 9E 25K2 25K2 01-Dec-72 29-Mar-05 32.74423 -115.994 731 

16S 10E 30R1 30R1 27-Jun 59 30-Mar-05 32.74111 -115.9711 1630 
16S 9E 36H1 36H1 07-Feb-63 24-Mar-05 32.73534 -115.987 784 

Previously Monitored 
16S 10E 42A4 42A4 31-Jul-95 31-Jul-95 32.72395 -115.968 30 
16S 10E 42A5 42A5 30-Dec-74 23-Mar-94 32.72478 -115.969 398 
16S 9E 36D2 36D2 26-Jun-75 10-Apr-90 32.7395 -116.002 360 
16S 9E 24R1 24R1 28-Apr-77 15-Mar-89 32.75506 -115.988 314 
16S 10E 29L1 29L1 29-Apr-77 17-Mar-88 32.7445 -115.963 288 
17S 10E 11H2 11H2 01-Apr-83 04-Apr-86 32.68839 -115.923 93 
17S 10E 11G2 11G2 15-Nov-72 10-Mar-82 32.68978 -115.926 176 
16S 10E 42H1 42H1 08-Jan-76 08-Jan-76 32.72006 -115.971 22 
16S 10E 42C1 42C1 28-Jun-75 28-Jun-75 32.72284 -115.976 25 
16S 10E 41M1 41M1 12-Oct-71 28-Jun-75 32.71673 -115.964 41 
16S 9E 36G4 36G4 10-Jan-74 28-Jun-75 32.73367 -115.993 46 
16S 9E 35M1 35M1 02-Jul-62 28-Jun-75 32.72923 -116.018 82 
17S 10E 11H1 11H1 27-Jun-75 27-Jun-75 32.68728 -115.924 24 
16S 10E 29K1 29K1 25-Jun-75 25-Jun-75 32.74645 -115.956 26 
16S 9E 35A1 35A1 25-Jun-75 25-Jun-75 32.73895 -116.006 26 

17S 11E 22E2 22E2 24-Jun-75 24-Jun-75 32.65951 -115.847 26 
16S 11E 42L1 42L1 24-Jun-75 24-Jun-75 32.71423 -115.874 25 
16S 10E 34N1 34N1 24-Jun-75 24-Jun-75 32.72589 -115.934 26 
16S 10E 27R1 27R1 24-Jun-75 24-Jun-75 32.74173 -115.933 26 
16S 9E 36L2 36L2 11-Mar-69 24-Jun-75 32.73062 -115.994 120 
16S 9E 24N1 24N1 23-Jun-75 23-Jun-75 32.75839 -116.003 26 
17S 11E 18K1 18K1 14-May-75 14-May-75 32.66923 -115.891 25 
16S 11E 42M6 42M6 14-May-75 14-May-75 32.71339 -115.878 28 
16S 10E 33E 1 33E1 13-May-75 13-May-75 32.73312 -115.951 28 
16S 10E 29H1 29H1 13-May-75 13-May-75 32.7495 -115.952 28 
16S 10E 42A2 42A2 30-Dec-74 30-Dec-74 32.72339 -115.969 3 
16S 10E 42A1 42A1 30-Dec-74 30-Dec-74 32.72395 -115.969 6 
16S 9E 25Q1 25Q1 27-Dec-74 30-Dec-74 32.74062 -115.994 10 

16S 11E 42M4 42M4 04-Mar-58 23-Dec-74 32.71617 -115.878 45 
17S 11E 16J1 16J1 29-Aug-72 11-Dec-74 32.67034 -115.854 37 
16S 9E 25K1 25K1 15-May-59 20-Nov-74 32.74534 -115.993 144 

17S 10E 11G1 11G1 00-Jan-00 15-Nov-72 32.68978 -115.926 108 
16S 11E 42M5 42M5 18-Jan-49 22-Feb-72 32.71617 -115.879 27 
16S 9E 25M2 25M2 20-Jan-71 04-Nov-71 32.74617 -116.001 39 
16S 9E 36C3 36C3 20-Jan-71 20-Jan-71 32.73784 -115.996 25 
16S 9E 25M1 25M1 06-Mar-62 22-Sep-67 32.74589 -116.001 44 

16S 11E 42M2 42M2 18-Jan-49 23-Aug-62 32.71617 -115.877 21 
16S 11E 42M1 42M1 18-Jan-49 23-Aug-62 32.71617 -115.877 33 
16S 9E 36R1 36R1 17-Sep-48 19-Feb-58 32.72562 -115.988 47 

16S 10E 28D1 28D1 16-Dec-48 16-Dec-48 32.75284 -115.95 16 
16S 10E 32D2 32D2 07-Feb-18 07-Feb-18 32.73978 -115.966 17 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

 Well 25K2 is a pumping well and the variable water quality in the well may be affected 
by  the amount of pumping. The  increase  in  specific  conductance  in Well 25K2  in  the 
early 1980’s  is  linked to  the  increased  pumping  of  Well 25K2  from  1974 to 1981  for 
export to Mexico. Well 30R1 shows an  increase  in specific conductance peaking  in  the 
late 1980s and subsequent decrease. The cause of  this change  in water quality  in Well 
30R1 is not known, but the available water quality data do not correlate to pumping of 
Well  25K2.  In  addition,  no  correlation  is  apparent  to  USG  pumping.  Bookman‐
Edmonston  (1996)  indicates  that  the well  is  relatively  shallow  (100  feet  deep).  The 
shallow depth of the well and short‐term groundwater quality changes suggest a short‐
term surface or near‐surface source of water quality degradation near Well 30R1. 
 
A  few of  the comments referred  to  the differences  in water quality between  the areas 
near Ocotillo and  the area  to  the  east. To  supplement  the discussion of groundwater 
quality  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS  Subsection  3.3.2  (starting  on  page  3.3‐17),  a  brief 
independent  analysis  was  performed  using  readily  available  data  from  the  NWIS. 
Table 4.0‐2 shows the concentration of various general mineral constituents for wells in 
the east, wells near Ocotillo, and wells  located  in between  these areas  (herein  termed 
the transition zone). Figure 6 shows the concentrations of boron, chloride, sodium, and 
sulfate for these wells. Wells located on the east have significantly higher concentrations 
than wells  near Ocotillo.  The  difference  is most  likely  due  to  the  different  geologic 
formations, as discussed previously and consistent with  the hydrogeologic conceptual 
model. The  high  concentrations  of  chloride,  sodium,  and  boron  are  indicative  of  the 
low‐permeability Layer 2 (Palm Springs and Imperial) formations. 
 

Table 4.0-2 
Comparison of Water Quality by Well Location 

Area East of Ocotillo Transition 
Near 

Ocotillo 
Well Name 29H1 29D1 27R1 34N1 29L1 36H1 
Parameter 

  
  

Units Results 
Bicarbonate, unfiltered, field MG/L 763 1060 159 151 170 125 
Boron UG/L 15000 1900 3800 300 400 200 
Calcium MG/L 140 3 16 170 13 20 
Carbonate,  unfiltered, field MG/L 0 288 12   0 0 
Chloride MG/L 26000 2510 1700 280 230 66 
Fluoride MG/L 5   0.9 0.6 0.7 0.7 
Iron, filtered UG/L 80     <10 47   
Magnesium MG/L 240 14 23 61 3.6 4.3 
pH,  field   7.3   9 7.8 8.6 8 
Potassium MG/L 72   17   5 3.9 
Sodium MG/L 21000 3140 1400 270 250 78 
Specific conductance, field uS/cm 74000   6000 2100 1360 525 
Sulfate MG/L 6300 1520 510 720 120 33 
Sample Date   M-75 D-48 J-75 J-75 A-77 A-77 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

Water Levels 
A number of comments on the Draft EIR/EIS refer to the limited discussion of observed 
long  term water  level  trends and  the  lack of  recent water  level data. Water  levels are 
discussed in Subsection 3.3.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Comments highlight the differences 
in water levels trends between various wells in the basin and note the continuing water 
level declines at some wells. Comments concerning the lack of recent data inquire into 
what data are available and if additional data could verify the model’s predictions. The 
groundwater numerical model used available data through 2002 and predicted impacts 
to 2082.  
 
The USGS currently monitors  the water  levels  for 21 wells  in  the Basin. The wells are 
summarized  in Table 4.0‐3 and  the  locations of  these wells are shown on Figure 7. A 
useful distinction  for monitored wells  is  the hydrogeologic unit  that  is  represented  in 
the well. As discussed previously,  the hydrogeology of  the groundwater basin can be 
represented  by  two  geologic units:  the  alluvium  and  the Palm  Springs  and  Imperial 
formations. The Palm Springs and Imperial formations underlie the alluvium in the area 
around the USG wells and extend to the ground surface in the north and east portions 
of the basin.  
 
In  the numerical model used  for  the Draft EIR/EIS,  the  alluvium was  represented  as 
Layer  1  and  the Palm Springs  and  Imperial  formations were  represented  as Layer  2. 
Because  these  two  units  have  different  hydrologic  properties,  the  current  USGS 
monitoring wells are distinguished according to Layer 1 and Layer 2. In Figure 7, wells 
screened in Layer 1 are shown in light orange and Layer 2 wells are shown in dark red. 
Hydrographs  for  wells  in  Layer  1  and  Layer  2  are  shown  on  Figures  8  and  9, 
respectively.  
 
Water Level Trends 
As shown on Figures 8 and 9, water levels in the both Layer 1 and Layer 2 are generally 
characterized by little or no fluctuation over time, even though rainfall in the region is 
flashy  both  seasonally  and  annually.  Figure  10  illustrates  the  highly  variable  annual 
precipitation,  as  measured  at  the  California  Irrigation  Management  Information 
Systems  (CIMIS)  station  in  Seeley  east  of  the  study  area.  The  lack  of  water  level 
response to precipitation may reflect a significant lag time between rainfall events and 
recharge  to  the  water  table  resulting  from  the  distance  from  the  washes  to  the 
monitored wells and in some areas, the significant thickness of the unsaturated (vadose) 
zone. The result  is a  fairly constant  inflow  into  the basin  from precipitation. This was 
simulated in the numerical model by using a constant annual rate for recharge into the 
model. 

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-36 



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

 
Table 4.0‐3 

Wells Monitored by the USGS Since 2002 
  Period of Record   

State Well Number Label Begin End 

Number 
of Data 
Points 

Hydrogeology 
Layer 

17S 10E 11B1 11B1 Jun-75 Mar-07 60 2 
17S 10E 11G1 11G1 Apr-67 Mar-07 67 2 
17S 10E 11G4 11G4 Jul-78 Mar-07 54 2 
17S 10E 11H3 11H3 Oct-87 Oct-06 39 2 
17S 11E 16J1 16J1 May-70 Mar-07 64 2 
17S 11E 22E2 22E2 May-75 Mar-07 66 2 
16S 10E 27R1 27R1 May-75 Mar-07 66 2 
16S 10E 28D1 28D1 Dec-74 Mar-07 11 2 
16S 10E 29H1 29H1 May-75 Mar-07 62 2 
16S 9E 35M1 35M1 Jul-62 Mar-07 31 2 
16S 9E 35N2 35N2 Jun-75 Mar-07 17 2 
16S 9E 25M2 25M2 Apr-91 Mar-07 32 1 
16S 9E 26F1 26F1 Nov-98 Mar-07 18 1 

16S 11E 27F1 27F1 May-75 Mar-07 69 1 
16S 10E 31B1 31B1 Sep-93 Mar-07 28 1 
16S 10E 32P1 32P1 Oct-92 Mar-07 30 1 
16S 9E 34B1 34B1 Mar-98 Mar-07 16 1 
16S 9E 36C3 36C3 Jun-75 Oct-06 16 1 
16S 9E 36D2 36D2 Jun-75 Mar-07 65 1 
16S 9E 36H1 36H1 Mar-54 Mar-07 65 1 
16S 11E 42L1 42L1 May-75 Mar-07 52 2 

 
Some comments refer to the rate of water level decline in the basin. In the Draft EIR/EIS 
two general estimates are given, 1 foot every 5 years and 1 foot every 8 years. To clarify 
the  range of water  level declines  in  the alluvium  (Layer 1),  the water  level data were 
examined  from wells currently monitored by  the USGS. For  these,  the average rate of 
decline from 1975 to 2007 was calculated at 0.266 feet per year (or 1 foot every 4 years). 
However,  using  a  single  value  to  describe  the  water  table  over  the  entire  basin 
oversimplifies the  issue, because declines are not uniform. The water  levels in Layer 1 
are  chiefly  controlled by pumping. Specifically, monitored wells  located  closer  to  the 
pumping wells experience larger and less constant drawdown, for example Well 36H1 
shown on Figure 8. This drawdown is most likely the local effect of the pumping well 
rather  than  a  regional  response. The  average  rate of decline  ranges  from  0.4  feet per 
year or 1 foot every 2.5 years (Well 36H1) to 0.13 feet per year or 1 foot every 7.7 years 
(Well  34B1,  not  shown).  By  way  of  comparison,  over  the  same  time  period,  the 
numerical model predicts a range of declines from 1 foot every 4.4 years to 1 foot every 
8 years. 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

Additional  comments  highlight  differences  between water  levels  in  individual wells 
used  in  the numerical model calibration process. These wells are shown  in Figure 11; 
wells  in  Layer  1  are  shown  in white  and wells  in  Layer  2  are  shown  in  dark  gray. 
Specific comments address the difference in water levels between wells 29H1 and 29L1, 
which are shown on Figure 11 as bracketing the boundary between Layer 1 and Layer 2. 
This boundary was conceptualized as a fault zone in previous studies, but currently is 
considered  as  the  contact  between  the  different  formations.  The  different  aquifer 
properties  of  these  hydrogeologic  formations  (layers)  have  a  significant  influence  on 
groundwater levels. As shown in Figure 12, wells in Layer 1 (e.g., 29L1) generally show 
a greater decline  in water  levels  (due  to pumping  in Layer 1) while wells  in Layer 2 
(e.g., 29H1) show a slower decline (Figure 12; see also Figures 8 and 9).  
 
Figure 12 also illustrates the relatively higher groundwater levels in Layer 1 relative to 
Layer 2 in the Ocotillo area. This indicates a potential downward vertical gradient, with 
leakage  from  Layer  1  to  Layer  2.  However,  continuation  of  the  Layer  1  declines 
theoretically presents  the potential  for groundwater  levels  in Layer 1  to decline below 
groundwater levels in Layer 2. If a reversal in relative groundwater levels were to occur 
at  some point  in  the  future,  this would  change  the direction of vertical groundwater 
flow  from  downward  to  upward.  In  such  case,  relatively  poor  Layer  2 water  could 
potentially migrate upward into Layer 1. 
 
Groundwater Level Responses to Pumping 
The  differences  in  hydrologic  properties  of  the  two  layers,  specifically  between  the 
Ocotillo and Yuha Estates areas, can also be demonstrated by the two wells pumped for 
export  to Mexico. One well was  located  in Ocotillo, 25K2  (Layer 1) and  the other well 
was in Yuha Estates 11G4 (Layer 2). Pumping in these wells was increased sharply by 
85 AF/Yr  and  143 AF/Yr  for  25K2  and  11G4  respectively. Water  levels  in  both wells 
responded quickly with a drawdown of more than 50 feet over 5 years.  
 
In Ocotillo, water  levels  in nearby wells  like Well 25Q1 decreased slightly: 2  feet over 
the  period  of  pumping.  The  steep  drawdown  in Well  25K2  and muted  response  in 
nearby wells indicate that the water levels in Well 25K2 reflect the pumping water level 
and not  the static  level of  the aquifer.  In contrast, wells  located near  the Yuha Estates 
(Well 11G4) also show a steep drawdown presumably also from localized pumping of 
wells 11G1 and 11H4.  
 
In addition, the recovery of water levels in these two areas highlights the hydrogeologic 
differences. Water  levels  in Ocotillo Well 25K2,  recovered quickly after pumping was 
suspended;  specifically,  water  levels  recovered  over  50  feet  in  less  than  2  years. 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

However, water  levels  in Well  11G4  near  Yuha  Estates  have  recovered much more 
slowly and still (30 years later) have not reached pre‐pumping levels.  
 
In summary, the alluvial aquifer near Ocotillo is considerably more permeable than the 
older Palm Springs and Imperial  formations  in Yuha Estates. Accordingly, drawdown 
impacts due  to pumping  in  the alluvial aquifer  (e.g., near Ocotillo) are more  localized 
and  recover much  faster  than comparable drawdown  impacts  in  the older  formations 
near Yuha Estates. 
 
Recent Water Level Data 
In general, groundwater levels from 2002 to 2006 maintained the same trends observed 
in previous years. Wells  screened  in Layer 1 continue  to decrease at  the  same  rate as 
1975  to 2002. Well 36H1,  located  close  to USG pumping,  exhibited a  steep decline of 
approximately 10  feet  from 1995  to 2005, but has  recently begun  to  recover. The past 
decline may be the result of localized pumping rather than a regional occurrence, as the 
trend is not shown in any other nearby wells. Wells screened in Layer 2 in general show 
steady  to  increasing groundwater  levels. Wells  located  in  the Yuha Estates area  (e.g., 
Well  11G1)  continue  to  recover  from  the  intense  groundwater pumping  in  the  early 
1980’s for export to Mexico. 
 
The water  levels predicted by  the model generally  track with  the  long  term  trends of 
regional water  levels. The difference between  the recent observed data and  the model 
predicted water levels is similar to the differences shown during calibration. Although 
the  additional  data  is  valuable  to  confirm  the  continuation  of  regional  trends,  it 
provides no new information to adjust the conceptual model of the basin.  
 
Summary 
The  current  hydrogeologic  conceptual  model  of  the  Basin  provides  an  improved 
explanation of the significant differences in hydrogeologic properties, water levels, and 
water  quality  between  the  area  near Ocotillo  and  the  area  to  the  east,  and  between 
Ocotillo and Yuha Estates. In brief, the alluvial Layer 1 aquifer near Ocotillo is generally 
characterized  by  greater permeability,  better water  quality,  and more  rapid  recovery 
from pumping. The less permeable Layer 2 (Palm Springs and Imperial formations) east 
of Ocotillo and in the Yuha Estates area is characterized by relatively poor water quality 
and greater, more persistent impacts from pumping. In the Ocotillo area, groundwater 
levels  in Layer 1 are higher  than  those  in Layer 2. However,  continued groundwater 
level  declines  in  Layer  1—at  more  rapid  rates  than  those  in  Layer  2—present  the 
potential for reversal of that vertical gradient. In that case, relatively poor groundwater 
from  Layer  2  could migrate  into  Layer  1,  resulting  in water  quality  deterioration  in 
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Layer 1. See Subsections 4.3.7 and 4.3.8 for additional discussion of groundwater  level 
trends  and  potential  water  quality  impacts.  The  current  hydrogeologic  conceptual 
model supports the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS regarding the potential significant 
effects of the Proposed Action. 
 
4.3.7 Water Balance 
 
Many comments refer to the water balance of the Basin and how it was applied in the 
revised  numerical  groundwater  model  of  the  Basin  (Bookman‐Edmonston  2004). 
Specific concerns have been raised regarding the amount and distribution of recharge, 
the flow across the U.S./Mexico border, and historical pumping in the Basin. 
 
The water balance  for a groundwater basin examines  the  inflows and outflows of  the 
groundwater system and change in groundwater storage (inflow ‐ outflow = change in 
storage). Developing a water balance is fundamental to the conceptual model and helps 
quantify  the  understanding  of  the  basin  systems.  Comments  address  the  need  to 
compare  the  current  model’s  water  balance  to  previous  studies.  These  studies  can 
provide  a  range  of  reasonable  estimates  and  illustrate  the  level  of uncertainty  in  the 
water balance.  
 
Table 4.0‐4 shows the estimated water balances for four previous studies as well as the 
numerical model used  to predict  impacts  in  the Draft EIR/EIS. The previous  studies 
include USGS Water  Resources  Investigation  (WRI)  77‐30  by  J. A.  Skrivan  (1977),  a 
master’s  thesis by David Mark  (1987), an unpublished report prepared by D. Huntley 
(1979),  and  the  previous  numerical model  prepared  by  Bookman‐Edmonston  (1996). 
The water balance presented  in  the Draft EIR/EIS  reflects  the calibrated  results of  the 
2004 Bookman‐Edmonston model.  
 
The  main  inflow  into  the  Basin  is  recharge  of  runoff  from  precipitation  in  the 
surrounding  watersheds.  The  main  outflows  include  pumping  (USG  and  others), 
subsurface outflows (across the U.S./Mexico border, across faults, and to the east), and 
losses from evapotranspiration (ET). Although the water balance estimates represent a 
range of values for recharge and outflow, all studies show a declining change in storage 
over the past 30 years. While the inflow (recharge) and subsurface outflow values in the 
2004  revised  numerical  model  are  lower  than  previous  estimates,  the  2004  revised 
numerical model reflects a similar change in storage as the previous estimates, a decline 
of approximately 500 AF/Yr. The water balance components are discussed below. 
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Inflow 
As  shown  in  Table  4.0‐4,  estimates  of  inflow  into  the  Basin  range  from  1,077  to 
2,631 AF/Yr.  In  the Skrivan 1977  study,  the  total  recharge  to  the Basin was estimated 
using the methodology based on USGS Professional Paper 486‐B (Hely and Peck 1964). 
This methodology  results  in  an  estimate of  annual  runoff  from  the mountains  in  the 
area  ranging  from  0.02 inches  to  0.50  inches  per  year.  Skrivan  estimated  the  total 
recharge  to  the  Basin  as  equal  to  0.22 inches  per  year  over  the  drainage  area  of 
225 square miles.  The  total  estimated  recharge was  2,600 AF/Yr.  This  represents  less 
than  5 percent of precipitation. The  1996 Bookman‐Edmonston  report used  the  same 
method with the same result.  
 
However, Huntley  (1979) and Mark  (1987) both concluded  this methodology was  too 
simplistic  and  used  different  estimates. Mark  estimated  recharge  from  precipitation 
using  three  different methods:  rainfall‐runoff  curve,  runoff‐area  correlation,  and  the 
Maxey‐Eakin  method.  Using  these  methods,  his  estimates  ranged  from  536  AF/Yr 
(rainfall‐runoff)  to 1,650 AF/Yr  (Maxey‐Eakin). Mark concluded  that  the Maxey‐Eakin 
method was  the most  reliable  to  predict  areal  recharge  based  on  available  data. An 
additional  10  percent  of  recharge  (170  AF/Yr)  was  added  to  the  water  balance  as 
groundwater inflow, but no explanation was included in the report.  
 
The watershed areas defined by Mark (1987) and Huntley (1979) were a fraction of the 
size (40 square miles as compared to 225 square miles) as that used by Skrivan (1977). 
The  isohyetal map used  in Mark’s  recharge  analysis was not presented  in his  thesis. 
However,  a  table was  included  that  equated  an  elevation with  an  isohyetal  contour. 
Based  on  this  table  and  others  included  in  the  report,  the  percent  of  precipitation 
percolating the groundwater aquifer was approximately 6 percent, slightly higher than 
Skrivan’s  estimate  of  5  percent.  However,  comparison  of  the  documented 
isohyets/elevations  with  the  isohyetal map  produced  by  PRISM2  indicates  the  total 
precipitation  may  have  been  overestimated  and  the  percentage  of  precipitation 
recharging the Basin may be higher than 6 percent.  
 
Huntley  (1979)  did  not  prepare  an  independent  estimate  for  recharge;  instead  he 
calculated the total inflow as the unknown water balance equation (outflow – change in 
storage =  inflow). The  resulting estimate, 2,631 AF/Yr, was similar  to Skrivan’s  (1977) 
estimate  2,600 AF/Yr.  This  similarity  is mostly  likely  due  to  the  fact  that  the  other 

                                                 
2 PRISM (Parameter-elevation Regressions on Independent Slopes Model) isohyetal maps produced by the 
University of Oregon: Daly, Chris and George Taylor, California Average Monthly or Annual Precipitation, 1961-
90, Water and Climate Center of the Natural Resources Conservation Service, Portland, Oregon, 1998. 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

elements of the water balance (outflow and change in storage) were estimated with the 
same methodology and the same data used in the Skrivan (1977) report. 
 
Bookman‐Edmonstonʹs  (2004)  current  numerical model’s  estimate  of  average  annual 
recharge,  1,077  AF/Yr  is  lower  than  previous  estimates.  For  the  2004  study,  the 
contributing watershed for the washes in the area was estimated to be 76 square miles, 
within  the  range  of  previous  estimates.  The  specific  drainage  areas  and  the  average 
precipitation  are not described  in  the  report. However, based on  the  locations of  the 
washes,  the  amount of  contributing  area documented  in  the  report,  and  an  isohyetal 
map from PRISM, the average rainfall for the tributary areas is approximately 5 inches 
per  year  (20,266  AF/Yr  over  the  watershed).  Accordingly  the  estimated  recharge 
(1,077 AF/Yr) is about 5 percent of total recharge, the same relationship Skrivan used in 
the WRI 77‐30. 
 
In  the  current  numerical  model,  recharge  remains  constant  over  the  study  period, 
reflecting an annual average. An average was used rather  than annual data as  the  lag 
time between precipitation and recharge is unknown.  
 
With regard to areal distribution of recharge, the recharge was applied to the model as 
infiltration  along  local washes. The  locations  and  rate of  recharge determined by  the 
model  calibration  is  shown on Figure  13. Recharge was  applied over  163  cells  (1,630 
acres) or approximately 2 percent of the active model area. Approximately 65 of these 
recharge cells become dry over  the study period and no  longer contribute  to  the  total 
inflow of the model. As shown in Figure 13, recharge was set up to apply to both Layers 
1  and  2  as  Layer  2  extends  to  the  ground  surface  in  some  locations. However,  the 
MODFLOW model was configured to apply recharge only to Layer 1 rather than to the 
highest  active  layer.  Therefore,  no  direct  recharge was  applied  to  Layer  2.  This  is  a 
reason why the model underestimates total recharge to the groundwater basin.  
 
Subsurface Outflow 
The  subsurface  outflow  from  the  Basin  is  highly  uncertain  because  of  lack  of  data. 
Although  the U.S./Mexico border has been used  as  a basin boundary  in  all previous 
studies, it is a political not a hydrologic boundary. Limited water level data in the area 
make estimates of the flow across the boundary difficult.  
 
Skrivan  (1977) estimated underflow  to Mexico and  flow eastward  from  the calibrated 
model  results,  finding a  total outflow of 1,900 AF/Yr. A decrease  in underflow across 
the U.S./Mexico border was  simulated between  the 1925 and 1975  scenarios due  to a 
decrease in water levels. Mark (1987) estimated a total subsurface outflow of 825 AF/Yr 
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4.0 Collective Responses 
 

but provided no discussion on how this value was determined. The estimate may have 
been the result of model calibration. Huntley (1979) estimated total subsurface outflow 
using  the hydrologic properties presented by Skrivan  (1977)  for  the upper  sediments 
and Loeltz et al. (1975) for the lower sedimentary rocks. The exact methodology is not 
detailed  in  the report but  it  is assumed  that  the calculation used Darcy’s equation  for 
groundwater flow. The resulting estimate was 1,999 AF/Yr, similar to Skrivan’s model 
calibrated  estimate.  The  1996  Bookman‐Edmonston  report  reviewed  both  Skrivan’s 
(1977)  and  Huntley’s  (1979)  outflow  estimates  and  concluded  the  results  were 
reasonable. For the 1996 Bookman‐Edmonston water balance, Skrivan’s (1977) estimate 
was used.  
 
The  2004  Bookman‐Edmonston  model  used  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS  used  the  model 
calibrated  results  to  determine  total  outflow.  The  result  was  a  smaller  outflow, 
990 AF/Yr,  than  all previous  estimates. However,  the  total  inflow  from  recharge was 
also lower than previous estimates. The net result is a similar change in storage. 
 
To simulate the subsurface outflow along the northern and southeastern boundaries of 
the  model,  constant  head  cells  were  used.  Constant  heads  cells  assume  that  the 
groundwater  level  just  outside  the model  area  is  known  and  remains  at  a  constant 
elevation. The model calculates  the amount of  flow  into or out of  the model based on 
the difference between this fixed water  level and the calculated water  level  just  inside 
the model. The value of  the constant heads were based on available pre‐development 
water levels (1925) and adjusted during calibration. These values ranged from 135 feet 
above mean sea level (msl) to 191 feet msl and are shown on Figure 14.  
 
Pumping 
Another major concern addressed by the comments is the estimation of Basin pumping. 
Pumping  in  the model occurs  in 10  locations  (cells), with eight  in Layer 1 and  two  in 
Layer  2. These wells  are  shown  on Figure  14. The wells  in Layer  1  include Ocotillo, 
Ocotillo Mutual, Westwind, Nomirage, Coyote, and USG wells 4, 5, and 6. The wells in 
Layer  2  include Yuha Estates  and West Texas. Total Basin pumping  in  the model  is 
shown in Figure 15 for the baseline conditions. 
 
Several  comments  addressed  the  difficulties  in  estimating  historical  pumping  and 
impact that this uncertainty would have on the model. In the WRI 77‐30 report, Skrivan 
(1977) estimated pumping as of 1925 and 1975. Prior to 1925, pumping was assumed to 
be  negligible.   Pumping  from  1925  through  1975  was  determined through review of  

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-51 



��
��
��
��

�

�
��

�
��

��
	



�

�
�

��
�

�
�

�
��

�
�

�
�

�
��

��
�

�

	

�
�
��

�
�
�
�
�
�

�
�
��
��
���
��
��
��
���
��
��



�
��
��
���
��
���
�

 !
"

�

�

 �
��
��
�#

��
$�
���
�
%
�&
'(

��

�#
�#

�
%�
&'
(
��

)*

�
�+

��
�,
��
�

�
�-
��
��
��

+
.
��

�#

/�
��
��
 

/�
��
��
�

 0
1�
2�
 "

�
 "

��
2�
 �

�
 �

��
2�
 *

"
 *

"�
2�
 )

 

�
�

�
�

�
�

�
�

�
��

��
��

�
��

�
���

��
�

�

�
�





��������	
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
�	

��
	�

��

�

��




��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
�	

��
��

��
��

��
�


��
��

��
	�

��
	�

�
��
�

�

��
�

��
�

��
�

��
�

��
�

��
�

	�
�


�
�

��
�

��
��

��
�
��
��
	

�
��
�
��
��
�

��
��
���

��
��
��
�
�
�
��
�

��
��
�
��
��
��
��
�
�
��
��
��

�
�
 
��
�!
��
��
��
��
�

��
�
�
��
�
�
��
�
�
�
�

�
�
��
��
�
��
��
 
�!"
�#
� 



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

various  reports  that  described wells  in  the Coyote Wells  area  and  their  uses.  These 
included  a  railroad,  store  and  post  office, Ocotillo Mutual Water  Company,  private 
domestic users and  the Portland Cement Company, which was purchased by USG  in 
1946. Data  received  from USG were  also  reviewed.  The  total  pumping  in  1975 was 
estimated at 880 AF/Yr. The larger producers included USG (600 AF/Yr), Clifford Well, 
Coyote Valley Mutual Water Company, and Ocotillo Mutual Water Company. USG has 
estimated  pumping  for  1970  through  1980  based  on wallboard  production  at  about 
400 AF/Yr or two‐thirds the USGS estimate. USG and its consultants could not reconcile 
the  difference  between USGS  and USG  estimates.  This may  be  due  to  the  changing 
water  use  in wallboard  production;  the  amount  of water  needed  in  production  has 
changed over the years as USG improves its water use efficiency. 
 
For the water balance described in the Draft EIR/EIS, it is recognized that pumping rates 
before  1981  are  estimates  and  that  these  historical  pumping  estimates were  used  to 
assist in calibration of the model. Specifically, in the 2004 Bookman‐Edmonston model, 
Skrivan’s (1977) estimates were used for 1925 through 1975, USG estimates were used 
for 1976 through 1980, and measured pumping data for USG wells were used for 1981 
through 2002. The numerical model  then predicts water  levels  for 2002  through 2082. 
While  the model was  simulated  from  1925  through  2082,  the main  objective  of  the 
model is to simulate the impact of the proposed Project on groundwater levels from the 
present into the future. From this perspective, it is important that actual USG pumping 
data are available from 1981 to the present. 
 
Summary 
As documented  in Table  4.0‐4, water balances have been prepared  for  four previous 
studies as well as  the numerical model used  to predict  impacts  in  the Draft EIR/EIS. 
While  all  the  studies  are  not  necessarily  independent,  they  represent  a  variety  of 
methodologies,  data  sets,  study  periods,  and  study  areas.  The  resulting  inflow 
(recharge) values range from 1,077 to 2,631 AF/Yr, with the numerical model and Draft 
EIR/EIS  using  the  lowest  recharge  value.  While  outflow  values  are  the  subject  of 
discussion and some uncertainty, the outflows range from 1,546 to 3,173 AF/Yr, with the 
lowest value representing recent conditions and including measured pumping data for 
the major pumper (USG).  
 
Referring  to  the  bottom  line  in  Table  4.0‐4,  all  of  the  water  balances  representing 
conditions over the past 30 years indicate a negative change in storage. This finding is 
consistent  with  the  sustained  groundwater  level  declines  documented  in  the 
groundwater Basin. This finding also raises the issue of groundwater overdraft. 
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The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges  that  the USGS has been collecting groundwater data 
from the Basin since the 1970s in response to concerns regarding potential overdraft.  
 
Overdraft  is defined below by  the California Department of Water Resources  (DWR) 
Bulletin 118, California’s Groundwater: 
 

Groundwater  overdraft  is  defined  as  the  condition  of  a  groundwater  basin  or 
subbasin in which the amount of water withdrawn by pumping exceeds the amount 
of water  that  recharges  the basin  over  a period  of years, during which  the water 
supply conditions approximate average conditions. Overdraft can be characterized 
by groundwater  levels  that decline over a period of years and never  fully recover, 
even in wet years.  
 

Application of the above definition to the Basin indicates that the amount of pumping 
withdrawal  (e.g., 2002 value of 556 AF/Yr  from Table 4.0‐4)  is  less  than  the amount of 
recharge  (e.g.,  1,077 AF/Yr). However,  the  sustained  declines  show  that  the  existing 
wells do not effectively capture the available recharge and instead, depend in part upon 
groundwater  storage.  Subsurface discharge  (underflow)  also  occurs, primarily  across 
the southern boundary  into Mexico and along  the eastern boundary. The condition of 
overdraft is characterized in the Basin by sustained groundwater level declines over the 
past 30 years and by the water balance studies, all of which indicate a negative change 
in storage. 
 
The decline in storage is gradual and small relative to the overall storage in the Basin; 
nonetheless, the decline in storage itself is an adverse impact, representing depletion of 
a  shared  resource. This groundwater  resource  is used beneficially  for both  industrial 
supply (USG) and as the sole source of municipal and domestic supply. A condition of 
overdraft  undercuts  the  long‐term  reliability  of  that  supply.  For  Impact  3.3‐2, Water 
Depletion  at Plant Affecting  the Groundwater Basin,  the  finding  of  a  significant  and 
unavoidable impact on the Basin acknowledges the condition of overdraft and the fact 
that  the proposed Project’s  increased pumping would  increase  the overdraft over  the 
next 80 years. 
 
4.3.8 Application of the Numerical Model 
 
Introduction 
Several  comments  refer  to  the  capability  of  the  numerical  groundwater  model  to 
adequately simulate groundwater flow in the Basin. This section provides a summary of 
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the model  setup  and  calibration  followed  by  an  evaluation  of  the  capability  of  the 
model to simulate groundwater conditions relevant to the Draft EIR/EIS.  
 
Model Setup 
The numerical groundwater model  (based on  the widely used MODFLOW  software) 
went  through a major update and  revision  for  the 2004  report  (Bookman‐Edmonston 
2004) compared to the 1996 report (Bookman‐Edmonston 1996). The primary revision to 
the  numerical  model  was  to  incorporate  the  revised  geologic  interpretation  (see 
Subsection  4.3.6  and  4.3.7).  The  primary  components  of  the  revised  geologic 
interpretation include: 
 

• Identification  that  the groundwater basin  is  composed of  two  layers, an upper 
alluvial  layer  and  a  lower  layer  composed  on  the  Palm  Springs  and  Imperial 
formations. 

• No Elsinore – Laguna Salada fault extension is present in the groundwater basin 
that forms a significant hydrologic barrier to groundwater flow. 

• Variations  in  transmissivity and water quality are a  result of  the  two different 
formation plus variations in the thickness of the alluvial aquifer and depth to the 
top of the lower aquifer. 

 
The  model‐simulated  water  balance  (see  Subsection  4.3.7)  is  one  of  the  primary 
modeling results of  interest for the Draft EIR/EIS. A review of the model setup shows 
that  the only  significant  source of groundwater  recharge  to  the model  is  from  stream 
runoff along the local washes. The model assumes uniform stream recharge throughout 
the model run. The model setup also specifies that recharge only applies to Layer 1 and 
not  to  Layer 2.  Because  large  portions  of  Layer  1  become  inactive  during  the model 
simulation  due  to  water  levels  below  the  Layer  1  bottom  elevation,  groundwater 
recharge is restricted to the center of the Basin. Furthermore, this setup means that the 
only  recharge  to  Layer  2  is  seepage  from  Layer  1.  Consequently,  this model  setup 
causes the model to under‐represent the total groundwater recharge to the Basin.  
 
The  groundwater  outflow  in  the model  is  represented  by  subsurface  flow  through 
portions of the northeastern and southern boundaries and from groundwater pumping 
by  wells.  The  subsurface  outflow  boundaries  are  simulated  using  a  constant  head 
boundary condition. The head values  for  these  locations are set as steady‐state values 
that do not change over time. The value of the constant heads were based on available 
pre‐development  water  levels  (1925)  and  adjusted  during  calibration.  These  values 
ranged from 135 feet msl to 191 feet above msl and are shown on Figure 14. 
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Pumping for 10 cells is included in the model to represent current and future pumping. 
See  Subsection  4.3.7  for  discussion  of  estimates  of  historical  USG  pumping;  for 
communities in the area, pumping is based on estimated per capita water usage. For the 
future scenarios, the non‐USG groundwater usage is based on extrapolated population 
projections based on population growth of 1.4 percent from 1980 to 1990. 
 
Groundwater outflows  in Layer 1 are  through pumping wells, groundwater outflows 
through the southern boundary along the U.S./Mexico border, and  leakage to Layer 2. 
Groundwater outflows  from Layer 2 primarily consist of subsurface outflows  through 
the  northeastern  and  southern  boundaries.  Only  minor  groundwater  pumping  is 
included in Layer 2.  
 
Model Calibration 
The groundwater model was calibrated to measured groundwater levels for 15 wells in 
the  Basin.  Of  these  calibration  wells,  nine  wells  represent  Layer  1  and  six  wells 
represent Layer 2. The model calibration consisted of comparing simulated to observed 
groundwater levels. A statistical evaluation of the model results produces the following 
statistical parameters provided in Table 4.0‐5. 
 

Table 4.0‐5 
Summary of Model Calibration Statistics 

  

Statistical Measure 
Layer 1 

Calibration Wells 
Layer 2 

Calibration Wells 
Number of Wells 9 6 
Number of Observations 185 134 
Mean Error 2.2 9 
Root Mean Square Error 5.6 16.5 
Standard Deviation 5.2 13.9 

 
The observed groundwater  levels used  for model  calibration are averages of  the  two 
measurements  collected  for  each year. Averages were used because  the model  stress 
periods  are  1  year  in  length,  so  the model  does  not  have  the  capability  to  evaluate 
seasonal  changes.  In most  cases,  the  annual  variation  in water  levels  is minor with 
seasonal variations of less than 1 foot. 
 
It should be noted that some degree of difference or residual between the observed and 
simulated  groundwater  elevations  is  expected.  Residuals  may  be  due  in  part  to 
localized  effects  or data  quality  issues.  For  example,  residuals  can  result  from using 
groundwater  elevations  from  pumping wells  as  calibration  targets. MODFLOW  also 
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does not  take  into account  the  impact of well efficiency on groundwater elevations at 
pumping wells.  In addition,  the  timing of  the observed groundwater  elevations does 
not exactly match the model stress periods. 
 
The water levels  in Well 25K2 have an atypical response to pumping compared to the 
other Layer 1 wells. Water levels in Well 25K2 may represent pumping water levels that 
can be significantly lower than those representing regional aquifer conditions. Most of 
the Layer 1 statistical error is generated from this one well. Removing initial Well 25K2 
data would reduce the mean error to 1.5 and the standard deviation to 3.5 for Layer 1.  
 
Equally  important  is  evaluating whether  the model  is  representing  the  appropriate 
trend or  response  to  stresses  (e.g., pumping)  in  the aquifer. Matching  these  trends  is 
important  to  demonstrate  that  the  model  has  the  capability  to  simulate  historical 
changes  in  groundwater  elevations,  and  is  therefore  capable  of  forecasting  future 
changes in groundwater elevations. 
 
The nine calibration wells completed in Layer 1 are all clustered in the central portion of 
the  Basin  near  Ocotillo.  Figure  16  shows  the  comparison  of  simulated  to  observed 
groundwater  levels  for  the  Layer  1  wells.  These  results  show  that  in  general  the 
calibration  points  tend  to  parallel  the  1:1  comparison  line.  This  indicates  that  the 
relative  change  in  response  to  pumping  is  represented  by  the  groundwater model. 
Water  levels  from wells 24D1, 36D2, 36H1 and 25Q1  show very  close matches  to  the 
observed  values. Water  levels  from wells  42A5,  29L1,  and  29R2  show  a  reasonable 
match; however, the simulated water levels show a slight divergent trend by becoming 
progressively higher than the observed water levels over time.  
 
The  six  calibration wells  completed  in Layer 2 are  located  in various  locations  in  the 
Basin. The calibration results for Layer 2 are more problematic. The trends show more 
significant  variations  between  the  simulated  and  observed  groundwater  levels 
(Figure 17). The Yuha Estates wells (11G1, 11G4 and 11H3) in particular show variations 
in both magnitude and trend. Wells 29H1, 24B1 and 36M1 show better agreement with 
the trend, but vary in magnitude by about 5 to 10 feet. 
 
However, the model is reasonably calibrated in the immediate vicinity of the USG wells 
near Ocotillo. Because of  the  lack of wells  the model  is not  calibrated over  its  entire 
domain. Therefore uncertainty remains in the model.  
 

 

The  model  shows  reasonable  capability  to  simulate  groundwater  level  change  in 
response to pumping changed in Layer 1 near Ocotillo. Therefore, the model is useful as 
a  tool  to help  in  the  evaluation of  the  impact of  future groundwater pumping  in  the 
Ocotillo area, but needs to be supported by continued monitoring.  
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Model Scenarios 
A series of modeling scenarios were presented (Bookman‐Edmonston 2004) to evaluate 
the effects of increased pumping on the Basin. These scenarios include: 
 

• The baseline case assumes 347 AF/Yr of groundwater pumping by USG and an 
additional  122  AF/Yr  of  pumping  by  all  other  producers.  These  rates  stay 
constant over the 80‐year scenario.  

• The 650 AF/Yr Pumping Scenario assumes 650 AF/Yr of groundwater pumping 
by USG. Pumping  from  other wells  increases  at  1.4 percent per year with  the 
total pumping increasing from 122 AF/Yr at the start of the scenario to 371 AF/Yr 
at the end of the scenario. Total groundwater pumping at the end of the scenario 
is 1,021 AF/Yr. 

• The 767 AF/Yr Pumping Scenario assumes 767 AF/Yr of groundwater pumping 
by USG. Pumping  from  other wells  increases  at  1.4 percent per year with  the 
total pumping increasing from 122 AF/Yr at the start of the scenario to 371 AF/Yr 
at the end of the scenario. Total groundwater pumping at the end of the scenario 
is 1,138 AF/Yr. 

 
The  Baseline  and  potential  future  impacts  from  increased  pumping  at  USG  are 
summarized below in terms of annual decline in simulated groundwater levels: 
 

• to  0.2  feet  per  year  for  the  Baseline  case  based  on  the  results  presented  on 
Table 6‐1  of  the Draft  EIR/EIS  Volume  II Appendix  B2  (Bookman‐Edmonston 
2004). 

• to  0.5  feet per  year  for  the  650 AF/Yr  Pumping  Scenario  based  on  the  results 
presented on Table 6‐2 of the Draft EIR/EIS Volume II Appendix B2 (Bookman‐
Edmonston 2004).  

• to  0.7  feet per  year  for  the  767 AF/Yr  Pumping  Scenario  based  on  the  results 
presented on Table 6‐3 of the Draft EIR/EIS Volume II Appendix B2 (Bookman‐
Edmonston 2004)  

 
As discussed  in Subsection 4.3.6,  the average  rate of decline  ranges  from 0.4  feet per 
year or 1 foot every 2.5 years (Well 36H1) to 0.13 feet per year or 1 foot every 7.7 years 
(Well  34B1,  not  shown).  By  way  of  comparison,  over  the  same  time  period,  the 
numerical model predicts a range of declines from 1 foot every 4.4 years to 1 foot every 
8 years. Using  the wells currently monitored by  the USGS,  the average rate of decline 
from  1975  to  2007 was  estimated  at  0.27  feet  per  year. During  these  years,  the  total 
pumping  was  estimated  to  range  from  440  to  880  AF/Yr.  These  simulated  annual 
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drawdown  rates  are  consistent with  the  observed  groundwater  level measurements 
discussed  in Subsection 4.3.6. This suggests  that  the model does provide a reasonable 
estimate of the potential future drawdown. 
 
To further evaluate model performance, a local groundwater budget was derived from 
the model for the active region of Layer 1 north and west of the Yuha Wells fault. This 
area appears to be the best calibrated area in the model, so the hydrologic budget was 
isolated and analyzed. Table 4.0‐6 provides a summary of the local groundwater budget 
for this portion of Layer 1 at the end of the 80‐year scenario when the total groundwater 
pumping is at its maximum.  
 

Table 4.0‐6 
Subregional Groundwater Budget for Layer 1 in the Ocotillo Area* 

   Baseline 

650 AF/Yr 
Pumping 
Scenario 

767 AF/Yr 
Pumping 
Scenario  

 Inflow (in AF/Yr)        
 Recharge 1,018 1,018 1,018  
 Leakage from Layer 2 13 61 75  
 Decline in Groundwater Storage 140 434 488  
 Total Inflow 1,171 1,513 1,581  
 Outflow (in AF/Yr)      
 Wells 469 1,021 1,138  
 Layer 1 Outflow 265 187 166  
 Leakage to Layer 2 437 305 277  
 Total Outflow 1,171 1,513 1,581  
 *At the end of the 80-year scenario when total groundwater pumping is at its maximum.  
 
The local groundwater budget presented in Table 4.0‐6 shows that groundwater inflow 
is  primarily  derived  from  stream  runoff  represented  by  the  MODFLOW  recharge 
module.  Other  sources  of  inflow  include  leakage  from  Layer  2  and  release  from 
groundwater storage through the decline of groundwater levels. The outflows consist of 
groundwater  pumping  from  wells,  leakage  from  Layer  1  to  Layer  2,  and  Layer  1 
subsurface flow to the south. The increased pumping simulated in the scenarios results 
in more recharge and  less discharge. The change  in  the water budget—expressed as a 
percent of the total change in pumping—is described below:  
 

• 53  percent  of  the  pumping  volume  is  derived  from  a  decline  in  groundwater 
storage 

• 24  percent  of  the  pumping  volume  is  derived  from  a  decline  in  groundwater 
leakage from Layer 1 to Layer 2 
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• 14 percent of the pumping volume is derived from a decline in groundwater flow 
through Layer 1 to the south 

• 9 percent of the pumping volume is derived from increased leakage from Layer 2 
into Layer 1 

 
The  percent  change  in  the  water  budget  elements  was  the  same  in  both  pumping 
scenarios. 
 
Figure 18 presents a comparison of the decline in groundwater storage as a function of 
the total groundwater pumping at the end of the 80‐year scenario. This shows a linear 
relationship of pumping versus storage decline for the three different scenarios. A linear 
regression analysis on these scenario results indicates that every 100 AF/Yr of increase 
in pumping produces a 52.4 AF/Yr decrease in groundwater storage. This is consistent 
with  the  percentages  presented  above.  Therefore,  it  is  assumed  that  the  other 
percentages also vary linearly. Accordingly, using this assumption based on the linear 
regression analysis presented in Figure 16, every 100 AF/Yr increase in pumping would 
produce a: 
 

• 53 AF/Yr decrease in groundwater storage 
• 24 AF/Yr decrease in groundwater leakage from Layer 1 to Layer 2 
• 14 AF/Yr decrease in groundwater flow through Layer 1 to the south 
• 9 AF/Yr increase in leakage from Layer 2 into Layer 1 

 
The Draft EIR/EIS cites the potential for groundwater quality deterioration in the Basin 
primarily  should  the  relatively  poor  quality  Layer  2 water migrate  upward  into  the 
higher quality Layer 1 water (See also Subsection 4.3.7). The model results indicate that 
every 100 AF/Yr increase in pumping would produce a 9 AF/Yr leakage from Layer 2 to 
Layer 1. The potential leakage from Layer 2 is primarily situated in upgradient areas to 
the  north  and  west,  and  from  upward  migration  directly  underneath  the  larger 
production wells. Deterioration of water quality, based on the model results, would not 
be  expected  to  be widespread. However,  it  could  be  locally  significant  in  the  larger 
production wells. 
 
Summary 
With regard to the capabilities of the model, the calibration is strongest in the area of the 
USG wells near Ocotillo. Analysis of the model results show that the model simulations 
produce results that are comparable to the observed groundwater level data.  
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This  model  has  limitations.  However,  based  on  an  independent  review  of  the 
groundwater model developed for the Basin by Todd Engineers (see Appendix C of the 
Final  EIR/EIS),  the  model  appears  to  have  the  capability  to  simulate  groundwater 
conditions especially  for Layer 1  in  the vicinity of Ocotillo. Therefore,  the  future case 
scenarios should provide a reasonable estimation of the future results. 
 
4.3.9  Groundwater Model Calibration 
 
Several  comments  refer  to  details  of  the  calibration  of  the  numerical  groundwater 
model  applied  in  the Draft  EIR/EIS  to  evaluate  impacts  in  the  Basin.  The  numerical 
groundwater  model  is  described  in  the  2004  Bookman‐Edmonston  report, 
Ocotillo/Coyote Wells Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study, (Modeling Study). 
 
Calibration is the process wherein inputs to a numerical model are adjusted in order to 
match  field  conditions  within  some  acceptable  criteria.  In  the  Basin,  there  is 
considerable uncertainty  in  the  estimates of many model  input parameters  including 
recharge, subsurface outflow, and hydrogeologic characteristics. Changing some or all 
of these parameters can result  in a series of model runs with various predicted heads. 
The model run  that both represents  the hydrogeologic conceptual model and matches 
field data  can  be  considered  a  calibrated model. The process  followed  by Bookman‐
Edmonston (2004) to develop a final calibrated model is discussed below. 
 
Bookman‐Edmonston  produced  many  iterations  of  the  groundwater  model  before 
meeting with  the USGS  to  finalize  the model’s calibration. Calibration  runs produced 
various  predicted  drawdowns.  Some  of  these  calibration  runs  had  predicted 
groundwater  levels  that  were  very  close  to  observed  drawdowns,  but  had  aquifer 
parameters that may not have been realistic for the Basin, so these calibrations were not 
used. Aquifer parameters were based on pumping tests and published references, and 
were  conformed  to  the  geology  of  the  Basin  as  conceptually  understood.  Bookman‐
Edmonston presented a reasonably calibrated model to the USGS (Mr. Peter Martin and 
Mr. Greg Lines) during a meeting on  July 24 and 25, 2003. Details of  the model were 
reviewed by  the USGS during  the meeting. The  simulated groundwater  levels  in  the 
model  matched  observed  groundwater  levels  throughout  most  of  the  model  area. 
However,  in  the  Yuha  Estates  area,  the  correlation  between  predicted  groundwater 
levels and observed groundwater levels was not as good as in most of the model area.  
 
USGS  requested changes  to  the model  to  improve  the calibration of  the Yuha Estates 
area. These changes were not based on new data, but on  the experience of  the USGS 
personnel  present.  Some  of  these  changes  had  little  or  no  effect  to  the  overall 
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groundwater model calibration. However, some of the changes that were made during 
this 2‐day  trial and error period produced predicted drawdowns  in  the Yuha Estates 
area that are closer to their observed drawdowns and have aquifer parameters that are 
reasonable  for  the  Basin.  Other  areas  of  the  model,  however,  show  calibrated 
groundwater  levels  that  less  closely match  the  observed  data.  The  final  result  is  a 
groundwater model with aquifer parameters, boundary  conditions, and  recharge and 
discharge rates that are reasonable, given the available data. 
 
Presented below are  items adjusted during  the  July 2003 calibration meeting with  the 
USGS. The  final  calibrated groundwater model  is a  reasonable working groundwater 
model for the Basin. 
 

1.  Constant Head  Boundaries  ‐  The  eastern  and  southern  boundary  heads were 
adjusted  to allow modeled groundwater  flow  to move at different  rates  to  the 
east  and  south.  These  adjustments  were  made  until  overall  predicted 
groundwater  levels  generally  matched  observed  groundwater  levels.  These 
boundaries  are  shown  on  Figure  5‐2  of  the  Modeling  Study  (Bookman‐
Edmonston 2004). The constant heads along the southern boundary were set as 
constant  values  (i.e.,  head  does  not  change  from  west  to  east  along  this 
boundary). The constant heads along the east boundary were variable along this 
boundary (values change with locations). The values of the constant heads were 
based on the initial model run (1925) and adjusted in the calibration process. The 
sensitivity of the constant heads was not analyzed, but the constant heads were 
adjusted  during  the  calibration  process  and  the  values  used  are  the  optimum 
boundary  conditions  determined  during  the  calibration  for  the  overall 
groundwater flow of the Basin.  
 

2.  Recharge  ‐  The  Basin  recharge  rate was  lowered  (from  2,055  AF/Yr  to  1,077 
AF/Yr). The recharge rate is lower than most other estimates for the Basin. Mark 
(1987, see Appendix B2 for references used herein) estimated recharge using four 
methods and obtained results of 536, 1,044, 1,650, and 1,820 AF/Yr Mark  (1987) 
concluded  that  536 AF/Yr was unrealistic  and used  1,650 AF/Yr  for  his work. 
Skrivan (1977) estimated the recharge at 2,600 AF/Yr. Huntley (1979) states that 
recharge is between 870 and 1,672 AF/Yr. Zipp (1982) suggests that the recharge 
rate  may  be  as  high  as  4,600  to  7,200  AF/Yr.  Bookman‐Edmonston  (1996) 
estimated  the  recharge  at  2,400  AF/Yr.  More  discussion  regarding  previous 
studies can be found in General Response Subsection 4.3.7, Water Balance. 
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3.  Laguna  Salada  Faults  ‐  The  Laguna  Salada  Fault  was  changed  from  a  low 
hydraulic  conductivity  boundary  to  a  no‐flow  boundary.  The  change  did  not 
affect  the overall model and represents a realistic geologic  interpretation of  the 
behavior of the groundwater adjacent to the fault. 

 
4.  Other  Faults  ‐  The  hydraulic  conductivity  of  Layer  2 was  decreased  and  two 

northeast‐southwest  barriers  were  added  to  simulate  faults.  These  model 
changes  caused  a  subsequent  change  to  the  model’s  recharge  rate.  The 
justification for these changes and their effects on the model are explained below. 
A groundwater barrier between wells  in  the Ocotillo area was  included  in  the 
pre‐USGS meeting model, as well as in previous model versions, to calibrate the 
wells with  a  lower  groundwater  gradient  southeast  of  the Ocotillo  area  from 
those to the north. This barrier was replaced by a northeast‐southwest fault at the 
meeting. The  faults simulated  in  the model were placed based on work by Dr. 
Thomas Rockwell, PhD, of San Diego State University. Rockwell’s findings show 
that  the Elsinore  fault and Laguna Salada  faults are not continuous, but  rather 
offset  by  zones  of  northeast‐trending  left‐lateral  faults.  These  left‐lateral  fault 
zones relieve stresses  imposed by movement of  the  right‐lateral Elsinore  to  the 
Laguna Salada fault by  left‐lateral strike‐slip movement and rotation. The Yuha 
Wells fault is one of these left‐lateral fault zones for which corresponding surface 
movement  had  been  found  (Rockwell,  personal  communications  2003).  The 
nature  of  the  relationships  of  these  faults  to  groundwater  flow  is  unclear. 
However,  the  need  for  the  barrier  in  the  Ocotillo  area  for  well  calibration 
suggests  that  they  are  groundwater  barriers  or  have  juxtaposed material with 
different  hydraulic  conductivities. With  addition  of  the  simulated Yuha Wells 
fault,  the model was adjusted  to  calibrate more  closely with wells  in  the Yuha 
Estates area.  

 
5.  Yuha  Estates  ‐  The  Yuha  Estates  area was  the  subject  of  focused  calibration 

reflecting  the  area’s  unique  geologic  location  and  observed  groundwater 
behavior. As described  in more detail  in Section 3 of Appendix B2 of  the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the area is located on a moderate structural high, which coincides with 
the apex of a  large northeast‐southwest‐trending  southwest‐plunging anticline. 
Additionally, driller logs on Yuha Estates wells suggest that the alluvial cover is 
only  about  270  to  330  feet  thick,  and  that  the wells  and  their perforations  are 
mostly within the Palm Springs Formation (Layer 2). The unique geology in the 
Yuha Estates area explains  large  initial drawdowns  (i.e., Well 11G1  from about 
1978 to 1982), their initial rapid recovery (approximately 1982 to 1985), and their 
subsequent  slower  recovery  (post  1985). To  calibrate  to  the wells  in  the Yuha 
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Estates  area  using  this  geologic  interpretation,  the  hydraulic  conductivity  of 
Layer 2 in the model was lowered to 0.35 ft/day. Additionally, the presumed rate 
of groundwater recovery to the area was significantly reduced by the addition of 
the above referenced barriers.  
 

6.  Aquifer Parameters  ‐ The horizontal hydraulic conductivities were changed  for 
each  layer. A  single  horizontal  hydraulic  conductivity was  used  for  Layer  1, 
15 ft/day, and two were used for Layer 2: 1 ft/day and 0.3 ft/day. Several different 
horizontal hydraulic conductivity values  for each  layer were used  in  the model 
until the July 2003 meeting with the USGS. The horizontal hydraulic conductivity 
of 15 ft/day used for Layer 1 was obtained from the aquifer pumping test on USG 
Well  No.  6.  In  the  pumping  tests,  two  Neuman  analytical  methods  had  an 
average transmissivity of 6,250 ft2/day over a 400 foot thick aquifer (Appendix B2 
of the Draft EIR/EIs). In Layer 2, a horizontal hydraulic conductivity of 1 ft/day 
was used for most of the layer. This value was provided by Peter Martin of the 
USGS based on  the USGS Borego model work. As  shown  in Figure  5‐3 of  the 
Modeling  Study  (Bookman‐Edmonston  2004),  a  horizontal  hydraulic 
conductivity  of  0.3  ft/day was  used  for  Layer  2  in  the  area  of  Yuha  Estates. 
Published  transmissivity values  for  the Palm Springs Formation are difficult  to 
find, but work by  Jansen  (1983), Mark  (1987),  and  Skrivan  (1977)  suggest  that 
values  from 270  ft2/day  to 957  ft2/day should be expected. Assuming a 500‐foot 
thickness  for  Layer  2,  a  horizontal  hydraulic  conductivity  of  1  ft/day would 
produce  a  transmissivity  of  500  ft2/day,  and  0.3  ft/day  would  produce  a 
transmissivity  of  150  ft2/day.  Thus,  using  horizontal  hydraulic  conductivity  of 
1 ft/day and 0.3 ft/day in Layer 2 is reasonable. 

 
4.3.10 Expanded Air Quality Analysis 
 
On November  8,  2005,  the  Imperial County Air Pollution Control District  (ICAPCD) 
revised Rule 800, General Requirements  for Control of Fine Particulate Matter  (PM10) 
and adopted the rules below to control PM10 generated from the following activities: 
 

Rule 801 – Construction and Earthmoving Activities 
Rule 802 – Bulk Materials 
Rule 803 – Carry‐Out and Track‐Out 
Rule 804 – Open Areas 
Rule 805 – Paved and Unpaved Roads 
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Rule 806 – Conservation Management Practices (for agricultural operations only) 
 
The purpose of the revised Regulation VIII including Rule 800 and newly adopted rules 
801  –  806  are  described  under  Rule  800  (General  Requirements  for  Control  of  Fine 
Particulate Matter  (PM10) as  follows: “The purpose of  this  regulation  is  to  reduce  the 
amount of fine Particulate Matter (PM10) entrained in the ambient air mass as a result of 
emissions  generated  from  anthropogenic  (man‐made)  Fugitive  Dust  (PM10)  sources 
generated  from within  Imperial  County  by  requiring  actions  to  prevent,  reduce,  or 
mitigate PM10 emissions. The Rules contained within this Regulation have been adopted 
pursuant to United States Environmental Protection Agency guidance for Serious PM10 
Non Attainment Areas.” 
 
This  Regulation  applies  to  any  Active  Operation,  and/or man‐made  or man‐caused 
condition  or  practice  capable  of  generating  Fugitive  Dust  (PM10)  except  those 
determined  exempt  as  defined  in  Part  E  of  Rule  800.  Part  D.1  of  Rule  800  states 
“Existing sources subject to this Regulation shall comply with its requirements no later 
than 90 days after its adoption date.” Therefore, the revised and new rules are required 
to be  implemented by USG  for all  applicable  fugitive dust producing  activities  at  its 
Quarry and Plant and  the  rules mandate new and additional PM10 emission  controls. 
Many of the rules’ requirements are currently implemented by USG.  
 
A summary of  the requirements  for each rule  is provided below. Please reference  the 
ICAPCD Rule Book for details on Regulation VIII and Rules 800 et seq. These rules are 
discussed here because  they were not addressed  in  the Draft EIR/EIS released shortly 
after the rules were adopted. 
 
Rule 801 – Construction and Earthmoving Activities 
 
Applicability (Section B)  
Any construction and other earthmoving activities. 
 
Requirements (Section E) 
E.1.a.  For  construction,  comply with  requirements  under  Section  F.1  so  as  to  limit 
visible dust  emissions  (VDE)  to 20 percent opacity and  comply with  conditions  for a 
stabilized surface when applicable. 
 
E.1.b.  For any earthmoving activities, comply with requirements under Section F.1 so 
as to limit VDE to 20 percent opacity. 
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E.1.c.  For  any  non‐residential  development  5  acres  or more,  develop  a  dust  control 
plan to comply with requirements of Section F. 
 
Best Available Control Measures (Section F) 
Under  Section  F,  one  or more  of  the  following  abbreviated  Best  Available  Control 
Measures shall be implemented: 
 

• Apply  water  or  chemical  stabilizer  to  site  or  construct  and  maintain  wind 
barriers to limit VDE to 20 percent opacity; 

• Phase work to minimize disturbed areas; 

• Apply water or chemical  stabilizer  to unpaved haul/access  roads and unpaved 
traffic areas; 

• Restrict vehicular traffic to the area by fencing or signage; 

• Track out/carry out of bulk materials shall be mitigated in compliance with Rule 
803; 

• Unpaved roads and unpaved traffic areas shall comply with Rule 805; 

• Bulk material handling operations shall comply with Rule 802; and 

• Material transport of bulk material to, from, or around the site shall comply with 
Rule 802. 

• Comply with the approved dust control plan. 
 
Rule 802 – Bulk Materials 
 
Applicability (Section B) 
Outdoor handling, storage, and transport of bulk material is required to meet stringent 
new dust prevention standards. 
 
Requirements (Sections E.1 – E.4) 
Bulk material handling and  storage, material  transport, and haul  trucks  shall  comply 
with  one  or more  requirements  under  Section  F.1  so  as  to  limit VDE  to  20  percent 
opacity. 
 
Best Available Control Measures (Section F) 
Under Section F, one or more of the following Best Available Control Measures shall be 
implemented: 
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F.1  Bulk  Material  Handling/Transfer  –  Spray  with  water,  apply  and  maintain 
chemical  stabilization, or protect  from wind  erosion by  sheltering or  enclosing 
the operation and transfer line. 

 
F.2  Bulk Material Storage – Comply with  conditions  for a  stabilized  surface,  cover 

bulk  materials,  construct  and  maintain  barriers  with  less  than  50  percent 
porosity, or utilized  3‐side  structure with height  equal or greater  than  storage 
pile. 

 
F.3  Material Transport/Hauling – Completely cover or enclose all haul trucks  loads 

or  load  trucks per Section 23114 of  the California Vehicle Code (6  inches below 
sides  of  container  area  and  peak  is  below  sides);  Cargo  compartments 
constructed so that no spillage or loss of bulk material can occur; and the cargo 
compartment is cleaned or washed at delivery site after removal of bulk material. 

 
Rule 803 – Carry‐Out and Track‐Out 
 
Applicability (Section B) 
This  rule  applies  to  all  sites  subject  to  Regulation VIII where  track‐out  or  carry‐out 
occurs on paved public roads or paved shoulders. 
 
Requirements (Section E) 
Any person who causes the deposition of bulk material by tracking‐out or carrying‐out 
onto a paved road shall comply with requirements under Section F.1. 
 
Best Available Control Measures (Section F) 
Under  Section  F,  one  or more  of  the  following  abbreviated  Best  Available  Control 
Measures shall be implemented: 
 

• Clean  up  of  any  bulk  material  tracked‐out  or  carried‐out  at  the  end  of  the 
workday; 

 
• Install  one  or more  track‐out  prevention  devices  or  other  ICAPCD  approved 

track‐out control devices or wash down systems; or maintain paving, chemical 
stabilization, or at least 3 inches of gravel for a distance of 50 feet at access points 
where unpaved traffic surfaces adjoin paved roads.  
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Rule 804 – Open Areas 
 
Applicability (Section B) 
Rule  shall  apply  to  any  open  area  of  3.0  acres  or more within  rural  areas  and  that 
contains at least 1,000 square feet of disturbed surface area. 
 
Requirements (Section E) 
For open areas as defined, comply with conditions of a  stabilized  surface at all  times 
and limit VDE to 20 percent opacity and restrict trespass on open areas with signs and 
physical barriers. 
 
Best Available Control Measures (Section F.1) 
Under Section F, one or more of the following Best Available Control Measures shall be 
implemented: 
 

• Apply and maintain water or dust suppressant(s) to all unvegetated areas. 
• Establish vegetation on all previously disturbed areas. 

 
Rule 805 – Paved and Unpaved Roads 
 
Applicability (Section B) 
Applies  to  any  new  or  existing  public  or  private  paved  or  unpaved  road,  road 
construction, or road modification project. 
 
Requirements (Section E) 
Operation, use, or maintenance of any unpaved haul/access  road and unpaved  roads 
with 50 or more average vehicle  trips per day,  the owner/operator shall  limit VDE  to 
20 percent  opacity  and  comply with  requirements  of  a  stabilized  unpaved  road  per 
Section F.1. 
 
Best Available Control Measures (Section F) 
Under  Section  F,  one  or more  of  the  following  abbreviated  Best  Available  Control 
Measures  shall be  implemented  for unpaved  roads,  including haul and access  roads, 
and unpaved traffic areas: 
 

• Pave; 
• Apply chemical stabilizers; 
• Apply and maintain gravel; 
• Water spray one or more times daily; 
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• Close the road; 
• Restrict unauthorized vehicle access; and 
• Implement other methods  that effectively  limits VDE  to 20 percent opacity and 

meets conditions of a stabilized unpaved road. 
 
Implementation of the described rules above within ICAPCD Regulation VIII, including 
revised  Rule  800  and  newly  adopted  Rules  801  through  805, will  be  included  as  a 
Condition of Approval for all applicable man‐made fugitive dust sources as applicable. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
Regulation  VIII  (Rules  800‐806)  currently  apply  to  USG’s  existing  and  proposed 
operations. All components of  the existing and proposed Project will comply with  the 
existing air quality regulations. The Applicant is subject to periodic site inspections and 
review. Air permits are renewed annually. 
 
4.3.11  Land Use (Consistency with ONCAP) 
 
Several  commenters  questioned  whether  the  proposed  increase  in  the  amount  of 
groundwater  pumped  from  the  Basin  would  be  consistent  with  the  1994 
Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Area Plan  (ONCAP),  and/or  suggested  that  the Draft 
EIR/EIS failed to consider the ʺfull build‐outʺ of the residential communities of Ocotillo 
and Nomirage. 
 
As a part of  the Land Use Element of  the County General Plan, ONCAP  serves as a 
guide  to  the decision makers, staff and  the public  to address  the distribution, general 
location and extent of uses of  land  for housing, commerce,  industry, open space, and 
public  facilities  within  the  townsite  of  Ocotillo  and  the  communities  of  Nomirage, 
Painted  Gorge,  Yuha  Estates,  and  the  surrounding  area.  The  primary  purpose  of 
ONCAP  is  to  identify  the  goals, policies,  and  standards  that will  guide  the physical 
growth of the planning area.  
 
ONCAP  describes  existing  land  uses  with  the  planning  area  and  the  facilities  and 
services, which  provide  public  infrastructure  to  support  these  uses. Also  stated  are 
goals  and  objectives  for  future  growth,  and  environmental  resource  protection  and 
constraints; and, policies and programs necessary to guide future growth. 
 
ONCAP designates  the proposed distribution  and  general  location  and  extent  of  the 
uses of  land  for housing, business,  industry, open  space,  including natural  resources, 
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recreation  and  enjoyment of  scenic beauty,  education, public buildings  and grounds, 
solid waste disposal  facilities, and other categories of public and private uses of  land. 
ONCAP  includes  a  statement  of  the  standards  of  population  density  and  building 
intensity  for  the various  land use categories covered by  the plan. ONCAP shows  in a 
very general way, a range of uses for land within the planning area, without projecting 
when or how a use will be developed. 
 
ONCAP  anticipates  residential  development  at  densities  ranging  from  one  dwelling 
unit per 40 acres  to one dwelling unit per 0.5 acres. However, ONCAP also provides 
that  the proposed residential density  ʺis  limited by water use, and septic systems and 
other  factors which may  effect  the  site.ʺ ONCAP  also  states  that,  due  to  the  lack  of 
sewer  facilities  and  water  constraints,  it  is  not  expected  that  large  residential 
subdivisions or multiple‐family housing will be developed within the planning area. In 
fact,  after  noting  that Ocotillo/Nomirage  Community Area  had  a  population  of  460 
people  according  to  the  1990  census,  ONCAP  states  as  follows:  ʺDue  to  water 
constraints,  it  is  not  anticipated  the  Ocotillo/Nomirage  Community  Area  will 
experience a significant amount of population growth.ʺ 
 
Thus, notwithstanding the residential densities identified on the Community Area Map, 
ONCAP does not contemplate significant new residential development or a substantial 
increase  in population  in  the  communities of Ocotillo and Nomirage. As  indicated  in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed  increase  in groundwater pumping by USG would not 
cause a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the groundwater table level to a 
level that would not support existing or planned land uses.  
 
Objective 5.8 of ONCAP  states as  follows:  ʺThe County will work with USG and  the 
Imperial Irrigation District to examine other water sources that can be used at the USG 
manufacturing plant and reduce their dependence on groundwater.ʺ In accordance with 
this  objective,  alternative  water  sources  were  evaluated  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS. 
Additionally, as  indicated  in General Response 4.3.4 above, the County, USG, and IID 
are working together to examine other water sources that can be used at the Plant and 
reduce their dependence on groundwater. 
 
The ultimate determination of whether  the Project  is consistent with ONCAP and  the 
Countyʹs  General  Plan  as  a  whole  lies  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  County 
decision‐makers. As indicated above, there is substantial evidence to support a finding 
of consistency with ONCAP in this case. 
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4.3.12  Climate Change 
 
No regulatory agency in California has established a threshold by which to measure the 
significance of a projectʹs greenhouse gases  (GHG) emissions. Further, no agency has 
developed  guidelines  on  how  to  prepare  a CEQA  impact  assessment  for  a  projectʹs 
contribution to climate change. Nonetheless, the following discussion  is provided as a 
good faith attempt to respond to relevant climate change comments, assess the Projectʹs 
impacts  on  climate  change  as well  as  climate  change  impacts  on  the  Project,  and  to 
provide decision makers and the public with information regarding this issue. 

Introduction 
In  2006,  the California  Legislature  adopted Assembly  Bill  32  (AB  32),  the California 
Global  Warming  Solutions  Act  of  2006,  and  the  Governor  signed  it  into  law  in 
September. AB  32  is designed  to place California  at  the  forefront  of world  efforts  to 
reduce  GHG  emissions.  Among  other  things,  AB  32  requires  the  California  Air 
Resources  Board  (ARB)  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  to  reduce  statewide  GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Under AB 32, ARB has the primary responsibility for 
addressing climate change issues. 

Gases that entrap heat in the atmosphere are called GHGs. GHGs include water vapor, 
carbon  dioxide  (CO2),  methane,  nitrous  oxides,  chlorofluorocarbons, 
hydrofluorocarbons,  perfluorocarbons,  sulfur  hexafluoride,  ozone,  and  aerosols. 
Individual GHGs have varying global warming potential  (GWP). The  carbon dioxide 
equivalent  (or CO2e)  is  an  internationally  accepted measure  that  quantifies GHGs  in 
terms of  the amount of CO2  that would have  the same global warming potential. For 
example, CO2 has a GWP of one compared to methane’s GWP of 21. Therefore, methane 
has a 21 times greater molecule per molecule GWP than CO2. CO2 emissions, however, 
are far greater than those of other GHGs. 

CO2  is  an  odorless,  colorless  gas  with  natural  and  anthropogenic  sources.  Natural 
sources include: decomposition of organic matter; respiration; evaporation from oceans; 
and  volcanoes.  Anthropogenic  sources  of  CO2  are  from  burning  hydrocarbons  and 
wood. 

Californiaʹs Legislative and Regulatory Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Regime
 
AB 32  is  (codified at California Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq.). Among other 
things, the Legislature declared that: 

Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic well‐being, public 
health, natural resources, and the environment of California. The potential 
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adverse impacts of global warming include the exacerbation of air quality 
problems, a reduction in the quality and supply of water to the state from 
the Sierra snowpack, a rise  in sea  levels resulting  in  the displacement of 
thousands  of  coastal  businesses  and  residences,  damage  to  marine 
ecosystems and the natural environment, and an increase in the incidences 
of infectious diseases, asthma, and other human health‐related problems. 
(HSC § 38501(a)). 

AB 32  is designed  to maintain Californiaʹs  reputation as a  ʺnational and  international 
leader  on  energy  conservation  and  environmental  stewardship.ʺ  It  will  have  wide‐
ranging  effects  throughout  California  businesses  and  lifestyles  as well  as  effects  on 
other states and countries. In addition to its mandatory provisions requiring substantial 
GHG reductions, AB 32 sets forth an aggressive time frame within which these emission 
reduction  targets must be  implemented.  In particular,  the Legislature empowered  the 
ARB  to hold public hearings and promulgate  regulations  implementing  the  following 
major components of the statute by December 31, 2009:  

• Develop GHG emission inventories from direct and indirect sources. 
• Develop a framework for GHG emissions reporting and verification. 
• GHG emissions to be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. 
• Complementing efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air 

quality standards and to reduce toxic air contaminants. 
• Increasing regulatory and public scrutiny of business operations and regulatory 

compliance. 
• Enhancing the potential for regulatory enforcement, fines and penalties and 

citizen suit actions. 
 

In  addition  to AB  32,  on  June  1,  2005,  the Governor  issued  Executive Order  S‐3‐05, 
which established the following GHG emission reduction targets for California: by 2010, 
reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 
2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  
 
U.S.  Gypsumʹs  Voluntary  Efforts  to  Track,  Report  and  Certify  Greenhouse  Gas 
Emissions 
 
Beyond the impending implementation of Californiaʹs GHG emission reduction regime, 
USG has taken specific actions to track, report and certify GHG emissions. In November 
2006, USG voluntarily joined the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR), a group of 
distinguished public and private sector organizations  taking demonstrated  leadership 
on climate change. USG was the first building materials manufacturer to participate in 
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this program. As  a member, USG has worked with  the CCAR  to develop  an  annual 
GHG emission tracking, reporting and certification protocol, that USG is applying to all 
of its facilities, including the Project. In particular, USG is certifying its GHG emissions 
data for the facility with the CCAR. 
 
It is anticipated that a national Climate Registry (National Registry) will eventually link 
with both voluntary and mandatory reporting programs throughout the United States 
and  in  other  countries.  The  CCAR  is  playing  a  key  role  in  establishing  and 
administering the National Registry. USG expects to join the National Registry as well. 
The National Registry is expected to develop rigorous GHG accounting standards and 
reporting requirements. 
 
Estimates of Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
The Plant and Quarry, as well as associated activities, have used a variety of fuels over 
time  for mobile  sources,  powering  the  Plant  and  for Quarry  operations.  Under  the 
CCAR emission reporting regime, direct emissions of GHG are generated at the Project 
from sources that are owned or controlled by USG, and include stationary combustion 
(e.g.,  plant  burner  and  emergency  generators)  and mobile  combustion  sources  (e.g., 
company owned off‐road equipment and vehicles). Additionally,  the Project accounts 
for  indirect GHG  emissions, which are generated by  sources owned or  controlled by 
other entities. These indirect sources are primarily from fossil fuel combustion at third 
party power plants. 

The following figures are based on GHG preliminary emission calculations by USG  in 
anticipation of  submitting  this  information  to  the CCAR,  and  are  subject  to  revision. 
These  figures  include  estimated  CO2  emissions  from  the  Project,  as  well  as  other 
greenhouse  gases.  Additionally,  the  figures  assume  business  as  usual  and  do  not 
include  reductions  based  on  anticipated  statutory  or  regulatory mandates  requiring 
GHG emission reductions. In particular, these estimates do not factor in the aggressive 
mandates of AB 32,  and  its  implementing  regulations, which are anticipated  to  force 
sharp reductions of GHG emissions across a broad swath of California businesses.  

• Maximum direct GHG emissions CO2e associated with  the Proposed Action  in 
comparison  with  the  baseline  year  of  1998  are  as  follows:  During  the  1998 
baseline, the facility generated approximately 72,200 tons of CO2e per year. The 
proposed  action  will  result  in  about  110,000  tons  of  CO2e  per  year,  which 
represents  an  increase  of  approximately  37,800  tons  of  CO2e  per  year,  from 
business as usual.  
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• Maximum  indirect GHG  emissions CO2e  associated with  the Proposed Action 
from  the  baseline  year  of  1998  are  as  follows:  During  the  1998  baseline,  the 
facility  generated  approximately  14,000  tons  of  CO2e  per  year.  The  Proposed 
action  will  generate  approximately  23,700  tons  of  CO2e  per  year,  which 
represents  an  increase  of  approximately  9,700  tons  of  CO2e  per  year,  from 
business as usual.  

 
Potential Climate Impacts From the Project Are Not Individually Significant

As  discussed  above,  the  Legislature  has  recognized  that  global  warming  poses  a 
ʺserious  threat  to  the  economic well‐being,  public  health,  natural  resources,  and  the 
environment  of California.ʺ Assuming  the  reduction mandates  of AB  32  are  roughly 
evenly applied throughout all industrial sectors in California, the Project will reduce its 
GHG  emissions  to  1990  levels  by  or  before  2020. Additionally,  recall  that  Executive 
Order S‐3‐05  requires  an  aggregate  reduction of GHG  emissions  to  80 percent below 
1990  levels by 2050  throughout California. Based on  these governmental mandates  to 
control GHG emissions, as well as USG’s voluntary participation  in  the CCAR, GHG 
emissions  from  the  Project  are  projected  to  be  measurably  less  than  the  above‐
referenced GHG emission estimates by 2020, or earlier. In fact, the GHG emissions may 
be below the 1998 baseline levels by 2020. 

However,  even  if  projected  GHG  emission  reductions  from  the  Project  occurs,  the 
Project would still generate GHG emissions above baseline levels for some years prior 
to 2020. Moreover,  it  is possible  that actual GHG reductions will be more or  less  than 
projected. In any event, based on current understandings and GHG measurements, it is 
not  anticipated  that  the  individual  effect  of  the  Projectʹs  GHG  emissions  on  the 
environment will be significant. 

Among other  things, while  the Project may emit up  to a maximum of approximately 
47,500 tons of additional (above baseline) CO2e emissions per year (assuming business 
as usual)  from both direct and  indirect sources,  the EPA estimates 2005 national CO2e 
emissions  of  7,260.4  teragrams  (i.e.,  million  metric  tons).  Thus,  the  Projectʹs  CO2e 
emission increases represent less than 0.00000654 percent of the national CO2e loading, 
and an even smaller percentage of the worldwide CO2e loading. This does not account 
for any mandated or voluntary GHG reductions the company may achieve. 

The CEQA Guidelines define a ʺsignificant effect on the environmentʺ as a ʺsubstantial 
adverse  change  in  the  physical  conditions  which  exist  in  the  area  affected  by  the 
proposed  project.ʺ  See  14  Cal.  Code  Regs.  §1502(g).  The  GHG  emissions  from  the 
Project,  standing  alone, will  not  cause  global warming  in  any meaningful  sense,  or 
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otherwise result  in an adverse change  in  the physical conditions  that exist  in  the area 
affected by the Project.  

Potential Climate Impacts on the Project Are Remote and Speculative 

As a corollary  to  the assessment as  to whether an  individual projectʹs GHG emissions 
can reasonably be characterized as significantly  impacting global warming, an  inquiry 
may  be  made  as  to  whether  environmental  changes  from  global  warming  can  be 
predicted  to  adversely  impact  the  Project  or  the  environmental  setting  and  baseline 
physical conditions affecting the Project. Possible adverse effects of climate change over 
time (i.e., decades) on a project may be notable. Two potential impacts on the Proposed 
Action are analyzed here as most relevant – sea level rise and precipitation levels in the 
Project area.  

Climate change  is also  referred  to as global warming. Global warming may  lead  to a 
reduction of polar ice caps and result in sea level rise. Rising sea levels may result in the 
displacement of coastal businesses and  residences and damage  to marine ecosystems. 
However, the Projectʹs location in the western area of Imperial County insulates it from 
direct impacts associated with sea level rise. 

Additionally, while  it  is  possible  to  imagine  that  climate  change may  alter  rainfall 
patterns in this arid region, a review of the reasonably available scientific literature did 
not yield a projection of global warmingʹs impact on precipitation  in western Imperial 
County over the next several decades. Indeed, it is possible that global warming could 
result in more, not less, rainfall in the region, which could act to recharge groundwater 
in the area. However, based on the lack of available data, the impact of climate change 
on area rainfall patterns is unforeseeable at this time. 

Given  the  inherent uncertainty  regarding  regional precipitation  level  changes due  to 
climate change the potential impact from climate change on the Proposed Action is too 
speculative for evaluation. See CEQA Guidelines, Section 15145. 

Cumulative Impacts on Climate Change 

As  described  above,  the  Project  may  emit  up  to  a  maximum  of  approximately 
47,500 tons  additional CO2e  emissions  per  year  above  baseline  from  both  direct  and 
indirect  sources,  for  a  time.  The  actual  level  of  increase may  be  below  reasonably 
anticipated  thresholds  for  significance  (although  none  currently  exist),  even  when 
considered cumulatively. 
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For  example,  the  estimated GHG  increase  from  the Project  is more  than  an  order  of 
magnitude  less  than  the  estimated  GHG  reductions  to  be  gained  from major  ARB 
initiatives underway for 2007‐2009, such as manure management (estimated reduction 
of  approximately  1 million  tons CO2e  annually),  reducing venting/leaks  from oil  and 
gas  systems  (estimated  reduction  of  approximately  1  million  tons  CO2e  annually), 
detection, repair and recycling equipment for sulfur hexafluoride (estimated reduction 
of  approximately  0.7 million  tons CO2e  annually),  and  port  electrification  (estimated 
reduction  of  approximately  0.5  million  tons  CO2e  annually).  The  estimated  GHG 
increase  from  the Project  is also  considerably  less  than  the GHG  reductions  that will 
flow from minor ARB GHG reduction  initiatives, such as electrification of agricultural 
engines  (estimated  reduction  of  approximately  0.1 million  tons  CO2e  annually)  and 
alternative chemicals in fire suppression systems (estimated reduction of approximately 
0.1 million tons CO2e annually).  

As  these examples  indicate,  the relatively small  increases  in GHG emissions  that may 
result from the Proposed Action would not  interfere with the Stateʹs ability to achieve 
the GHG reduction goals of AB 32. 

Further, since the demand for wallboard remains strong, a no project alternative would 
lead  to more wallboard  production  outside  of California,  perhaps  in  other  states  or 
countries  with  little  or  no  emission  controls  when  compared  to  Californiaʹs 
requirements.  Since  California  is  globally  acknowledged  as  having  among  the most 
stringent  energy  efficiency  and  emission  control  requirements, wallboard production 
outside California would generate more GHG emissions. Additionally,  transportation 
of  the products  into California  (whether by  truck,  rail, or  ship) would produce  even 
more GHG emissions from the burning of fuel associated with product transportation. 
On this point, USG has determined that “transportation of gypsum board accounts for 
over  10 percent  of  the  embodied  energy,”  associated with  the product. Thus,  the no 
project alternative would have greater environmental impacts then the emissions from 
the Project.  

In  recognition  of  its  desire  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  from  its  facility  USG;  (a) is 
conducting a comprehensive operational energy audit to identify aspects of the Projectʹs 
operation that can feasibly be made more efficient in terms of energy usage, particularly 
the usage of electricity and natural gas; (b) is evaluating integrating one or more wind 
turbine  generators  into  the  Projectʹs  operations. USG  has  engaged  a wind  generator 
supplier  to  conduct a wind velocity and  consistency  study  in  the area of  the Project. 
Based on the results, and depending on the details of the wind turbine selected and the 
average  wind  speed  in  the  area,  USG  estimates  that  a  single  wind  turbine  could 
generate  up  to  approximately  3.9  million  kilowatts  annually  or  approximately 
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5.7 percent of the total Project electrical usage; and (c) has acquired an electric forklift to 
replace the function of a diesel powered vehicle. Despite the relatively small increase in 
GHG  emissions  from  the Project,  and  the  lack  of  a  causal  link  between  the Projectʹs 
emissions and anticipated climate change,  the  following mitigation measure has been 
identified,  which  will  substantially  lessen  the  potential  for  the  Project  to  result  in 
cumulative impacts on climate change:  

• Mitigation Measure 1: USG has already acquired approximately $1.6 million  in 
emission  credits  for  the  Project  to  meet  applicable  air  quality  standards. 
Similarly, to the extent necessary, USG will acquire recognized carbon credits to 
offset the Projectʹs increased GHG emissions. 

4.3.13  Recirculation of the EIR/EIS 
 
The  circumstances  under  which  a  Draft  EIR/EIS  must  be  recirculated  for  public 
comment under CEQA  and NEPA  are  substantially  similar.  Section  15088.5(a)  of  the 
CEQA Guidelines, provides as follows:  

A  lead agency  is  required  to  recirculate an EIR when  significant 
new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the  availability  of  the  draft EIR  for  public  review under Section 
15087  but  before  certification. As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
ʺinformationʺ can include changes in the project or environmental 
setting  as  well  as  additional  data  or  other  information.  New 
information added to an EIR is not ʺsignificantʺ unless the EIR is 
changed  in  a  way  that  deprives  the  public  of  a  meaningful 
opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental 
effect of the project or a  feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an 
effect  (including  a  feasible  project  alternative)  that  the  projectʹs 
proponents  have  declined  to  implement.  ʺSignificant  new 
informationʺ  requiring  recirculation  include,  for  example,  a 
disclosure showing that: 

(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from 
the project or  from a new mitigation measure proposed  to 
be implemented. 

(2)  A substantial  increase  in the severity of an environmental 
impact  would  result  unless  mitigation  measures  are 
adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 4.0-81 



4.0 Collective Responses 
 

(3)  A  feasible  project  alternative  or  mitigation  measure 
considerably  different  from  others  previously  analyzed 
would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts 
of the project, but the projectʹs proponents decline to adopt 
it. 

(4)  The  draft  EIR  was  so  fundamentally  and  basically 
inadequate  and  conclusory  in  nature  that  meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. 

In  response  to  comments  on  the Draft  EIR/EIS,  information  has  been  added  to  the 
document, and new or different mitigation measures have been proposed. However, as 
explained  in more  detail  elsewhere  in  these  Responses  to  Comments,  none  of  this 
information shows that a new significant environmental effect, or a substantially more 
severe  environmental  effect, would  result  from  the  Project.  Furthermore,  no  new  or 
different mitigation measure or alternative has been added to the Draft EIR/EIS that the 
Project proponent has  ʺdeclined  to  adopt,ʺ  and  there  is no  evidence  that  any new or 
different  mitigation  measure  would  itself  result  in  any  significant  environmental 
impact.  Stated  another way,  the  new  information  added  to  the Draft  EIR/EIS  is  not 
ʺsignificantʺ within the meaning of Section 15088.5(a) of the CEQA Guidelines because 
the  Draft  EIR/EIS  has  not  been  changed  in  a  way  that  deprives  the  public  of  a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of 
the  Project  or  a  feasible way  to mitigate  or  avoipd  such  an  effect  that  the  Projectʹs 
proponents have declined to implement. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR/EIS is 
not required. 
 
4.3.14 Mine Reclamation 
 
Mine  reclamation  is  regulated by  the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
(SMARA). It is administrated by the Local Enforcement Agency, SMARA Lead Agency, 
(in  this  case,  Imperial  County)  with  oversight  by  the  California  Department  of 
Conservation, Office  of Mine Reclamation  (DOC/OMR). Mining  and  reclamation  are 
monitored annually by  the designated  lead agency with reporting  to  the State. Under 
SMARA,  a mine  operator must  submit  a Reclamation  Plan  as  part  of  its  (Land Use 
Permit) application  to  Imperial County. A Reclamation Plan was  submitted  in March 
2003 and revised  in June 2003. It appears under separate cover and  is  incorporated by 
reference  in  the  Draft  EIR/EIS.  The  Reclamation  Plan  is  also  summarized  in 
Subsection 2.5.3.3 Quarry Reclamation in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates 
the potential environmental  impacts of  the Reclamation Plan and other aspects of  the 
Proposed Action. A  Revegetation  Plan  is  one  element  of  the  Reclamation  Plan.  The 
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Project Revegetation Plan was prepared in 2002, and is included as Appendix C‐3 of the 
Draft  EIR/EIS.  The  DOC/OMR  commented  on  the  Reclamation  Plan  in  2003.  The 
DOC/OMR is also participating in review and comment of the Draft EIR/EIS. Based on 
comments received  in  the CEQA/NEPA review and comment period and County and 
BLM  recommendations  and  conditions  the  Reclamation  Plan will  be  considered  for 
approval with  conditions  or  revisions.  The  Applicant,  at  County  direction, may  be 
directed  to modify  the  Reclamation  Plan  to  reflect  DOC/OMR  comments  and  Lead 
Agency recommendations. 
 
As  mine  plans  are  modified  Reclamation  Plans  are  revised  to  reflect  proposed  or 
planned  changes.  Reclamation  commitments  are  conditioned  by  the  County  and 
bonded  for  performance.  Projected  reclamation  costs  are  reviewed  annually.  In  the 
event of non‐performance  the County may attach  the bond and complete closure and 
reclamation independent of the operator. 
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Specific, individual responses to selected specific comment letters received on the Draft 
EIR/EIS  are  provided  in  this  section.  Individual  responses  were  prepared  for  all 
comment  letters  received  from Agencies and Organizations  (Table 5.0‐1), and Private 
Citizens (Table 5.0‐2 and 5.0‐3). 
 
Letters reproduced in this section of the Final EIR/EIS were scanned, and then divided 
into  specific  comments.  Thus,  a  letter  covering  only  one  topic  received  only  one 
response. Most  letters  included comments on more  than one  issue. These  letters were 
divided into Comments 1, 2, 3, 4, and so on. A response to each comment is provided 
immediately  following  the  comment  itself. All  comment  letters  received on  the Draft 
EIR are reproduced in their original form. 
 
When comments have  resulted  in changes  to  the  text of  the Draft EIR/EIS, additional 
text  is underlined and deleted text  is shown by strikeout. Referenced revisions appear 
in Section 3.0 Draft EIR/EIS Errata of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS 
 
The County and the BLM received a total of 39 individual comment letters and over 500 
electronic mail messages (emails) and form comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the USG 
Expansion/Modernization  Project  (Proposed  Action  or  Project).  The  individual 
comment letters and emails are listed in Table 5.0‐1. 
 
An annotated copy of each comment letter and email follows. Each comment letter and 
email has been assigned a corresponding number, and specified comments within each 
comment letter or email are also numbered. For example, comment letter ʺ1ʺ is from the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control. The comments within this letter are 
numbered ʺ1‐1,ʺ ʺ1‐2,ʺ ʺ1‐3,ʺ and so on.  
 
In accordance with requirements of the CEQA and the NEPA, the County, as the CEQA 
lead  agency,  and  the  BLM,  as  the NEPA  lead  agency,  have  evaluated  all  comments 
received on  the Draft EIR/EIS, and have prepared written  responses. These  responses 
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(set  forth  below)  have  been  prepared  in  the  light  of  Section  15204(a)  of  the  CEQA 
Guidelines, which provides as follows:  
 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus 
on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the 
possible  impacts  on  the  environment  and  ways  in  which  the 
significant  effects  of  the  project might  be  avoided  or mitigated. 
Comments are most helpful when  they suggest additional specific 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways 
to  avoid  or mitigate  the  significant  environmental  effects. At  the 
same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR 
is  determined  in  terms  of what  is  reasonably  feasible,  in  light  of 
factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of 
its  likely  environmental  impacts, and  the geographic  scope of  the 
project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test 
or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended 
or demanded by commenters. When responding to comments, lead 
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and 
do not need  to provide all  information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 

 
Additionally, in preparing responses to comments, the County and BLM were mindful 
of Section 15204(c), which provides  that comments should be accompanied by  factual 
support: 
 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should 
submit  data  or  references  offering  facts,  reasonable  assumptions 
based on  facts, or expert opinion supported by  facts  in support of 
the  comments. Pursuant  to Section 15064,  an  effect  shall not  be 
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

 
Accordingly, responses  to all comments  that relate  to significant environmental  issues 
associated with the Project have been provided, and any opposing views on the issues 
raised have been discussed,  in a good  faith effort at  full disclosure. Other  comments, 
including  comments  that do not  relate  to  significant environmental  issues,  comments 
that are not based on  facts,  reasonable assumptions based on  facts, or expert opinion 
supported  by  facts,  and  comments  that  merely  express  the  commentersʹ  personal 
opinions or preferences regarding the Project, have been noted and will be forwarded to 
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the  decision‐makers  for  consideration  in  connection  with  their  respective  decisions 
concerning the Project. 
 
GENERAL RESPONSES 
 
Many of the comments submitted on the Draft EIR/EIS focused on the same or similar 
issues. Accordingly,  ʺGeneral Responsesʺ have been prepared  that  incorporate,  in one 
location,  information  needed  to  respond  to  the  various  permutations  of  comments 
received  from different commenters. Consequently, a particular general response may 
provide more  information  than  requested by  any  individual  comment. The  reader  is 
referred to General Responses when appropriate. 
 

General  responses  in  this  Final  EIR  address  the  following  concerns  (located  in 
Section 4.0, Final EIR/EIS): 
 

  4.3.1  Peninsular Bighorn Sheep 
  4.3.2  Desert Pupfish 
  4.3.3  Flat‐tail Horned Lizard  
  4.3.4  Water Use Alternatives 
  4.3.5  Imperial Countyʹs Groundwater Management Ordinance 
  4.3.6  Hydrology and Groundwater 
  4.3.7  Water Balance 
  4.3.8  Application of the Numerical Model 
  4.3.9  Groundwater Model Calibration 
  4.3.10  Expanded Air Quality Analysis 
  4.3.11  Land Use (Consistency with ONCAP) 
  4.3.12  Climate Change 
  4.3.13  Recirculation of the EIR/EIS 
  4.3.14  Mine Reclamation 

 
Specific Comments 

The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated to numerous agencies having jurisdiction over natural 
resources that could be affected by the proposed Project, or having expertise or interest 
in  environmental  resources.  In  addition,  interested  organizations,  individuals,  and 
businesses  received  the documents or were noticed of  their availability. A number of 
agencies,  organizations,  businesses,  and  individuals  submitted  specific  comments  or 
opinions  based  on  review  of  the  Draft  EIR/EIS.  The  majority  of  these  comments 
requested clarification on specific points addressed, while some provided suggestions 
on the evaluation of impacts and determination of specific mitigation measures. Replies 
to comments from agencies, businesses, and organizations are provided in this section. 
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These have been organized and numbered in their order of submittal. They are listed in 
Table  5.0‐1.  Responses  to  individuals whose  concerns were  representative  of  public 
comment  or  who  had  detailed  questions  or  suggestions  regarding  the  Project  are 
presented  in  Table  5.0‐2,  Private  Citizens.  Many  of  the  private  comments  were  a 
circulated  form  letter  or variation  of  that  letter. Table 5.0‐2  is  a  list  of private  citizen 
comments and a copy of the standard form letter. A general response was prepared and 
is referenced for each of those submitted. In many cases other letters where so similar in 
content  that  the reader  is referred  to  the  form  letter response. These  individual  letters 
and responses follow Table 5.0‐2. 
 

Table 5.0‐1 
Summary of Comment Letters 

Letter No.  Date  Commenter 
1  05‐01‐06  Department of Toxic Substances Control 
2  05‐12‐06  Imperial Irrigation District 
3  05‐16‐06  Center for Biological Diversity 
4  05‐22‐06  Public Utilities Commission 
5  05‐24‐06  State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
6  05‐24‐06  The Desert Protective Council, Inc. 
7  05‐24‐06  The Desert Protective Council, Inc. Fax 
8  05‐26‐06  Donna Tisdale email 
9  05‐30‐06  Diane Epperson email 
10  05‐30‐06  Center of Biological Diversity Fax 
11  06‐06‐06  Richard Denison email 
12  06‐06‐06  Joyce Denison email 
13  06‐07‐06  Michael Denison email 
14  06‐07‐06  Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 
15  06‐08‐06  United States Department of the Interior 
16  06‐08‐06  State Department of Parks and Recreation 
17  06‐08‐06  Southern California Association of Governments 
18  06‐12‐06  Coyote Valley Mutual Water Company 
19  07‐08‐06  Desert Protective Council email 
20  07‐10‐06  Edie Harmon email 
21  07‐10‐06  Defenders of Wildlife 
22  07‐11‐06  HomePure Water Systems 
23  07‐14‐06  Callie Mack Fax 
24  07‐14‐06  State Department of Conservation Office of Mine 

Reclamation 
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Letter No.  Date  Commenter 
25  07‐14‐06  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region IX 
26  07‐14‐06  U.S. Gypsum 
27  07‐15‐06  Wiedlin & Associates, Inc. 
28  07‐16‐06  Donna Tisdale 
29  07‐17‐06  Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
30  07‐17‐06  Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
31  07‐31‐06  U.S. Department of Interior, USGS 
32  07‐14‐06  Theresa Acerro 
33  07‐14‐06  Robert Burns 
34  07‐13‐06  Dan Close 
35  07‐16‐06  David Flietner 
36  07‐14‐06  Lara C. Miranda 
37  07‐13‐06  Ed Stovin 
38  07‐17‐06  Kevin Swift 
39  None  Bill Welsch 

 
Table 5.0‐2 

List of Private Citizen Comments 
 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

INDIVIDUALS 
1.  Abela, Alice  Form Letter   
2.  Acerro, Theresa  See Response  32 
3.  Agee, Jesse  Form Letter   
4.  Allaback, Mark  Form Letter   
5.  Allen, Laura  Form Letter   
6.  Althiser, Kenneth  Form Letter   
7.  Andrews, Alison  Form Letter   
8.  Anshin, Judith  Form Letter   
9.  Armstrong, Marilee  Form Letter   
10.  Bach, Margaret  Form Letter   
11.  Baker, Bryan  See Form Letter Response   
12.  Barber, Janet  Form Letter   
13.  Barber, Jennifer  Form Letter   
14.  Barnes, John  Form Letter   
15.  Barrows, Michael  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

16.  Bartl, Alan  Form Letter   
17.  Baumann, Alan & Janet  Form Letter   
18.  Baur, Saskia  Form Letter   
19.  Beck, Connie  Form Letter   
20.  Beck, Diane  Form Letter   
21.  Becker, Sue  Form Letter   
22.  Beer, Julie  Form Letter   
23.  Behrakis, Deborah  Form Letter   
24.  Belt, Annie  Form Letter   
25.  Bennett, Edward L. & Mildred J.  Form Letter   
26.  Bernardi, Nancy  Form Letter   
27.  Berne, David  Form Letter   
28.  Berry, Vanessa  Form Letter   
29.  Bertles, Martha  Form Letter   
30.  Beuchat, Carol  Form Letter   
31.  Blumeneau, Audrey  Form Letter   
32.  Bogert, Reid  Form Letter   
33.  Bolman, Diane  Form Letter   
34.  Bolt, Mitchell  Form Letter   
35.  Bond, Monica  Form Letter   
36.  Bordenave, Michael  Form Letter   
37.  Boren, Gary  Form Letter   
38.  Bottorff, Ron  Form Letter   
39.  Branch, Steve  Form Letter   
40.  Breiding, Joan  Form Letter   
41.  Brettillo, Joseph  Form Letter   
42.  Brink, Kim F.  Form Letter   
43.  Brinkerhoff, Aaron  Form Letter   
44.  Britton, Kathyn  Form Letter   
45.  Brooker, Catherine  Form Letter   
46.  Brown, Daniel  Form Letter   
47.  Brown, Jim  Form Letter   
48.  Brown, Joel  Form Letter   
49.  Brown, Michael  Form Letter   
50.  Brown, Steve  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

51.  Brumbaugh, Diana  Form Letter   
52.  Brussmann, Peter  Form Letter   
53.  Burford, Martha  Form Letter   
54.  Burk, Joyce  Form Letter   
55.  Burns, Robert  See Response  33 
56.  Burns, Vicki  Form Letter   
57.  Camarena, Megan  Form Letter   
58.  Campbell, Alicia  Form Letter   
59.  Campbell, Tomas  Form Letter   
60.  Campbell, Velene  Form Letter   
61.  Cant, John  Form Letter   
62.  Carnahan, Walt  Form Letter   
63.  Carroll, Jacqueline  Form Letter   
64.  Carroll, Kathryn  Form Letter   
65.  Carter, Marian  Form Letter   
66.  Cass, Lorraine  Form Letter   
67.  Cassidy, Margaret  Form Letter   
68.  Caudill, Rich & Maya  Form Letter   
69.  Chacalos, Payton  Form Letter   
70.  Chapman, Zoe  Form Letter   
71.  Chermak, Douglas  Form Letter   
72.  Chichlar, Gerald  Form Letter   
73.  Chien, Benny  Form Letter   
74.  Christiana, Verna  Form Letter   
75.  Christianson, Steve  Form Letter   
76.  Clark, Jason  Form Letter   
77.  Clark, Sally  Form Letter   
78.  Close, Dan  See Response  34 
79.  Cluster, Mike  Form Letter   
80.  Cohen, Howard  Form Letter   
81.  Comisar, Gerald  Form Letter   
82.  Confectioner, Vira  Form Letter   
83.  Conly, Leonard  Form Letter   
84.  Conroy, Thomas  Form Letter   
85.  Cooper, Richard  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

86.  Costa, Francisco  Form Letter   
87.  Cottingham, Brian  Form Letter   
88.  Counseller, Erik  Form Letter   
89.  Cousins, Catharine  Form Letter   
90.  Crawford, David  Form Letter   
91.  Cunningham, Debra  Form Letter   
92.  Dane, William  Form Letter   
93.  Dapore, Wendy  Form Letter   
94.  Davidson, Davy  Form Letter   
95.  Dayton, RuthAnne  Form Letter   
96.  De Costanzo, Danielle  Form Letter   
97.  Denneen, Bill  Form Letter   
98.  Denison, James  See Form Letter Response   
99.  Denison, Joyce (June 6, 2002)  9b, 9d, 9h, 9i, 17  12 
100.  Denison, Michael (June 1, 2002)  9b, 9d, 9h, 9i, 17  13 
101.  Denison, Richard (June 6, 2002)  9, 9h, 9i, 15, 17  11 
102.  Dennis, Larry  Form Letter   
103.  Desilets, Michelle  Form Letter   
104.  Dexter, Ken  Form Letter   
105.  Diaz, Israel  Form Letter   
106.  Diaz, L.  Form Letter   
107.  Diaz, Marisa  Form Letter   
108.  Dickinson, Rebecca  Form Letter   
109.  Doe, Crosby  Form Letter   
110.  Doman, Geoffrey  Form Letter   
111.  Domingos, Ananda  Form Letter   
112.  Doncaster, Jeane J.  Form Letter   
113.  Downing, Steve  Form Letter   
114.  Duncan, Mike  Form Letter   
115.  Duquette, Thomas  Form Letter   
116.  Easter, Margaret  Form Letter   
117.  Ecoman, Brett  Form Letter   
118.  Edwards, Dylan  Form Letter   
119.  Eger, Grace  Form Letter   
120.  Emerson, Linda  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

121.  Engle, Ned  No Response Required   
122.  English, Roger  Form Letter   
123.  Ennis, Karen  Form Letter   
124.  Epperson, Diane (May 30, 2006)  9b, 9d  9 
125.  Erwin, Cherie  Form Letter   
126.  Evans, Dinda  Form Letter   
127.  Evans, James  Form Letter   
128.  Fahlgren, Vivian  Form Letter   
129.  Falberg, Gregory  Form Letter   
130.  Feldman, Mark  Form Letter   
131.  Field, Michael  Form Letter   
132.  Fiklin, James  Form Letter   
133.  Filipelli, DeBorah  Form Letter   
134.  Fiore, Mark J.  Form Letter   
135.  Fischer, Douglas  Form Letter   
136.  Fisk, Linda  Form Letter   
137.  Flietner, David  See Response  35 
138.  Fleming, Alan  Form Letter   
139.  Floyd, Kim  Form Letter   
140.  Foley, Fran  Form Letter   
141.  Ford, Julie C.  Form Letter   
142.  Fordice, John  Form Letter   
143.  Fortner, Suzanne  Form Letter   
144.  Foss, Janice  Form Letter   
145.  Foster, Linda  Form Letter   
146.  Fowlks, Dan  Form Letter   
147.  Frappier, Alexandra  Form Letter   
148.  Frasieur, Forest  Form Letter   
149.  Freedlund, Ali  Form Letter   
150.  Frewin, Terry  Form Letter   
151.  Frugoli, Greg  Form Letter   
152.  Fullam, Peter  See Form Letter Response   
153.  Gagomiros, Keith  Form Letter   
154.  Galvin, Peter  Form Letter   
155.  Gan, Monica  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

156.  Garber, Dennis  Form Letter   
157.  Garcia, Christine  Form Letter   
158.  Gardner, Kyle  Form Letter   
159.  Garrels, Sharon  Form Letter   
160.  Garrett, Katherine  Form Letter   
161.  Garrett, Kelley  Form Letter   
162.  Garvin, Michael  Form Letter   
163.  Gaul, Ron  See Form Letter Response   
164.  Gerratana, Carol  See Form Letter Response   
165.  Gibson, James  Form Letter   
166.  Gierson, Ellen  Form Letter   
167.  Goggins, Alan  Form Letter   
168.  Gooch, Nancy  Form Letter   
169.  Gottesman, Judith  Form Letter   
170.  Gottscho, Andrew  Form Letter   
171.  Graham, Kimberley  Form Letter   
172.  Grant, Linda  Form Letter   
173.  Greenberg, Corinne  Form Letter   
174.  Greenblatt, Karl  Form Letter   
175.  Gregor, Dorothy  See Form Letter Response   
176.  Grenland, Dianne  Form Letter   
177.  Griffith, Jeremiah  Form Letter   
178.  Grobe, Nicola  Form Letter   
179.  Guerreiro, Mike  Form Letter   
180.  Hagen, Andrew  Form Letter   
181.  Hagler, Douglas  Form Letter   
182.  Hall, Robert  Form Letter   
183.  Hamilton, Van & Lois  Form Letter   
184.  Hampton, Susan  Form Letter   
185.  Harkins, Joanne  Form Letter   
186.  Harkins, Lynne  See Form Letter Response   
187.  Harmon, Ben  Form Letter   
188.  Harrington, Sue  Form Letter   
189.  Harris, Victoria  Form Letter   
190.  Hartwick, Nancy  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

191.  Haskins, Bill  Form Letter   
192.  Hawthorne, Anne  Form Letter   
193.  Hayes, Sara  Form Letter   
194.  Healy, Patricia  Form Letter   
195.  Hein, Claudia  Form Letter   
196.  Heinzig, Dennis  Form Letter   
197.  Henry, Lyle  Form Letter   
198.  Hensley, Gordon  Form Letter   
199.  Hidy, Ross  Form Letter   
200.  Hill, Kirsten  Form Letter   
201.  Hillery, Karie  Form Letter   
202.  Hodges, Herman  Form Letter   
203.  Hoffman, Jeff  Form Letter   
204.  Hofman, Diana  Form Letter   
205.  Holcomb, Susan  Form Letter   
206.  Holmes Fatooh, Audrey  See Form Letter Response   
207.  Holz, Dennis  Form Letter   
208.  Hoon, Daryl  Form Letter   
209.  Hopkins, Thomas  Form Letter   
210.  Huard, Nicholas  Form Letter   
211.  Hubbs, Earl  Form Letter   
212.  Huebner, Julie  Form Letter   
213.  Hughes, Brendan  Form Letter   
214.  Hughes, Nan  Form Letter   
215.  Jacobs, David  Form Letter   
216.  Jaeger, Diana  Form Letter   
217.  Janson‐Smith, Toby  Form Letter   
218.  Jensen, Nancy  Form Letter   
219.  Jessler, Darynne  Form Letter   
220.  Johnson, Christina  Form Letter   
221.  Johnston, Timothy  Form Letter   
222.  Jones, Dayvid  Form Letter   
223.  Jones, Kathleen  Form Letter   
224.  Junak, Steve  Form Letter   
225.  Kahn, Patricia  Form Letter   
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Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

226.  Kandel, Cheryl  Form Letter   
227.  Karlsson, Kent  Form Letter   
228.  Karp, Michael  Form Letter   
229.  Kaufman, I. Charles  Form Letter   
230.  Kaufman, Kimberly  Form Letter   
231.  Kaufman, Murray  Form Letter   
232.  Kay, Joni  Form Letter   
233.  Kelly, Carol  Form Letter   
234.  Kennedy, Arthur  See Form Letter Response   
235.  Kiger, Mary Ann  Form Letter   
236.  Kimball, Charlotte  Form Letter   
237.  Kirk, Keith  Form Letter   
238.  Klein, Karin  Form Letter   
239.  Klein, Leslie  Form Letter   
240.  Klopp, Basey  Form Letter   
241.  Klosterman, Peter  Form Letter   
242.  Kotte, Merry Brook  Form Letter   
243.  Kraemer, Melissa  Form Letter   
244.  Krakow, Jessica  Form Letter   
245.  Kritzer, Sherry  Form Letter   
246.  Kuelper, Carol  Form Letter   
247.  Kulenovic, Minka  Form Letter   
248.  Kummel, Julie  Form Letter   
249.  Kutcher, Celia  See Form Letter Response   
250.  Kwan, Mei  Form Letter   
251.  Kwinter, Dave  Form Letter   
252.  La Brie, Jon  Form Letter   
253.  LaBrie, T.M.  Form Letter   
254.  Laffey, John Kevin  Form Letter   
255.  LaManna, Joseph  Form Letter   
256.  Lange, Trent  See Form Letter Response   
257.  Lariz, Mondy  Form Letter   
258.  Laursen, Patti  Form Letter   
259.  Lee, David  Form Letter   
260.  Levine, Ross  Form Letter   

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 5.0-12 



5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

261.  Lewis, Tryphena  Form Letter   
262.  Lieber, Kurt  Form Letter   
263.  Lilly, David  Form Letter   
264.  Lin, Stephanie  Form Letter   
265.  Linarez, Karen  Form Letter   
266.  Linder, Lorin  Form Letter   
267.  Linsley, Stephen  Form Letter   
268.  Little, Eko  Form Letter   
269.  Little, James  Form Letter   
270.  Litvak, Jay  Form Letter   
271.  Litwin, Julie  Form Letter   
272.  Logsdon, Jimi  Form Letter   
273.  Lotz, Elizabeth  Form Letter   
274.  Lowell, Jacquie  Form Letter   
275.  Lynch, Dennis  Form Letter   
276.  Lynn, Georgia  Form Letter   
277.  Lyons, James  Form Letter   
278.  Mack, Callie (July 14, 2006)  3, 9, 9b, 9d, 15, 16, 17  23 
279.  Mark, Marie  Form Letter   
280.  Marshall, Ilona  Form Letter   
281.  Marszal, Jeffrey G.  Form Letter   
282.  Masarik, Charlotte  Form Letter   
283.  Mason, Ken  Form Letter   
284.  Matthews, Mark  Form Letter   
285.  Maxwell, Jane  See Form Letter Response   
286.  Mayer, Norman  Form Letter   
287.  McAffee, Stephanie  Form Letter   
288.  McClure, Roger & Judith  Form Letter   
289.  McGowan, Cathy  Form Letter   
290.  McKnight, Shoshanah  Form Letter   
291.  McLaughlin, Janet H.  Form Letter   
292.  Meier, Robert  Form Letter   
293.  Meissner, Gregory  Form Letter   
294.  Meril, Rick & Joan  Form Letter   
295.  Merilatt, George  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

296.  Meyers, M.S.  Form Letter   
297.  Miller, Jamie  Form Letter   
298.  Miller, Laura  Form Letter   
299.  Miller, Lee  Form Letter   
300.  Miranda, Lara C.  See Response  36 
301.  Miranda, Luciana  Form Letter   
302.  Mitchel, William  Form Letter   
303.  Mitchell, Joyce  Form Letter   
304.  Montoliu, Raphael  Form Letter   
305.  Morris, Peter  Form Letter   
306.  Morris, Todd  Form Letter   
307.  Morris, Virginia  Form Letter   
308.  Morrow, Mr. & Mrs. Jack L.  Form Letter   
309.  Moser, Rich  Form Letter   
310.  Mount‐Sartor, Joanne  Form Letter   
311.  Mundy, Kenneth  Form Letter   
312.  Munoz, Jeanne  Form Letter   
313.  Munson, Jacob  Form Letter   
314.  Murphy, J.  See Form Letter Response   
315.  Murphy, Virginia G.  Form Letter   
316.  Napier, Sabrina  Form Letter   
317.  Neuhauser, Alice  Form Letter   
318.  Nguyen, Thanh‐Lam  Form Letter   
319.  Nicodemus, Sharon  Form Letter   
320.  Nogare, John  Form Letter   
321.  Nogare, Susan  Form Letter   
322.  Novotny, Michael & Sally  Form Letter   
323.  OʹDonnell, Kelly  Form Letter   
324.  Ogella, Edith  Form Letter   
325.  Olander, Chris  Form Letter   
326.  OʹLeary, Cathy  Form Letter   
327.  Olin, Christopher  Form Letter   
328.  Olin, Milton  Form Letter   
329.  Olson, Tarin  Form Letter   
330.  Omura, Kathy  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

331.  Orenstein, Susan E.  Form Letter   
332.  O’Shea, Denis (July 11, 2006)  9, 9b  22 
333.  Painter, Elizabeth  See Form Letter Response   
334.  Pan, Pinky Jain  Form Letter   
335.  Parker, Angus M.  Form Letter   
336.  Parker, Reece  Form Letter   
337.  Parker, Ronald C.  Form Letter   
338.  Parrish, Larry  Form Letter   
339.  Patitz, Tatjana  Form Letter   
340.  Patton, Carol  Form Letter   
341.  Peer, William  Form Letter   
342.  Pellicani, Andrea  Form Letter   
343.  Penner, Marsha  See Form Letter Response   
344.  Petersen, John  Form Letter   
345.  Peterson, Janice  Form Letter   
346.  Peterson, Morgan  Form Letter   
347.  Pewthers, Cale  Form Letter   
348.  Pickering, Steve  Form Letter   
349.  Pillsbury, Cheri  See Form Letter Response   
350.  Polesky, Alice  Form Letter   
351.  Pomies, Jackie  Form Letter   
352.  Preston, Mar  Form Letter   
353.  Price, Lynn  Form Letter   
354.  Prola, Jim & Diana  Form Letter   
355.  Proteau, Mary  Form Letter   
356.  Pruitt, Richard  Form Letter   
357.  Puga, Shirley  Form Letter   
358.  Qualls, Mike  Form Letter   
359.  Quong, Angela  Form Letter   
360.  Rabens, Robin  Form Letter   
361.  Ratcliffe, John W. & Joanne E.  Form Letter   
362.  Raya, Art & Sharon  Form Letter   
363.  Raymond, MariaElena  See Form Letter Response   
364.  Reed, Cynthia  Form Letter   
365.  Reed, Kristin  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

366.  Reed, Robert R.  Form Letter   
367.  Reinberg, Don  Form Letter   
368.  Remington, Stephanie  Form Letter   
369.  Reyes, Fran  Form Letter   
370.  Riddell, John  Form Letter   
371.  Riley, Bill  Form Letter   
372.  Ritter, Amy  Form Letter   
373.  Robinson, Debra K.  Form Letter   
374.  Robinson, Richard  Form Letter   
375.  Robison, Anne  Form Letter   
376.  Rocco, David  Form Letter   
377.  Rochford, Dan  Form Letter   
378.  Rojas, Teresa  Form Letter   
379.  Root, Charlene  Form Letter   
380.  Roper, Erik  Form Letter   
381.  Rose, Barbara R.  Form Letter   
382.  Rosen, Zʹava  Form Letter   
383.  Rousselot, Patrik  Form Letter   
384.  Ruane, Catherine  Form Letter   
385.  Rubin, Gene & Lorraine  Form Letter   
386.  Rubin, Michael  Form Letter   
387.  Russell, James  Form Letter   
388.  Russell, Phyllis  Form Letter   
389.  Sacco, Thomas  Form Letter   
390.  Sahagun‐Norte, Yolanda M.  Form Letter   
391.  Salzman, Richard  Form Letter   
392.  Saufley, Harold  Form Letter   
393.  Saverio, R.  Form Letter   
394.  Schlecker, Rose  Form Letter   
395.  Schlegel, Ed  Form Letter   
396.  Schleimer, Sylvia  Form Letter   
397.  Schmitt, Richard  Form Letter   
398.  Schneider, Anna  Form Letter   
399.  Scholl, Florence  Form Letter   
400.  Schuett, Greg  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

401.  Schulte, Dawne  Form Letter   
402.  Schwick, Keplin  Form Letter   
403.  Scott, Joan  Form Letter   
404.  Scully, Patricia  Form Letter   
405.  Senour, Jon C.  Form Letter   
406.  Shapira, Susan  Form Letter   
407.  Shapiro, Susan  Form Letter   
408.  Shemwell, Misty  Form Letter   
409.  Sheppard, Jacob  Form Letter   
410.  Shields, Kelli  Form Letter   
411.  Siegel, Kassie  Form Letter   
412.  Silan, Sheila  Form Letter   
413.  Silver, Jack  Form Letter   
414.  Simon, Philip  Form Letter   
415.  Simons, Anita  Form Letter   
416.  Smallwood, Spencer  Form Letter   
417.  Smith, Adam  Form Letter   
418.  Smith, Brian  Form Letter   
419.  Smith, Dmitra  Form Letter   
420.  Snyder, Renee  Form Letter   
421.  Sondrini, Dennis O.  Form Letter   
422.  Sonoda, Charlotte  Form Letter   
423.  Sonoquie, Mo  Form Letter   
424.  Sorenson, John F.  Form Letter   
425.  Spenger, Constance  Form Letter   
426.  Stadler, Scott  Form Letter   
427.  Starks, Les  Form Letter   
428.  Stearns, Geoffrey  Form Letter   
429.  Steele, Mary  Form Letter   
430.  Steinbach, Ann  See Form Letter Response   
431.  Steiner, John  Form Letter   
432.  Stephens, Josh  Form Letter   
433.  Sternberg, Justin  Form Letter   
434.  Stevens, Thomas N.  Form Letter   
435.  Stewart, Dana L.  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

436.  Stewart, Glenn R.  See Form Letter Response   
437.  Stillman, Jon  Form Letter   
438.  Stoilov, Luben  Form Letter   
439.  Stovin, Ed  See Response  37 
440.  Stowe, David  Form Letter   
441.  Strauss, Howard  Form Letter   
442.  Strickler, Jean  Form Letter   
443.  Stringer, Lewis  Form Letter   
444.  Strobel, Jeanine  Form Letter   
445.  Stromberg, Mark  Form Letter   
446.  Stuckey, Marci  Form Letter   
447.  Suzuki, Mika  Form Letter   
448.  Sweel, Greg  Form Letter   
449.  Swift, Kevin  See Response  38 
450.  Taber, Lucile J.  Form Letter   
451.  Taiz, Lee  Form Letter   
452.  Talamo, Dave  Form Letter   
453.  Tankenson, Ethel  Form Letter   
454.  Thomas, Dennis  Form Letter   
455.  Thomas, Joseph  Form Letter   
456.  Thomas, Kevin  Form Letter   
457.  Thomas, Marilyn  Form Letter   
458.  Thomas, William  Form Letter   
459.  Thorburn, Linda  Form Letter   
460.  Tiarks, Daniel  Form Letter   
461.  Tisdale, Donna (May 24, 2006)    8 
462.  Tisdale, Donna (July 16, 2006)  1, 3, 9, 9b, 9d, 12c, 14a, 16b, 17, 

18e, 18g 
28 

463.  Tomczyszyn, Michael  Form Letter   
464.  Tomlinson, Mike  Form Letter   
465.  Torgan, Burt F.  Form Letter   
466.  Torres, Luz  Form Letter   
467.  Trapp, Gene R.  Form Letter   
468.  Travis, Annabelle  Form Letter   
469.  Triplett, Tia  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

470.  Turek, Gabriella  Form Letter   
471.  Turner, Shirley  Form Letter   
472.  Tyler, Steve & Jill  Form Letter   
473.  Vaden, Marcia  Form Letter   
474.  Van Bloemen, Dona  Form Letter   
475.  Vandersloot, Jan D.  Form Letter   
476.  Vandragt, Brady  Form Letter   
477.  VanVoorhis, David  Form Letter   
478.  Varga, John L.  Form Letter   
479.  Varvas, Jason  Form Letter   
480.  Velyvis, Stephen  Form Letter   
481.  Voss, Randall  Form Letter   
482.  Warenycia, Dee  Form Letter   
483.  Warenycia, Paul  Form Letter   
484.  Watt, Mark  Form Letter   
485.  Watts‐Rosenfeld, Susan  Form Letter   
486.  Weatherman, John  Form Letter   
487.  Weaver, Judy  Form Letter   
488.  Weaver, Kenneth  Form Letter   
489.  Weeden, Noreen  See Form Letter Response   
490.  Weikel, Wendy  Form Letter   
491.  Weinberg, Amanda  Form Letter   
492.  Weisz, Russell  Form Letter   
493.  Welsch, Bill  See Response  39 
494.  Welsh, Deborah  Form Letter   
495.  Werner, Scott  Form Letter   
496.  Werninghaus, Karla  Form Letter   
497.  Weyer, Linda  Form Letter   
498.  White, Kat  Form Letter   
499.  White, Michael  Form Letter   
500.  Whitnah, Claudia M.  Form Letter   
501.  Wikle, Victoria  Form Letter   
502.  Wild, Kathryn  See Form Letter Response   
503.  Wilder, Jenny  Form Letter   
504.  Wiley, Carol  Form Letter   
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5.0 Response to Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues  
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

 
Response 
(Letter No.) 

505.  Williams, Margie  Form Letter   
506.  Williams, Mark  Form Letter   
507.  Williams, Nicholas  Form Letter   
508.  Wilson, Mary Ann  Form Letter   
509.  Winslow, Lynda  Form Letter   
510.  WinterSun, P‐A  Form Letter   
511.  Wisti, Mike  Form Letter   
512.  Wolf, Rachel  Form Letter   
513.  Wolfe, Gerry & Vicki  Form Letter   
514.  Wood, Wendell  Form Letter   
515.  Woodcock, Charlene  See Form Letter Response   
516.  Woodcock, William E.  Form Letter   
517.  Woods, James L.  Form Letter   
518.  Worthy, Crista  Form Letter   
519.  Wright, Pam  Form Letter   
520.  Wright, Sharon  Form Letter   
521.  Wuhrmann, Karin  Form Letter   
522.  York, Mark  Form Letter   
523.  Youhas, Sara  Form Letter   
524.  Yuen, Lois  Form Letter   
525.  Yurkovsky, Alexandra  Form Letter   
526.  Zarkowski, De Ann  Form Letter   
527.  Zivian, Anna  Form Letter   
528.  Zukoski, Katie  Form Letter   
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Letter 1 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, May 1, 2006 
 
 
Comment 1-1 
 
Response: Comment noted. The comment letter does not reflect that the project being 

analyzed is an existing facility and that this analysis follows construction and 
operation. The reader should refer to Section 1.1.3.1, page 1.0-8, Volume 1 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Equipment fuels were stored on the construction site 
during construction activities associated with Plant expansion. Soils near the 
storage areas were tested for contamination and remediated, if necessary. The 
current condition of the soils at the Plant and Quarry sites do not pose a threat 
to the public health or the environment, and no further investigation and/or 
remediation of the soils is required at this time.  

 
 It is unknown where the construction fuels were specifically stored. It is 

believed that they were kept to the west end of the Plant in the construction 
laydown area. Fuels were kept onsite through completion of the expansion, 
1999 to 2000. 

 
 As discussed in Section 3.10.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS (page 3.10-6), USG has 

and maintains a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC) 
that satisfies all the criteria of 40 C.F.R. § 112.1, et seq. The mitigation 
measures identified in the Draft EIR/EIS will ensure that the potential impacts 
associated with use and storage of hazardous materials at the Plant and the 
Quarry will be less than significant. 

 
The Plant maintains a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan 
(SPCC) that identifies storage areas for fuels, oils and other liquids that are 
classified as hazardous substances or materials. The SPCC indicates the 
potential flow pattern of a spilled material and the nearest storm drain/outfall 
that would be infiltrated should the containment measures fail. The Plant also 
maintains a Hazardous Response Program detailing the procedures to follow 
should a spill take place. Should a release take place, remediation will follow 
the procedures required by all applicable state and federal regulations and 
policies. 

 
 The Regional Water Quality Control Board is the governmental agency that 

regulates the SPCC. The SPCC identifies the location of hazardous material 
within the facility, which employees are properly trained to handle a spill of 
material, and also the protocol to handle a spill. 

 
 USG will comply with the law on reporting spills per applicable requirements. 

There is no known threat to environment/public safety. The SPCC plan will be 
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modified to include co-generation when and if it is installed. No further 
studies are needed since there has been no indication of contamination. 

 
Comment 1-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 1-1. 

 
Comment 1-3:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Property adjacent to the site is owned/managed by the 

Bureau of Land Management and is not known to have had any development 
or process that would store or generate hazardous materials.  

 
Comment 1-4:  
 
Response: An asbestos containing material and lead based paint survey was conducted 

on the structures to be demolished. Any necessary remediation was performed 
in compliance with California environmental regulations, policies, and laws. 
Comment regarding 8” pipeline noted and is addressed, Draft EIR/EIS page 
3.10-7. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-2, the potential 
impacts will be less than significant.  

 
 The proposed replacement of the 8” water pipeline with a new 10” pipeline 

has not been enacted, and therefore no remediation has been required. 
 
 The installation of Line #3 occurred on “virgin” land minus the pre-existing 

Midland Warehouse. The core samples taken before construction of Line #3 
were reviewed and did not indicate contamination of the soil. 

 
Comment 1-5:  
 
Response:  

All soil excavated from the site was used as backfill for other areas of the site. 
No new soil was brought to the site from other locations, and no excavated 
soil from the site was taken to other locations.  

 
Comment 1-6:  
 
Response: Noted (mentioned in Draft EIR/EIS on page 3.10-5 and 6). 
 
Comment 1-7:  
 
Response: Comment noted.  
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Comment 1-8:  
 
Response: Comment noted, The facility’s U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Identification Number is CAD982004962. 
 
Comment 1-9:  
 
Response: Comment noted. No treatment of hazardous waste occurs on-site. 
 
Comment 1-10:  
 
Response: Comment noted. No water is discharged to a storm drain. 
 
Comment 1-11:  
 
Response: Comment noted. No groundwater contamination was found or was suspected 

during construction/demolition. Should contaminated soil/groundwater be 
encountered all proper investigation and remediation procedures will be 
followed. 
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Letter 2 
Imperial Irrigation District, May 12, 2006 
 
 
Comment 2-1:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 2-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.4. 
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Letter 3 
Center for Biological Diversity, May 16, 2006 
 
 
Comment 3-1:  
 
Response: A public scoping meeting was held by the County on January 9, 2003. In 

addition, the BLM held a public scoping meeting on May 22, 2002. Written 
and oral comments received during these meetings were reviewed and 
considered by both the County and BLM in the preparation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Among other things, a list of issues to be evaluated in the Draft 
EIR/EIS was developed as a result of the scoping process. See page S-2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 Lead agencies are not required to prepare written responses to comments 

presented during the scoping process. Moreover, there is no legal requirement 
that written materials submitted to the lead agencies during the scoping 
process be included in the Draft EIR/EIS. Nonetheless, a transcript of the 
January 9, 2002 scoping meeting and written materials presented to the 
County during the scoping process are presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, 
Volume II, Appendix A-3 Scoping Materials. Additional materials submitted 
to the BLM during the federal scoping process are included in Appendix D of 
the Final EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 3-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The potential impacts of the Proposed Action on Peninsular 

bighorn sheep, water resources, and other natural resources in the area were 
evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. Regarding Peninsular bighorn sheep, see 
General Response 4.3.1. Regarding water resources, see General Responses 
4.3.4, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, and 4.3.8, and Letters 26, 27, 28-1 through 21, 29-25 
through 29-141, and 31.  

 
Comment 3-3:  
 
Response: Initially comments on the Draft EIR/EIS were due to the County on June 11, 

2006 and to BLM on June 20, 2006. In response to this commenters request as 
well as the request of others the County and BLM extended the public 
comment period to July 17, 2006. 
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Letter 4 
Public Utilities Commission, May 22, 2006 
 
 
Comment 4-1:  
 
Response: A traffic analysis was prepared for the Proposed Action See Draft EIR/EIS 

Section 3.11, and Volume II, Appendix G. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, 
the potential impact of the Proposed Action on the traffic crossing the railroad 
at the Dunaway Road crossing will be less than significant. One train per day 
passes along the railroad tracks, and this is not expected to increase as a result 
of the Plant expansion; however, the train will consist of more cars at times. 
Regarding rail corridor safety, see Response to Comment 4-2. 

 
Comment 4-2:  
 
Response: The length of Union Pacific Railroad tracks running east-west through the 

applicant’s property and behind the Plant has limited rail traffic. As a part of 
the Plant expansion, the tracks have been relocated approximately 550 feet 
south of the former centerline. Required rainwater control basins separate the 
majority of the Plant from the railroad tracks. These basins are of sufficient 
depth to discourage mobile equipment and pedestrian traffic from nearing the 
tracks. In addition, a barbed wire topped chain link fence separates the Plant 
from the railroad tracks. The only break in the fence is a 30-foot access way to 
allow mobile equipment access to the Inert Material Storage Area for 
recycling purposes. All mobile equipment is directed to stop before crossing 
the railroad tracks and required Public Utilities Commission (PUC) signs are 
posted. 
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Letter 5 
State Clearinghouse, May 24, 2006 
 
 
Comment 5-1:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Department of Toxic Substances Control comment letter 

dated May 1, 2006 and included as an enclosure appears separately as Letter 1 
of the responses. 
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Letter 6 
The Desert Protective Council, Inc., May 24, 2006 
 
 
Comment 6-1:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 3-1. 
 
Comment 6-2  
 
Response: The comment period for the Draft EIR/EIS was extended by the County and 

BLM Lead Agency to July 17, 2006. A copy of the Draft EIR/EIS was 
provided to the commenter. 
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Letter 7 
The Desert Protective Council, Inc., May 24, 2006 
 
 
Comment 7-1:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 6-2. 
 
Comment 7-2:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 6-2. 
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Letter 8 
Donna Tisdale, May 26, 2006 
 
 
Comment 8-1:  
 
Response: The comment period for the Draft EIR/EIS was extended by the County and 

BLM to July 17, 2006. See also General Response 4.3.13 (Recirculation).  
 
Comment 8-2:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 3-1. 
 
Comment 8-3: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 8-1, above. 
 
Comment 8-4:  
 
Response: A copy of the Draft EIR/EIS was provided to the commenter via a letter dated 

June 2, 2006. 
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Letter 9 
Diane Epperson, May 30, 2006 
 
 
Comment 9-1:  
 
Response: Water usage, sources and alternatives are addressed in Volume I, Section 3.3 

and Volume II, Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS. See General Response 4.3.6 
about impacts on groundwater levels and quality of USG proposed pumping. 
Regarding the assumptions and methodologies used in the analysis of 
potential impacts on groundwater, see Response to Comments Letter 27. See 
also General Response 4.3.4 regarding the potential alternative of obtaining 
water from the IID. Regarding the objectives of the 1994 Ocotillo/Nomirage 
Community Area Plan (ONCAP), see General Response 4.3.11 and Responses 
to Comments 28-22 and 28-23, among others.  

 
Comment 9-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that groundwater levels will 

continue to decline. The Proposed Action, over 80 years, will increase that 
rate of decline in some areas. With Mitigation Measures 3.3-1, impacts to 
individual well owners will be mitigated to less than significant. The Draft 
EIR/EIS concludes that impacts on the Basin will not be mitigated; see 
General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7 and 4.3.8.  

 
 Regarding water quality impacts and recharge of non-saline water, the 

discussion in the Draft EIR/EIS (p. 3.3-80) states that the amount of basin 
recharge is less than the amount of basin discharge and accordingly, that if 
water quality deterioration occurs, then it is unlikely that there would be 
sufficient influx of non‐saline water to improve water quality. As clarification 
to the Draft EIR/EIS text, if pumping results in water quality deterioration and 
continues unabated, then there is no reason to anticipate water quality 
improvement unless the pumping is reduced or discontinued, at which time 
water quality should improve, all other things remaining equal. See General 
Response 4.3.8 for perspective on this potential impact and pages 3.3-81 
through 3.3-87 of the Draft EIR/EIS describing the monitoring program to be 
implemented as part of the Proposed Action. 
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Letter 10 
Center of Biological Diversity, May 30, 2006 
 
 
Comment 10-1:  
 
Response: A copy of the Draft EIR/EIS was provided to Center of Biological Diversity 

in May 2006.  
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Letter 11 
Richard Denison, June 6, 2006 
 
 
Comment 11-1: 
 
Response: All USG wells are metered. All future USG wells will also be metered as 

required and regularly monitored by the Imperial County Groundwater 
Management Ordinance. 

 
Comment 11-2: 
 
Response: As discussed in Section 3.3.3.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS, water levels in the Basin 

are expected to decline by up to 10 feet under baseline conditions (i.e., 
without the project) over the next 80 years, and if USG were to increase 
pumping to 767 acre-feet per year, then the decline is expected to increase by 
an additional 20 to 23 feet. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS (Impact 3.3.1) 
potential impacts on adjacent wells can be mitigated to less than significant. 
See General Response 4.3.7 for discussion of impacts on groundwater storage. 
Given existing depths to groundwater, plants and animals will not be impacted 
by such drawdown. 

 
Comment 11-3: 
 
Response: It is unclear as to what non-potable water the question is referring. The use of 

groundwater from Quarry Well No. 3 is for non-potable uses such as dust 
control. Groundwater recharge or return will be minimal if detectable. It is 
highly unlikely that any groundwater return or recharge will have any impact 
on local plant or wild life. 

 
Comment 11-4:  
 
Response: The proposed use of groundwater will not have any adverse impact on plant or 

animal life. Please see, General Response 4.3.2, also sections 3.4 Vegetation 
and 3.5 Wildlife, Volume I of the Draft EIR/EIS. See also Response to 
Comment 11-3. 

 
Comment 11-5:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 11-1. The USG wells are now metered. 
 
Comment 11-6:  
 
Response: Mining operations and manufacturing facilities receive environmental 

inspections from numerous federal, state and local agencies. Such operations 
are highly regulated and frequently inspected. 
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Comment 11-7:  
 
Response: As discussed in Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 on page 3.3-71 and 3.3-72 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, should the water levels in a well in the Ocotillo area decreases 
at a rate faster than 1 foot every 8 years, the current rate of decline without the 
Project, due to the Proposed Action and there is documented reduction in the 
available water from a well, then USG will be required to mitigate the well’s 
water loss pursuant to the four possible measures specified on page 3.3-72. 

 
Comment 11-8:  
 
Response: USG has made extensive efforts to reduce water use at their operations and 

will, as opportunities present themselves with developing technologies, 
continue to utilize available resources as efficiently as possible. Additionally, 
USG has economic incentives to reduce water use to conserve energy. 

 
Comment 11-9:  
 
Response: This issue is addressed in Volume I. Section 2.5.2.3 Management of Off-

Specification Wall Board. The Plant strives to minimize the amount of off-
specification wallboard for cost and efficiency considerations. Rejected 
material from the Plaster City Plant is recycled. In fact, more off-specification 
material than created is being recycled reducing the quantity of material in the 
IMSA. 

 
Comment 11-10: 
 
Response: Plaster City is in the Coyote Wells Valley Basin, as is Ocotillo, as defined by 

the California Department of Water Resources in Bulletin 118. This is 
commonly referred to as the Ocotillo/Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. 

 
Comment 11-11: 
 
Response: Comment Noted. 
 
Comment 11-12: 
 
Response: Yes. USG’s three existing wells and the existing water pipeline to the Plant 

have been registered under the Imperial County Groundwater Management 
Ordinance and are required to have flow measuring devices. 
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Letter 12 
Joyce Denison, June 6, 2006 
 
 
Comment 12-1:  
 
Response: As discussed in Section 2.5.2.1 and 3.3.3.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS a new 

10-inch pipe would provide a more reliable water supply, minimizing line 
surges and associated leaks/ruptures, providing a quicker water system 
recovery after waterline breaks/leaks or maintenance, and improving fire 
protection at the Plant. 

 
 The “sole-source aquifer” designation is discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. USG is concerned about the water quantity and quality as well. 
 
 The potential impacts of declining water levels and associated mitigation 

measures are discussed in Section 3.3.3.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Potential 
alternatives to the Proposed Action that would involve the use of Colorado 
River water are described in Sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
are discussed in Sections 3.3.3.9 and 3.3.3.10. Additionally, see Responses to 
Letter 11. 

 
Comment 12-2:  
 
Response: The potential impacts of Quarry expansion on Peninsular bighorn sheep, 

pupfish and flat-tail horned lizard is addressed in Volume I, Section 3.5 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Background reports in support of the analysis appear in 
Volume II, Appendix C. The potential impacts of Quarry expansion on 
pupfish and flat-tail horned lizard were determined to be non-significant or 
mitigated to a level of non-significance. Also see General Responses 4.3.1, 
4.3.2, and 4.3.3. 

 
 Potential impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep are subject to a Section 7 

consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). In addition to the 
data presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, a Draft Biological Assessment of the 
Quarry expansion was prepared. The Biological Assessment has been 
submitted to BLM which is responsible for formal consultation with the 
USFWS. A determination of potential jeopardy on the Peninsular bighorn 
sheep as a result of the Proposed Action will be made by the USFWS 
including recommendations for mitigation. It should also be noted that on 
August 2, 2006 the Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat was modified by court 
order removing areas within Imperial County. This Order includes the area 
surrounding the Quarry. (Aqua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians vs. U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service) (see General Response 4.3.1). 

 
 No surface water exists on the Quarry site or its expansion area.  
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Comment 12-3:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 12-1. See General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.5. 
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Letter 13 
Michael Denison, June 7, 2006 
 
 
Comment 13-1:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 12-1. 
 
Comment 13-2:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 12-2. 
 
Comment 13-3:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 12-1. See General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.5. 
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Letter 14 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, June 7, 2006 
 
 
Comment 14-1:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The potential impacts of the Proposed Action on air quality 

are addressed in Volume I, Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Supporting 
technical documentation appears in Volume II, Appendix D. The commenter 
is correct that USG will be required to comply with the recently adopted 
Regulation VIII, Fugitive Dust Control, which will further ensure that the 
Proposed Action will not have a significant impact on air quality. A summary 
of Regulation VIII is attached as General Response 4.3.10. 
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Letter 15 
United States Department of the Interior, June 8, 2006 
 
 
Comment 15-1:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Other federal agencies besides EPA may review and 

comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The first two sentences of Section 3.1.2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS have been replaced with the following: 

 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the President’s 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) have responsibilities for 
administering, overseeing and reviewing the implementation of NEPA. 
According to EPA’s and CEQA’s guidance, a cumulative effect is the 
combined incremental effects of human activities that could pose a 
serious threat to the environment. The Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is the official federal reviewing agency for all EISs. 
According to EPA’s guidance, a cumulative effect is the combined 
incremental effects of human activities that could pose a serious threat 
to the environment. Cumulative effects are caused by the aggregate of 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and include 
both direct and indirect effects on resources. 

 
Comment 15-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See also Response to Comment 15-1. 
 
Comment 15-3:  
 
Response: Figure 3.3-6 has been revised to include a legend and scale. Figure 3.3-7 is the 

wrong figure. A correct figure is provided at the end of this document. As 
shown in the corrected Figure 3.3-7, the TDS concentrations range from about 
300 mg/L to over 54,000 mg/L. 

 
 Table 3.3-3B contained errors in the 12/01/72 and 12/03/74 entries. A 

corrected table is at the end of this document. 
 
 Figure 5-10 from the 1996 Bookman-Edmonston study shows TDS 

concentrations ranging up to 54,200 mg/L in one well. That well is in the poor 
water quality area, across the presumed Laguna Salada Fault. 

 
Comment 15-4:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Table 3.3-4 has been revised.  
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Comment 15-5:  
 
Response: Comment noted regarding comparison of Figure 3.3-5 and Figure 3.3-6. 

Systematic review of the two figures (showing simulated groundwater level 
contours for 1977 and 1996) indicates that the groundwater contours over time 
have been relationally consistent. In both, groundwater levels range from 
about 190 feet above msl near the U.S./Mexico border to about 300 feet above 
msl north of Ocotillo. Relatively steep gradients are indicated on both maps 
for the area east of Ocotillo. Figure 3.3-6 has been revised to include a legend 
and scale. 

 
Comment 15-6:  
 
Response: Corrected Figures 3.3-5 and 3.3-6 are at the end of this document. See 

Response to Comment 15-5. 
 
Comment 15-7:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 discussion of water 

level trends and recharge. See Response to Comment 27-24.
 
Comment 15-8:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.6 discussion of water quality. 
 
Comment 15-9:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The incremental cost to lift water an additional 20 feet would 

require about 30 to 40 KWH per acre-foot of water depending on the overall 
well pump efficiency. This is true regardless of the starting water level. At a 
cost of energy of $0.012 per KWH the incremental cost to lift water an 
additional 20 feet is about $3.60 to $4.80 per acre-foot. This cost is in addition 
to the current energy cost which may be over $60.00 per acre-foot in some 
parts of the area where depths to water have always been great. 

 
Comment 15-10:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Figure 3.3-17 has been replaced with a new Figure 3.3-17 

that includes additional information. The revised Figure 3.3-17 is attached. 
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Letter 16 
Department of Parks and Recreation, June 8, 2006 
 
 
Comment 16-1:  
 
Response: The impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep are addressed in Volume I, Section 

3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The project is also subject to a Section 7 
consultation on potential jeopardy to Peninsular bighorn sheep between the 
BLM and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It should be noted that the existing 
Quarry and Quarry expansion area are no longer within the critical habitat 
boundary for Peninsular bighorn sheep. The BLM acreage is no longer within 
critical habitat for the Peninsular bighorn sheep. See General Response 4.3.1. 

 
Comment 16-2:  
 
Response: Pre existing plant densities are based on field studies conducted on the site 

since 1995. Biological data is included in Volume II, Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. The extreme alkalinity of the exposed gypsum limits plant diversity 
and density. Revegetation on this site will be challenging due to both to soil 
substrate and lack of rainfall. Please refer to the March 2003 Mine 
Reclamation Plan, Appendix D, Revegetation Plan for Plaster City Quarry 
incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR/EIS. The report is available on file 
with both Imperial County and BLM. 

 
 An earlier version of the Revegetation Plan date June 2002 is included in 

Volume II of the Draft EIR/EIS Appendix C-3. The reader should refer to the 
Reclamation Plan, Appendix D, which includes a full size plot plan. 

 
Comment 16-3:  
 
Response: The Proposed Action is not a strip mine. The gypsum being removed consists 

primarily of surface exposed gypsum with alluvial sands providing 
overburden in the western extent of the expansion area. The facility is a 
typical hillside quarry. 

 
 Of the species identified in the Revegetation Plan, some are salvageable. 

These will be selected, marked, and transplanted according to the schedule 
and outlined on page 15, Appendix D, Revegetation Plan, March 2003 Mine 
Reclamation Plan referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS. Timing, monitoring and 
success criteria are addressed in the same reference. 

 
Comment 16-4:  
 
Response: Elephant trees (Bursera microphylla) occur in Anza Borrego State Park north 

of the USG site but have not been found on the site during any of the botanical 
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field surveys, Volume II, Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS. Special emphasis 
was made to find and identify special status plants, including elephant trees, 
by professional biologists. To date no elephant trees have been found on the 
project site. It is the biologist’s opinion that elephant trees are unlikely to 
occur on the site. 

 
Comment 16-5:  
 
Response: The loss of 845 acres of land within the boundary of an existing quarry 

operation in a regional context is statistically insignificant. Particularly in light 
of vegetative restoration following project completion this loss is not 
significant. It is the opinion of the document preparer that this impact will not 
contribute significantly to a cumulative loss. 

 
Comment 16-6:  
 
Response: The site has been surveyed for biological resources annually since 1995. It 

was surveyed for specific species in 2003 and 2005, specifically for this Draft 
EIR/EIS. The results are included or referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS. Most 
recent applicable studies appear in Volume II, Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 16-7:  
 
Response: The most recent proposal to list flat-tailed horned lizard as threatened was 

withdrawn in 2006 (see General Response 4.3.3). Should the flat-tailed horned 
lizard be listed as threatened or endangered, the project can be conditioned by 
the lead agencies to comply with stipulations and protocols to protect the 
species. 

 
Comment 16-8:  
 
Response: The list is presented as common species observed on the Quarry site during 

site surveys conducted up to the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. It does not 
represent observations of the surrounding areas.  

 
Comment 16-9:  
 
Response: Western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis) and pocketed free-tailed bat 

(Nyctinomops femorosaccus) may roost in the area if suitable deep rock 
crevices occur on cliffs above the gypsum outcrops proposed for Quarry 
expansion. Field biologists found no suitable crevices in the gypsum outcrops 
themselves, and the topography suggests that such crevices would not occur.  
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Comment 16-10:  
 
Response: The Fish Creek Mountains are within the Vallecito Mountain subunit of the 

Peninsular bighorn sheep range. See Response to Comment 16-10. See 
General Response 4.3.1. The Quarry has been excluded from the critical 
habitat of the Peninsular bighorn sheep. 

 
Comment 16-11:  
 
Response: The Quarry is no longer within the critical habitat for the Peninsular bighorn 

sheep. See General Response 4.3.1. Collar tracking data provided by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service does not indicate sheep activity. There is no 
evidence of lambing in the area of the Quarry. 

 
Comment 16-12:  
 
Response: Western mastiff bat, pocketed free-tailed bat, and other bat species’ roosting 

habitats are described in Barbour and Davis (1969) and Zeiner et al., Vol. 3 
(1990), both cited in the Biological Technical Report (Appendix 3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS). 

 
Comment 16-13:  
 
Response: Portions of the existing narrow-gauge rail line are within the critical habitat of 

the Peninsular bighorn sheep according to the Consent Decree described in 
General Response 4.3.1.  

 
Comment 16-14:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Please see General Response 4.3.1.  
 
Comment 16-15:  
 
Response: Mitigation Measure 3.5-1d will not lead to habitat fragmentation. It supports 

formal consultation on behalf of the BLM with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) to the extent it is required. The Section 7 process would determine 
the potential for jeopardy and help prevent fragmentation. Consultation with 
the USFWS was initiated with a Biological Assessment in February 2004. 
This determination is the USFWS’s legal responsibility. 

 
Comment 16-16:  
 
Response: The mine site has been in operation since the early 1920’s, portions of the 

mine are visible from the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. The preparer 
would argue that the existing and proposed visibility to the park remains 
limited. In an effort to further quantify assumptions in the report a line of site 
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viewshed analysis was prepared for the existing quarry and the proposed 
quarry at completion. See Figure 16-1 following this response. The highest 
point of disturbance was utilized as the viewshed target with an eight (8) mile 
radius. The line of site analysis is graphically represented in Figure 16-1 
attached. 

 
 The existing Shoveler Quarry is currently visible within (19,140 acres) 

13.7 percent of the viewshed radius. Most of this is to the north of the site. 
Approximately one third of this visibility is within the Anza-Borrego Desert 
State Park or 0.97 percent of the existing park area (5,800 acres of visibility 
within a 600,000-acre park area). 

 
 Existing Quarry 1A, which sits on the western face of the Fish Creek 

Mountains is sheltered from visual exposure to the north but contributes to 
viewshed impacts within the wash and the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park to 
the west. The area of visibility within the park is approximately 5,023 acres or 
0.84 percent of the existing park area. 

 
 Total existing visibility from within the park from both the Shoveler and 

Quarry 1A operations is approximately 7,340 acres or 1.2 percent of the park 
area. 

 
 The proposed Quarry, which appears in detail in Figure 2.0-13 of Volume 1, 

Draft EIR/EIS was simulated at completion in Figure 16-1. It will contribute 
additional disturbance to the viewshed including visibility to the park. This is 
estimated as an increase in area of 225 acres or 0.06 percent over the existing 
conditions. 

 
 The total visible area upon project completion to the park is approximately 

7,565 acres of visible disturbance on approximately 1.26 percent of the park 
area. An increase in existing visibility of 0.06 percent. 

 
 The preparer would continue to argue that the view of the proposed Quarry is 

substantially obliterated by the location and that impacts to surrounding 
viewshed although present are both physically and statistically nonsignificant. 

 
 The park has indicated their concern for any alteration to landscape outside of 

the park and within their viewshed regardless of degree. The Lead Agency 
should consider this concern in their deliberation. 

 
Comment 16-17:  
 
Response: It is understood that open camping and park use is permitted throughout the 

600,000-acre park. See Response to Comment 16-16 above. 
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Comment 16-18:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 16-16 above. Since 1970 the existing area of 

disturbance at the Quarry (338.5 acres) has increased by approximately 
129.6 acres or approximately 38 percent. The planned Quarry expansion is 
845.2 acres, approximately 2.5 times the existing disturbance. Refer to Table 
1, Page 12 of the Mine Reclamation Plan and Table 2.0-1, page 2.0-9, 
Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 16-19:  
 
Response: A Cultural Resources Survey was conducted on the pipeline alignment and 

Quarry. This included Native American Consultation. This included a sacred 
lands search and contact with Native Americans listed by the Native 
American Heritage Commission. The search did not identify any Native 
American cultural resources within or near the project. No trails or trail 
systems identified within the project study area. The results of pedestrian 
surveys are provided in Volume I, Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
archaeological investigation appears in Volume II, Appendix E of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Pacific Legacy Incorporated’s archaeological investigation included a search 
of records for cultural resources and sacred lands from two different sources, 
the Southeast Information Center at the Imperial Valley College Desert 
Museum and the Native American Heritage Commission. The searches did 
not identify any cultural resources or culturally sensitive areas within or near 
the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the expansion of the Plaster City (Fish 
Creek) Quarry. All groups identified in the sacred lands search were contacted 
(see Appendix F, Volume II of the Draft EIR/EIS, Appendix B, Native 
American Consultation, page 34). 
 
Only one cultural resource site, USG-01, was identified within the APE for 
the Fish Creek Quarry expansion. The site consists of a circular structure 
associated with a historic trash scatter. The Fish Creek Quarry area has been 
in operation since the early 1920s. During the early years of operation a 
bunkhouse/cookhouse was provided for employees at the quarry due to the 
isolated location of the quarry with respect to the Plaster City manufacturing 
plant site and lack of easy access from nearby towns, such as Westmorland 
and Brawley. Over the years, employees and trespassers have used the desert 
lands owned by USG for recreation.  
 
A former USG Quarry Manager kept a camping trailer on USG property, 
south of the existing active quarry area. The site, locally known as the “Lizard 
Club”, consists of a concrete pad and a ramada that provided shade for the 
trailer. 
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The APE does not include any land disturbances on the slopes of the west end 
of the Fish Creek Mountains. However, there are other patented gypsum 
claims, owned by National Gypsum Company, that are located in the vicinity. 
 
The presence of “trails” on the west slopes of the Fish Creek Mountains may 
be of an origin other than Native Americans. Illegal immigrants commonly 
cross the southern portion of the Fish Creek Mountains. Quarry personnel 
commonly contact the U. S. Border Patrol regarding persons who are 
discovered in the vicinity of the Quarry. The “trails” also may be related to the 
movement of animals. 

 
Comment 16-20:  
 
Response: The generalized geologic map shown in Figure 3.2-3 is reproduced from Plate 

20 in the California Division of Mines Bulletin 163, Gypsum in California by 
William E. Ver Planck, 1952. The attribution to Ver Planck is shown in the 
upper right corner of the plate. This publication has been the definitive 
description and summary of gypsum deposits in California for many years. 
The stratigraphic nomenclature was appropriate and correct at the time of 
publication. The exposure of gypsum during more than 80 years of quarrying, 
diamond core drilling programs, and field geologic mapping has not 
significantly changed the generalized geology as shown in Figure 3.2-3. 
Additional proprietary geological mapping during the course of quarrying has 
upheld the basic geology defined by Ver Planck. The figure was attributed to 
Ver Planck (1952) rather than Dibblee (1954) as indicated in the letter from 
the California Department of Parks and Recreation. 

 
The legend in Figure 3.2-4 has been corrected. The age of the Fish Creek 
Gypsum should be Miocene rather than Pliocene. The cross-section needs to 
be redrawn to reflect the reclamation of the outcrop gypsum as well as the 
wash deposits. Also, the cross-section will be revised to reflect the actual 
geological conditions.  
 
Numerous geologists have studied the age and origin of the Fish Creek 
Gypsum as well as the underlying and overlying rocks. There are varied 
estimates of the age of the Fish Creek Gypsum within the Miocene and 
Pliocene, as shown below. Numerous references were reviewed, including 
those referred to in the letter from the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, to compile the age and stratigraphic position of the Fish Creek 
Gypsum. For example, 
 
• The gypsum was assigned to the upper most part of the Miocene Split 

Mountain Formation and overlain by the Imperial Formation (Ver Planck 
1952); 

• Index species of calcareous nanoplankton extracted from clay seams 
interbedded with gypsum indicates a shallow marine origin for the Fish 
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Creek Gypsum with an age of 3.4 to 6.3 Ma for the gypsum (Dean 1996). 
Ms. Marlene Dean worked for USG, logging diamond drill core from 
extensive drilling of outcrop gypsum and subsurface gypsum in the 
mid-1980s and the work was used in the preparation of her M. S. thesis at 
San Diego State University. 

• Tentative placement of the Miocene-Pliocene boundary in the overlying 
Latrania Formation suggests that the age of the Fish Creek Gypsum as 5.5 
to 6.3 Ma, as published in Winker and Kidwell (1996), and included in 
Figure 3 of Dorsey (2005) as published in “Stratigraphy, Tectonics, and 
Basin Evolution in the Anza-Borrego Desert Region” Geology, July 15, 
2005. 

• The Fish Creek Gypsum occurs at the base of the Miocene Latrania 
Formation with an age of 5.5 to 6.3 Ma (Dorsey 2005), based upon a 
stratigraphic column compiled from Winker and Kidwell (1996). The age 
of the gypsum is based upon biostratigraphy. 

• In a poster titled “Chronology of Late Miocene to Early Pliocene 
sedimentation at Split Mountain Gorge, Western Salton Trough: 
Implications for Development of the Pacific-North America Plate 
Boundary” prepared by Rebecca J. Dorsey, Amy L. Fluette, Bernard A. 
Housen, Kristin A McDougall, Susanne U. Janecke, Gary J. Axen, and 
Catherine Shirvell the stratigraphic relationship of the Fish Creek Gypsum 
is described as below: 
• The Fish Creek Gypsum is shown in a stratigraphic section (Figure 5. 

Fish Creek – Vallecito Section) as occurring at the contact of the Split 
Mountain Group and the Imperial Group. 

• The gypsum overlies the subaerial sturzstrom (lower megabreccia or 
Split Mountain sturzstrom at the top of the Split Mountain Group and 
beneath marine turbidites of the Lycium Member of the Latrania 
Formation. The Miocene – Pliocene age transition occurs at the upper 
contact of a megabreccia (subaqueous sturzstrom) between the Lycium 
Member and Wind Caves Member. In this context, the gypsum is well 
within Miocene age sediments. 

• A note on Figure 5 of Dorsey (2005) also states that the Miocene – 
Pliocene boundary is placed at the top of the upper megabreccia based 
upon microfossils.  

 
In Figure 3.2-3 the gypsum is not depicted as lying above the Imperial 
Formation. On the east side of the valley the extensive gypsum outcrops occur 
either directly above granitic basement rocks or above the Gray member of the 
Split Mountain Formation, which is the lower megabreccia, (Split Mountain 
sturzstrom of Dorsey, et al. 2005).  

 
Page 3.2-24 (Impact 3.2-2) – The Imperial Formation overlies the Fish Creek 
Gypsum rather than underlies it as described. In the areas containing 
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quarryable gypsum resources the Imperial Formation is absent due to erosion. 
Where encountered in relatively deep diamond drill holes in the central part of 
the unnamed alluvial wash the presence of the Imperial Formation has a 
detrimental effect on the hydration of the underlying evaporate sequence. 
Where the Imperial Formation is present, generally at a depth of about 
300 feet or greater, almost the entire thickness of the Fish Creek Gypsum 
consists of anhydrite. The capping of Imperial Formation acts as an aquitard 
to prevent the infiltration of groundwater for the hydration of anhydrite to 
gypsum. 

 
Comment 16-21:  
 
Response: The commenter states that there is no definitive evidence that the initial 

deposition of gypsum occurred in a marine environment. However, 
information from the same sources that is used to address the stratigraphic 
position and nomenclature of the Fish Creek Gypsum clearly states that the 
sediments are of marine origin (Dean 1996). The lack of calcite, dolomite, and 
halite within the gypsum deposit does not eliminate its origin as a marine 
deposit. In the normal sequence of precipitation of salts from seawater 
gypsum is one of the earliest precipitates (following calcite) and halite is one 
of the final precipitates. In an idealized evaporite depositional basin, gypsum 
would form one of the outer rings and halite would form one of the innermost 
rings or center of the Basin. However, almost all of these same gypsum 
deposits contain minor amounts of disseminated magnesium and sodium 
chlorides and/or sulfates. Impurities of clay are a common source of chloride 
minerals. The negatively charged chloride ions are attracted to clay particles. 
Anhydrite (CaSO4) converts to gypsum (CaSO4•2H2O) in the presence of 
groundwater. During the hydration process there is a 26 percent volumetric 
expansion and a “salty” halo generally forms in the adjacent gypsum.  

 
The lack of calcite and dolomite are unusual, but not evidence of a non-marine 
origin. Depending upon the initial water chemistry calcite would normally be 
the initial evaporite mineral to form. Dolomite begins to form as the ratio of 
calcium and magnesium ions in the water changes. The Mississippian 
Maccrady Formation, mined for almost 200 years in Virginia has very little 
calcium carbonate associated with the gypsum. USG underground mined these 
deposits from the early 1900s until 1999.  
 
Thick beds of celestite are not known in the Fish Creek Gypsum deposit. 
However, the outlying outcropping of gypsum to the north of the Fish Creek 
Wash and located within the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park contains 
celestite and was quarried on a small scale during World War II. Seawater 
contains many dissolved mineral constituents, including strontium. Strontium 
is able to substitute for calcium in the crystal lattice for gypsum and anhydrite. 
Where the majority of the anions are strontium, the mineral celestite, 
(strontium sulfate (SrSO4)) may form. The presence of celestite in the Fish 
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Creek Gypsum is not an indicator of a non-marine or hydrothermal origin 
for the gypsum. 

 
Subaqueous hydrothermal origin – The Fish Creek Gypsum is not the first 
and/or only gypsum deposit to have been postulated to be of hydrothermal 
origin. Gypsum in the Pliocene Boleo Formation near Santa Rosalia, Baja 
California Sur, Mexico was postulated to be of hydrothermal origin 
(submarine springs) in 1930 (Touwaide, M. E. 1930, Origin of the Boleo 
copper deposit, Lower California, Mexico: Economic Geology, v. 25, p. 113-
144 and Wilson, Ivan F. 1955, Geology and mineral deposits of the Boleo 
Coper District, Baja California, Mexico: U. S. Geol. Survey Prof. Paper 273, 
p. 28). 
  
Regardless of whether the gypsum formed from the normal precipitation of 
gypsum in a sabkha, lagoonal, or basin environment the ultimate origin is 
marine. If of hydrothermal origin then the deposits formed from the reaction 
of hydrothermal fluids and seawater. If formed in sabkha, lagoonal, or basin 
environment then gypsum formed from the concentration of the mineral 
constituents of seawater through evaporation, thus resulting in the 
precipitation of gypsum either directly from the seawater (basin or lagoonal) 
or by evaporative reflux through tidal flat sediments and precipitation within 
the interstices from highly-concentrated pore fluids.  

 
The conduits of “insoluble anhydrite” that sporadically occur within the Fish 
Creek Gypsum are believed to be of post-depositional hydrothermal origin. 
The “insoluble anhydrite” is actually the mineral bassanite, a non-reactive, 
naturally calcined gypsum sulfate hemihydrate. Similar features occur within 
other gypsum deposits.  

 
There is no occurrence of “thick beds of celestite” or strontium sulfate in the 
Fish Creek Quarry area. Celestite has been found only on the Roberts and 
Peeler property, an outlier of gypsum, north of the Fish Creek Quarry. This 
property is wholly within the Anza Borrego Desert State Park and was worked 
during World War II for strontium. The presence of celestite does not prove a 
hydrothermal origin for the Fish Creek Gypsum.  

 
Comment 16-22:  
 
Response: The quarrying of gypsum in the Fish Creek Quarry will not deprive the 

geological or scientific communities of depositional and mineralogical 
information necessary for the understanding of the origin of the Fish Creek 
Gypsum. There are other occurrences of the Fish Creek Gypsum in the 
general area of the Fish Creek Quarry that are neither owned or controlled by 
the applicant and are not involved in the scope of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
National Gypsum Company, a mining company based in Charlotte, NC, owns 
patented placer mining claims covering a significant area of outcropping of 
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the Fish Creek Gypsum. The claims are completely surrounded (inholdings) 
within the federally designated Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness Area and 
are located on the crest of the Split Mountain Anticline. The Roberts and 
Peeler gypsum/celestite deposit, located about 1-mile north of the Fish Creek 
Quarry, is wholly located within the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park and 
therefore protected from any extractive activities. 

 
Comment 16-23:  
 

Response: In Impact 3.2-2 on page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS the last 
sentence at the bottom of the page has an error. The sentence “However, 
because this formation lies below the gypsum formation being quarried” 
should be modified to state “However, because this formation lies above the 
gypsum formation being quarried” to correct the inaccurate stratigraphic 
sequence of the Fish Creek Gypsum and the overlying Imperial Formation. 
 
In the context of the Draft EIR/EIS the statement that “there are no significant 
paleontological resources within the impacted geological formations” is 
defensible. The Fish Creek Gypsum is the only fossiliferous geological 
formation that is in the vicinity of the quarrying operations in the Fish Creek 
Quarry. Since quarrying began in the early 1920s extraction has been confined 
to the prominent outcroppings of gypsum along the eastern side of the 
unnamed alluvial wash. 
 
The assemblage of microfossils and pollen within the Fish Creek Gypsum 
listed in the public comment response letter from the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation and attributed to Dean (1988) and Jefferson and Lindsay 
(2006) is printed verbatim from Tables 1 and 2 in the Appendix of the book 
Fossil Treasures of the Anza-Borrego Desert. The fossil assemblage listed 
occurs within the Fish Creek Gypsum, but not specifically in the areas 
included in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
The commenters statement that “Any invertebrate or vertebrate macrofossils 
from these formations would be highly significant” is not supported by the 
fossil assemblage quoted in the list attached to the California Department of 
Parks and Recreation and the book Fossil Treasures of the Anza-Borrego 
Desert. The fossil assemblage listed includes a comprehensive list of fossils 
found within the Fish Creek Gypsum. 
 
Dean (1988) identified the fossils as occurring within thin beds of clay within 
the gypsum, rather than specifically in the gypsum. Ms. Dean managed a 
diamond core drilling program during part of her graduate education at San 
Diego State University. Ms Dean logged drill cores from areas of the active 
and future quarrying areas. Fossils present in the gypsum and/or interbedded 
clay beds include dinoflagellates and calcareous nannoplankton. In addition, 
the Fish Creek Gypsum contains pollen from several terrestrial species of 
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trees (cypress, cedar, juniper, redwood, sequoia, pine, spruce, fir, and walnut) 
and flowers (mallow, sunflower, and evening primrose). The pollen within the 
gypsum and/or clay would have been deposited by aeolian processes (wind 
borne) from plants or episodic influxes of suspended solids in muddy water 
from terrestrial sources. The pollen is not associated with the hypersaline, 
marine, or even hydrothermal conditions in which the gypsum was deposited. 

 
The principal fossiliferous stratigraphic unit in the Fish Creek area, the 
Imperial Formation, has not been affected by more than 80 years of quarrying 
activities. The Imperial Formation is not present on the east side of the 
unnamed wash. As the gypsum dips westward beneath Quaternary alluvium in 
the unnamed wash the Imperial Formation is partially preserved on top of the 
Fish Creek Gypsum at a depth of about 300 feet or greater. Where the 
Imperial Formation has been encountered in diamond core drilling the 
underlying Fish Creek Gypsum is predominantly composed of anhydrite and 
thus not recoverable for manufacturing wallboard. However, the economic 
limit of stripping the alluvial overburden (sand, gravel, and boulders from 
episodic flash flooding) for quarrying gypsum is 100 feet. Any recovery of 
gypsum beneath more than 100 feet of alluvial overburden would have to be 
done by underground methods and would not affect the overlying Imperial 
Formation. 

 
Comment 16-24:  
 
Response: Extensive core drilling and mapping of the gypsum outcrops indicates that the 

gypsum on the east side of the unnamed wash was deposited: 
(1) unconformably upon a basement terrain of “granitic” igneous rocks or 
(2) upon an irregular terrain of igneous boulders representing subaerial 
landslides. In most cases the gypsum is separated from the underlying rock by 
a sequence of thin gypsum beds interbedded with arkose, white sand (aeolian 
deposit?), and clay. 

 
The quarry benches are developed and extended downward and laterally until 
the minimum purity of gypsum required for manufacturing products is 
encountered. In many cases, the lower part of the evaporite sequence is 
composed of anhydrite or a mixture of gypsum and anhydrite that is of too 
low quality for use in the various products shipped directly from the Fish 
Creek Quarry or calcined and used for manufacturing wallboard at the Plaster 
City Plant. In other cases, an interbedded mixture of lithologies described in 
the paragraph above defines the practical cutoff for quarrying. 
 
In either case, the lowermost portion of the Fish Creek Gypsum and 
underlying sediments are generally preserved because they are not quarryable 
due to the low gypsum purity and/or the geometry of quarry bench 
development. 
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Comment 16-25:  
 
Response: The presence of in situ paleontological resources in the Fish Creek Gypsum 

and overlying Imperial Formation has already been well documented. 
Therefore no more additional surveys are required. Studies of the fossil 
assemblage in the Fish Creek Gypsum has been published by Dean (1988) and 
Jefferson and Lindsay (2006). 
 
The assemblage of microfossils and pollen within the Fish Creek Gypsum 
listed by the commenter is printed verbatim from Tables 1 and 2 in the 
Appendix of the book Fossil Treasures of the Anza-Borrego Desert. See 
Response to Comment 16-23. 
 
The nature and origin of the geologic formations on-site is such that no 
significant paleontological resources would be expected to exist. The gypsum 
occurs stratigraphically above igneous/metamorphic basement rock or 
megabreccia at the top of the Split Mountain Group. The overlying Fish Creek 
Gypsum contains a well documented fossil assemblage, consisting of 
microfossils and pollen. The gypsum is overlain by the Imperial Formation. 

 
Comment 16-26:  
 
Response: The pipeline right-of-way from the Westside canal to the Plaster City Plant, if 

implemented, will be subjected to CEQA review including cultural and 
paleontological review prior to authorization. An alignment must be selected, 
engineered and submitted to the County for consideration. This would 
potentially appear as a supplement or amendment to this document. 

 
Comment 16-27: 
 
Response: Request noted. 
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Letter 17 
Southern California Association of Governments, June 8, 2006 
 
 
Comment 17-1:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS Volume II includes SCAG’s scoping letter and 

attachments. See Volume I, Section 3, Land Use. Additionally, the Project is 
not particularly relevant to any SCAG policies. However, the Regional 
Comprehensive Plan is considered through the application of the local General 
Plan. SCAG requests in its scoping letter of January 2002 that the Project be 
compared to local and regional plans for consistency. SCAG outlines areas of 
plan guidelines and policies that may be applicable. These include: 
 
Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide (RCPG) 2.02 timing, financing and location of public facilities, 
utility systems and transportation systems. The proposed Project incorporates 
private facilities, utilities and transportation systems. All of these systems 
excluding the IID canal water alternatives are non-public. They also have no 
relationship to growth or growth policies. Impacts to water systems and 
groundwater are addressed in Section 3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality, 
Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Responses to Comments in this Final 
EIR/EIS document. 
 
Transportation plan policies including mitigation to acceptable levels and 
utilizing existing systems are considered in Section 3.11 Traffic and 
Circulation, Volume I, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Proposed Action would have 
no impact on existing transportation systems. No control measures where 
proposed. 
 
The proposed activities take place in a rural setting with minimal development 
beyond immediate utility infrastructure. The relevance to urban landform 
impacts beyond the County’s General Plan is not addressed. GMC 3.10 – 
“support local jurisdiction’s actions to minimize red tape and expedite the 
permitting process to maintain economic vitality and competiveness” would 
conflict with the analysis effort undertaken by this review effort, which 
requires a review and analysis of modifications to a previously reviewed, 
permitted and constructed facility. 
 
SCAG regional quality of life policies and goals are urban in orientation. The 
Draft EIR/EIS does address impacts to development both existing and 
projected in the Ocotillo area in relationship to pumping groundwater and 
impacts to existing water users (the principal issue of this analysis). 
 
The proposed Project is consistent with the County’s General Plan document 
and local air district directives. Air quality impacts are addressed in 
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Section 3.6, Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Regional and local plans are the 
jurisdiction of the local lead agencies. Impacts to planning policies and 
guidelines are addressed in the Section 3.8, Land Use, Volume 1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and determined to be non-significant. 
 
In regard to water quality GMC 11.07, the Proposed Action is consistent with 
the policy. The impacts are addressed in Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Volume I of the Draft EIR/EIS. Water quality and quantity impacts 
and alternatives are the primary focus of this draft and final impact analysis. 
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Letter 18 
Coyote Valley Mutual Water Company, June 12, 2006 
 
 
Comment 18-1:  
 
Response: While the comment draws parallels between the proposed increase in USG 

pumping near Ocotillo and the historical pumping near Yuha Estates and 
export to Mexico, significant hydrogeologic differences exist between the two 
areas; see General Response 4.3.6. With regard to impacts on nearby wells of 
overdraft and potential water quality deterioration, the Draft EIR/EIS 
concludes that the impacts are significant, but can be mitigated to less than 
significant. Specifically, water levels in the Basin are expected to decline by 
up to 10 feet under baseline conditions (i.e., without the project) over the next 
80 years, and if USG were to increase pumping to 767 acre-feet per year, then 
the decline is expected to increase by an additional 20 to 23 feet. The 
thickness of the Basin in the Ocotillo area is approximately 460-500 feet, and 
the expected additional drawdown is minor in relation to the overall thickness 
of the aquifer. An additional projected 20 to 23-foot decline in groundwater 
level would not have an adverse impact on any special status plant or animal 
species because the depth to groundwater in the Ocotillo area currently ranges 
from about 100 to 160 feet below ground surface.  

 
 With regard to other water sources, see General Response 4.3.4. The Draft 

EIR/EIS addresses the possibility of utilizing alternative water resources (e.g., 
Imperial Irrigation District water and groundwater in the Plaster City area). 
However, aquifer pumping test results showed that the hydraulic conductivity 
of the groundwater in the vicinity of the Plant was low (0.4 to 0.5 ft/day), and 
because that aquifer is relatively thin (less than 300 feet thick), a larger 
number of wells would be needed over a larger area to provide the quantity of 
water needed for USG’s operation. And, more significantly, water quality data 
from ATS Laboratories showed that groundwater sodium chloride 
concentrations are much higher than is acceptable for use in the Plaster City 
Plant. Lab results show TDS of 9,678 mg/l and a specific conductivity of 
13,700. Field specific conductivity measurements, which estimate the total 
dissolved solids, taken during the pumping tests remained high and generally 
unchanged to the end of the tests. Chloride is a problem with wallboard 
production. Lab results showed chloride concentrations to be 3,258 mg/l. Thus 
the consideration of the use of this water on a blending basis with other waters 
of lower salinity is impractical due to the excessively high salinity of this 
water. Only a very small amount of this poor water could be used, if any. 

 
 Regarding the Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Plan (ONCAP) the reader 

should refer to General Response 4.3.11 and Responses to Comments 28-22 
and 28-23. 
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 Water is not used to “wash” wallboard. See Response to Comment 25-8. 
  
Comment 18-2:  
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.7. With regard to impacts on the Basin 

of overdraft and potential water quality deterioration, the Draft EIR/EIS 
concludes that the impacts are significant and cannot be mitigated. This 
acknowledges overdraft—which is defined on a basin-wide basis—and the 
fact that increased pumping would increase overdraft. Overdraft is evidenced 
in the Basin by declining groundwater levels (see General Response 4.3.7). 
The decline in storage is small relative to the overall storage in the Basin; 
nonetheless, the decline in storage itself is an adverse impact, representing 
sustained depletion of a shared resource. See General Response 4.3.6 for 
discussion of potential impacts on groundwater quality.  

 
With regard to restoration of Basin water quality, a discussion in the Draft 
EIR/EIS states that the amount of Basin recharge is less than the amount of 
Basin discharge and accordingly, if water quality deterioration occurs, then it 
is unlikely that there would be sufficient influx of non‐saline water to improve 
water quality. As clarification to the Draft EIR/EIS text, if pumping results in 
water quality deterioration and continues unabated, then there is no reason to 
anticipate water quality improvement unless the pumping is reduced or 
discontinued, at which time water quality should improve, all other things 
remaining equal. The rate and degree of improvement is not known. 
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Letter 19 
Desert Protective Council, July 8, 2006 
 
 
Comment 19-1:  
 
Response: U.S. Gypsum Company, its parent USG Corporation and USG’s domestic 

(U.S.) subsidiaries filed for bankruptcy protection on June 25, 2001 in the 
United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware because of 
mounting asbestos litigation. USG’s Plan of Reorganization was confirmed by 
the Court on June 16, 2006 and became effective on June 20, 2006. A trust 
was created to handle all asbestos claims, which is now fully funded. All other 
creditors were paid in full. The commenters inference that the bankruptcy was 
in response to a court decision concerning Plaster City environmental review 
is not accurate. 

 
Comment 19-2:  
 
Response: Air quality is discussed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The local and 

regional impacts to air quality based on the net new emissions were reviewed, 
analyzed and documented. Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
(PM10) is expected to be reduced by approximately 51 tons per year at the 
Quarry due to additional controls including enclosures, baghouses, and 
paving. Therefore, as compared to baseline, the Project will have a PM10 
benefit. Increase emissions from trucks and railroad are discussed in Section 
3.6, Air Quality, page 3.6-36. See General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 19-3:  
 
Response: Volume I, Sections 3.4 and 3.5 address impacts associated with vegetation and 

wildlife. This includes a discussion of desert pupfish beginning on 
page 3.5-15 and continuing through the section with impacts addressed 
beginning on page 3-32 and illustrated on Figures 3.5-4 and 3.5-5 and 
Table 3.5-2. The project will not cause “unmitigable damage” (sic) to desert 
pupfish. In fact, the impacts to pupfish are insignificant. Alternatives to the 
Proposed Action are also addressed in this section. The reader should also 
refer to General Response 4.3.2 on pupfish. 

 
Comment 19-4:  
 
Response: With regard to impacts on groundwater, the Draft EIR/EIS indicates that water 

levels in the Basin are expected to decline by up to 10 feet under baseline 
conditions (i.e., without the project) over the next 80 years, and if USG were 
to increase pumping to 767 acre-feet per year, then the decline is expected to 
increase by an additional 20 to 23 feet. See also 4.3.7 for discussion of the 
water balance of the groundwater basin, which presents several estimates of 
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recharge to the groundwater basin ranging from 1,077 AF/Yr to 2,631 AF/Yr 
under recent conditions. See also General Response 4.3.4 for water supply 
alternatives and 4.3.5 for groundwater management. 

 
Comment 19-5: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 19-6:  
 
Response: Comment noted. USG is in the process of applying for the right to use IID 

water. The feasibility of using IID water has not been determined. Using only 
IID water is likely not feasible and would create additional adverse 
environmental impacts. See also General Response 4.3.4 for water supply 
alternatives. 

 
Comment 19-7:  
 
Response: The commenter refers to a “history of failure of revegetation schemes.” No 

evidence for such claim is provided and the allegation appears to be general, 
not specifically to USG. Mine reclamation is regulated by the State Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA). It is administrated by the County 
with oversight by the California Department of Conservation, Office of Mine 
Reclamation. Mining and reclamation are monitored annually with reporting 
to the State. Reclamation commitments are conditioned by the County and 
bonded for performance. Projected reclamation costs are reviewed annually. 
In the event of non-performance the County may attach the bond and 
complete closure and reclamation independent of the operator. 

 
Comment 19-8:  
 
Response: Cultural resources are addressed in Volume I, Section 3.8, Cultural Resources 

and Volume II, Appendix E of the Draft EIR/EIS. Paleontological resources 
are addressed in Volume I, Section 3.2, Geology. A discussion of 
paleontological impacts begins on page 3.2-24 and continues through the end 
of the section. Inventories of cultural resources are typically referenced but 
excluded from Draft EIR/EIS to prevent identification leading to disturbance. 

 
Comment 19-9:  
 
Response: Artificial light and glare are addressed in Volume I, Section 3.7, Visual 

Resources of the Draft EIR/EIS. Impact analysis begins on page 3.7-22 for 
each of the alternatives. Presumably, night lighting would tend to attract 
nocturnal insects toward the light sources and these, in turn would tend to 
attract foraging bats. We know of no particular effects of increased lighting on 
reptiles. More generally, animals (including reptiles) respond to disturbances 
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(including increased lighting) by avoiding the disturbance. General 
disturbance impacts have been fairly well-documented for a few species 
including deer, small mammals, some reptiles, and some birds. Most species 
exhibit a "flight" response to disturbance resulting in temporary, or if 
disturbance is constant, permanent displacement. Large animals may alter 
movements for 1-2 days after exposure to noise disturbance. If the noise 
occurs on a schedule, deer may avoid the area during noisy times and return 
when the noise is gone. If the animals are exposed repeatedly to the same 
noise stimulus without harassment, the response declines. Increased noise and 
lighting would likely expand the existing zone of disturbance with reduced 
numbers of animals and a lower diversity of species near the mine and 
facilities. 

 
 This effect would be less pronounced for the Plant where wildlife disturbance 

is less likely. The Plant does produce light and glare that is not expected to 
significantly change with the proposed expansion/modernization. 

 
 This existing and expanded facility minimally contributes to a cumulative 

urban glow along with every light source within the region. Although 
cumulative, the project does not generate a significant increase in light. In 
comparison to nearby urban areas like San Diego and Orange County this 
region still maintains much of the dark night qualities associated with rural or 
unhabited areas. 

 
Comment 19-10:  
 
Response: Compatibility with wilderness areas, specifically the Anza Borrego State Park 

is addressed in Volume I, Section 3.9, Land Use, page 3.9-11. It is also 
addressed in Sections 3.7, Visual Resources and in response to comments. The 
visual resources section has been revised based on State Park comments. The 
impacts are determined to be less than significant. 

 
Comment 19-11:  
 
Response: Volume I, Section 3.4, Vegetation and 3.5, Wildlife address the issues of 

impacts on endangered and threatened species. Peninsular bighorn sheep, 
desert tortoise, flat-tailed horned lizard are all addressed in these sections. 
Technical reports appear in Volume II, Appendix C. The Project is also 
subject to a Section 7 consultation on impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep 
between BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The reader should also 
refer to General Responses 4.3.1 through 4.3.3. 

 
 The BLM will consult as required with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

regarding federally listed endangered species. The Project site is outside the 
known geographic range of the desert tortoise and would not affect desert 
tortoises or designated critical habitat (Draft EIR/EIS p. 3.5-34 and Appendix 
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C-1 p. 9). The Project site is well outside mapped Desert Tortoise Recovery 
Units and proposed Desert Wildlife Management Areas as mapped in the 
Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (Desert Tortoise Recovery Team 1994, pp. 23 
and 39-42). The proposed Project would not conflict with the Desert Tortoise 
Recovery Plan or necessitate consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service regarding desert tortoise. 

 
Comment 19-12:  
 
Response: There are no impacts to the desert pupfish. Please refer to response 19-3 

above. Also see General Response 4.3.2. 
 
Comment 19-13:  
 
Response: No action alternative is included in the resource sections and Volume I, 

Section 2.6, Alternatives to the proposed action, page 2.6-2 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 20 
Edie Harmon, July 10, 2002 
 
 
This letter is a 2002 response to the NOI for the proposed EIS to be prepared on the United 
States Gypsum Company Expansion/Modernization project, it predates this Draft EIR/EIS 
publication of April 2006 by three years and nine months. It is not a comment to the Draft 
EIR/EIS, it was resubmitted to the County in May 2006 for consideration as a comment to the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Comments to the NOI are not relevant to the contents of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 
letter was not modified, revised or referenced to the Draft EIR/EIS. Many of the comments are 
not relevant to the current comment procedure and are responded to with “comment noted.” 
When the comment can be referenced to a specific section of the Draft EIR/EIS the citation is 
provided. In some cases the issues are expressed in formal comment letters. These responses are 
also referenced. 
 
Comment 20-1:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS was published in April 2006 and 

circulated for comment. The operation was not halted or scaled back prior to 
publication. See General Response 4.3.1 regarding Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
See General Responses 4.3.4, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, and 4.3.7 concerning the use of 
water from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. 

 
Comment 20-1(a):  
 
Response: USG assisted in making the Quarry tour possible. The County and BLM 

appreciate the opportunity to visit the site as well. 
 
Comment 20-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The NOI is included in Volume II, Appendix A, Public 

Notifications A-2 federal notification, Notice of Intent. 
 
Comment 20-3:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-4:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response Peninsular bighorn sheep 4.3.1 and 

desert pupfish 4.3.2. Maps are provided in the Draft EIR/EIS as cited in 
discussions of Peninsular bighorn sheep and desert pupfish. The project 
components are spread over significant distances. One map showing all 
components cannot also provide area details. Smaller area maps allow for 
more details. 
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Comment 20-5:  
 
Response: See Volume I, Section 3.5, Wildlife, in the Draft EIR/EIS and General 

Response Peninsular bighorn sheep 4.3.1. Property holdings within the Quarry 
including claim boundaries are clearly identified in Figure 2.0-6, page 2.0-19 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. It is also described for the Quarry in the June 2003 
Reclamation Plan. The Proposed Action is described in the Draft EIR/EIS and 
not reported verbal statements. 

 
Comment 20-6:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-4. Flat-tailed horned lizard is addressed in 

Volume I, Section 3.5, Wildlife of the Draft EIR/EIS, with discussion 
beginning on page 3.5-16. Also see General Response 4.3.3. 

 
Comment 20-7:  
 
Response: The site hydrology is described in Volume I, Section 3.3, Hydrology and 

Water Quality of the Draft EIR/EIS. Two groundwater basins, Ocotillo-
Coyote Wells for the Plant and another one for Quarry Well No. 3, are 
affected. 

 
Comment 20-8:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS and Final EIR/EIS contain descriptions of 

and maps depicting the “project vicinity.” The Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin has served the Plant and Quarry operations, including the 
company village, swimming pool, irrigation and dust suppression, in some 
cases since the 1920s. 

 
Comment 20-9:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-10:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-11:  
 
Response: See FLPMA discussion, Draft EIR/EIS Volume I, Section 3.9, Land Use, 

page 3.9-4. 
 
Comment 20-12:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment 20-13:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-14:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-15:  
 
Response: See General Response Peninsular bighorn sheep 4.3.1.  
 

As of August 3, 2006 the existing Fish Creek Quarry, proposed future areas of 
expansion, and a surrounding buffer zone covering a total of about 10,800 
acres were removed from the critical habitat for the Peninsular Bighorn Sheep 
(PBHS). The removal of these areas from critical habitat resulted from an 
Amended Order Granting Motion for Approval of Consent Decree and 
Dismissal with Prejudice entered in U.S. District Court, Central District of 
California. 2006 (Case Number: EDCV 05-187 VAP (OPx). The critical 
habitat rule adopted by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) was 
vacated with respect to the Plaintiff’s lands specified in the Consent Decree. 
The critical habitat designation will remain in place with respect to all other 
areas pending the completion of the revised rule by the Service. The Service 
agreed to reconsider the “critical habitat” designation for the PBHS and revise 
the rule based upon a revised consideration of the economic impacts, 
identification of the physical and biological features essential for the 
conservation of the species, and a redelineation of areas in which the essential 
features occur for the protection of the PBHS.  
 
 A “validity report” was completed by a BLM Mineral Examiner during the 
preparation of a Mineral Examination of unpatented placer mining claims on 
Public Land in Patent Application CACA #24563. The placer mining claims 
were located in 1985-1986. A Mineral Examination was requested from the 
BLM in December 1989. The application for patenting was submitted to the 
BLM on September 18, 1990 and the Final Certificate, First Half was issued 
on October 22, 1990. The Mineral Examination established that: (1) there is a 
valuable mineral (gypsum) present, (2) that USG properly established the 
presence of the mineral (gypsum) by drilling, surface sampling, etc. meeting 
the concept of “discovery”, (3) that 10-acre aliquoit portions of the unpatented 
placer mining claims that are not “mineral in character” were excised from the 
mining claims and were not clear listed for patenting (removed from the total 
acreage in the application), and (4) the mineral may be economically 
recovered using current technology and mining methods. 
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Comment 20-16:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Quarry is no longer within Peninsular bighorn sheep 

critical habitat. See General Response Peninsular bighorn sheep 4.3.1.  
 
Comment 20-17:  
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 20-18:  
 
Response: Consistent with this comment a Plan of Operation was prepared and submitted 

to BLM in September, 2004. A Reclamation Plan was prepared and submitted 
in March 2003 and revised in June 2003. These submittals are consistent with 
local, state, and federal standards. 

 
Comment 20-19:  
 
Response: See Comment 20-18 above and General Response Peninsular bighorn sheep 

4.3.1. The BLM has received a Draft Environmental Assessment for impacts 
to Peninsular bighorn sheep and is responsible for initiating consultation with 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. See General Response 4.3.1.  

 
Comment 20-20:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-21:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Water is used primarily for dust suppression at the Quarry, 

including on the Quarry roads as required by the Imperial County Air 
Pollution Control District. The proposed Project does not propose to wash 
dust from plants with water. Commenters opinion is noted. 

 
Comment 20-22:  
 
Response: The reader should refer to the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR/EIS 

Volume 1, Section 3.2, Geology, 3.3, Hydrology and Water Resources, 3.4, 
Vegetation, 3.5, Wildlife and General Response 4.3.2. There will be no 
dewatering of groundwater from Quarry Well No. 3. Impacts from Quarry 
Well No. 3 are addressed in Sections 3.3 and 3.5 and Appendix C-5 in 
Volume II, Draft EIR/EIS. No aquifers are affected by Quarry operations (see 
page 3.3-101, Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-3, 
Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Use of water for dust suppression, even high 
TDS water will not adversely impact plants nearby. Water would be beneficial 
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to vegetative growth at this site. Its use is not known to adversely impact 
vegetation. See Response to Comment 20-23 below. 

 
Comment 20-23:  
 
Response: The commenter should refer to the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR/EIS 

Volume 1, Section 3.2, Geology, 3.3, Hydrology and Water Resources, 3.4, 
Vegetation, 3.5, Wildlife. 

 
 Water relations and rooting depths of desert shrubs are described by Rundel 

and Gibson (1996, Ch. 3). A few desert shrubs, particularly mesquite 
(Prosopis spp.), may root to shallow water tables. Mesquite occurs in a thicket 
near the proposed Quarry Well No. 3 site but otherwise is uncommon in the 
Project area. Hydrology analysis indicates the water table at that site would 
show negligible drawdown from the proposed project. See Volume 1, Section 
3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality, page 3.3-94 Quarry Water Usage in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Most species including creosote bush (Larrea tridentata, an 
evergreen with relatively deep green leaves and the most conspicuous shrub 
around the USG Plant and Quarry) do root into aquifers but employ various 
other physiological means to minimize water loss during dry seasons. Deep 
sandy soils such as those on desert bajadas and washes percolate surface water 
quickly but retain soil moisture at rooting depths. 

 
Comment 20-24:  
 
Response: In 3.3.4 (pages 3.3-94) the hydrology is discussed in detail with the finding 

that the pumping would be less than significant (page 3.3-101). 
  
 Impact to desert pupfish are discussed in Volume I, Section 3.5, Wildlife 

Draft EIR/EIS and Appendix C-5, Volume II, Draft EIR/EIS. Also see 
General Response 4.3.2. No adverse impacts are expected 

 
Comment 20-25:  
 
Response: A considerable portion of USG’s mineral reserves exist beneath alluvial 

deposits in the unnamed wash. Based upon USG’s previous experiences of 
quarrying gypsum beneath various types of overburden in different parts of 
the U.S., Canada, and Mexico the gypsum underlying the alluvium can be 
safely and economically recovered using current technology. Gypsum 
exposed in outcrops extends westward below the alluvial deposits. The 
practical stripping limit for the removal of overburden to recover the gypsum 
is 100 feet. 
 
The development of the gypsum deposits beneath the wash will be done 
concurrently with outcrop gypsum to balance the increased quarrying cost. A 
phased approach to quarrying beneath the wash will be carried out. The 
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alluvial overburden (sand, gravel, and boulders) will be removed from the 
initial quarry cut in the wash and used to begin construction of a permanent 
berm for storm water control. As one phase in the quarrying of the alluvial 
wash is completed, overburden from an adjacent quarry cut will be pushed 
into the previous cut. Ultimately, the final ground level of quarried and 
reclaimed portions of the wash will result in a linear depression. Up to 
150 feet of gypsum will be quarried beneath the wash. But, the resulting 
surface depression will be less, due to the bulking of the sand and gravel 
overburden that will be returned to the pit. 
 
The depression will be isolated from the main portion of the alluvial wash by 
an engineered flood-control berm. Rainfall within the confines of the surface 
depression will infiltrate into the uncompacted sand and gravel fill. 
Intermittent flow in the alluvial wash will be directed away from the final 
surface depression by the flood-control berm and other storm water 
management measures. 

 
Comment 20-26:  
 
Response: The commenter should refer to the Reclamation Plan dated March 2003 and 

revised June 2003 and referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS. See also Response to 
Comment 20-25. The plan includes a description of berming the western 
quarry edge to prevent surface water diversion and facilitate revegetation. It 
also presents a plan for revegetation and slope stabilization upon reclamation. 

 
Comment 20-27:  
 
Response: Refer to Volume 1, Section 3.4, Vegetation in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
The baseline survey of vegetation on claims proposed for future mining is 
described in the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 3.4 pp. 1-18) and Appendix C 
(Biological Technical Report for the Quarry site pp. 5-6). The Biological 
Technical Report reported on field surveys completed in 2002, which was a 
dry year. White and Leatherman BioServices revisited the site for follow-up 
botanical surveys of better rainfall years 2003 and 2005. Several plant species 
not recorded in 2002 were added to the project species list, including one 
special-status plant, Coulter's lyrepod (Lyrocarpa coulteri var. palmeri). This 
plant is on the California Native Plant Society’s List 4 and was addressed in 
the Biological Technical Report. Its occurrence probability was considered 
“high” at that time, but adverse impacts would not meet CEQA levels of 
significance. See Biological Technical Report for the Quarry site (Appendix C 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, pp. 10, 15 and Appendix 1 of the report). The species 
list in Appendix C has been revised accordingly. 
 
Field surveys were carried out during appropriate times of year and during 
several different years, representing a range of climatic conditions. All habitat 
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types on the site were visited and surveys were well-documented by the 
reports appended to the Draft EIR/EIS, follow-up memoranda, and voucher 
specimens deposited at the Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden Herbarium. 
Surveys conformed to recommendations by the California Native Plant 
Society, California Department of Fish and Game, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  
 
Fugitive dust is generated by certain aspects of mining including blasting, 
excavation, ore crushing, sorting, transport, and vehicle traffic on unpaved 
roads. Significant dust deposition can be expected within several meters of 
haul roads and within perhaps 20-50 meters of quarries and processing areas. 
Dust can coat plant surfaces and can damage plants by blocking stomata, 
preventing gas exchange. Dust deposition on soil may also inhibit seed 
germination or reduce seedling establishment. These effects would reduce 
forage availability in dust-covered areas. See General Response 4.3.10. The 
Quarry air permit and APCD rules require appropriate dust suppression to 
reduce any adverse impacts to plants. 

  
Comment 20-28:  
 
Response: Based on surveys and collar tracking, the area is not very attractive to 

Peninsular bighorn sheep. Refer to Volume 1, Section 3.4, Vegetation in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Also see General Response 4.3.1. 

 
Comment 20-29:  
 
Response: Refer to Volume 1, Section 3.4, Vegetation in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Quarry 

area is not particularly attractive to Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
 
 Dunes composed of gypsum support endemic plant species in some areas, 

especially the Chihuahuan Desert farther east (MacMahon 2000). But there 
are few if any Gypsum soil endemics in California. Gypsum outcrops on the 
USG claims have extremely low vegetation cover and diversity. What little 
vegetation is present is dominated by pygmy cedar (Peucephyllum schottii). 
Pygmy cedar is widespread and relatively common throughout the low desert. 
Based on field surveys for this project, no gypsum-endemic plants are known 
from the USG project sites. Orcutt’s woody aster (Xylorhiza orcuttii) is the 
only special-status plant reported from the region typically occurring on 
gypsum soils (California Native Plant Society 2006). Contract biologists 
found no Orcutt’s woody aster on gypsum outcrops or alluvial soils 
downslope during field surveys (see Response to Comment 20-27, above). 
Numerous Orcutt’s woody aster specimens have been collected from the 
region (Consortium of California Herbaria 2006) and suitable habitat occurs 
throughout the proposed quarry expansion areas. The Biology Technical 
Report for the proposed quarry project concluded the probability of Orcutt’s 
woody aster occurring on the site is high. Orcutt’s woody aster is not listed, 
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proposed for listing, or a candidate for listing under state or federal 
Endangered Species Acts. See General Response 4.3.1. 

 
Comment 20-30:  
 
Response: Refer to Volume I, Section 3.5, Wildlife of the Draft EIR/EIS and General 

Response Peninsular bighorn sheep 4.3.1. 
 
Comment 20-31:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1. 
 
Comment 20-32:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1. 
 
Comment 20-33:  
 
Response: The patent application is with the Department of Interior (DOI). A protest to 

the application has been filed and DOI is expected to render a decision on the 
protest at some point in the future. 

 
Comment 20-34:  
 
Response: The Tunob unpatented placer mining claim was located and quarried in the 

early 1990s. A Plan of Operations was approved by the BLM for quarrying 
gypsum. Upon completion of quarrying the Tunob claim was reclaimed and is 
currently used for monitoring the success of revegetation. 

 
Comment 20-35:  
 
Response: Most of the properties owned by USG in the Fish Creek Quarry area were 

acquired when the assets of the Pacific Portland Cement Company were 
purchased in 1945. The properties were originally established by the Imperial 
Gypsum and Oil Company in the late 1910s to early 1920s and were 
subsequently purchased by the Pacific Portland Cement Company in 1922. 
These properties were originally acquired by the Imperial Gypsum and Oil 
Company from the General Land Office, the predecessor of the Bureau of 
Land Management. 

 
USG has been granted a patent for mining claims after the 10/21/1976 date of 
enactment of FLPMA. Eight placer claims, covering an area of 152.51 acres 
were patented by the Department of the Interior on January 9, 1990 (Patent 
04-90-0011). The placer claims in the Patent 04-90-0011 are located at the 
southernmost end of USG’s mineral holdings and have not yet been 
developed. 
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An unpatented placer claim, Tunob, was authorized by the BLM under a Plan 
of Operations for quarrying gypsum after the passage of FLPMA. See 
Response to Comment 20-34. 
 
There is no quarrying or milling activity on unpatented placer or millsite 
claims that was initiated prior to the passage of FLPMA on 10/21/1976.  
  
The Shoveler Annex property, consisting of 142 acres of patented placer 
mining and millsite claims, was purchased by USG from California Portland 
Cement in 1990. California Portland Cement prepared a Reclamation Plan 
(No. 13-82) which was submitted to the Imperial County Planning 
Commission and approved on November 10, 1982. Subsequent to the 
purchase of the Shoveler Annex property, USG posted a new reclamation 
bond (No. 5677506). 

 
Comment 20-36:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-29 and General Response 4.3.1. The Quarry is 

no longer within critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
 
 Fugitive dust would likely degrade forage availability within several meters of 

haul roads and within perhaps 20-50 meters of Quarries and processing areas 
(see Response to Comment 20-27 above). Also see General Response 4.3.10. 
Mining in the wash would remove vegetation and increase noise and other 
disturbances during active mining in any one area. 

 
 There is no evidence that the wash is prime breeding, lambing or forage area 

for Peninsular bighorn sheep. Siting of sheep and physical evidence is limited. 
Forage is also limited. Peninsular bighorn sheep appear to prefer the 
remoteness and safety of the surrounding mountains. 

 
Comment 20-37:  
 
Response: See Section 3.5.3, Wildlife. 
 

Mitigation measures are described in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS (pp. 
3.5-41 and following). The Revegetation Plan (Appendix C-3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS) is dated June 2002, and the commenter may not have seen it before 
preparing the letter. Imperial County and BLM will likely add further 
conditions per recommendations of the California Department of 
Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation, and an amended Revegetation 
Plan will be prepared and submitted.  

 
Comment 20-38:  
 
Response: See Comment Response 20-6 and General Response 4.3.3. 
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Comment 20-39:  
 
Response: See Comment Response 20-4 and General Response 4.3.2. 
 
Comment 20-40:  
 
Response: See Comment Response 20-26. 
 
 Wildlife and vegetation around the existing quarries are similar to the 

proposed Quarry expansion areas described in sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Disturbance effects on wildlife are described in the Response 
to Comment 19-9 above. Mitigation measures are described in Section 3.5 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS (pp. 3.5-41 and following). 

 
Comment 20-41:  
 
Response: See Volume I, Section 3.12, Acoustics/Noise of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 Disturbance effects on wildlife are described in the Response to Comment 

19-9, above. Fugitive dust would likely degrade forage availability within 
several meters of haul roads and within perhaps 20-50 meters of quarries and 
processing areas (see Response to Comment 20-27 above). Also see General 
Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 20-42:  
 
Response: See Comment Response 20-40. Generalized noise and other disturbance 

effects on wildlife are described in the Response to Comment 19-9, above. 
Varying responses to noise disturbances according to time of day are 
unknown, if any. Noise at the Quarry has been occurring for decades. The 
noise difference between baseline and expansion are limited, if any. 
Frequency of noise could increase slightly. See Volume 1, Section 3.12 
Acoustics/Noise, page 3.12-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Noise at the Quarry 
should not vary dramatically from the existing baseline. Duration will increase 
with mine life. 

 
Comment 20-43:  
 
Response: See Comment Response 20-40. 
 
Comment 20-44: 
 
Response: See Volume I, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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 Fugitive dust would likely degrade forage availability within several meters of 
haul roads and within perhaps 20-50 meters of quarries and processing areas 
(see Response to Comment 20-27 above). See also General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 20-45:  
 
Response: See Volume I, Section 3.6, Air Quality and Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. See Response to Comment 20-44. There is no asbestos 
in the Gypsum. 

 
Comment 20-46:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 20-8 and 25-8. 
 
 Formulation of the wallboard is proprietary and cannot be disclosed by any 

public agency. See Public Resources Code § 21160. See also CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15204 (“When responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide 
all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR."). 

 
Comment 20-47:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-46 
 
Comment 20-48:  
 
Response: In 2006 over 1 billion square feet of wallboard was produced at the Plaster 

City facility. This relates to approximately 21 million pieces of wallboard 
produced in 2006. 

 
Comment 20-49:  
 
Response: In 2006, the percentage of wallboard that was discarded as waste was 4.4 

percent of the total production. There are slight variations in the amount of 
waste discarded due to seasonal differences, with more effect coming from 
high temperatures rather than an increase in ambient humidity. 

 
Comment 20-50:  
 
Response: In 2006, there were over 92,000 tons of stucco recycled. This was greater than 

10 percent of the total stucco used for the year. 
 
 See Draft EIR/EIS pages 2.0-32 to 2.0-35 concerning off-specification 

wallboard recycling. Also the Invert Material Storage Area (IMSA) has been 
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substantially reduced in size. All off-specification wallboard is now recycled 
and none is added to the IMSA. See Response to Comment 20-52. 

 
Comment 20-51:  
 
Response: Maintaining low concentrations of sodium and chloride ions are a key to the 

quality of gypsum wallboard. The total concentration of sodium and chloride 
is derived from both the gypsum rock and the water used for production. The 
current levels of sodium and chloride in the process water are low enough to 
meet threshold requirements.  

 
The chemistry of producing wallboard is a series of simple reactions. Gypsum 
rock, calcium sulfate dihydrate, is quarried, crushed, and transported to the 
mill. At the mill the rock is calcined, meaning through the process of applying 
heat to the gypsum rock one and a half molecules of water are driven off, 
resulting in calcium sulfate hemihydrate. The calcium sulfate hemihydrate, 
otherwise known as stucco, is transported to the board line. At the board line 
the stucco is mixed with water and additives, reforming calcium sulfate 
dihydrate.  

 

                              
AdditivesOHCaSOAdditivesOHOHCaSO

OHOHCaSOHeatOHCaSO

+⋅→++⋅

+⋅→+⋅

24224

22424

22
112

1
2

112
12

 

 
Comment 20-52:  
 
Response: The Plant strives to minimize the generation of off-specification wallboard. 

Daily generated off-specification wallboard is reclaimed into the 
manufacturing process as well as material generated in previous years (see 
Draft EIR/EIS, Volume I. Section 2.5.2.3 Management of Off-Specification 
Wallboard). Production activities at competitive wallboard producers are 
proprietary and unavailable. 

 
Comment 20-53:  
 
Response: Water is metered at the well sites. Virtually all of the water reaching the Plant 

is used for either production of wallboard or sanitary purposes. The only water 
disposed of at the Plant is sanitary waste water. Other water such as cooling 
water is reused and recycled into wallboard production. The loss of water in 
transmission is minimal. There are occasional breaks in the pipeline but the 
water loss is a minor percent as repairs are quickly made. Leakage from the 
pipeline is minimal as experience indicates that constant leakage will often 
appear as plant growth on the pipeline alignment. 
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Comment 20-54:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.4. The use of IID water is discussed in 2.6.3 (partial 

use) and 2.6.4 (full use). The full use of IID water would require the need for 
additional treatment by reverse osmosis (RO) to reduce the salinity levels at 
times when the Colorado River water exceeds that for producing wallboard. 
This in turn would require evaporation ponds for brine disposal resulting for 
the RO operation. In addition the production of brine requires a greater supply 
of water. It would also be necessary to provide potable treatment for the 
potable water needs of the Plant. Under the partial use of IID water 
alternative, potable water would be obtained from the well water to blend 
down the Colorado River water. It is also noted that the use of IID water 
requires a new 5.5 mile pipeline and pumps to raise the water level about 145 
feet in elevation. 

 
Comment 20-55:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 2-54. 
 
Comment 20-56:  
 
Response Information in the comment is noted and has been shared with USG. “No-dig 

technology” is used in some situations to seal existing pipelines from the 
inside and could possibly be applicable to repairs on existing USG water lines. 
It cannot be used to install new pipelines. Pipelines beneath the Colorado 
River and other features are installed by horizontal drilling, using technology 
comparable to oil drill rigs. Horizontal drilling reduces surface disturbance but 
may cause other environmental impacts, e.g., from bentonite sumps or 
potential spills. 

 
 There are also tunnel and trenchless methods in use under specific conditions. 

They are used only in special cases such as crossing under railroads or 
Interstate highways where disruption is not acceptable. The methods are very 
expensive and not normal practice. 

 
Comment 20-57: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.3. See Response to 

Comment 2-56. 
 
Comment 20-58:  
 
Response: A cogeneration plant has been discussed and remains a possibility for the 

Plant (see Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2.0-7 and 3.5-4). Cogeneration would be 
used to generate electricity for the Plant and the exhaust heat would be used in 
the process to dry wallboard. There would be no increase in water usage from 
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the installation of a cogeneration system at the Plant. A cogeneration plant is 
not included in the proposed Project. 

 
Comment 20-59:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-58, above. The main purpose of a cogeneration 

facility is not to reduce salinity of Colorado River water. 
 
Comment 20-60:  
 
Response: The commenter should refer to General Response 4.3.10. Also see Volume I, 

Section 3.6, Air Quality of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Plant is currently in 
compliance with air quality permit requirements and is subject to inspection 
by the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (ICAPCD) and other 
regulatory agencies. Part of the project included construction and use of 
enclosed gypsum storage areas to reduce dust. 

 
Comment 20-61:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 20-62:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Mines that were closed or reclaimed prior to SMARA are not 

subject to reclamation. Portions of the Fish Creek Quarry have been closed 
and reclaimed (151.8 acres, Phase 1B). See page 27, Mine Reclamation Plan 
revised June 2003. 

 
Comment 20-63:  
 
Response: No response is necessary because the comment contains only legal 

contentions and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning 
the Proposed Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). See also Response to 
Comment 19-1. 

 
Comment 20-64:  
 
Response: Comment noted. No response required. 
 
Comment 20-65:  
 
Response: Comment noted. No response required. 
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Letter 21 
Defenders of Wildlife, July 10, 2002 
 
 
This comment letter is dated July 2002 and is providing scoping suggestions to the proposed 
EIR/EIS. It was not based on review of the Draft EIR/EIS and its comments are therefore not 
relevant to specifics of the document. It predates the Draft EIR/EIS publication by three years 
and nine months. It was resubmitted to the County in May 2006 for consideration as a comment 
to the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
Those comments not relevant to the current comment procedure are responded to with “comment 
noted.” When the comment can be referenced to a specific section of the EIR/EIS the citation is 
provided. In some cases the issues are expressed in formal comment letters. These responses are 
also referenced. 
 
Comment 21-1:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS is a joint CEQA/NEPA document. The commenter should 

refer to Volume I, Sections 1, Introduction and Section 2, Proposed Action 
and Alternatives of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 21-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Please refer to Volume I, Sections 1, Introduction and 

Section 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Project 
was initiated and essentially completed prior to the Court of Appeals decision 
that an EIR was needed. USG accomplished the Plant Expansion/ 
Modernization after the Superior Court denied Sierra Club’s challenge. Much 
effort has been applied to assessing the potential impacts of the Project as 
proposed. 

 
Comment 21-3:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The commenter should refer to Volume I, Sections 1, 

Introduction and Section 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 21-4:  
 
Response: The commenter should refer to Volume I, Sections 1, Introduction and Section 

2, Proposed Action and Alternatives of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS 
is clear about which components of the Project have been completed. 
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Comment 21-5:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Section 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives and Section 

3.5, Wildlife of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 21-6:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 21-2, the baselines used are those 

conditions that existed prior to project implementation. 
 
Comment 21-7:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS include direct and indirect effects of the 

project and alternatives. It also discusses mitigation measures. 
 
Comment 21-8:  
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 21-9:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Section 3.5 and Appendices C-1 and C-2 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Also see General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3.2, and 4.3.3. 
 
Comment 21-10:  
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3.2, and 4.3.3. BLM is responsible for 

consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
Comment 21-11:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Responses 4.3.4 for water supply alternatives 

and 4.3.5 for discussion of priorities among different water uses. Commenter 
should refer to Volume I, Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Alternatives to Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin are 
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 21-12:  
 
Response: Comment noted. For discussion of impacts, mitigation and monitoring, 

commenter should refer to Volume I, Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water 
Quality of the Draft EIR/EIS. For discussion of recharge, see General 
Response 4.3.7. See General Response 4.3.5 for discussion of priorities 
among different water uses. The sole source aquifer designation requires U.S. 
EPA review if the Project is to receive federal funds. USG’s project does not 
receive federal funds. 
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Comment 21-13:  
 
Response: See Figure 2.0-1 location of Project components, Volume I, Section 2, 

Proposed Action and Alternatives, page 2.0-3. Since the Project covers a large 
area, several maps help provide needed details. 

 
Comment 21-14:  
 
Response: See Volume I, Section 3.6 Air Quality of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 21-15:  
 
Response: Comment noted. USG’s expansion does not involve subsidies from any 

government level that would be considered as an approval and need not be 
discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  
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Letter 22 
HomePure Water Systems, July 11, 2006 
 
 
Comment 22-1:  
 
Response: Neither the County or BLM published or posted this document. It appears to 

be from a citizen or citizen group. Its authenticity and accuracy is unknown.  
 
Comment 22-2:  
 
Response: Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS describes groundwater supply and demand 

and evaluates potential impacts on local aquifers of the proposed operations. 
Specifically, water levels in the Basin are expected to decline by up to 10 feet 
under baseline conditions (i.e., without the project) over the next 80 years, and 
if USG were to increase pumping to 767 acre-feet per year, then the decline is 
expected to increase by an additional 20 to 23 feet. The impact evaluation 
includes application of a numerical groundwater model that incorporates the 
regional mass balance of water supply and demand. See also General 
Response 4.3.7 for discussion of the water balance. 
 
Note: the thirty to one blend quoted in the letter is incorrectly referenced. A 
thirty to one blend in the EIR/EIS was referring to using groundwater below 
the Plant, which is so saline that it would require a blend of thirty parts of 
Ocotillo groundwater to one part of groundwater at the plant to make it usable 
(see Draft EIR/EIS page 2.0-78).  

 
The Draft EIR/EIS considers cumulative impacts of other projects. See Draft 
EIR/EIS, Volume I, Section 3.3. Each section of the Draft EIR/EIS 
incorporates cumulative impacts from projects within the affected area into 
the baseline as described in Section 3.1.2, Cumulative Projects, in Volume 1 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. All known existing and proposed groundwater uses 
related to the Basin have been incorporated into the numerical groundwater 
model. Specifically, the County Planning Department and the BLM were 
contacted to identify other projects. Neither agency’s records revealed any 
planned future projects with the potential for a cumulative effect.  
 

 The comment is noted regarding potential development in Mexico near 
Mexicali. Mexicali is located in the southern extension of the Imperial Valley 
Groundwater Basin and not in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. 
The Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin does not extend south into 
Mexico. Based on the revised geologic interpretation (see General 
Response 4.3.6), there is a restriction in the alluvial aquifer near Yuha Estates 
that limits flow to the south. The drawdowns in the Ocotillo area from any 
significant increase in pumping along the Mexico border would likely be 
limited by this natural geologic restriction. 
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Comment 22-3:  
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 22-4:  
 
Response: As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, elements of the project have been built. 

Water issues are discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS in Volume I, Section 3.3, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. Also see the irreversible and irretrievable 
resource commitment discussion in Section 4.2. For understanding of 
historical and current water needs, see General Response 4.3.7 (Water 
Balance) and for evaluation of potential water needs see General 
Response 4.3.8. 
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Letter 23 
Callie Mack, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 23-1:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS does not conclude that USG’s use of water would 

“overdraft” and destroy the water quality of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin.  

 
 The Draft EIR/EIS considers alternatives within each of the resource analysis 

areas. These include: 
 

1. The Proposed Action 
2. The No Action Alternative 
3. Partial use of ID water to offset consumption 
4. Full use of IID water to offset consumption 
 
Water resources alternatives are discussed in Volume I, Section 3.3, 
Hydrology and Water Quality beginning on page 3.3-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
See also General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.5. 
 

Comment 23-2:  
 
Response: Each of these issues is addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. With regard to impacts 

of the Quarry Well No. 3, there are no springs or seeps within the area of the 
quarry or in the vicinity of the Quarry Well No. 3, located at the margin of the 
Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. Increased pumping at the Quarry, 
amounting to about 18 acre-feet per year, is minor relative to local irrigation 
pumping and is unlikely to result in significant loss of groundwater storage. 
Vegetation and wildlife are addressed in Volume I, Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. The commenter should also refer to General Responses 4.3.1, 
4.3.2, and 4.3.3. 

  
 Air quality is addressed in Volume I, Section 3.6, Visual Resources in 

Section 3.7, and Traffic and Circulation in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Supporting technical data appears in Volume II, Appendices of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 23-3:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response 23-1 and 23-2 above. 
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Letter 24 
Department of Conservation Office of Mine Reclamation, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 24-1:  
 
Response: The County lead agency will consider the Department of Conservation (DOC) 

comments and will incorporate revisions as needed to comply with DOC at 
the conclusion of the CEQA/NEPA process. 

 
Comment 24-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The lead agency will comply with Article 1 of Chapter 8 of 

Division 2 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations should the 
Reclamation Plan be certified. 

 
 Per the DOC’s request, the County will not submit an amended Reclamation 

Plan for the Project until it is complete. 
 
Comment 24-3:  
 
Response: This statement is correct. Figure 2.0-1 does not show the Well No. 3 location 

or pipeline. Figure 2.0-1 is a depiction of Project components at a scale too 
large to depict the well. The information is better depicted in Figure 3.3-18, 
page 3.3-95 of Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and 3.5-2, page 3.5-7 of Section 3.5, Wildlife of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 24-4:  
 
Response: The comment is correct. The figure shows a typical quarry cross-section at the 

completion of mining, before reclamation. Per the Reclamation Plan, the 
Overburden Berm, consisting of subsoil would remain in place for purposes of 
flood flow diversion. The topsoil stockpile would be utilized in resoiling and 
vegetating the west wash perimeter. One hundred percent of the salvaged 
topsoil would be utilized at reclamation. 

 
Comment 24-5:  
 
Response: The photos presented are a depiction of the existing conditions as of 2004. 

USG did recontour the slopes and monitor the natural revegetative process 
over a period of time measuring cover, density and species richness on-site. 

 
 The Mine Reclamation Plan, Revegetation Plan does not propose natural 

revegetation but a systematic process of contouring, soil preparation, seeding 
and monitoring (see Mine Reclamation Plan, revised June 2003). 
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Comment 24-6:  
 
Response: The Slope Stability report appears as Appendix 5 of the Reclamation Plan 

referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS. It was prepared by an appropriately qualified 
professional. 

 
Comment 24-7:  
 
Response: The comment is correct. This correction has been made to Appendix C1. 
 
Comment 24-8:  
 
Response: Follow-up botanical surveys were conducted in 2003 and 2005, which both 

were better rainfall years than 2002. See Response to Comment 20-27.  
 
Comment 24-9:  
 
Response: CEQA Guidelines require a “mandatory finding of significance” for 

substantial adverse impacts to rare, threatened or endangered species. The 
Guidelines further define these terms to apply to state or federally listed rare, 
threatened or endangered species or to species which meet the criteria for 
listing as described in the state or federal Endangered Species Acts. The 
commenter refers to plants on the California Native Plant Society’s List 1B 
and List 2, described in Appendices C1 and C2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. None of 
these species were found on the project site during field surveys reported in 
the Draft EIR/EIS or in follow-up surveys. If one or more were present, 
adverse impacts would not meet CEQA criteria for “mandatory findings of 
significance.” 
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Letter 25 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency – Region IX, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 25-1:  
 
Response: Alternatives to the proposed action analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS include: 
 

• No Action Alternative 
• Partial use of IID water to offset consumption 
• Full use of IID water to offset consumption 
 
These alternatives were fully vetted with the County, BLM, and the public. 
The fact that the Plant is fully constructed, the Quarry is in operation and 
much of the infrastructure is in place, precludes the viability of revised design 
alternative typical in Greenfield projects. 
 
USG has applied to the IID for use of Colorado River water from the Westside 
Main Canal. 
 

Comment 25-2:  
 
Response: Vegetation and habitat in the unnamed wash are described in the Vegetation 

and Wildlife sections of the Draft EIR/EIS (Sections 3.4 and 3.5) and in 
Appendices C-2 (Biological Technical Report) and C-3 (Revegetation Plan). 
In addition the Draft EIR/EIS incorporates by reference the Mine Reclamation 
Plan, which describes the Proposed Action including scaled plot plans 
depicting existing conditions and proposed structural changes. Cross-sections 
are also provided. The unnamed wash on-site is a tributary to Fish Creek and 
ultimately tributary to the Salton Sea. Discharge of dredge or fill material in 
the wash (e.g., by digging and transporting overburden and gypsum) would 
likely necessitate notification to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
perhaps project permitting under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act 
depending on agency response to recent Supreme Court decisions. If required, 
a delineation of jurisdictional waters of the United States will be submitted 
with the notification or permit application. 

 
 Recommendations noted. 
 
Comment 25-3:  
 
Response: This project is in an extreme desert environment. There has been no formal 

delineation of jurisdictional area but no indicators of wetland hydrology, soils, 
or vegetation have been noted to date and no impacts to wetlands are 
expected. The Draft EIR/EIS does not indicate adverse impacts to wetlands. 
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Comment 25-4:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 25-2 above. 
 
 There are no known wetlands within the Project area. Technical 

documentation is presented in Volume II, Appendices of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 Federal and State agencies potentially responsible for wetlands or waters of 

the U.S. include: 
 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
• California Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation 

(DOC/OMR) 
 
Of the above referenced agencies, identified on page 5.0-3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, all but the ACOE have been contacted or notified of the proposed 
action and many have responded. A 404 permit application is anticipated for 
the Quarry plan if conditioned and approved.  
 

Comment 25-5: 
 
Response: The only material removed from the dry wash in question is alluvial deposits, 

granitic overburden, and gypsum. Alluvium will be stockpiled and 
reintroduced to the west slope of the Quarry face for revegetation purposes. 
Project alternatives are described and analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Discharge of dredge or fill material in the wash (e.g., by digging and 
transporting overburden and gypsum) would affect various resources 
including vegetation, habitat, and hydrologic conditions as described in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Alternatives and measures to minimize those effects are also 
discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 Proposed below-grade mining in the unnamed open alluvial wash would 

involve removing alluvial material to reach underlying gypsum deposits. The 
wash may meet jurisdictional criteria as Waters of the United States under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The wash clearly would not meet 
jurisdictional criteria as wetlands. The wash may meet California Fish and 
Game Code (Section 1600) criteria as a “streambed.” USG does not anticipate 
beginning below-grade gypsum mining until Phase 1A is benched to grade. 
See Mine Reclamation Plan, June 2003, page 27. Prior to initiating any below-
grade mining, or any other activities in the wash that could be considered 
dredge or fill activity or streambed alterations, USG will contact the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game to 
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determine jurisdictional boundaries and apply for appropriate permits if 
needed under state or federal law. 

 
Comment 25-6:  
 
Response: The Project Revegetation Plan is included in Appendix C-3 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, though Imperial County and BLM may add further conditions per 
recommendations of the California Department of Conservation, Office of 
Mine Reclamation. The plan was written in part to replace vegetation and 
habitat values in the ephemeral wash, including any jurisdictional waters of 
the United States in the wash. As applicable, plan details listed in the 
comment are in the Revegetation Plan. See Reclamation Plan, June 2003. 

 
Comment 25-7:  
 
Response: Draft EIR/EIS section 3.3.3.5 is a discussion of water quality, including 

specific constituents and illustrating the water quality types in a Piper 
diagram. The text notes that the local groundwater quality types cluster 
together on the Piper diagram, indicating similar water quality types. TDS is 
pointed out as a distinguishing factor. TDS is a useful general indicator of 
change in water quality, as it includes all dissolved constituents (or at least 
major dissolved constituents depending on analysis). Mitigation Measure 3.3-
2 on page 3.3-78 specifies TDS. Nonetheless, the impacts of specific 
constituents also is recognized and the Groundwater Monitoring Program 
(page 3.3-86 paragraph three) states that at a minimum, the analysis will 
include pH, electrical conductivity, TDS, alkalinity, sodium, potassium, 
calcium, magnesium, chloride, sulfate, bicarbonate, carbonate, fluoride, 
bromide, boron, and iron. See General Response 4.3.6 for additional 
discussion of selected water quality constituents. 

 
Comment 25-8:  
 
Response: Many improvements already have been made at the Plant and within the 

company to reduce water consumption. Most of these have focused on process 
water as the major water use (about 95% of total water use). Indoor domestic 
and outdoor water uses are quite limited and accordingly, conservation 
opportunities also are limited. Currently, process wastewater is collected and 
reused in the process; there is no discharge of process water from the Plant. A 
small amount of water is used to clean adhesives from machinery, collected 
and removed by a licensed hauler and handler. In the past, equipment bearings 
were cooled using water that was not recycled. The Plant has moved away 
from the use of an open water cooling system and now all water-cooled 
systems are enclosed, with no cooling water disposal. In addition, USG has 
streamlined its procedures to repair leaks along its pipeline much more 
quickly, so less water is lost. Most importantly, USG has an ongoing effort to 
decrease the production cost of each sheet of wallboard that is manufactured 
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at Plaster City. Reductions in wallboard weight have been made through the 
use of USG proprietary and patented formulation changes and raw material 
substitutions, resulting in decreased amounts of water necessary per unit of 
production. Because most of the energy use at the facility is to drive water out 
of the process, USG has implemented innovative technologies to use less 
water in its processes and thereby use less energy and water. Feasible water 
conservation measures have already been implemented, and given the 
uncertainty of success of ongoing technological research, no additional 
specific water conservation measures are identified as part of the EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 25-9:  
 
Response: The inadequacies of the water beneath the Plant were addressed in a letter to 

Jurg Heuberger, Planning Director, Imperial County Planning and Building 
Department dated August 13, 2004 entitled “US Gypsum’s Plaster City Test 
Well Pumping Tests” and is attached hereto. Conclusions are as follows: 

 
 Aquifer pumping test results showed that the hydraulic conductivity of the 

aquifer was low (0.4 to 0.5 ft/day), and because the aquifer is relatively thin 
(less than 300 feet thick), a larger number of wells would be needed over a 
larger area to provide the quantity of water needed for USG’s operation. 
However, more significantly, water quality data showed that groundwater 
sodium chloride concentrations are much higher than is acceptable for use in 
the Plaster City Plant. Lab results show TDS of 9,678 mg/L and a specific 
conductivity of 13,700. Specific conductivity measurements, which estimate 
the total dissolved solids, taken during the pumping tests remained high and 
generally unchanged to the end of the tests. Chloride is a problem with 
wallboard construction. Lab results showed chloride concentrations to be 
3,258 mg/l. Thus the consideration of the use of this water on a blending basis 
with other waters of lower salinity is impractical due to the excessive high 
salinity of this water. Only a very small amount of this poor water could be 
used, if any. 

 
 The geology of the area is such that all of the area east of the Elsinore and 

Laguna Salada faults to the Westside Canal is high salinity groundwater. 
 
Comment 25-10:  
 
Response: These mitigation measures will apply to all construction activities utilizing 

diesel equipment and trucks. Mitigation measure impacts 3.6-4 have been 
modified to reflect this mitigation, page 3.6-45. Also see General Response 
4.3.10. 
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Comment 25-11:  
 
Response: ICAPCD adopted Rules 800 through 805 on November 8, 2005 (see General 

Response 4.3.10). These rules will reduce the projects dust impacts to less 
than significant. USG is required to implement applicable dust control 
measures listed in these rules and in its operating permits for all of its 
operations at the Quarry and Plant and for construction activities for the 
pipeline and wells. 
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Letter 26 
U.S. Gypsum, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 26-1:  
 
Response: The commenter presents arguments that the baseline conditions for USG 

pumping should be identified as 767 acre-feet per year, in which case the 
Proposed Action would have no potential adverse effects on groundwater 
resources. However, in order to present a conservative analysis of the 
potential impacts on groundwater resources, the Draft EIR/EIS assumes a 
baseline water usage of 347 acre-feet per year, which represents the average 
water production for the period from 1994 through 1998. This is reasonable 
given the recent range of 327 to 521 acre-feet per year over 1982 to 1998. 

  
 See also General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.5.  
 
Comment 26-2:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 26-1. As noted by the commenter, the Draft 

EIR/EIS states, on page 2.0-17, that water usage at the Plant was 
approximately 400 acre-feet per year. However, as indicated in Table 3.3-4 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, the actual measured water production in 1998 was 333 acre 
feet. Therefore, the paragraph beginning at the bottom of page 2.0-17 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS has been replaced with the following text: 

 
 Water for the Plant including production water, potable water and 

water for sanitary uses has been supplied by three wells located near 
Ocotillo, California approximately 8.5 miles west of the Plant site. An 
8-inch diameter gravity-feed pipelines transported the water to the 
Plant. In 1998, water usage at the Plant was approximately 333 acre-
feet per year (AF/Yr). Historically, water usage had been higher, 
however, USG was able to reduce its water use by implementing water 
conservation measures to ensure that (1) there is no process water 
discharge from the operation except for some steam, and (2) water is 
no longer discharged for cooling production equipment. These 
conservation measures, instituted in the 1980s and 1990s, have 
reduced water usage from the recorded high of 767 AF/Yr to the 1998 
value. From 1981 through 1998, the average water usage at the Plant 
was approximately 420 AF/Yr. 

 
The comment asserts that the project will not have a significant and 
unavoidable basin-wide impact on groundwater. See Response to Comment 
26-2-1. 
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Comment 26-2-1: 
 
Response: Comment noted. While the Draft EIR/EIS draws parallels between the 

proposed increase in USG pumping near Ocotillo and the historical pumping 
near Yuha Estates and export to Mexico, the Draft EIR/EIS also notes the 
significant differences in hydrogeologic conditions between the two areas. 
The finding of a significant and unavoidable impact on the Basin does not 
necessarily indicate that USG pumping will have impacts like those that 
occurred near Yuha Estates or that the direct impacts will necessarily be 
Basin-wide. Rather, the finding acknowledges overdraft, (which is defined on 
a Basin-wide basis) the fact that increased pumping would increase overdraft. 
Overdraft is evidenced in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin by 
declining groundwater levels and is indicated in previous water balance 
studies, all of which present a decrease change in storage over the past 
30 years (see General Response 4.3.7). The decline in storage is small relative 
to the overall storage in the Basin; nonetheless, the decline in storage itself is 
an adverse impact, representing sustained depletion of a shared resource. 

 
Comment 26-2-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted; groundwater level monitoring across the Basin does not 

show noticeable responses to wet years. 
 
Comment 26-2-3:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The experience in Yuha Estates is the only other case of 

substantial and sustained pumping in the Basin, and has been cited repeatedly 
in discussions of potential impacts of USG pumping in Ocotillo. It is 
advisable that inferences not be drawn from Yuha Estates to Ocotillo because 
hydrogeologic conditions differ significantly between Yuha Estates and 
Ocotillo. See Response to Comment 26-2-1, General Response 4.3.6, 
Hydrogeology and Groundwater. 

 
Comment 26-2-4:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 26-2-1. 
 
Comment 26-2-5:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 26-2-1. 
 
Comment 26-2-6:  
 
Response: The comment correctly asserts that the Project impact on groundwater supply 

would be small and represents only a tiny fraction of the existing groundwater 
storage. This impact, however, must be viewed in the context of overdraft as 
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indicated by long-term declining groundwater levels and storage and potential 
water quality degradation. 

 
Comment 26-2-7:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.5. 
 
Comment 26-3-1:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The finding of a significant impact on the Basin is not 

limited to data from one well in Ocotillo and one well in Yuha Estates; see 
General Response 4.3.6 regarding potential water quality impacts. Also see 
Responses to Comments 26-2-3 and 26-3-3. 

 
Comment 26-3-2:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. 
 
Comment 26-3-3:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 26-2-1. The finding of a significant and 

unavoidable impact on the Basin does not necessarily indicate that USG 
pumping will have direct Basin-wide impacts. Rather, the finding 
acknowledges overdraft—which is defined on a Basin-wide basis—and the 
fact that increased pumping would increase overdraft for the next 80 years. 
While overdraft-related degradation of water quality has not been 
documented, groundwater levels have declined for decades. As discussed in 
General Response 4.3.6, sustained groundwater level declines in the Ocotillo 
area could reasonably result in water quality deterioration. 

 
Comment 26-3-4:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS states that the amount of Basin recharge is less than the 

amount of Basin discharge and accordingly, that if water quality deterioration 
occurs, then it is unlikely that there would be sufficient influx of non‐saline 
water to improve water quality. As clarification to the Draft EIR/EIS text, if 
pumping results in water quality deterioration and continues unabated, then 
there is no reason to anticipate water quality improvement unless the pumping 
is reduced or discontinued, at which time water quality should improve, all 
other things remaining equal.  

 
Comment 26-3-5:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6.  
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Comment 26-3-6:  
 
Response: The pumping that has occurred since the 1920’s has not resulted in 

measurable water quality deterioration. However, pumping has resulted in 
demonstrable water level and storage declines. As discussed in Response to 
Comment 26-2-1 and General Response 4.3.6, the continuing declines present 
a potential for future water quality deterioration. 

 
Comment 26-4:  
 
Response: The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 is unnecessary and 

should be deleted because the proposed pumping will be less than 767 acre-
feet per year. In this regard, see General Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.7. 

 
 The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 is overly broad and 

unclear in certain respects. Specifically, the potential cost of increased energy 
usage to individual well owners is de minimis and does not itself constitute a 
significant effect on the environment. See CEQA Guidelines § 1532. Also, as 
proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS, Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 includes language 
that is confusing and unnecessary. For these reasons, Mitigation Measure 3.3-
1 has been revised consistent with the commenter’s suggestion as indicated on 
page 3.3-71 in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS.  

 
Comment 26-5:  
 
Response: The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 is overly broad and 

unclear in certain respects. Among other things, the constituents to be 
assessed must be clearly identified. Moreover, without accurate historical 
analytical data concerning any number of possibly measured parameters or 
substances of concern, it serves little or no purpose to run a host of water 
quality tests. TDS, sulfate, chloride, and boron are sufficient indicators of 
water quality in this area. Should water quality decline to specified levels, 
alternative clean water will be provided at no cost to the individual well 
owners. For these reasons, Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 has been revised 
consistent with the commenter’s suggestion as indicated on page 3.3-78 in 
Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS.  

 
Comment 26-6:  
 
Response: Comment noted. As indicated in Appendix A on Table S-1 pages S-9 through 

S-29 of the Final EIR/EIS, the Summary Table has been revised to reflect that 
the monitoring program is part of the proposed Project and not a mitigation 
measure. The Summary Table for Impact 3.3-4 has been changed to indicate 
“None Available” for Mitigation Measures. See also General Response 4.3.6 
and HWQ-4 for discussion of impacts to the Basin. 
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Comment 26-7:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The feasibility of alternatives to the Proposed Action will be 

addressed by the decision-makers. See also General Response 4.3.4.  
 
Comment 26-8:  
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 26-9:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The correction has been made on page 1.0-17 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 26-10:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The correction has been made on page 3.3-1 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 26-11:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The correction has been made.  
 
Comment 26-12:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Figure 3.3-7 in the Draft EIR/EIS is incorrect. A corrected 

Figure 3.3-7 appears in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 26-13:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Table 3.3-3B on page 3.3-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS has been 

revised. 
 
Comment 26-14:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Figure 3.3-12 has been revised. 
 
Comment 26-15:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. The referenced sentence was inadvertently 

included in this section and has been deleted on page 3.3-79 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 26-16:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 26-6. 
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Comment 26-17:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. The discussion of Impact 3.3-1 is limited to 

the potential impact on individual wells. Potential impacts on the amount of 
available water in the Basin are addressed under Impact 3.3-2. Accordingly, 
references to the potential for “reducing the amount of available water in the 
Basin” have been deleted from the discussion of Impact 3.3-1 on page 3.3-90 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 26-18:  
 
Response: Comment noted. All references to “Mitigation Measure 3.4-1a” have been 

changed to “Mitigation Measure 3.4-1” on page 3.4-31 in Appendix A of the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 26-19:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Photo 6, Figure 3.4-4 is incorrect. The correct photograph 

appears in the quarry biological survey report, Appendix 2, page 25 of the 
Reclamation Plan. Correction made. 

 
Comment 26-20:  
 
Response: Comment noted, correction made on page 3.4-17 in Appendix A of the Final 

EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 26-21:  
 
Response: Comment noted, correction made to Figure 3.5-4. Quarry Well No. 3 and Fat 

Pat Well are the same well. 
 
Comment 26-22:  
 
Response: Comments noted. Also see General Response 4.3.10.  
 
Comment 26-23:  
 
Response: Comment noted, see Response to Comment 26-22. See also General Response 

4.3.10.  
 
Comment 26-24:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.10. 
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Comment 26-25:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.10. 
 
Comment 26-26:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.10. 
 
Comment 26-27:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.10. 
 
Comment 26-28:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. A corrected Table 3.3-3B and Figure 3.3-12 

is included. See Responses to Comments 26-13 and 26-14. 
 
Comment 26-29:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. Water levels in Well 25K2 are variable, 

likely reflecting pumping. See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of this 
well’s pumping and water level history. The following sentence has been 
added to the end of the referenced paragraph: “From 1984 to 1996, water 
levels in this well have returned to pre-pumping levels.” 

 
Comment 26-30:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Figure 3.3-7 in the Draft EIR/EIS is incorrect. A correct 

Figure 3.3-7 is attached. Also see Responses to Comments 26-12, 27-17, and 
29-110. 

 
Comment 26-31:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. The Draft EIR/EIS repeatedly looked for a 

relationship between precipitation (recharge) events and groundwater levels 
(for example, water level recovery following high rainfall events) but also 
repeatedly commented on the lack of correlation. Refer to General Response 
4.3.6 for discussion of recharge and groundwater levels. 

 
Comment 26-32:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The experience near Yuha Estates is the only other instance 

of substantial and sustained pumping in the Basin and thereby warrants 
discussion. However, as indicated in the Draft EIR/EIS, it is not necessarily 
predictive of potential impacts from USG pumping in Ocotillo because of the 
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different hydrogeologic conditions. For discussion of potential impacts on 
Basin water quality, see General Response 4.3.6. 

 
Comment 26-33:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS recognizes the Basin has not experienced declining 

groundwater quality. Figure 3.3-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows TDS trends in 
wells including USG Well No. 5 (36H1); these wells indicate no historical 
water quality deterioration from the 1960s to recent. For discussion of 
potential impacts on Basin water quality, see General Response 4.3.6. 
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Letter 27 
Wiedlin & Associates Inc., July 15, 2006 
 
 
Comment 27-1:  
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.8, 4.3.9.

 
This comment refers to four major concerns, lack of specific technical 
objectives, inadequate presentation of field data, inadequate documentation of 
model implementation, and missing discussion on calibration results.  
 
Technical objective 
The 2004 Bookman-Edmonston Modeling Study, Appendix B-2 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, describes the general goal of the study as the update and revision of 
previous modeling studies to incorporate more data and improved modeling 
techniques. More discussion regarding the model objectives can be found in 
4.3.8, Application of the Numerical Model. 
 
Field Data 
Field data for groundwater levels and groundwater quality are presented and 
discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS in sections 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4, respectively. 
These data are also included in Appendix B1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Recent 
data (data collected since the preparation of the Modeling Study) are included 
in 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater. 
 
Model Documentation 
The Modeling Study summarizes the development of the numerical model. 
Clarification on the water balance and how inflows and outflows were 
implemented in the model can be found in 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and 
Groundwater. 
 
Calibration 
Details on the steps taken during calibration can be found in the 4.3.9, 
Groundwater Model Calibration. The Modeling Study compared calibrated 
model groundwater levels to actual field data for the key wells used as 
calibration targets. These hydrographs are included in the Modeling Study as 
Figures 5-13 through 5-27. Additional clarification of the consistency between 
the model and observed data is discussed in 4.3.8, Application of the 
Numerical Model. 
 
The commenter’s opinions concerning the adequacy of the Model Study are 
noted. Under CEQA, however, disagreement among experts does not make an 
EIR/EIS inadequate. In this case, all reasonably feasible efforts have been 
made to evaluate the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on groundwater 
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resources, and the Final EIR/EIS represents an adequate, complete, and good 
faith effort at full disclosure of all such potential impacts. 

 
Comment 27-2:  

 
Response: Recent data, for both groundwater levels and groundwater quality, are 

included in 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater. A map showing wells 
currently being monitored by the USGS and hydrographs for select wells and 
discussion on the recent data and the continuation of trends in the Basin are 
included in the General Response. Although the recent data helped to confirm 
long term trends in the aquifer, the data did not provide any new information 
on the groundwater system. 
  

Comment 27-3:  
 

Response: This comment refers to the technical objectives of the model and the 
difference in water levels and water quality in the area formally characterized 
as the fault zone. This area is now considered to be the geologic contact 
between the alluvium (near Ocotillo) and the Palm Springs and Imperial 
formations (east of Ocotillo). Technical objectives of the model are discussed 
in Appendix B-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS and clarified in General Response 4.3.8 
Application of the Numerical Model.  
 
Figures 5-17 and 5-18 of the Modeling Study show the modeled and historical 
groundwater elevations east of Ocotillo and Figures 5-16, 5-19 and 5-20 show 
the modeled and historical groundwater elevations near Ocotillo. These 
figures show that both modeled and historical groundwater elevations on both 
sides are declining. These water levels and the geology of this area are 
discussed in detail in General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and 
Groundwater. 
 
The commenter is correct that the hydraulic head relationship between high 
quality groundwater occurring in the alluvium and the poor quality 
groundwater occurring in the Palm Springs Formation east of Ocotillo will 
most likely determine if water quality in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin area may be degraded over time and if so when this may 
occur. As shown in Figures 5-12 through 5-16 of the Modeling Study, the 
modeled and historical groundwater elevations show that the head will remain 
higher in the alluvium. Figures 6-10, 6-11 and 6-12 of the Modeling Study 
show that the model does not predict a reversal in groundwater flow from east 
to west at the end of modeled year 2082 with 767 AF/Yr of pumping.  

 
Comment 27-4:  

 
Response: In regards to mapped observed data, Figure 5-10 from the Modeling Study 

shows the groundwater elevations at each well at the end of 2002. Data not 
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available is marked NA. Groundwater elevations for 2002 were not available 
for the wells shown on Figure 5-11. Limited data are available for the study’s 
period of record 1925-2002. However, Figure 5-8 does show what the USGS 
(Skrivan) reported as the estimated 1925 groundwater elevation. 
 
Documentation of how USG groundwater production rates were estimated 
was provided on page 6-2 of the 1996 Bookman-Edmonston report. Table 4-2 
in the Modeling Study updates Table 6-2 in the 1996 report. The pumping 
volumes used in the model and estimates of pumping from previous studies 
are discussed in General Response 4.3.7, Water Balance. 
 
An appendix of Drillers Logs was not provided by the state due to the 
confidentiality of Driller Logs in the State of California. However, 
Figures 3-1C, 3-1D, 3-1E, and 3-1F of the Modeling Study do show the types 
of material found on driller logs. 
 
As noted by the commenter, raw data for the aquifer tests were not presented 
in the Draft EIR/EIS. However, the raw data are shown graphically using the 
“Drawdown vs. Time with Discharge” method of analysis in Appendix A to 
the Modeling Study. 
 

Comment 27-5: 
 

Response: The Draft EIR/EIS draws on different sources for the information it presents. 
These sources generally do not use a consistent size map or always have the 
same scale. However, the information presented is correct and accurate. 
 

Comment 27-6:  
 

Response: See General Response 4.3.9 
 

This comment requests clarification on the calibration statistics of the model 
and differences between the predicted water levels and the observed data. 
General Response 4.3.8, Application of the Numerical Model, discusses both 
of these concerns in details. The steps taken in calibration are described in 
detail in 4.3.9, Groundwater Model Calibration. 
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Comment 27-7:  
 

Response: The volume of recharge in the model and recharge estimates for previous 
studies are compared in General Response 4.3.7, Water Balance. The general 
response also presents a graphical distribution of applied model recharge in 
AF/Yr. Figure 13 in Section 4.3.7 shows the recharge cells in the model 
Layer 1 and their recharge rate (ft per day).  
 

Comment 27-8:  
 

Response: This comment discusses the constant head boundary along the U.S./Mexico 
border, the differences in water levels near Ocotillo relative to the east, and 
recommendations for sensitivity analysis to be performed on the model. The 
outflow across the U.S./Mexico border is highly uncertain because of a lack of 
water level data in the area. The method used to estimate this in previous 
studies is discussed in General Response 4.3.7, Water Balance. In the 
numerical model, the constant head at this boundary was determined through 
calibration. The specific steps taken in calibration are discussed in General 
Response 4.3.9, Groundwater Model Calibration.  
 
The model is a reasonable tool to predict future groundwater trends. See 
General Responses 4.3.8 and 4.3.9. 
 

Comment 27-9: 
 

Response: Comment noted. A solute transport model can predict the change in TDS 
concentration over time. However, the model would require data on the 
current and past vertical and horizontal distribution of TDS, which are not 
available at this time. Additional water quality monitoring will provide a 
better understanding of the current TDS distribution and detect any changes as 
they occur.  
 

Comment 27-10: 
 

Response: See General Response 4.3.4. 
 

The Draft EIR/EIS addressed two alternatives utilizing Imperial Irrigation 
District (IID) water.  
 
The potential alternative of drilling new production wells in the vicinity of the 
Plant was considered but rejected by the lead agencies as infeasible during the 
scoping process for the reasons discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS on pages 2.0-
78 through 2.0-79. The conclusion that this alternative is infeasible is further 
supported by a letter to Jurg Heuberger, Planning Director, Imperial County 
Planning and Building Department dated August 23, 2004 entitled “U.S. 
Gypsum’s Plaster City Test Well Pumping Tests”. The letter states as follows:  
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“Aquifer pumping test results showed that the hydraulic conductivity 
of the aquifer was low (0.4 to 0.5 ft/day), and because the aquifer is 
relatively thin (less than 300 feet thick), a larger number of wells 
would be needed over a larger area to provide the quantity of water 
needed for US Gypsum’s operation. However, more significantly, 
water quality data from ATS Laboratories showed that sodium 
chloride concentrations in groundwater are much higher than is 
acceptable for use in the Plaster City Plant. Lab results show TDS of 
9,678 mg/l and a specific conductivity of 13,700. Field specific 
conductivity measurements, which estimate the total dissolved solids, 
taken during the pumping tests remained high and generally 
unchanged to the end of the tests. Chloride is a problem with wall 
board construction. Lab results showed chloride concentrations to be 
3,258 mg/l. Thus the consideration of the use of this water on a 
blending basis with other waters of lower salinity is impractical due to 
the excessive salinity of this water. Only a very small amount of this 
poor water could be used, if any.” 

 
Comment 27-11:  

 
Response:  

The Draft EIR/EIS considers a range of potentially feasible alternatives to the 
Proposed Action that could accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
Proposed Action and could avoid or substantially lessen the potential effects 
on groundwater resources. 
 

Comment 27-12: 
 

Response:  
The Groundwater Monitoring Plan is presented in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 
3.3-81 through 3.3-87. Mitigation Measures are discussed in Mitigation 
Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72) and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 
3.3- 79).  
 
Specific wells are identified in Table 3.3-10. 
 
Specific trigger points are discussed in Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-
71 through 3.3-72) and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 3.3- 79).  
 

Comment 27-13:  
 

Response: The mitigation measures will be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally-binding instruments. 
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Comment 27-14: 
 

Response: See General Response 4.3.4. 
 

Comment 27-15: 
 

Response: See Response to Comment 27-10. 
 

Comment 27-16: 
 
Response: Both of these references were included by reference in Modeling Study. 

Groundwater quality is discussed is detail in Bookman-Edmonston (1996) 
which includes similar tables and maps as requested. 
 
Water quality data and the spatial differences in chemical concentrations are 
clarified in General Response, 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater. 
 

Comment 27-17:  
 

Response: Figure 3.3-7 has been corrected in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS.
 

Comment 27-18: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-5. 
 
Comment 27-19: 

 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 

 
Comment noted. There is some uncertainty concerning the pumping rate of all 
wells in the Basin prior to 1981. Since 1981, the pumping from USG wells has 
been metered. These pumping rates are presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. See 
General Response 4.3.7, Water Balance for more discussion on the pumping 
rates used in the numerical model.  
 

Comment 27-20:  
 

Response: Groundwater level and quality monitoring wells are discussed in more detail 
in the 1996 Bookman-Edmonston report (Section 5 – Hydrologic Conditions). 
In General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater, water level data 
and water quality is further clarified. 

 
Comment 27-21:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-2 and General Response 4.3.6 
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General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater, examines the 
available recent data from the USGS National Water Information System 
(NWIS) and includes hydrographs for key wells in the Basin. Specific focus is 
placed on available water level data in the area described in previous 
conceptualization as a fault zone, but now considered as a geologic contact.  
 
Groundwater elevation trends under existing conditions are shown by actual 
field data in Figures 5-13 through 5-27 of the Bookman-Edmonston 2004 
Modeling Study. Discussion of the potential for saline water intrusion into the 
alluvial aquifer is discussed in General Response 4.3.6.  
 

Comment 27-22:  
 

Response: Hydraulic gradients are generally calculated using observed field data. 
However, the lack of data on both sides of the border, the large distances 
between observed points, and the generally low gradient significantly reduce 
the accuracy of gradients estimated using field data. The purpose of the Draft 
EIR/EIS is to give a general estimate of the hydraulic gradients in the Basin 
and as such the gradient determined from simulated contours is a reasonable 
estimate. 
 
The comment on effective porosity is noted. The Draft EIR/EIS does use a 
higher effective porosity than does the groundwater model. However, the 
Draft EIR/EIS is only attempting to offer another method to estimate the 
recharge and outflow of the Basin.  
 

Comment 27-23: 
 

Response: See General Response 4.3.6 
 

General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater, clarifies the 
response to water levels from precipitation. Because of the length of time 
between precipitation and recharge, inflow into the Basin from recharge is 
fairly constant. This can be seen in the lack of response in the groundwater 
levels during periods of high precipitation and also low precipitation.  

 
Comment 27-24:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 
 

The commenter has noted that Basin wide water levels continue to decline 
although pumping has decreased over the past 30 years. This Basin wide 
characterization groups together the Ocotillo with the Yuha Estates areas, 
which are located in different parts of the Basin and in different geologic 
formations. Hydrographs for these areas are presented in the EIR in Figures 
3.3-9 and 3.3-10 for the Ocotillo area and Yuha Estates, respectively. Water 
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level trends are also discussed in the General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology 
and Groundwater.  
 
While water levels near the community of Ocotillo have continued to decline, 
water levels near Yuha Estates show a slight increasing trend. The wells 
operated by USG are the largest producers of groundwater in the Ocotillo 
area. Since 1981, when meters were installed on the USG wells, pumping has 
remained fairly constant (around 450 AF/Yr). Pumping in the USG wells 
decreased slightly in the mid 1990’s (to around 350 AF/Yr) and increased in 
2002 (to around 533 AF/Yr). This continued pumping can be seen in the 
decline in water levels in the Ocotillo area. Pumping in the Yuha Estates area 
increased sharply when water was exported to Mexico (pumping was 
doubled). Since export to Mexico was suspended in the early 1980’s, water 
levels in the Yuha Estates area continue to recover. The water levels in these 
two areas show different trends, as they are in different geologic formations 
and the trends in pumping are also different.  
 

Comment 27-25:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6. 
 
 The commenter highlights the importance of understanding the geologic 

framework in the area previously referred to as the fault zone. As clarified in 
General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Groundwater, this area is now 
understood to be the contact of two geologic formations (the alluvium and the 
Palm Springs and Imperial). The numerical model indicates that groundwater 
declines will continue in the Layer 1 alluvium near Ocotillo (Well 29L1) and 
in the Layer 2 Palm Springs and Imperial formations east of the Ocotillo 
(Well 29H1). The flow direction will continue west to east as long as the 
water levels in the alluvium are greater than water levels in the Palm Springs 
and Imperial formations. Flow patterns are expected to continue from west to 
east as indicated in Figures 6-11 and 6-12 of the Modeling Study. However, 
because of this and other uncertainty associated with the Proposed Action, the 
Draft EIR/EIS has provided the Groundwater Monitoring Plan on page 3.3-81 
through 3.3-87, and Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72) 
and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 3.3-79). This plan will allow USG to detect 
any changes in water quality trends as they occur. 

 
Comment 27-26: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of Basin impacts. The impact of 

increased pumping on individual wells (Impact 3.3-1) and the impact on the 
Basin in general (Impact 3.3-2) are treated separately in the Draft EIR/EIS and 
therefore each impact’s level of significance is evaluated separately. The 
commenter is correct that a significant impact occurs when a production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support 
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existing land uses or planned uses for which a permit has been granted. 
Mitigation Measure as modified, 3.3-1 on pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72 
addresses this impact.  

 
Comment 27-27:  
 
Response: Included in the Groundwater Monitoring Program on page 3.3-18 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS is a list of proposed wells and two new nested monitoring wells to be 
used as sentry wells to observe changes in water quality and drawdown. Water 
level and water quality change triggers are discussed in Sections 3.3-1 and 
3.3-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These triggers were designed to mitigate potential 
adverse impacts by the proposed Project. The basis for the water quality 
trigger points is by comparison of actual water quality with historical trends. 
Specific water level triggers are specified in the Draft EIR/EIS. See also 
General Response 4.3.8 for the role of the numerical model in the monitoring 
program.  

 
Comment 27-28:  
 
Response: Water level trends, both observed through field data and simulated using the 

numerical model, are discussed in General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and 
Groundwater.  

 
Comment 27-29: 
 
Response: Several figures were provided by the USGS to show an overview of the 

distribution of current and historic wells that were measured for water level or 
sampled for water quality. These wells are listed in Appendix B1 after the 
figures. More accurate and clearer maps showing these wells can be found in 
the Modeling Study (Plate 1) or in the Draft EIR/EIS (Figure 3.3-4). 

 
Comment 27-30: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-4 and General Response 4.3.6. 
  
 Well location maps for wells currently monitored by the USGS (for water 

levels and water quality) are included in General Response 4.3.6, 
Hydrogeology and Water Quality. An appendix of Driller’s Logs was not 
provided due to the confidentiality of Driller’s Logs in the State of California. 
However, well inventory tables, maps, and detailed analysis of the 
groundwater information are presented in previous reports including 
Bookman-Edmonston 1996. 

 
Comment 27-31: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comment 27-16, 27-30 and General Response 4.3.6. 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-256



 The groundwater quality near the community of Ocotillo and the groundwater 
quality to the east are significantly different, as discussed in General Response 
4.3.6. These differences are the result of the different geologic formations. If 
groundwater gradients were to change significantly over time, lower quality 
water could flow westward. This interaction is discussed further in General 
Response 4.3.6. While the event of density driven groundwater flow is 
unlikely, this possibility is considered. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
monitoring plan will identify adverse water quality trends if any. While Basin 
impacts are not mitigated, mitigation measures are provided for impacts on 
individual wells. 

 
Comment 27-32: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.9 regarding USGS review of the numerical model. 

Peter Martin with the USGS reviewed and commented on the proposed 
monitoring program presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. His comments were 
included in the Monitoring Plan presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional 
comments have also been provided by Peter Martin in a response letter to the 
Draft EIR/EIS.  

 
Comment 27-33: 
 
Response: Well logs and static groundwater levels indicate that the aquifer is unconfined 

(see Figures 3-1A through 3-1F). However, the aquifers are not homogeneous 
and local clay layers may create areas where semi-confined or confined 
aquifers are present. Due to lack of data, the existence and/or extent of semi-
confined or confined conditions are highly uncertain. The Draft EIR/EIS 
provides a Groundwater Monitoring Plan (page 3.3-81 through 3.3-87), and 
Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72) and 3.3-2 (pages 
3.3-78 through 3.3- 79). See also General Response 4.3.9. 

 
Comment 27-34: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
 The proposed Project impacts to land use and planning issues are addressed in 

Volume I, Section 3.9, Land Use of the Draft EIR/EIS. Water resources are 
addressed in Volume I, Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. The Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Area Plan (ONCAP) is an area 
plan supplement to the Imperial County General Plan. It was adopted in April, 
1994, superseding and replacing the “current land use plan for the Yuha 
Desert Planning Unit” adopted in 1973.  
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Comment 27-35: 
 
Response: A section addressing the existing water wells and information such as 

perforation intervals, depth, surface elevation, and well log availability is 
presented in Bookman-Edmonston (1996) Appendix A as referenced in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. USG’s State Well and production well numbers were also 
provided in Appendix A and are as follows: 

 
USG No. 6 - 16S09E36B001 
USG No. 5 - 16S09E36H001 
USG No. 4 - 16S09E36G003 
 
OMWC No. 2 - 16S09E25M001 
OMWC No. 3 - 16S09E25M002 
 
CVMWC No. 2 - 16S09E36C002 
CVMWC No. 3 - 16S09E36C003 

  
USG Wells No. 1, No. 2, No. 3 and original No. 6 were abandoned due to age 
and not to any changes in groundwater elevation or quality.  

 
Comment 27-36: 
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, and 4.3.9. Comment noted in 

agreement. The Basin outflow across the U.S./Mexico border is uncertain due 
to lack of water level data on both sides of the boundary. The available water 
level data are discussed in General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and 
Groundwater. The estimates made in previous studies and how the boundary 
was simulated in the model is clarified in General Response 4.3.7, Water 
Balance. The effect of the boundary as simulated is discussed in 4.3.8, 
Application of the Numerical Model. For more detail on how the constant 
head cells in this area were calibrated, refer to 4.3.9, summarizing the 
numerical model calibration methodology. 

 
 As discussed in General Response 4.3.8, the model is a reasonable tool to 

predict water levels in the Basin. 
 
Comment 27-37: 
 
Response: Layer 2 was not assigned a horizontal hydraulic value of 15 feet a day. 
 
Comment 27-38: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-19 and General Response 4.3.7. Historical 

groundwater pumping is discussed in detail in General Response 4.3.7 
summarizing the water balance.  
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Comment 27-39: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-7 and General Responses 4.3.7 and 4.3.8. 
 
 Recharge estimates, their reasonableness and their distribution in the model, 
 are discussed in 4.3.7, Water Balance.  
 
Comment 27-40:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-7, 27-45, and General Reponses 4.3.7 and 
 4.3.9. 
 
 Recharge and outflow estimates simulated in the model are discussed in 

General Response 4.3.7, Water Balance. In conjunction with Bookman-
Edmonston used during model calibration is discussed in 4.3.9. 

 
Comment 27-41: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-1, 27-6, 27-7 and General Responses 4.3.8 

and 4.3.9. Clarification on the calibration statistics is found in General 
Response 4.3.8, Application of the Numerical Model. The details of 
calibration are discussed in 4.3.9, Calibration. 

 
Comment 27-42:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-1, 27-9, and General Responses 4.3.8 and 

4.3.9. Calibration and model residuals are clarified in 4.3.8, Application of the 
Numerical Model and 4.3.9, Calibration. 

 
Comment 27-43:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-1 and General Responses 4.3.8 and 4.3.9. 
 
 The adequacy of calibration in Layer 1 and Layer 2 in the model is discussed 

in 4.3.8, Application of the Numerical Model. 
 
 The unique geology in the Yuha Estates area explains large initial drawdowns 

(i.e. Well 11G1 from about 1978 to 1982), their initial rapid recovery 
(approximately 1982 to 1985), and their subsequent slower recovery (post 
1985). These trends appear to represent initial effects to a thin layer of 
alluvium (Layer 1), a rapid drawdown associated with the Palm Springs and 
Imperial formations (Layer 2), a subsequent initial fast recovery (recovery 
within the Palm Springs and Imperial formation) and then a slower recovery 
(recovery within the alluvium - Layer 1). In order to calibrate to the wells in 
the Yuha Estates area using this geologic interpretation, the hydraulic 
conductivity of Layer 2 in the model had to be made low (0.3 ft/day), partly 
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due to the thickness of Layer 2 used in the model (500 feet). More discussion 
of the calibration of Yuha Estates can be found in General Response 4.3.9, 
Calibration. 

 
Comment 27-44:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-1, 27-31, 27-33, 27-36, 27-43, 27-45 and 

General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, and 4.3.9. 
  
 The groundwater outflow across the U.S./Mexico border is highly uncertain. 

The available water level data are discussed in General Response 4.3.6, 
Hydrogeology and Groundwater. The estimates made in previous studies and 
how the boundary was simulated in the model are clarified in General 
Response 4.3.7, Water Balance. The effect of the boundary as simulated is 
discussed in 4.3.8, Application of the Numerical Model. For more detail on 
how the constant head cells in this area were calibrated, refer to 4.3.9. 

 
 The commenter highlights the difference between simulated and observed 

water levels in the McDougal Well (25K2) in the Ocotillo area. As discussed 
in General Response 4.3.8, Application of the Numerical Model, this well is a 
pumping well and the observed water levels at this well may not reflect the 
regional static groundwater conditions.  

 
Comment 27-45:  

 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-1 and General Responses 4.3.7, 4.3.8 and 4.3.9. 

Previous water balance estimates of the outflow across the U.S./Mexico 
boundary are discussed in General Response 4.3.7, Water Balance. Southern 
boundary flux is the function of the hydraulic conductivity and gradient 
around the boundary area. In this model, all fluxes along the “constant head” 
boundaries are outward flow. Therefore, for a long term water balance, the 
southern boundary flux is only a function of recharge values. It should be 
noted that both Huntley’s (1979) inflow and outflow are higher than the 
recharge used in this study.  

 
Comment 27-46:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-36 and General Responses 4.3.8 and 4.3.9. 

With regard to the capabilities of the model, the calibration is strongest in 
Layer 1 in the area of the USG wells near Ocotillo.  

 
Comment 27-47: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-1, 27-33 and General Response 4.3.8.  
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 Comment noted with agreement. General Response 4.3.8, Application of the 
Numerical Model, discusses the adequacy of the model to predict impacts due 
to the proposed project. The model is a reasonable tool to assess long term 
water level trends in the Basin.  

 
Comment 27-48: 
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7, and 4.3.8. Comment noted. The model 

files and supporting data were provided to Todd Engineers for an independent 
review of the model (see Appendix C in the Final EIR/EIS). This review is 
documented in General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7, and 4.3.8. 

 
Comment 27-49:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-1, 27-2, 27-4, 27-30, and General Responses 

4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, and 4.3.9. 
 

The commenter’s opinions concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS are 
noted. However, disagreement among experts does not make an EIR/EIS 
inadequate. In this case, all reasonably feasible efforts have been made to 
evaluate the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on groundwater 
resources, and the Final EIR/EIS represents and adequate, complete, and good 
faith effort at full disclosure of all such potential impacts. 

 
 General Response 4.3.6, Hydrogeology and Water Balance, clarifies and 

documents available hydrogeologic data. 
 
Comment 27-50:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS provides a Groundwater Monitoring Plan (page 3.3-81 

through 3.3-87), and Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72) 
and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 3.3- 79).  

 
Comment 27-51:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-1, and General Responses 4.3.7, 4.3.8 and 

4.3.9. 
 
 Calibration and understanding of the constant head boundary is discussed in 

General Responses 4.3.7, Water Balance, and 4.3.8, Application of the 
Numerical Model, and 4.3.9, Calibration. 

 
Comment 27-52:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-1 and General Response 4.3.8.  
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 Comment noted with agreement. General response 4.3.8, Application of the 
Numerical Model, discusses the adequacy of the model to predict impacts due 
to the proposed Project. The model is a reasonable tool to assess long term 
water level trends in the Basin. These improvements include sensitivity 
assessments to understand the reasonable ranges of certain parameters and 
their effect on the simulate outcome 

 
Comment 27-53: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 27-1, 27-3, and 27-9.  
 
Comment 27-54: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 27-1 and 27-12. 
 

The Draft EIR/EIS provides a Groundwater Monitoring Plan (page 3.3-81 
through 3.3-87), and Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72) 
and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 3.3- 79). 
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Letter 28 
Donna Tisdale, July 16, 2006 
 
 
Comment 28-1: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The IID Board adopted Resolution No. 8-2006 in April at 

about the same time the Draft EIR/EIS was published. Also see General 
Response 4.3.4. No farm will be fallowed for the USG Project.  

 
Comment 28-2: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.4. 
 
Comment 28-3: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 28-4: 
 
Response: The Regional Water Quality Control Board was provided a Notice of 

Preparation and the State Clearinghouse is on the County’s distribution list for 
the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 28-5: 
 
Response: The amount of information in the Draft EIR/EIS is adequate to estimate the 

effect of an increase in pumping by the Proposed Action. The information is 
also adequate enough to develop the Monitoring and Mitigation Measures 
proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS. See General Response 4.3.4. 

 
Comment 28-6: 
 
Response: Potential impacts on neighboring residential and other wells are addressed in 

Section 3.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Water levels in the Basin are expected to 
decline by up to 10 feet under baseline conditions (i.e., without the project) 
over the next 80 years, and if USG were to increase pumping to 767 acre-feet 
per year, then the decline is expected to increase by an additional 20 to 
23 feet. The numerical groundwater model generated a calculated total decline 
of about 30 feet over an 80 year period. These impacts are deemed significant 
prior to mitigation. Mitigation measures (e.g., deepening wells) are listed; 
implementation of these measures would reduce the impact to less than 
significant. See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of hydrogeology and 
groundwater conditions, 4.3.7 for discussion of the water balance, and 4.3.8 
for application of the numerical model to impacts on groundwater levels. 
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Comment 28-7: 
 
Response: Recharge and pumping are discussed in Draft EIR/EIS subsection Hydrology 

in Section 3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality. See General Response 4.3.7 for 
additional discussion of recharge (inflow) relative to outflow. 

 
Comment 28-8: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-71. The reader should also refer to Section 

4.3.12 Climate Change. 
 
Comment 28-9: 
 
Response: Comment noted. As noted in the Draft EIR/EIS, two alternatives utilizing IID 

water were studied for this Draft EIR/EIS. See General Response 4.3.4. 
Several assertions in the comment are inaccurate. 

 
Comment 28-10: 
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.7 for discussion of historical and 

existing conditions and potential impacts on groundwater level and quality. 
 
Comment 28-11: 
 
Response: Comment noted. Potential impacts of groundwater decline or water quality 

decline resulting from the Proposed Action are addressed through Mitigation 
Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 trough 3.3-72) and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 
3.3- 79), as modified. 

 
Comment 28-12: 
 
Response: Comment noted. Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 trough 3.3-72) and 

3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 3.3- 79) specify that water will be provided at no 
cost to the affected party or parties, if any. Thus, for all practical purposes, a 
large number of possible sources exist, such as bottled, treated or other well 
water. 

 
Comment 28-13: 
 
Response: Approval of this Draft EIR/EIS would be contingent on USG agreeing to 

abide to restrictions and requirements specified by the Lead Agency, in this 
case, the County. Further, part of the project calls for greater assessment and 
evaluation of the Basin through additional monitoring. 

 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-291



Comment 28-14: 
 
Response: The baseline standards for water quality will be determined after analysis of 

samples as outlined in the Groundwater Monitoring Program on page 3.3-86 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. Water quality monitoring triggers are discussed starting 
on the bottom of page 3.3-86 and at the top of page 3.3-87. Triggers for 
mitigation measures due to groundwater quantity and quality changes are 
presented in sections Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 trough 3.3-72) 
and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 3.3- 79). See also General Response 4.3.5. 

 
Comment 28-15: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 28-6. 
 
Comment 28-16: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 28-13 and 28-14. Also see General Responses 

4.3.4 and 4.3.5. 
 
Comment 28-17: 
 
Response: Over the years USG has installed conservation measures to reduce the use of 

water. See Response to Comment 25-8. 
 
Comment 28-18: 
 
Response: No seeps or springs have been documented in the immediate vicinity of 

proposed Quarry Well No. 3. The effect on major down-gradient springs of 
increased pumping at the Quarry was addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS in detail. 
As stated, the increased pumping at the Quarry would represent a minuscule 
portion of the total pumping upstream of San Felipe Creek Spring and Fish 
Creek Spring. Discharges at these springs have increased and become 
perennial due to increased local irrigation. The increase of Quarry pumping 
would have an effect that is less than significant. (Page 3.3-103). 

 
Comment 28-19: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.2 and Response to Comment 28-18. 
 
Comment 28-20: 
 
Response: The Plant and Quarry are both regulated by multiple agencies. The only water 

discharge at the Plant is sanitary waste. All other solid waste is managed as 
required by law. Additionally the Plant area is subject to Regional Water 
Quality Control Board Order 96-001. 
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Comment 28-21: 
 
Response: The material being mined is not part of the aquifer system. The material is 

above any water table and is not aquifer material. The mining operations of 
USG will not reduce the aquifer storage capacity. 

 
Comment 28-22:  
 
Response: The proposed Project impacts to land use and planning issues are addressed in 

Volume I, Section 3.9, Land Use of the Draft EIR/EIS, Water Resources are 
addressed in Volume I, Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. The Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Area Plan (ONCAP), is an area 
plan supplement to the Imperial County General Plan. It was adopted in April, 
1994, superseding and replacing the “current land use plan for the Yuha 
Desert Planning Unit” adopted in 1973. The goals and objectives of the plan 
include: 

 
 Goal 4: Limit the expansion of industrial development within the 

Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Area. 
 
 Objective 4.3: Monitor existing industrial land uses to ensure land uses do not 

pose an environmental threat and/or cause a contamination of groundwater. 
 
 Objective 5.3: Protect the groundwater in the Ocotillo/Nomirage Community 

Area from overdraft and saline conditions. 
 
 Objective 5.4: Ensure that new development proposals do not contribute to 

overdraft or increase salinity of groundwater. 
 
 Objective 5.8: Work with U.S. Gypsum and the Imperial Irrigation District to 

examine other water sources that can be used at the U.S. Gypsum 
manufacturing plant and reduce their dependence on groundwater. 

 
 Goal 6: Identify and protect areas of regionally significant mineral resources 

which are in areas suitable for surface mining activities. 
 
 Objective 6.1: Provide adequate space and land use classifications to meet 

current and projected economic needs for extractive activities. 
 
 Objective 6.2: Ensure that surface mining operations are operated to avoid air 

and water quality degradation including groundwater, soil erosion, wildlife 
habitat destruction, and other adverse environmental impacts, and that all 
surface mining operations comply with the State Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA) and County Surface Mining Ordinance. 

 
 Objective 8.3: Regulate development adjacent to or near all mineral deposits. 
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 Objective 8.5: Require reclamation of lands where mining, irrigation, 
landfills, solid waste, hazardous materials (waste storage or disposal and 
natural erosion has occurred, so as to pose no danger to public health and 
safety. 

 
 ONCAP does not stipulate the preparation of a water study for proposed 

project but under Section D. Water/Sewer, page 8, it does state “water use, 
quality, quantity and protection are key issues in planning for the area. All 
land use proposals shall be reviewed to determine their impacts on 
groundwater quantity and quality”. 

 
 The Draft EIR/EIS provides that analysis, subject to review and revision, in 

compliance with the intent of the plan and CEQA. See General Response 
4.3.11. 

 
Comment 28-23:  
 
Response: The ONCAP was prepared in April 1994 as a portion of the Imperial County 

General Plan of 1993. The General Plan Land Use Element has been revised 
most recently in December 2003. State law requires that the housing element 
be revised “not less often than at five-year intervals following the fourth 
revision” (California Government Code Section 65588(7)). 

 
Comment 28-24:  
 
Response: The ONCAP states under II, Existing Conditions, C. Population, Page 7; “Due 

to water constraints, it is not anticipated the Ocotillo/Nomirage Community 
Area will experience a significant amount of population growth”. H. Housing, 
page 9; “… it is not expected that large residential subdivisions or multiple-
family housing units will be developed within the planning area. 

 
Comment 28-25:  
 
Response: Impacts to the Peninsular bighorn sheep are addressed in Volume I, Section 

3.5, Wildlife of the Draft EIR/EIS. Background reports in support of the 
analysis appear in Volume II, Appendices, Appendix C. Impacts of the 
proposed Project on Peninsular bighorn sheep are subject to a Section 7 
consultation currently in process between the BLM and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The critical habitat boundary for Peninsular bighorn sheep has also 
been modified to exclude the Quarry area. See General Response 4.3.1. 

 
Comment 28-26:   
 
Response: San Felipe Creek is addressed in Volume I, Section 3.5, Wildlife and Volume 

II Appendix C-4 and C-5. Quarry expansion would have an insignificant 
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impact on surface water as shown in Table 3.5-2, page 3.5-33 and Figure 3.5-
4, page 3.5-35. See also General Response 4.3.2 (desert pupfish). 

 
Comment 28-27:  
 
Response: Comment noted. Section 3.6 in the Draft EIR/EIS determined that the 

proposed Project would not significantly impact air quality with 
implementation of Project design features conditioned in USG’s air quality 
permits and mitigation measures, compliance with existing ICAPCD rules and 
regulations, and the purchase of offsets for Nitrogen Oxide (NOx). Also see 
General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 28-28:  
 
Response: The Plaster City facility is located in a severe PM10 non-attainment area. 

Efforts are continually being made to reduce air emissions with the 
installation of equipment such as low NOx burners, dust collectors, and dust 
suppression systems. The proposed Plant also lead to the use of enclosed 
storage areas. The facility tests emission consistent with the State and Federal 
Agencies. In addition, ongoing noncompliance issues will be reduced with the 
future capping of the IMSA. See also General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 28-29:  
 
Response: Comment noted. USG is required to comply with air quality permit conditions 

at the Plant and Rule 801, which require visible dust emissions (VDE) at 
conveyors, transfer points, and emission control units (dust collectors) to not 
exceed 7 percent opacity, at the integrated milling calcining unit to not exceed 
10 percent, at the enclosed gypsum rock storage building to not exceed 
15 percent, and any fugitive dust sources to not exceed 20 percent opacity as 
measured per methods described in ICAPCD Rule 800, Appendix A. Also see 
General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 28-30:  
 
Response: Comment noted. We are not aware of any chalk covered employees at the site. 

See also General Response 4.3.10. 
 
Comment 28-31:  
 
Response: The Plaster City Plant has an industrial hygiene program in place. Employees 

use personnel health monitors that collect air samples. Deficiencies if any are 
corrected promptly. The samples are then analyzed and the findings are 
reported to the Plant and any necessary corrective action is promptly 
completed. 
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Comment 28-32:  
 
Response: As discussed in Section 3.11.3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, future traffic 

conditions with the Project were analyzed through the year 2025. In order to 
estimate future traffic volumes in the year 2025, the 2002 traffic counts, 
(which include Project traffic), were increased at a rate of 2 percent per year 
for 23 years. All study intersections and roadway segments will continue to 
operate at a level of service of A or B for this "future plus Project" condition. 
See Draft EIR/EIS, p. 3.11-15. 

 
 The Draft EIR/EIS notes, on page 3.11-16, that no new projects or other 

activities had been proposed within the areas affected by the Project that could 
result in a significant cumulative traffic effect. Nonetheless, by assuming a 2 
percent annual increase in traffic volumes over a 23-year period, the Draft 
EIR/EIS has addressed the potential cumulative traffic effects of the Project 
and other possible projects in the area for the foreseeable future. 

 
Comment 28-33:  
 
Response: Comment noted, with disagreement. 
 
Comment 28-34:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.13. 
 
Comment 28-35:  
 
Response: Comment noted, with disagreement. 
 
Comment 28-36:  
 
Response: Mitigation measures are presented in each of the Resource Analysis sections. 

A summary of potential impacts and mitigation measures appears on 
Table S-1 beginning on page S-9, Volume I of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 28-37:  
 
Response: Comment noted with disagreement. 
 
Comment 28-38:  
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.5. Also see General Response 4.3.13. 
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Comment 28-39:  
 
Response: Comment noted with disagreement; potential impacts on groundwater Basin 

supply (Impact 3.3-2) and groundwater quality (3.3-4) are evaluated in 
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS and are deemed significant. See General 
Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.7. 

 
Attachment to 28 – RWQCB Memorandum 
 
Comment 28-40:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The potential water quality impacts on individual well 

owners (Impact 3.3-3) have been evaluated and are not significant with 
mitigation. However, the Draft EIR/EIS concluded that potential quality 
impacts on the groundwater Basin (Impact 3.3-4) are significant and are not 
reduced to less than significant with the mitigation measures. 

 
Comment 28-41:  
 
Response: Comment noted. For impacts on individual wells, Impact 3.3-3, the mitigation 

measures, if required, would deliver water with a TDS of less than 500 mg/L. 
With regard to Impacts 3.3-2 and 3.3-4, the Draft EIR/EIS concluded that 
potential impacts on the groundwater Basin are significant and are not reduced 
to less than significant with the mitigation measures. 

 
Comment 28-42:  
 
Response: See General Comments 4.3.4 and 4.3.5. To more specifically answer the 

questions, the use of groundwater by the plant was studied but not considered 
viable as the water has a salinity of about 14,000 mg/L and would require RO 
with a concentrated waste stream along with the large energy requirement. In 
addition, aquifer parameters are tight and several wells spaced a long distance 
from the USG property would create additional environmental impacts. See 
General Response 4.3.4. 

 
Comment 28-43:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that potential impacts on the groundwater Basin 

are significant and are not reduced to less than significant with the mitigation 
measures. This finding acknowledges overdraft and the continuing depletion 
of groundwater storage. However, the Project would not eliminate the 
Municipal Supply beneficial use of the groundwater Basin. As described in 
the Draft EIR/EIS, groundwater levels in the Basin are expected to decline by 
up to 10 feet under baseline conditions (i.e., without the project) over the next 
80 years, and if USG were to increase pumping to 767 acre-feet per year, then 
the decline is expected to increase by an additional 20 to 23 feet. However, it 
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should be noted that the thickness of the Basin in the Ocotillo area is 
approximately 460-500 feet and the expected additional drawdown is 
relatively minor.  

 
 
 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-298



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Text Box
Letter 29

admin
Text Box
5.0-299



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-1

mary
Text Box
29-2

mary
Text Box
29-3

mary
Text Box
29-4

mary
Text Box
29-5

admin
Text Box
5.0-300



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-5Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-6

mary
Text Box
29-7

mary
Text Box
29-8

mary
Text Box
29-9

admin
Text Box
5.0-301



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-9Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-10

mary
Text Box
29-11

mary
Text Box
29-12

mary
Text Box
29-13

admin
Text Box
5.0-302



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-13Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-14

mary
Text Box
29-15

mary
Text Box
29-16

admin
Text Box
5.0-303



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
26-16Con't.

mary
Text Box
26-17

mary
Text Box
26-18

mary
Text Box
26-19

admin
Text Box
5.0-304



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-19Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-20

mary
Text Box
29-21

mary
Text Box
29-22

mary
Text Box
29-23

admin
Text Box
5.0-305



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-24

mary
Text Box
29-25

mary
Text Box
29-26

mary
Text Box
29-27

mary
Text Box
29-28

mary
Text Box
29-29

admin
Text Box
5.0-306



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-29Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-30

mary
Text Box
29-31

mary
Text Box
29-33

mary
Text Box
29-32

admin
Text Box
5.0-307



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-33Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-34

mary
Text Box
29-35

mary
Text Box
29-36

admin
Text Box
5.0-308



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-36Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-37

mary
Text Box
29-38

mary
Text Box
29-39

mary
Text Box
29-40

admin
Text Box
5.0-309



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-41

mary
Text Box
29-42

mary
Text Box
29-43

mary
Text Box
29-44

mary
Text Box
29-45

admin
Text Box
5.0-310



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-45Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-46

mary
Text Box
29-47

mary
Text Box
29-48

mary
Text Box
29-49

admin
Text Box
5.0-311



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-49Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-50

mary
Text Box
29-51

mary
Text Box
29-52

admin
Text Box
5.0-312



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-52Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-53

mary
Text Box
29-54

mary
Text Box
29-55

mary
Text Box
29-56

mary
Text Box
29-57

admin
Text Box
5.0-313



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-57Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-58

mary
Text Box
29-59

mary
Text Box
29-60

mary
Text Box
29-61

mary
Text Box
29-62

admin
Text Box
5.0-314



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-62Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-63

mary
Text Box
29-64

mary
Text Box
29-65

mary
Text Box
29-66

mary
Text Box
29-67

mary
Text Box
29-68

admin
Text Box
5.0-315



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Text Box
26-68Con't.

mary
Text Box
26-69

mary
Text Box
26-70

mary
Text Box
26-71

mary
Text Box
26-72

mary
Text Box
26-73

mary
Text Box
26-74

admin
Text Box
5.0-316



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-74Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-75

mary
Text Box
29-76

mary
Text Box
29-77

mary
Text Box
29-78

mary
Text Box
29-79

admin
Text Box
5.0-317



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-79Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-80-1

mary
Text Box
29-80-2

mary
Text Box
29-80-3

mary
Text Box
29-80-4

admin
Text Box
5.0-318



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-80-4Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-80-5

mary
Text Box
29-80-6

mary
Text Box
29-80-7

mary
Text Box
29-81

mary
Text Box
29-82

admin
Text Box
5.0-319



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-82Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-83

mary
Text Box
29-84

mary
Text Box
29-85

admin
Text Box
5.0-320



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-86

mary
Text Box
29-87

mary
Text Box
29-88

admin
Text Box
5.0-321



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-88Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-89

mary
Text Box
29-90

mary
Text Box
29-91

mary
Text Box
29-92

admin
Text Box
5.0-322



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-92Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-93

mary
Text Box
29-94

mary
Text Box
29-95

mary
Text Box
29-96

admin
Text Box
5.0-323



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-97

mary
Text Box
29-98

mary
Text Box
29-99

mary
Text Box
29-100

mary
Text Box
29-101

mary
Text Box
29-102

admin
Text Box
5.0-324



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-102Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-103

mary
Text Box
29-104

mary
Text Box
29-105

admin
Text Box
5.0-325



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-106

mary
Text Box
29-107

mary
Text Box
29-108

mary
Text Box
29-109

mary
Text Box
29-110

mary
Text Box
29-111

admin
Text Box
5.0-326



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-111Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-112

mary
Text Box
29-113

mary
Text Box
29-114

mary
Text Box
29-115

mary
Text Box
29-116

mary
Text Box
29-117

admin
Text Box
5.0-327



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-118

mary
Text Box
29-119

mary
Text Box
29-120

mary
Text Box
29-121

mary
Text Box
29-122

mary
Text Box
29-123

admin
Text Box
5.0-328



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-123Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-124

mary
Text Box
29-125

mary
Text Box
29-126

mary
Text Box
29-127

mary
Text Box
29-128

mary
Text Box
29-129

admin
Text Box
5.0-329



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-129Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-130

mary
Text Box
29-131

mary
Text Box
29-132

mary
Text Box
29-133

mary
Text Box
29-134

admin
Text Box
5.0-330



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line


mary
Line

mary
Line

mary
Text Box
29-134Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-135

mary
Text Box
29-136

mary
Text Box
29-137

mary
Text Box
29-138

mary
Text Box
29-139

mary
Text Box
29-140

admin
Text Box
5.0-331



January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS

mary
Line

mary
Line


mary
Text Box
29-140Con't.

mary
Text Box
29-141

admin
Text Box
5.0-332



Letter 29 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, July 17, 2006 
 
 
Comment 29-1: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-2: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment is not considered substantive 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 29-3: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment is not considered substantive 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 29-4: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment is not considered substantive 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 29-5: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment is not considered substantive 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 29-6: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment is not considered substantive 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 29-7: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment is not considered substantive 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 
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Comment 29-8:  
 
Response: Under the proposed action, U.S. Gypsum would utilize more water from the 

Basin then it has in recent years, but its use will remain below the highest 
historical use approved by the County. See, Planning & Development Services 
letter dated March 8, 2006 to Matt Huss of U.S. Gypsum. For discussion of 
groundwater levels, see General Response 4.3.6. See General Response 4.3.7 
for discussion of the water balance.  
 
As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, the value of 767 AF/Yr is the maximum 
amount of proposed groundwater pumping. While the accuracy and 
documentation of this historical pumping value (based on a reported usage in 
1972) may be the subject of inquiry, it is presented as the maximum proposed 
pumping for evaluation of potential impacts on groundwater. The Draft 
EIR/EIS finds for Impacts 3.3-1 and 3.3-3 that impacts on neighboring wells 
of this proposed pumping are significant but can be mitigated to less than 
significant. The Draft EIR/EIS finds for Impacts 3.3-2 and 3.3-4 that impacts 
on the groundwater Basin of this proposed pumping are significant and cannot 
be mitigated.  
 
The proposed pumping of 767 AF/Yr is compared in the Draft EIR/EIS to a 
baseline water usage of 347 AF/Yr, which represents the average water usage 
for 1994 through 1998. The 767 AF/Yr estimate is used in the 2004 numerical 
model as part of the historical pumping record for the period 1970 to 1975. 
However, inclusion of this estimate has minimal significance to the model, 
which focuses more on recent conditions (when USG pumping was measured) 
and projection into the future. See General Response 4.3.8 for evaluation of 
the numerical model as a reasonable tool for evaluating impacts. Also see the 
Ocotillo/Coyote Wells Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study prepared 
by Bookman-Edmonston dated January 16, 2004 ("Modeling Study"), which 
is included in Volume II of the Draft EIR/EIS as Appendix B-2. 

 
 Finally, with regard to unreasonable use or waste of water, all of the water 

would be put to beneficial use in the production of a needed commodity. As 
discussed in the Response to Comment 25-8, many improvements have been 
made at the Plant to reduce water consumption.  

 
 See also General Response 4.3.5. 
 
Comment 29-9:  
 
Response: Refer to General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of recharge and groundwater 

levels, and Responses to Comments 26-31 and 27-24.  
 

The lack of water level response to precipitation may reflect a significant lag 
time between rainfall events and recharge to the water table resulting from the 
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distance from the washes to the monitored wells and in some areas, the 
significant thickness of the unsaturated (vadose) zone. The comment also 
characterizes groundwater level declines across the Basin, including areas 
with different geologic formations and different trends. See Response to 
Comment 27-24.  

 
Comment 29-10:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS does not state or suggest that "the industrial uses at Plaster 

City and the most economical source for obtaining water for industrial 
purposes is a need which should trump overlying domestic needs." 

 
 See also General Response 4.3.5. 
 
Comment 29-11:  
 
Response: The decision of the California Court of Appeal and the judgment of the 

Imperial County Superior Court, each of which concerned the Negative 
Declaration adopted for the Project by the County in 1998, speak for 
themselves. No further response is required because the comment contains 
only legal contentions and does not raise a significant environmental issue 
concerning the Proposed Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 29-12:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The Basin has served the Plant and Quarry operations, 

including manufacturing, the company village, the former swimming pool, 
irrigation and dust suppression, in some cases since the 1920s. See also 
General Response 4.3.11 (Consistency with ONCAP).

 
 See also General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-13:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-14:  
 
Response: During the period 1980 to 1990, the combined population of the communities 

within the study area (Painted Gorge, Ocotillo, West Texas, Nomirage, and 
Yuha Estates) increased by approximately 1.4 percent annually. During the 
period 1990 to 2000, the combined population of these communities declined 
by 1.1 percent. Nonetheless, the Modeling Study conservatively assumed a 
1.4 percent constant annual population increase through the year 2025. See 
Modeling Study, pp. 4-4 and 4-5 and General Response 4.3.8. 
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 See also General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-15:  
 
Response: Comment noted. The limitations of the 1996 Bookman-Edmonston study and 

other previous studies were acknowledged and addressed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. See Draft EIR/EIS, pp. 3.3-34 and 3.3-41. See also the discussions 
in General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7, and 4.3.8. See also Response to Comment 
27-1.

 
Comment 29-16:  
 
Response: No response is required because the comment contains only legal contentions 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
 See also Response to Comment 29-15. 
 
Comment 29-17:  
 
Response: The amount of time needed to prepare the Draft EIR/EIS reflects the 

complexity of the issues and the thoroughness with which the issues were 
addressed. 

 
 The balance of the comment does not require a response because it contains 

only legal contentions and does not raise a significant environmental issue 
concerning the Proposed Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
 See also General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-18:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 3-1. Scoping materials presented in Appendix B of 

Volume II provide a transcript of the event, list of responders including letters 
originated by the Sierra Club on January 30, 2002 and February 20, 2002, 
providing submissions by the Sierra Club dated November 23, December 4, 
December 7, and December 9, 1998; January 13, 1999; and 1999 attached 
exhibits. Appendix B also includes transcription of the scoping hearing 
including issues presented by the Sierra Club. Issues of concern identified in 
the scoping process are further summarized in Volume I, Section 5.1.1 Issues 
of concern, page 5.0-2. 

 
Comment 29-19:  
 
Response: The following maps and figures located within the Draft EIR/EIS depict 

information specific to the list presented in Comment 29-19. The information 
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requested is available on figures throughout the document and in application 
submittals and supporting documentation incorporated by reference. The 
reader should reference the June 2003 Mine Reclamation Plan. Specific 
information can be located as follows. 

 
 Assessors Parcel Numbers (APN), Township and Range (T&R), Sections, 

well sites, appears on the following Draft EIR/EIS Figures: 1.0-1, 2.0-1, 2.0-3, 
2.0-5, 2.0-10, 2.0-19, 3.3-1, 3.3-4, 3.3-17, 3.3-18, and 3.5-2. 

 
 Plant Parcels and detail are presented in Figures 2.0-3, 2.0-4, 2.0-5, 2.0-7, 2.0-

9, and 3.6-4. 
 
 Quarry Parcels and detail are presented in Figures 2.0-1, 2.0-6, 2.0-8, 2.0-13, 

2.0-15 and the Mine Reclamation Plan, June 2003. 
 
 

 Plant Quarry 
Ocotillo 8 miles 18 miles 
Seely 16 miles 27 miles 
El Centro 18 miles 36 miles 
Westside Canal 5 miles 22 miles 

 
 Centinela State Prison is not identified on a figure. It is located at 2302 Brown 

Road in Imperial, California 92251 approximately 4.8 miles from the Plant 
and 21 miles from the Quarry. 

 
 The Elsinore fault is identified in the following Figures: 3.2-1, 3.3-1, 3.3-3, 

and 3.3-4. 
 
 Imperial Irrigation Districts (IID) Westside Main Canal is identified in 

Figures: 2.0-19 and 2.0-20. 
 
 The BLM Fish Creek wilderness boundary is identified in Figure 2.0-1, 

Figure 2, Appendix C-3 Volume II of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Management Area is identified in Figures 3.5-2, 

3.5-3, and Map 4, Appendix C Volume II of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 West Mesa Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), is located on 

Map 3, Land Uses, Appendix C, Volume II of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 Yuha Desert ACEC is located on Map 3, Land Uses, Appendix C. Volume II 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
 San Sebastian Marsh/San Felipe Creek ACEC is located on Figures 3.5-4 and 

3.5-5. 
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 Peninsular bighorn sheep critical habitat is identified on Figure 3.5-2. The 
reader should also General Response 4.3.1. The boundary for Peninsular 
bighorn sheep has been revised since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 U.S. Naval live bombing target 103 is identified on Figure 3.5-1. 
 
 BLM open area around Plant, north of Highway 80 is identified on 

Figure 2.0-4. 
 
Comment 29-20:  
 
Response: There are over 75 figures presented in the Draft EIR/EIS and 50 Tables 

depicting and explaining information relevant to the proposed project in 
addition to detailed plot plans in the Reclamation Plan and supplemental 
technical reports in the appendices. Several map sources have been used, 
many include publication dates. 

 
 Several of the figures in Section 2 do contain dates. Dates appear on figures 

where relevant. A reasonable effort has been made to illustrate as much of the 
Proposed Action characteristics as possible. All of the information presented 
in the Draft EIR/EIS could not be incorporated into one map.  

 
Comment 29-21:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See also Response to Comment 29-19. 
 
Comment 29-22:  
 
Response: The parcel numbers for the Ocotillo wells are 033-380-044, 033-380-047, 

033-390-025, and 033-572-003.  
 
 The parcel numbers for the Plant are 034-360-6901, 034-360-9101, and 034-

360-4801. 
 
 The parcel numbers for the Quarry are 033-020-09, 033-060-08, 033-060-09, 

033-070-01, 033-070-04, 033-070-05, 033-070-08, 033-070-10, 033-070-11, 
033-07-07, 033-070-17, 033-070-23, 033-080-05, 033-090-12, 033-090-13, 
033-090-14, 033-090-15. 

 
Comment 29-23: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comment 29-8 and 15-4. See also CEQA Guidelines, § 

15204 ("When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made 
in the EIR."). 
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Comment 29-24: 
 
Response: No response is required. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204 ("When responding 

to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as 
long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR."). 

 
Comment 29-25: 
 
Response: The three USG wells in Ocotillo currently have chart style flow meters that 

measure the water output. These USG wells have been metered since 1981. 
USG intends to replace the current meters with new turbine style flow meters. 
See Response to Comment 29-27. 

 
 No simple relationship exists between total USG water use and factory output. 

Variables over time have included use by residents of the former Plaster City 
village, past discharges of wastewater, and irrigation of landscaped wind 
blocks, and increasing efficiency of water use in the production process. See 
Response to Comment 25-8 for discussion of water conservation. 

 
Comment 29-26: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 15-4, 29-8, and 29-27. 
 
Comment 29-27:  
 
Response: As explained in the Draft EIR/EIS, between the time of the Superior Court's 

decision in 1999 to uphold the County's 1998 negative declaration for the 
Project and the Court of Appeal's decision in 2000, the Plant 
expansion/modernization had been substantially completed. Consequently, by 
2006, groundwater usage had increased to about 550 acre-feet per year. 
However, because the environmental review process began in 1998, the lead 
agencies determined that the baseline for evaluating the potential 
environmental effects of the Project would be the physical conditions that 
existed in 1998. See Draft EIR/EIS, pp. 1.0-8 through 1.0-11 and 2.0-7 
through 2.0-18. 

 
 As indicated in Table 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the average water usage at 

the Plant from 1981 through 1998 was approximately 420 AF/Yr. 
Nonetheless, in order to present a conservative analysis of the potential 
impacts on groundwater resources, the Draft EIR/EIS assumes a baseline 
water usage of 347 AF/Yr, which represents the average water production for 
the period from 1994 through 1998.  

 
 The paragraph beginning at the bottom of page 2.0-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

has been replaced with the following text: 
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 “Water for the Plant including production water, potable water and 
water for sanitary uses has been supplied by three wells located near 
Ocotillo, California approximately 8.5 miles west of the Plant site. An 
8-inch diameter gravity-feed pipeline transports the water to the Plant. 
In 1998, water usage at the Plant was approximately 333 acre-feet per 
year (AF/Yr). Historically, water usage had been higher; however, 
USG was able to reduce its water use by implementing water 
conservation measures to ensure that (1) there is no process water 
discharge from the operation, and (2) water is no longer discharged for 
cooling production equipment. These conservation measures, instituted 
in the 1980s and 1990s, have reduced water usage from the recorded 
high of 767 AF/Yr to the 1998 value. From 1981 through 1998, the 
average water usage at the Plant was approximately 420 AF/Yr.” 

 
Comment 29-28: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-29: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-30: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-31:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-32: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-8 and 29-27. See also General Response 

4.3.5. Prior to adoption of the Groundwater Management Ordinance, Imperial 
County does not require reporting of 25 feet/year. 

 
Comment 29-33:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-34: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. See also General Response 4.3.5. 
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Comment 29-35: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-36: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-8 and 29-27. See also General Response 

4.3.5. 
 
Comment 29-37: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-8 and 29-27. See also General Response 

4.3.5. 
 
Comment 29-38: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-8 and 29-27. See also General Response 

4.3.5. 
 
Comment 29-39: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-40: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-41: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The existing well at the Quarry is described on page 2.0-45 

in the Draft EIR/EIS. The water at this well is highly mineralized. 
 
Comment 29-42: 
 
Response: The EIR is an informational document that will inform public agency 

decisionmakers and the public generally of the significant environmental 
effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, 
and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. CEQA Guidelines, § 
15121(a). An EIR is required to include a statement of objectives sought by 
the proposed project, which should include the underlying purpose of the 
project. The statement of objectives helps the lead agency develop a 
reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and aids the decision 
makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if 
necessary. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15124(b). 
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Comment 29-43: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.4. 
 
Comment 29-44: 
 
Response: As stated in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, a new 10-inch water line 

would provide a more reliable water supply, minimizing line surges and 
associated leaks/ruptures, providing a quicker water system recovery and 
improving fire protection at the Plant.  

 
 See also General Response 4.3.4. 
 
Comment 29-45: 
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.4 and 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-46: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.4. 
 
Comment 29-47: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-14 regarding projection of population growth. 

USG use of groundwater from the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin 
is not an off-basin use as defined in the County's Groundwater Management 
Ordinance because the Plant overlies the groundwater Basin from which the 
groundwater is extracted. See Section 92201.04 of the County Code. 

 
 See also General Responses 4.3.5 and 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-48: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-49:  
 
Response: Neither the County nor the Draft EIR/EIS have "ignored" the provisions of 

ONCAP. See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-50:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.11. 
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Comment 29-51:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-52:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-53:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-54:  
 
Response: Comment noted. A site specific geohydrologic study has been conducted. See 

Sections 3.2 Geology and 3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality, Volume I of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 29-55:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-54 above. 
 
Comment 29-56:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-8. See also General Response 4.3.5. 
 
Comment 29-57:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See also General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-58:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See also General Response 4.3.11.  
 
Comment 29-59:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See also General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-60:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See also General Responses 4.3.11 and 4.3.4. 
 
Comment 29-61:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment 29-62:  
 
Response: Recharge to the groundwater Basin occurs along these washes during periods 

of high precipitation and therefore they are important to show their location on 
maps. 

 
Comment 29-63:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-62. 
 
Comment 29-64:  
 

Response: The local groundwater Basin has been defined and designated 
differently by different agencies and researchers for different purposes. The 
map on Figure 3.3-1 is the sole source aquifer defined by EPA (see Draft 
EIR/EIS explanation in Section 3.3.2). The description in Section 3.3.2.1 of 
the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin (as it is commonly known) 
corresponds to the current definition of the Coyote Wells Valley Groundwater 
Basin by the California Department of Water Resources in Bulletin 118. 

 
Comment 29-65:  
 
Response: There are no USGS rainfall monitoring stations within the Basin. 
 
Comment 29-66:  
 
Response: Because of the thickness of the aquifer’s unsaturated zone and the location of 

the wells far from the recharge areas near the mountain fronts, recharge takes 
decades to reach the groundwater near Ocotillo. Correlations between 
recharge events, groundwater levels, and TDS values are not apparent. 

 
Comment 29-67:  
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. Insignificant recharge of precipitation occurs 

on the valley floor. See General Response 4.3.7 for discussion of the water 
balance and its representation in the numerical groundwater model used to 
assess impacts. The model assumes that recharge is limited to a small portion 
of the Basin, namely the washes.

 
Comment 29-68:  
 
Response: These figures were provided by the USGS to show an overview of the 

distribution of current and historic wells that were measured for water level or 
sampled for water quality. These wells are listed in Appendix B1 after the 
figures. More accurate and clearer maps showing these wells can be found in 
the Modeling Study (Plate 1) and in the Draft EIR/EIS (Figure 3.3-4). 
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Comment 29-69:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-68. 
 
Comment 29-70:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-68. 
 
Comment 29-71:  
 
Response: The USGS has listed this as an alternative well.  
 
Comment 29-72: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-65 and 29-67. See General Response 4.3.6 for 

current data, including data from the USGS National Water Information 
System. Rainfall on the valley (basin) floor is not believed to contribute to the 
significant recharge of the aquifer.

 
Comment 29-73: 
 
Response: The Modeling Study (Bookman-Edmonston 2004) does not contain a page 

1-10. However the aquifer pumping tests (including all results) are presented 
in Appendix A of the Modeling Study. 

 
Comment 29-74: 
 
Response: The referenced statement means that the information presented on 

groundwater levels and quality and the interpretation of that data from 
Bookman-Edmonston 2006 has been reviewed and is correct. Bookman-
Edmonston 2004 has been reviewed and is correct. Some interpretations of the 
Bookman-Edmonston 2004 study revised the interpretation of the Bookman-
Edmonston 2006 study. See General Response 4.3.6 for a discussion of the 
previous and current hydrogeologic conceptual models of the Basin. 

 
Comment 29-75: 
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 29-76:  
 
Response: Comment noted. However, because this well is located in the Ocotillo area it 

does provide important information about local aquifer parameters that can be 
used to estimate the effects of pumping in that area. This area is where the 
increased pumping by USG would occur. 
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Comment 29-77: 
 
Response: The affect of USG’s pumping is negligible in wells located in Nomirage. See 

General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of the distinct hydrogeology of the 
different areas of the Basin (e.g., Ocotillo and Yuha Estates), and the different 
responses to pumping. See General Response 4.3.7 for discussion of water 
balance issues, including effects of the proposed pumping on the Basin. 

 
Comment 29-78: 
 
Response: Comment noted. However, there has been no new data presented by 

Dr. Huntley after 1993. 
 
Comment 29-79: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of groundwater levels. See General 

Response 4.3.7 for a discussion of overdraft and the water balance.  
 
Comment 29-80-1: 
 
Response: USG has three existing wells near Ocotillo, all of which are metered. 
 
Comment 29-80-2: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-80-3: 
 
Response: The USGS has an active water quality monitoring program, and an additional 

monitoring program is presented in the Draft EIR/EIS as part of the Proposed 
Action. 

 
Comment 29-80-4: 
 
Response: The proposed monitoring plan calls for the addition of nested monitoring 

wells. 
 
Comment 29-80-5: 
 
Response: Comment noted with agreement. A yearly water monitoring schedule is 

included in the proposed monitoring plan presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 29-80-6: 
 
Response: Each of these items is included in the proposed monitoring plan presented in 

the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Comment 29-80-7: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-81: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-82:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-64 for discussion of the different designations 

of the groundwater Basin by different agencies, including the EPA’s Sole 
Source Aquifer designation and the Department of Water Resources definition 
of the groundwater basin, which extends further east and encompasses not 
only Ocotillo, but also Plaster City. See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion 
of the previous and current understanding of the hydrogeologic setting; the 
current hydrogeologic understanding is represented in the 2004 Bookman-
Edmonston report and in the numerical model. 

 
Comment 29-83: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Response 4.3.7 for updated groundwater level 

data. 
 
Comment 29-84:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of water level and quality data. 
 

Well 17S/10E has been added next to Well 11B1 in the first column of Table 
3.3-3A of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 The text on page 3.3-17 in the Draft EIR/EIS states that these are selected 

wells in the Basin. These selected wells are presented to characterize the 
groundwater basin, and do not include all of the wells in the USGS data. Not 
all of the wells in the USGS data are needed to characterize the Basin. Other 
wells have been added to help characterize the Basin. There are three wells 
added to Table 3.3-3A that are not included in the USGS data to provide 
additional information about the Basin to the lead agencies. These wells are 
16S/9E-36D2, 16S/9E-29L1 and 176S/10E-11G2. Well 16S/9E-26F1 is an 
Alternate Well with no data. Well 16S/9E-36B1 has only four data entries 
which occur between 5/6/1997 and 3/22/2001 and show basically consistent 
TDS values between 309 and 349 mg/L. Likewise, Well 16S/9E-42A8 has 
eight data points between 3/246/1994 and 3/27/2001 and show TDS values 
between 886 and 954 mg/L. Well 16S/9E-36C2 has the most data, with three 
incomplete analyses in the 1960s, and 10 complete results from 4/2/1991 to 
3/26/2001. However, Well 16S/9E-36C2 shows TDS values that ranges 
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between 346 and 368 mg/L and offers no new information about the Basin. 
Well 16S/10E-30R1 is not covered in the Draft EIR/EIS, but is included by 
reference in Bookman-Edmonston 1996. A revised Table 3.3-3A has been 
included in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 29-85:  
 
Response: TDS levels in Well 16S/10E-30R1 are shown on Figure 5-13 of the Bookman-

Edmonston 1996 report. Figure 5-13 is reproduced and updated below. This 
well shows an increase in TDS levels from the 1970s to the 1990s and then a 
decrease to 1979 levels in about 2000. Despite increased pumping by USG, 
TDS levels in Well 30R1 have remained consistent. 

TDS using Evaporation Method @ 180 degree Celsius
(16S/10E-30R1)
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 The groundwater monitoring plan proposed adding monitoring wells including 

a monitoring well near 30R1. 
 
 See Response to Comment 29-84. See also General Response 4.3.6.  
 
Comment 29-86:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-87:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 

Active USG Wells:  USG No. 6 - 16S09E36B001 
 USG No. 5 - 16S09E36H001 
 USG No. 4 - 16S09E36G003 
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USG wells No. 1, No. 2, No. 3 and original No. 6 were abandoned due to age 
related production problems and not to any changes in groundwater elevation 
or quality.  

 
Comment 29-88:  
 
Response: This comment and several subsequent comments focus on Well 25K2 as 

potentially showing water quality impacts of USG pumping. See General 
Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.8 for discussion of this well. Data from this well 
likely reflect pumping of the well itself and do not reflect regional trends in 
water levels or quality. When drawing correlations and conclusions, as the 
comment attempts, it is necessary to review all of the data. Data from 
Well 25K2 have been reviewed (see General Response 4.3.6) in the context of 
all available data, leading to the finding that Well 25K2 data are variable, not 
representative of the Basin, and not reflective of USG pumping. 

 
For discussion of Well 30R1, see Response to Comment 29-85. 
 

 As clarification, review of USGS data (included in the Draft EIR/EIS 
appendix) shows that two samples from this well were taken in 1972 and 
1974, which reported TDS of 253 and 245 mg/L, respectively. These are 
under a column heading labeled “Solids, Sum of Constituents, Dissolved”. At 
the same time, this data showed that TDS measured by evaporation were 325 
and 320 mg/L, respectively. A further review of the USGS data showed that 
the values of 253 and 245 mg/L were obtained by measuring the individual 
constituents and summing the results. Normally the TDS determined by these 
two methods are relatively close. The difference between the two sets of data, 
however, is largely because silica was not measured and reported in the first 
data set. Subsequent data in the USGS data show close agreement between the 
two methods when silica measurements were included. The Figure below 
shows the historical TDS of Well 25K2 shown in the USGS database when 
accurately reported by summation and evaporation techniques. 
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Figure 1
TDS in Well 16S/9E-25K2
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Comment 29-89:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-85 and 29-88. 
 
Comment 29-90:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-12 and 29-88. Also, pumping of Well 25K2 

(albeit less than combined USG pumping at three wells) would have more 
impact on water quality at Well 25K2 than USG pumping, which is more 
distant and is distributed among three wells. 

 
Comment 29-91:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comment 29-88. 
 
Comment 29-92:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-12 and 29-88. 
 
Comment 29-93: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-85 and 29-88. 
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Comment 29-94:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-85 and 29-88. 
 
Comment 29-95:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-85 and 29-88. 
 
Comment 29-96:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of potential impacts on 

groundwater. It is noted in the text that Well 25K2 is a pumping well and its 
water quality is not necessarily indicative of regional trends. 

 
Comment 29-97:  
 
Response: Figure 3-4 in Bookman-Edmonston 2004 shows the location of Yuha Estates 

relative to the anticline and the topographic contours plotted from USGS 
DEM (Digital Elevation Model) data. Figure 3-1D also shows the ground 
surface along the cross section line on Figure 3-1A. See also General 
Response 4.3.6 discussion of the anticline. 

 
Comment 29-98:  
 
Response: Figure 3-1D of Bookman-Edmonston 2004 shows the location of the wells in 

the Yuha Estates area and the subsurface geology below the area. See 
Response to Comment 29-97. 

 
Comment 29-99:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 29-97 and 29-98. 
 
Comment 29-100:  
 
Response: Review of USGS topographic maps, DEM data (Figure 3-3 Bookman-

Edmonston 2004), and drainage patterns indicated that the general topography 
of the area is a topographic high. The topographic high is dissected and local 
depressions in the Yuha Estates area may be flooded at times. 

 
Comment 29-101:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of the hydrogeologic setting of the 

Yuha Estates area and how it differs from the area around Ocotillo. The 
unique geology of the wells in the Yuha Estates area explains their large 
initial drawdowns (i.e. Well 11G1 from about 1978 to 1982), their initial rapid 
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recovery (approximately 1982 to 1985), and their subsequent slower recovery 
(post 1985). 

 
Comment 29-102:  
 
Response: The fact that much of the Basin is public lands and not private will limit the 

growth of the population and help preserve the groundwater for the current 
uses. Additionally, the Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 will ensure that 
current wells are protected. 

 
Comment 29-103: 
 
Response: The groundwater located under now public lands is part of a connected 

groundwater aquifer that is accessible and available to local land owners. 
 
Comment 29-104: 
  
Response: The groundwater model (Bookman-Edmonston 2004) used a 1.4 percent 

population growth for the 80 years of the Project. This estimate could be high 
given that U.S. Census data from 1990 to 2000 showed a decrease in 
population of 1.1 percent. 

  
 A complete update to Bookman-Edmonston 1996 was not the goal of the 

Bookman-Edmonston 2004 report. Bookman-Edmonston 2004 was an update 
to the Bookman-Edmonston 1996 report that contained an Appendix of data 
used in that report. Modifications and additions to the Bookman-Edmonston 
1996 report are presented in the Bookman-Edmonston 2004 update. See 
General Response 4.3.6 for a discussion of the previous and current 
understanding of the local hydrogeologic setting.

 
Comment- 29-105: 
 
Response: Comment noted. Flow meters have been installed at each of the USG wells.  
 
Comment 29-106:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-107:  
 
Response: This is not significant. Absent active recharge site such as a river, lake or 

stream all pumping wells fail to reach equilibrium with recharge, but the 
decline decreases with time to a point that the decline is basically zero. This is 
the case with this test. 
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Comment 29-108:  
 
Response: Plate 1 in Bookman-Edmonston 2004 was included in a separate pocket in the 

back to be removed when needed to make it more useful. A reader can remove 
it and have it handy rather than having to flip through pages. Bookman-
Edmonston 2004 (including Plate 1) was included as an appendix to the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Plate 1 and other figures contained in the Draft EIR/EIS clearly 
show the relative location of wells in the Basin.  

 
Comment 29-109:  
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 29-110:  
 
Response: This is an incorrect Figure. A correct Figure is provided in the Final EIR/EIS. 

Figure 3.3-7 is incorrectly labeled; it reflects groundwater elevations. A 
revised figure appears in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS. Also see 
Response to Comment 27-4. See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of the 
previous and current hydrogeologic conceptual model of the groundwater 
Basin. 

 
Comment 29-111: 
 
Response: Groundwater is used outside of the groundwater Basin, as defined by the 

Department of Water Resources Bulletin 118 would include water exported 
historically to Mexico. See Response to Comment 29-64 regarding Basin 
definitions and designations.  

 
Comment 29-112: 
 
Response: A use of 1.5 AF/Yr does not take into account the return flow from septic 

tanks or conservation measures. The groundwater use estimated by Bookman-
Edmonston 2004 is correct. 

 
Comment 29-113 
 
Response: Comment noted. Flow meters have been installed at each of the USG wells. 

However, individual well production data is not available, prior to 1981. See 
Table 3.3-4 in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS.  

 
Comment 29-114: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-113. 
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Comment 29-115: 
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 29-116: 
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment 29-117: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 29-8. 
 
Comment 29-118: 
 
Response: The cone of depression related to pumping of the USG wells is not large 

enough to be observed on wells in the Nomirage area. As seen from the 
pumping test on USG #6 in Appendix A Bookman-Edmonston 2004, old USG 
#6 is only 38 feet from USG #6 yet the drawdown from the pumping USG #6 
was only about 5 feet. 

 
Comment 29-119: 
 
Response: Comment noted. Data is provided on wells 24D1 and 24B1 in Table 3.3.6C 

on page 3.3-39. These wells are also included in Figure 3.3-11 and discussed 
in the Section called Area East of Coyote Wells on page 3.3-60. 

 
Comment 29-120: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS is providing an estimate of the 

groundwater flow rate to demonstrate that these flow rates are slow and on the 
order of from 10 to 20 ft/year. 

 
Comment 29-121: 
 
Response: Comment noted. This statement does contain errors. The blue lines on these 

maps show ephemeral “seasonal streams” that flow in drainages due to direct 
precipitation. Recharge mostly occurs in these streams near the base of the 
mountains. 

 
Comment 29-122: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The slow groundwater recovery is related to less permeable 

aquifer material underlying more permeable alluvium. See Response to 
Comment 29-101. See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of the differing 
hydrogeologic properties and responses of Layer 1 (alluvium) and Layer 2 
(Palm Springs and Imperial formations). 
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Comment 29-123: 
 
Response: Comment noted. Wells 24B1 and 24D1 were included in the section “Area 

East of Coyote Wells”, because this section discusses wells located near the 
transitional zone between the alluvium and the Tertiary sediments. 

 
Comment 29- 124: 
 
Response: Comment noted. However, there is water quality data available on other wells 

in the area. These wells were used in the analysis and discussed on pages 3.3-
54 to 3.3-59 of the Draft EIR/EIS. USG pumping cone of depression has 
minimal effect on groundwater level in Nomirage. 

 
Comment 29- 125: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 29-85. 
 
Comment 29-126: 
 
Response: Figure 3.3-16 is intended to show individual well screen intervals in relation 

to current and predicted groundwater levels. No relationships between 
individual wells were intended. 

 
Comment 29-127: 
 
Response: All mitigation measures will be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 

agreements, or other legally-binding instruments. See also Response to 
Comment 30-14. 

 
Comment 29-128: 
 
Response: As noted in the comment, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that potential impacts 

on the groundwater Basin (Impact 3.3-2) are significant and are not reduced to 
less than significant with the mitigation measures. However, the potential 
impacts on individual well owners (Impact 3.3-1) are mitigated to less than 
significant. As discussed in 4.3.8, the numerical model was developed to 
evaluate potential impacts of USG pumping on individual wells and the Basin. 
While acknowledging Basin complexities, the numerical model is a 
reasonable tool for evaluating impacts, particularly in the vicinity of the USG 
wells. As indicated by the model and discussed in Section 3.3.3.7 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, water levels in the Basin are expected to decline by up to 10 feet 
under baseline conditions (i.e., without the project) over the next 80 years, and 
if USG were to increase pumping to 767 acre-feet per year, then the decline is 
expected to increase by an additional 20 to 23 feet. 
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Comment 29-129: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-23. No vegetation or wildlife habitat has been 

identified that would be affected by the additional groundwater level decline 
from the Project. See page 3.3-75 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 29-130:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-128. 
 
Comment 29-131: 
 
Response: Impact 3.3-3 is mitigated to a less than significant impact with the 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2. 
 
Comment 29-132: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.6 for discussion of Well 25K2. See General 

Response 4.3.8 for discussion of Well 25K2 and the numerical model as a 
reasonable tool for evaluating potential impacts. See also Response to 
Comment 29-88.

 
Comment 29-133: 
 
Response: Comments noted. See Response to Comment 29-127. 
 
Comment 29-134:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 9-2 and 29-88 and General Response 4.3.6. 
 
Comment 29-135: 
 
Response: Comments noted. Figure 3.3-17 has been revised. 
 
Comment 29-136: 
 
Response: Because of the high and variable salinities of Colorado River water during 

times of the year, the Full Use of IID water is not a feasible alternative. See 
General Response 4.3.4. 

 
Comment 29-137: 
 
Response: The parcel numbers for the USG Ocotillo wells are 033-380-044, 033-380-

047, 033-390-025, and 033-572-003.  
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Comment 29-138:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 29-14. 
 
Comment 29-139:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.11. 
 
Comment 29-140:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Responses 4.3.6 and 4.3.11. See also Responses 

to Comments 26-2-1 through 26-3-6. 
 
Comment 29-141:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.11. See also Responses to Comments 26-2-1 

through 26-3-6. 
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Letter 30 
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter, July 17, 2006 
 
 
Comment 30-1:  
 
Response: As explained in Section 2.6.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, comments received by the 

lead agencies during the scoping session for this EIR/EIS indicated that 
concerns about the potential effects of the Project on groundwater were of 
paramount concern. Moreover, because the Plant and the Quarry were already 
operating at their current locations prior to commencement of environmental 
review of the Project, the range of alternatives that have the potential for 
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effect of the Project other 
than groundwater is very limited. For these reasons, each of the alternatives 
selected for evaluation in the Draft EIR/EIS are alternatives that are 
potentially capable of avoiding or substantially lessening the potential effects 
of the Project on groundwater. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(b) (The 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the Project or its 
location, which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant effects of the Project). 

 
 Under CEQA, an EIR must identify and discuss a reasonable range of 

potentially feasibly alternatives and compare their environmental impacts with 
those of the proposed project. However, there is no requirement that the EIR 
itself also contain an analysis of the feasibility of the various project 
alternatives or mitigation measures. To the contrary, CEQA specifically 
provides that it is the public agency, not the EIR, that bears the responsibility 
for making findings as to whether specific economic, legal, social, 
technological or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures 
or alternatives identified in the EIR. Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS in this case was 
not required to provide further information about the cost of obtaining water 
from alternative sources or otherwise assess the feasibility of obtaining such 
alternative sources. See San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. 
City and County of San Francisco, 102 Cal.App.4th 656, 690-691 (2002); 
CEQA Guidelines § 15131. 

 
 See also General Response 4.3.4 (Water Use Alternative). 
 
Comment 30-2:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS identifies and analyzes numerous mitigation measures. See 

Draft EIR/EIS, Table S-1 (Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures). It is anticipated that all of the mitigation measures identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS will be adopted by the lead agencies as conditions of approval 
and/or will be implemented pursuant to an adopted regulatory program. 
Therefore, all of the mitigation measures will be fully enforceable.  
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 The County is required to adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the Project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment (Mitigation 
Monitoring Program). However, there is no requirement that the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program be included in the Draft EIR/EIS itself. Rather, the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program must be adopted by the public agency at the 
time of project approval. See Pub. Res. Code § 21081.6. 

 
Comment 30-3:  
 
Response: As explained in the Draft EIR/EIS, between the time of the Superior Court's 

decision in 1999 to uphold the County's 1998 negative declaration for the 
Project and the Court of Appeal's decision in 2000, the Plant 
expansion/modernization and other components of the Project were 
substantially completed. However, because the environmental review process 
began in 1998, the lead agencies determined that the baseline for evaluating 
the potential environmental effects of the Project would be the physical 
conditions that existed in 1998. See Draft EIR/EIS, pp. 1.0-8 through 1.0-11 
and 2.0-7 through 2.0-18.  

 
 The mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR/EIS have been designed 

to avoid or reduce any adverse changes to the physical conditions that existed 
in the area as compared to baseline (1998) conditions. There is no evidence 
that the completion of portions of the Project in 2000 following the Superior 
Court's judgment upholding the previous Negative Declaration and before the 
Court of Appeal's decision requiring the County to prepare an EIR for the 
Project has resulted in any significant effects on the environment. 

 
Comment 30-4:  
 
Response: As discussed in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Project is not expected 

to have any growth inducing impacts. 
 
Comment 30-5:  
 
Response: The environmental setting is discussed generally in Sections 2.2 (Background) 

and 2.3 (Baseline Conditions) of the Draft EIR/EIS, and in substantial detail 
throughout the "Environmental Impacts" Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS 
(Sections 3.1 – 3.13) under the heading "Affected Environment." This 
discussion, which totals several hundred pages, provides more than enough 
information to adequately evaluate and understand the potential significant 
effects of the Project and its alternatives. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15125 
("The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is 
necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project 
and its alternatives").  
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 The comment identifies no specific shortcomings in the Draft EIR/EIS' 
discussion of the environmental setting for the Project. Therefore, no further 
response is required. 

 
Comment 30-6:  
 
Response: An EIR must identify both mitigation measures and alternatives to the 

proposed project. Additionally, an EIR must identify any "significant effects 
on the environment that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented." See 
Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b). 

 
 The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR/EIS states that the Project may 

have a Basin-wide impact on groundwater that is significant, unavoidable, and 
unmitigatable. See discussion of Impact 3.3-2 on pages 3.3-75 through 3.3-77 
of the Draft EIR/EIS. This statement was intended to address CEQA's 
requirement that an EIR identify any significant effects on the environment 
that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented, i.e., after all feasible 
mitigation measures are imposed and without consideration of project 
alternatives, which are discussed in separate sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 In this case, the Draft EIR/EIS clearly states that at least two of the 

alternatives discussed in the document (the "Partial Use" and "Full Use" of 
IID Water Alternatives) would avoid the potential Basin-wide impacts on 
groundwater. Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS satisfies CEQA's requirement that 
alternatives be described that would "avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and to evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives." CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a). 

 
Comment 30-7:  
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS evaluated three alternatives to the Proposed Action: no 

action, partial use of water from IID and full use of water from IID (Volume I, 
Section 2.6, Alternatives). In addition, the analysis considered but rejected for 
economic, environmental or technical factors four project alternatives: 

 
 Drilling production wells near the plant 
 Drilling new production wells near Ocotillo 
 Alternative locations 
 Inert material storage 
 
 Additional information on the potential for obtaining water from the IID is 

presented in General Response 4.3.4. Although the feasibility of the "partial 
use" of IID water alternative remains unknown, no reasonable alternative has 
been "dismissed" based solely on a lack of information necessary to evaluate 
the alternative. 

 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-412



 The requirement that a reasonable range of alternatives be evaluated in the 
Draft EIR/EIS was not "relaxed" because portions of the Project were already 
constructed before completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, as suggested by the 
commenter. Moreover, the Draft EIR/EIS did not "dismiss as impractical" the 
evaluation or consideration of the "no project" alternative. On the contrary, 
after explaining that it would be "impractical" to evaluate every conceivable 
permutation of the "no project" alternative, the Draft EIR/EIS took the most 
conservative position, stating that for purposes of the EIR/EIS, the "no 
project" alternative assumes that no elements of the Project would be 
implemented. See Section 2.6.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Using this definition, 
the "no project" alternative was properly evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 See also Responses to Comments 30-1 and 30-3. 
 
Comment 30-8:  
 
Response: The lead agencies have determined that no feasible alternative locations exist 

for the Project. The reasons for this conclusion are stated in Section 2.6.5.3 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. Among other things, the Draft EIR/EIS notes that USG has 
been operating continuously at the Plant and Quarry since 1945, and that USG 
has a vested right to continue quarrying gypsum at the site. See CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6(f)(2)(B) ("For example, in some cases, there may be no 
feasible alternative locations for a geothermal plant or mining project which 
must be in close proximity to natural resources at a given location"). 
Moreover, there is no indication that USG can reasonably acquire or otherwise 
gain access to an alternative site for the Plant. See CEQA Guidelines, 
§§ 15126.6(f)(1) (stating that the proponent's ability to acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site may be taken into account when 
addressing the feasibility of alternatives) and 15126.6(f)(3) ("An EIR need not 
consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative").  

 
 See also Responses to Comments 30-1 and 30-7 above. 
 
Comment 30-9:  
 
Response; See Responses to Comments 27-1 through 27-54. 
 
Comment 30-10:  
 
Response: The water supply for the proposed Project is not "uncertain." The existing and 

proposed water supplies for the Plant expansion/modernization and Quarry 
operations were identified and described in detail in Section 3.3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. Furthermore, there is an ample supply of water in the Ocotillo-
Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin to serve the Project. The Project's proposed 
water usage of up to 767 AF/Yr would represent only a small fraction of the 
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total amount of groundwater in storage in the aquifer, which is estimated to be 
approximately 1.2 million acre-feet or more. Additionally, these wells have 
served the Plant and some Quarry water needs for over 60 years. Thus, there is 
no basis to assert that a "shortfall" in this water supply is "certain" to occur. 

 
The requirements of California Water Code §§ 10910-10915 apply only to 
“projects” as defined in Water Code §10912(a):  

 
 “’Project’ means any of the following: 
 

(1) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 
(2) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more 

than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 
(3) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 

persons or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 
(4) A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms. 
(5) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial 

park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 
acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area.  

(6) A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in 
this subdivision. 

(7) A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater 
than, the amount of water required by a 500 dwelling unit project.” 

 
The Project in this case is not a “proposed” industrial, manufacturing, or 
processing plant. Rather, the Project consists of the proposed expansion and 
modernization of an existing wallboard manufacturing plant and associated 
Quarry. Moreover, the reported groundwater usage from the Ocotillo-Coyote 
Wells Groundwater Basin has fluctuated considerably over the years, ranging 
from a low of 153 acre-feet in 1946 to a high of 767 acre-feet in 1972. 
Because the proposed water usage for the Project would not exceed USG's 
reported historical maximum use, the Project's “demand” for water will not 
exceed the amount of water that USG is already entitled to extract for the 
existing operation. Thus, the Project does not fall within any of the categories 
of projects listed in Water Code § 10912, and a formal water assessment is not 
required. 
 
Nonetheless a water assessment is provided in Appendix C of the Final 
EIR/EIS. Furthermore, the discussion contained in Section 3.3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and these Responses to Comments address the relevant requirements 
of Water Code §§ 10910 et seq.: 

 
Water Code §10910(b) – There is no water system that is, or may become as a 
result of supplying water to the Project, a public water system as defined in 
Water Code § 10912(c).  
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Water Code §10910(c)(3) – The projected water supplies available during 
normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years during the 80-year life of the 
Project will meet the projected water demand associated with the proposed 
Project, in addition to existing and planned future uses, including agricultural 
and manufacturing uses. See Draft EIR/EIS, Sections 3.3 and General 
Responses 4.3.5 (Groundwater Management Ordinance) and 4.3.11 (Land 
Use). 
 
Water Code §10910(d)(1) – The current and historic use of groundwater from 
the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin is discussed on pages 3.3-26 
through 3.3-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS. There are no existing water supply 
entitlements, water rights, or water service contracts relevant to the identified 
water supply for the Project other than the following: (1) the Director’s March 
8, 2006 decision to conditionally approve the registrations for USG’s three 
existing water wells used to extract groundwater from the Ocotillo-Coyote 
Wells Groundwater Basin and for the water pipeline used to transport water to 
the Plant; and (2) any claims of water rights that may be asserted by existing 
water users under California law.  
 
Water Code §10910(f)(2) – The groundwater basins from which the proposed 
Project will be supplied are described in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Neither of these basins has been adjudicated. In California's Ground Water, 
Bulletin No. 118, the California Department of Water Resources states as 
follows:  

 
"A recent water budget for [The Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater 
Basin] is not available. Skrivan estimated that infiltration of 
precipitation supplies an average of 2,600 af/yr of recharge to the 
basin. Pumping was estimated at about 900 af and evapotranspiration 
was estimated at 300 af for 1975 (Skrivan 1977). Groundwater loss by 
underflow was estimated at 1,450 af to Mexico and 450 af to the 
Imperial Valley Groundwater Basin for 1975 (Skrivan 1977). Using 
these values, Skrivan (1977) calculated that the Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin was overdrafted about 500 af in 1975. DWR 
(1975) estimated natural runoff for the basin to be 300 af/year." 

 
Water Code §10910(f)(3) and (4) – The County has not pumped any 
groundwater from the basins from which the proposed Project will be 
supplied. 
 
Water Code §10910(f)(5) – An analysis of the sufficiency of the groundwater 
from the basins from which the proposed Project will be supplied to meet the 
Project water demands associated with the proposed Project is provided in 
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Water Code §10911(c) – The information contained in the Draft EIR/EIS and 
these Responses to Comments provides substantial evidence to support a 
finding by the County that the projected water supplies will be sufficient to 
satisfy the demands of the Project, in addition to existing and planned future 
uses. 
 
Water Code § 10911(a) – Even if the County determines that the water 
supplies will be insufficient, the requirements of Water Code § 10911(a) have 
been met. Specifically, the information contained in the Draft EIR/EIS and 
these Responses to Comments includes a discussion of plans for acquiring 
additional water from the IID, including the measures that are being 
undertaken to acquire and develop this potential water supply. See Draft 
EIR/EIS, Sections 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 and General Response 4.3.4 (Water Use 
Alternative). 

 
Comment 30-11:  
 
Response: The commenter seeks mandatory monitoring and reporting of groundwater 

extraction by USG for permit compliance and mitigation purposes, if such 
became applicable. First, as relates to monitoring and extraction of 
groundwater, USG is required to install and has installed water flow 
measuring devices on its wells. USG reports such data to County annually. 
See Imperial County Ordinance, Title 9, Division 22. USG has submitted 
annual groundwater reports for several years. Additionally, the Proposed 
Action includes a monitoring program to provide consistent, long-term data 
regarding the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. See Draft EIR/EIS, 
page 3.3-81. 

 
Comment 30-12:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 25-8.  
 
 
Comment 30-13:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-23 regarding water relations and rooting depths 

of desert shrubs. Pumping is not expected to affect water levels at rooting 
depth. No impacts to localized phreatophyte vegetation are expected to occur. 
There are no anticipated impacts to desert vegetation on slopes, bajadas, and 
desert floor that acquire water from precipitation percolating in the soil. 
Impacts to water sources within the drainage are addressed in Section 3.3 
Hydrology and Water Quality, Volume I, Draft EIR/EIS and Appendices 3.4 
and 3.5, Volume II, Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
With regard to potential impacts on seeps and springs of increased Quarry 
pumping, see Response to Comment 28-18. There are no springs or seeps 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-416



within the area of the Quarry and no known springs or seeps in the vicinity of 
the Quarry Well No. 3, located at the margin of the Ocotillo Valley 
Groundwater Basin. Increased pumping at the Quarry, amounting to about 
18 acre-feet per year, is miniscule relative to local irrigation pumping.  
 
With regard to subsidence, land subsidence pertains to the inelastic 
compaction of sediments due to lowering of groundwater levels. The types of 
geologic formations that are most susceptible to significant land subsidence 
are relatively young fine-grained deposits that are commonly associated with 
bays, lakes or peat. Examples include the Bay Muds in the San Francisco Bay 
area, the Corcoran Clay in the San Joaquin Valley, or the peat deposits in the 
Sacramento River Delta. Lowering of the water table allows for the weight of 
the sediments to compact the grains into a smaller volume. This inelastic 
compaction cannot be repeated after this compaction has taken place. 
Therefore, older sediments are less susceptible to subsidence as they have 
likely been previously compacted. For example, in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin, the Tertiary sediments of the Palm Springs and Imperial 
Formations should be considered to have already undergone significant 
compaction and; therefore, would be considered to have little potential for 
further land subsidence. The recent alluvial sediments both in the 
Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin and vicinity of the quarry are more 
coarse-grained deposits with few significant fine-grained layers. The sand and 
gravel grains are less susceptible to compaction than fine-grained deposits, so 
the alluvial aquifer would be considered to have little potential for further land 
subsidence. 
 
With regard to potential impacts on seeps and springs of pumping from the 
Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin for the Plant, there are no known 
springs or seeps in the vicinity of the USG wells. 

 
Comment 30-14: 
 
Response: Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires USG to implement at least one of the four 

identified measures if and when the specified events occur. Each of these 
measures evinces a commitment to achieve a performance standard that will 
ensure that the potential impact of the Proposed Action on individual wells 
will be reduced to a level of insignificance. Therefore, the fact that USG may 
select which measure to implement in a given situation does not render the 
mitigation measure inadequate or unenforceable. See CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15126.4(a)(1)(B) (mitigation measures "may specify performance standards 
which would mitigate the significant effects of the project and which may be 
accomplished in more than one specified way"); Sacramento Old City 
Association v. City Council of Sacramento, 229 Cal.App.3d 1011 (1991) 
(upholding an agency's decision to approve the expansion of a convention 
center even though the agency had not determined which of the five identified 
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options for mitigating the project's impact on traffic and parking would 
eventually be implemented). 

 
 As revised, Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires review by the Imperial County 

Planning Commission (Commission) to determine the "extent to which the 
Proposed Action will be considered as contributing to the decrease in water 
levels in the Ocotillo area…" This review is necessary because the precise 
cause of a water level decline or reduction in the available water to the 
affected user may not be readily apparent in a given case, and USG cannot be 
required to mitigate impacts that it did not cause. See Guidelines, 
§ 15026.4(a)(4) (mitigation measures "must be consistent with all applicable 
constitutional requirements," including the requirement that the measure be at 
least "roughly proportional" to the impacts of the project). However, there is 
no reason to believe that the required review by the Commission would 
unduly delay implementation of the required mitigation. Moreover, this 
mitigation measure, coupled with the County's Groundwater Management 
Ordinance, provides ample authority for the County to take all reasonable and 
necessary actions to ensure that any impacts on individual wells caused by the 
Proposed Action are mitigated to a level of insignificance. 

 
Comment 30-15: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 30-14 and 30-25. 
 
Comment 30-16: 
 
Response: To clarify the statement on page 3.1-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, permanent 

surface water is not present in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. 
due to the depth of the water table proposed increased pumping of USG’s 
wells for use at the Plant will not affect any spring, water hole, or other 
surface water source that may be reserved for public use pursuant to Public 
Water Reserve No. 107. 

 
Ephemeral surface waters in the vicinity of the Quarry are described on pages 
3.1-5, 3.1-6, 3.3-98, 3.3-99, and 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS. For the reasons 
discussed on pages 3.5-43 through 3.5-45 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed 
pumping of the new Quarry well would have a less than significant impact on 
discharge of San Felipe Creek and Fish Creek Springs. The Draft EIR/EIS 
also concludes on pages 3.3-101 and 3.3-102 that the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Action on existing flows of surface water at the Quarry site will be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-7. Therefore, the Proposed Action will not adversely affect any 
spring, water hole, or other surface water source in the vicinity of the Quarry 
that may be reserved for public use pursuant to Public Water Reserve No. 107. 
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Comment 30-17: 
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS does not "admit" that proposed pumping will impact 

springs or waterholes located miles from the pumping, such as those 
supporting desert pupfish. On the contrary, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes, on 
pages 3.5-43 through 3.5-45, that the proposed pumping of the new Quarry 
well would have no effect on the discharge of San Felipe Creek and Fish 
Creek Springs, and hence no impact on desert pupfish habitat. 

 
See also Response to Comment 30-16. 

 
Comment 30-18: 
 
Response: No response is necessary because the comment contains only legal 

contentions and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning 
the Proposed Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

  
See also Responses to Comments 30-16 and 30-17. 

 
Comment 30-19: 
 
Response: Section 302 of the FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1732(b)) states, "…no provision of this 

section or any other section of the Act shall in any way amend the Mining 
Law of 1872 or impair the rights of any locators or claims under that Act, 
including but not limited to, rights of ingress and egress. In managing the 
public lands the Secretary, shall by regulation or otherwise, take any action 
necessary to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands." 

  
USG proposes to use only that amount of water that is necessary for its mining 
and manufacturing activities on land that is privately owned or subject to 
claims under applicable federal statutes. The Draft EIR/EIS addresses the 
potential impacts on the proposed groundwater pumping on both public and 
private land and water resources in the vicinity of the Project site, and 
concludes on the basis of substantial evidence that no such land or water 
resources will be degraded as a result of the Proposed Action. 

 
See also Responses to Comments 30-16 and 30-17. 
 

Comment 30-20:  
 
Response: No response is necessary because the comment contains only legal 

contentions and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning 
the Proposed Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 
 
See also Responses to Comments 30-16 and 30-17. 
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Comment 30-21: 
 
Response: No response is necessary because the comment contains only legal 

contentions and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning 
the Proposed Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
See also Responses to Comments 30-22, 30-23, 30-24, 30-25 and 30-26.  

 
Comment 30-22: 
 
Response: The commenter correctly notes that the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater 

Basin has been designated by the EPA as a "sole source aquifer" ("SSA"). 
USG actively participated in this process and supported EPA's determination. 
A SSA designation is a tool to help protect drinking water supplies in areas 
where there are few or no alternative sources to the groundwater resource and 
where, if contamination occurred, using an alternative source would be 
extremely expensive. The designation protects an area's groundwater resource 
by requiring the EPA to review certain proposed projects within the 
designation area. Proposed projects receiving federal funds are subject to 
review to ensure that they do not endanger the water source. 

 
The SSA protection program is authorized by Section 1424(e) of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act of 1974. It states the following: 
 
"If the administrator determines, … that an area has an aquifer which is the 
sole or principal drinking water source for the area and which, if 
contaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health, he shall 
publish notice of that determination in the Federal Register. After the 
publication of any such notice, no commitment for federal financial assistance 
… may be entered into for any project which the Administrator determines 
may contaminate such aquifer through a recharge zone so as to create a 
significant hazard to public health, but a commitment for federal assistance 
may, if authorized under another provision of law, be entered into to plan or 
design the project to assure that it will not so contaminate the aquifer." 

 
 Additionally, the commenter suggests that the EPA has not discharged its 

responsibility to protect this water resource. However, the SSA protection 
program only requires an EPA review where and when federal financial 
assistance is committed. That is not the case here. Nonetheless, the main point 
of the comment, that the groundwater resource should be protected, is 
acknowledged and addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 30-23: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 25-8.  

 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-420



Wastewater discharge from sanitary facilities at the Plant and Quarry are 
relatively small, and are treated under permits issued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Discharges of stormwater from the 
Plant and Quarry are regulated pursuant to National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. 
 
The potential impact of wastewater or stormwater discharges from the 
Proposed Action was not identified as a significant issue during the public 
scoping process. Given the relatively small amounts of wastewater and 
stormwater discharges from the Plant and Quarry, and in light of the 
applicable permit requirements, the possible significant effects of additional 
wastewater or stormwater discharges associated with the Proposed Action 
were determined not to be significant by the Lead Agencies and therefore not 
discussed in detail in the EIR/EIS. See Guidelines, § 15128. 

 
Comment 30-24: 
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS includes an extensive discussion of the Project's potential 

impacts on water quality. See Draft EIR/EIS, Section 3.3. This discussion 
identifies mitigation measures and evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives 
to the Proposed Action that have the potential to avoid or lessen potential 
impacts on water quality. 

 
The Draft EIR/EIS does not attempt to minimize the significance of the 
potential impacts and does not "dismiss" all of the identified alternatives. To 
the extent that alternatives have been rejected in the EIR/EIS as infeasible, the 
factual and/or legal basis for that determination has been set forth in the 
document. 

 
 See also General Responses 4.3.4, 4.3.5, 4.3.6, and 4.3.7. 
 

As supplemented by these responses to comments, the EIR/EIS' discussion of 
the potential impacts on water quality is supported by substantial evidence and 
constitutes a good faith effort at full disclosure. See Guidelines, § 15151 ("An 
evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be 
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what 
is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an 
EIR/EIS inadequate . . . The courts have looked not for perfection but for 
adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”) 

 
Comment 30-25: 
 
Response: In the event that the Proposed Action causes the concentration of TDS or 

other identified constituents to exceed specified levels in individual wells, 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 requires USG to provide the affected users with an 
replacement supply of water. The amount of replacement water that may need 
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to be provided under this measure will depend on the characteristics of the 
affected well and other factors that are unknown at this time. However, 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 evinces a commitment to achieve a performance 
standard that will ensure that the potential impact of the Proposed Action on 
individual wells will be reduced to a level of insignificance. See CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(1)(B) (mitigation measures "may specify 
performance standards which would mitigate the significant effects of the 
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way"); 
Sacramento Old City Association v. City Council of Sacramento, 229 
Cal.App.3d 1011 (1991) (upholding an agency's decision to approve the 
expansion of a convention center even though the agency had not determined 
which of the five identified options for mitigating the project's impact on 
traffic and parking would eventually be implemented). 

 
Pursuant to the provisions of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2, USG may, under 
specified circumstances, elect to provide bottled water to an affected party as 
a replacement water supply for drinking and cooking purposes. Bottled water 
is generally available for purchase from existing venders serving the region. In 
the event that USG elects (or is required) to provide a hookup to an existing 
municipal district or other appropriate water supply system, the water would 
likely be produced by another well (or wells) within the Ocotillo-Coyote 
Wells Groundwater Basin. 
 
With respect to the requirements of the Water Code relative to water supply 
planning, see Response to Comment 30-10. 

 
As revised, Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 requires review by the Imperial County 
Planning Commission (Commission) to determine the "extent to which the 
Proposed Action will be considered as contributing to the decrease in water 
quality in the Ocotillo area…" This review is necessary because the precise 
cause of a decrease in water quality in an individual well may not be readily 
apparent in a given case, and USG cannot be required to mitigate impacts that 
it did not cause. See Guidelines, § 15026.4(a)(4) (mitigation measures "must 
be consistent with all applicable constitutional requirements," including the 
requirement that the measure be at least "roughly proportional" to the impacts 
of the project). However, there is no reason to believe that the required review 
by the Commission would unduly delay implementation of the required 
mitigation. Moreover, this mitigation measure, coupled with the County's 
Groundwater Management Ordinance, provides ample authority for the 
County to take all reasonable and necessary actions to ensure that any impacts 
on individual wells caused by the Proposed Action are mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. 
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Comment 30-26: 
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8 and Responses to Comments 9-2 

and 30-1. 
 
Comment 30-27:  
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3.2, and 4.3.3. The quarry’s impact on 

Peninsular bighorn sheep, desert pupfish and flat-tail horned lizard is 
addressed in Volume I, Section 3.5 of the EIR/EIS. Background reports in 
support of the analysis appear in Volume II, Appendix C. The potential 
impacts of quarry expansion on desert pupfish and flat-tail horned lizard were 
determined to be non-significant or mitigated to a level of non-significant. 

 
 Impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep are subject to a Section 7 consultation 

with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). A Draft Biological 
Assessment of the Quarry project has been submitted to the BLM for review. 
The BLM anticipates consulting with the USFWS under Section 7 of the 
federal Endangered Species Act. The BLM will finalize and submit the 
Biological Assessment, describing the project, including all proposed 
mitigation, and analyzing its potential impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
The USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion determining whether the 
proposed Project would jeopardize the continued existence of Peninsular 
bighorn sheep, or whether it would cause adverse modification of designated 
critical habitat. Note also that the critical habitat designation has been 
modified by consent decree to exclude the Quarry project area and most of the 
existing narrow-gauge rail line. 

 
 No permanent surface water exists on the quarry site or its expansion area. 
 
 Biological surveys for the Project (Appendix C) found no federally listed 

species on the Project site, though Peninsular bighorn sheep sign (feces) was 
found at one location. The comment identifies no specific shortcomings in the 
baseline information on biological resources as provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Baseline information on biological resources is provided in the Affected 
Environment and Environmental Impacts Sections of the Draft EIR/EIS 
(Sections 3.4 – 3.5) and in Appendices C1, C2, and C3.  

 
Comment 30-28: 
 
Response: Impacts to wildlife on and around the Project site are described in Section 3.5 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. Diffuse impacts away from the proposed activity itself, 
including noise, dust, and lighting, are discussed in Responses to Comments 
19-9 and 20-27 above. Neither CEQA nor NEPA state or imply any 
requirement to consider project impacts to “all possible species.” Mitigation 
measures presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are in fact real. 
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Comment 30-29: 
 
Response Lists of all plant and wildlife species observed during field surveys are 

included in Appendices C-1 and C-2 (Biological Technical Reports for the 
USG Plant Site and Quarry Site, respectively). 

 
Comment 30-30: 
 
Response: Potential project impacts to species whose habitat occurs on-site but not 

located during the field surveys are described in Appendices C-1 and C-2 
(Biological Technical Reports for the USG Plant Site and Quarry Site, 
respectively). 

 
Comment 30-31: 
 
Response: Plants or animals may be ranked with special conservation management status 

due to declining populations, vulnerability to habitat change, or restricted 
distributions. Certain species have been listed as rare, threatened or 
endangered under state or federal Endangered Species Acts, and some others 
are candidates for listing or are proposed for listing as rare, threatened or 
endangered. Some species are not formally listed under state or federal 
Endangered Species Acts are included in the BLM list of “Sensitive Species.” 
Many other “special status” plants and animals are included in lists or 
compendia maintained by public agencies or private conservation 
organizations (referenced in Appendices C-1 and C-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR). 
Most “sensitive” species or “special status” species do not meet CEQA 
criteria for mandatory findings of significance. Findings of significance in the 
Draft EIS/EIR are consistent with CEQA guidelines. 

 
 CEQA guidelines require a “mandatory finding of significance” for 

substantial adverse impacts to rare, threatened or endangered species. The 
guidelines further define these terms to apply to state or federally listed rare, 
threatened or endangered species or to species that meet the criteria for listing 
as described in the state or federal Endangered Species Acts. The guidelines 
quoted 15065 DO NOT specify that impacts to sensitive species require a 
mandatory finding of significance. Most special status species are not listed, 
proposed for listing, or candidates for listing. Based on present understanding 
of their distribution, habitat, and abundance, most special status plants and 
animals do not meet criteria for listing under state or federal Endangered 
Species Acts. The Project is subject to a consultation with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service on Peninsular bighorn sheep. Also see General Responses 
4.3.1, 4.3.2, and 4.3.3. 

 
Comment 30-32: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. 
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Comment 30-33:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1. See Response to Comment 20-15 regarding 

validity report. The comment that the existing quarry “already impairs bighorn 
movement” may be correct, to the extent that Peninsular bighorn sheep 
probably avoid the Quarry and facilities when they are in the area (see 
Response to Comment 19-9 above). But the Project site and surrounding lands 
are at the margin of occupied habitat, have no surface water source, and are 
not within the home range of any known ewe group. Contract biologists 
attribute the scarcity of Peninsular bighorn sheep sign primarily to marginal 
habitat conditions rather than effects of the Quarry. The existing Quarry and 
proposed Quarry expansion are bounded on three sides by undeveloped open 
space on State Parks and BLM Wilderness lands. These public lands are 
extensive to the west and south, though not to the east. Contract biologists 
found no evidence of established travel routes on or around the proposed 
Quarry expansion site, but extensive movement habitat is available. Project 
impacts to Peninsular bighorn sheep, proposed mitigation measures, and the 
anticipated Section 7 consultation are described further in the Peninsular 
bighorn sheep section, above.  

 
Comment 30-34:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1. 
 
Comment 30-35:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1. There is no evidence that Peninsular bighorn 

sheep cross the rail line at the proposed Quarry Well No. 3 site. Habitat at and 
around the site is marginal and there has been no documentation of Peninsular 
bighorn sheep use there (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000, Figure 6). The 
effects of construction at the proposed well site would be limited to initial 
construction and infrequent maintenance. There would be no long-term 
disturbance effects, except the periodic pump system switching off or on. The 
proposed well site has been excluded from critical habitat under a court-
ordered consent decree, described in the Peninsular bighorn sheep section, 
above.  

 
Comment 30-36: 
 
Response: Project impacts on foraging habitat are addressed under General Response 

4.3.1. Patent applications are not under consideration in the EIR/EIS.  
 
Comment 30-37: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1. 
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Comment 30-38:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-27 above. Also see General Response 4.3.10. 
 
Comment 30-39:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 20-45 above and General Response 4.3.10. No 

modeling of PM10 was conducted to determine its extent of travel or 
deposition as dust emissions are estimated to be less than baseline conditions 
due to implementation of project design features conditioned in USG’s air 
quality permits and mitigation measures and compliance with existing 
ICAPCD rules and regulations. 

 
Comment 30-40:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 19-9, 20-27, 20-41, and 20-43 above. Noise from 

blasting occurs on-site during daylight. Noise is minimal and does not impact 
off-site known receptors. Blast noise is typically perceived more as vibration 
than audible noise with daily blasts occurring in urban area across the Country 
going completely undetected. The reader should refer to Section 3.12 
Acoustics/Noise of Volume 1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
 Impacts to wildlife have been moderately examined in the technical literature. 

Indications of wildlife habituation to noise and blasting is typical. Propane 
canons are often used to discourage bird activity in open leach field 
operations. The blasts are several magnitudes louder than ore blasts. Animals 
often become habituated requiring timing variations to achieve the desired 
aversion effect. 

 
 The site and surrounding area is so sparely populated due to heat, lack of 

vegetation (forage) and water that additional analysis on blast impacts to 
wildlife including noise profiling would at best be inconclusive. USFWS is 
being consulted on Peninsular bighorn sheep impacts through a Section 7 
consultation with BLM. 

 
Comment 30-41: 
 
Response: See General Responses 4.3.12 Climate Change and 4.3.1 Peninsular Bighorn 

Sheep. 
 
Comment 30-42: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.1 and maps of regional ewe group home ranges 

(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). The proposed Project would have no 
tendency to limit local Peninsular bighorn sheep habitat use to lower 
elevations. There is no reason to believe that the proposed Project would have 
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a detectable if possible affect on climate change that would directly impact 
localized Peninsular bighorn sheep populations. Climate change is a global 
issue beyond the scope of localized qualification let alone assessment. The 
Proposed Action represents a continuation of existing operations that would 
not constitute a increase in greenhouse gas emissions. The main source 
greenhouse gas emissions in mining operations is heavy earthmoving 
equipment. The balance of power is provided by electricity from the 
commercial grid. 

 
Comment 30-43:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.2. Desert pupfish occurrences in Anza-Borrego 

Desert State Park are “refugia populations” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1986; 1993) well outside the watershed area of the proposed USG Projects 
(map 3.5-4 in the Draft EIR/EIS). There would be no identifiable project 
impacts to those occurrences. Potential project impacts to hydrology in San 
Sebastian Marsh and its tributaries are addressed under General Response 
4.3.2 above. Development on privately owned lands adjacent to the designated 
critical habitat (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1986) is not under 
consideration in this document. 

 
 The USG Quarry and proposed Quarry expansion are within the watershed of 

Fish Creek Wash and the proposed Quarry Well No. 3 is in the Carrizo Wash 
watershed (Figures 3.5-2 and 3.5-4). Potential project impacts are addressed 
above under General Response 4.3.2 and in the sections of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and Appendices cited there. The three USG water wells in Ocotillo are outside 
the San Sebastian Marsh watershed (Figure 3.5-2). Carrizo Wash drains the 
south and east-facing slopes of the Fish Creek Mountains and the north facing 
slopes of the Coyote Mountains. The Ocotillo area is in the Coyote Wash 
watershed, south of the Carrizo Wash watershed and about 20 miles south of 
San Sebastian Marsh and the designated desert pupfish critical habitat in 
Carrizo Wash. “Ocotillo Valley” as referenced in Section 3.3.4.1 refers to the 
groundwater basin beneath the “Lower Borrego Valley” where Ocotillo Wells 
is located. The Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin, where the three 
USG wells are located, is described in Section 3.3.2. 

 
Comment 30-44:  
 
Response: As stated in the Draft EIR/EIS and the Reclamation Plan mining is proposed 

in an ephemeral channel that is tributary to Fish Creek Wash. Regarding the 
comment on the desert pupfish see General Response 4.3.2. See also 
Responses to Comments 28-18 and 28-26. 
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Comment 30-45: 
 
Response: The reader should review Appendix C-4 and C-5, Volume II, Draft EIR/EIS, 

which clearly states that the total diversion runoff from the Quarry of 1,055 
acres of precipitation at the Quarry would restrict a total volume of .07 percent 
of the drainage area. In fact this volume would not be diverted but would stay 
within the Basin minus the amount lost to evaporation. The removal of a 
maximum 26 acre-feet per year of water through the operation of the Quarry 
well is determined to be insignificant. The effects of operating the well field 
are addressed in Chapter 3.3 Hydrology and Water Quality, Volume I, Draft 
EIR/EIS. 
 

Comment 30-46:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.2. The lead agencies were unable to identify any 

past, present, or probable future projects that would incrementally contribute 
to the potential effects of the Project on any other environmental resource in 
the Quarry area. Therefore, the potential "cumulatively considerable" as 
defined in CEQA Guideline § 15065. See also CEQA Guideline, § 15130 
("The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the 
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence" and "should be guided by the 
standards of practicality and reasonableness …"). 

 
Comment 30-47:  
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.2. 
 
Comment 30-48: 
 
Response: Comment noted without agreement. See General Response 4.3.2.  
 
Comment 30-49: 
 
Response: The Project site is outside the known extant and historic geographic range of 

the desert tortoise and would not affect desert tortoises or designated critical 
habitat (Draft EIR/EIS p. 3.5-34 and Appendix C-1 p. 9). The Project site is 
well outside mapped Desert Tortoise Recovery Units and proposed Desert 
Wildlife Management Areas as mapped in the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan 
(Desert Tortoise Recovery Team 1994, pp. 23 and 39-42). The proposed 
Project would not reduce the numbers or restrict the range of desert tortoises 
through direct, indirect, or cumulative effects. The proposed Project would not 
conflict with the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan or necessitate consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding desert tortoise. The 
proposed Project would not increase traffic or pollution within desert tortoise 
habitat or designated critical habitat. It would not alter desert tortoise food 
supplies and it would not eliminate or fragment desert tortoise habitat. See 
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Responses to Comments 19-9, 20-23, 20-27, 20-45, above regarding dust, 
noise, plant/water relationships, and animal migration. 

 
Comment 30-50:  
 
Response: The barefoot banded gecko’s geographic range approaches the proposed 

Quarry expansion area where suitable habitat occurs. During field surveys for 
the proposed Project, contract biologists made extensive efforts to locate 
barefoot banded geckos, but did not find them. Rather than conclude that 
barefoot banded gecko is absent or unlikely to occur, the Draft EIR/EIS 
concludes that its occurrence probability is unknown, due to poor 
documentation of its range. Further field surveys now would disturb habitat 
with little prospect of advancing present knowledge. Habitat destruction by 
collectors is among the principal threats to the species (California Department 
of Fish and Game 2005). Based on best available knowledge, field surveys 
completed to date, and analyses per CEQA and NEPA described in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, the BLM and Imperial County conclude that the proposed Project 
would not impact barefoot banded geckos. Therefore, no mitigation is 
proposed for habitat loss or take of the animals. Because of uncertainty about 
geographic range and the possibility that barefoot banded geckos could move 
onto the site before Quarry expansion in any given area, the Draft EIR/EIS 
requires the applicant to contract for further surveys in advance of each 
expansion phase to ensure that any new occurrence will be brought to the 
attention of the California Department of Fish and Game, as trustee agency 
per the California Endangered Species Act. 

 
 The barefoot banded gecko’s range may also extend as far southeast as the 

proposed well site near Ocotillo, but there is no suitable habitat (rocky, 
boulder-strewn foothills) at the proposed well site or along the proposed 
pipeline alignment. Thus, the BLM and Imperial County conclude that it is 
absent from the area, and proposed water system construction and operation 
would not impact barefoot banded geckos. The effects of the proposed water 
system on soil moisture, vegetation, and wildlife habitat (including barefoot 
banded gecko habitat) are described in Responses to Comments 30-13, 30-45 
above. Response to Comment 20-23 above describes soil-water relationships 
between surface vegetation and deeper aquifers; this discussion applies to 
plants making up barefoot banded gecko habitat. 

 
Comment 30-51: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.3.  

 
Potential Project impacts to flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL), including 
potential impacts of rail traffic, are described above and in the Draft EIR/EIS 
Section 3.5 and Appendices C-1 and C-2. Because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service has withdrawn its proposal to list FTHL as threatened, no FTHL 
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critical habitat designation is under consideration. FTHL is not listed, 
proposed for listing, or a candidate for listing under state or federal 
Endangered Species Acts. Adverse impacts to FTHL or their habitat do not 
meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of significance (see Response to 
Comment 30-31 above). Contrary to the comment, the western 2.5 miles of 
the proposed pipeline are not occupied by FTHL (see Draft EIR/EIS 
Appendix C-1). No element of the proposed Project is within the Yuha Desert 
FTHL Management Area as mapped in the Rangewide Management Strategy. 
 
According to the Rangewide Management Strategy (2003, p. 14), “FTHL are 
less likely to be run over on railroads [than on roads], but the tracks may 
create a significant barrier to movements.” The proposed Project would have 
no new effect on movement because the rail line is already in place. It is 
possible that present rail use causes FTHL mortality if FTHLs fail to move 
away as trains approach. There have been anecdotal observations of FTHL on 
the tracks but there are no data available to quantify their use of the rail line or 
their behavioral response to approaching trains. If FTHL regularly bask on the 
tracks and if they do not move away as trains approach, then increased rail 
traffic would likely cause increased FTHL mortality along the rail line. 
Without data, the likelihood and extent of this effect is unknown.  
 
Alternatives to the proposed Project are described and analyzed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS. If approved, the project will comply with mitigation and 
management measures of the Rangewide Management Strategy. The 
Rangewide Management Strategy does not recommend or require 
quantification of existing or future FTHL mortality on rail lines. Further, it 
does not recommend or require quantification of potential effects of increased 
noise, air pollution, or startle effects on FTHL. The Rangewide Management 
Strategy does not purport to prevent every potential cause of FTHL mortality. 
The proposed Project could cause increased FTHL mortality, but is not 
inconsistent with the Rangewide Management Strategy.  
 
The FTHL Rangewide Management Plan was prepared by qualified biologists 
representing several public agencies including the BLM, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the California Department of Fish and Game. The 
Rangewide Management Strategy requires specific management and 
mitigation measures for a wide range of possible project-related impacts to 
FTHL or its habitat both within the FTHL Management Areas and outside 
them. Imperial County and the BLM are satisfied that these measures 
adequately avoid or mitigate potential project-related impacts to FTHL. 
Construction, maintenance, and operation of proposed pipelines, the rail line, 
proposed Quarry Well No. 3, and all other aspects of the proposed Project, if 
approved, will avoid or compensate for impacts to FTHL habitat in 
compliance with mitigation measures described in the Rangewide 
Management Strategy. 
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Comment 30-52: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to chuckwallas or 

their habitat do not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of 
significance. 

 
Comment 30-53: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to American badger 

or its habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of 
significance. 

 
Comment 30-54: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to Colorado Valley 

woodrat or its habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings 
of significance. 

 
Comment 30-55: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Carlson’s dune beetle, Hardy’s dune 

beetle and Andrews’ dune scarab beetle are known from the Algodones Dunes 
and there are no known occurrences on or near the proposed Project site, 
though windblown sand along the existing narrow-gauge railway may provide 
suitable habitat. Potential project impacts to insects in the area are minimal, 
since the only proposed change to existing facilities and uses would be 
increased daily rail traffic. None of the three species are listed, candidates for 
listing, or proposed for listing under state or federal Endangered Species Acts. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (2006b, 2006c) concluded that petitions to 
list Hardy’s dune beetle and Andrews’ dune scarab beetle did not present 
sufficient scientific information to warrant listing, and declined to initiate 
further review. Thus, neither species meets criteria for federal listing and 
adverse impacts, if any were to occur, would not meet CEQA criteria for 
mandatory findings of significance. The USFWS has not considered listing 
Carlson’s dune beetle, but its conservation status with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (S2) indicates that it does not meet criteria for 
listing and adverse impacts, if any were to occur, would not meet CEQA 
criteria for mandatory findings of significance. 

 
Comment 30-56: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to special status 

bats or their habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of 
significance. 
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Comment 30-57: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to black-tailed 

gnatcatcher or its habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory 
findings of significance. 

 
Comment 30-58: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to loggerhead 

shrike or its habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of 
significance. 

 
Comment 30-59: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to burrowing owl or 

its habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of 
significance. 

 
Comment 30-60: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to Leconte’s 

thrasher or its habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings 
of significance. 

 
Comment 30-61: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to special status 

raptors or their habitat would not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings 
of significance. 

 
Comment 30-62: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 30-31 above. Adverse impacts to migratory birds 

or their habitat do not meet CEQA criteria for mandatory findings of 
significance. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) prohibits 
taking eagles or possessing or trading in eagle parts (e.g., nests or eggs). No 
aspect of the proposed Project would violate the BGEPA.  

  
 The surveys described in the Draft EIR/EIS provide the necessary data for 

impacts analysis. Birds do occur within the Project areas, as described in the 
Draft EIR/EIS. Depending on scheduling and implementation, several 
elements of the Project, particularly vegetation clearing in advance of Quarry 
construction, could destroy birds’ nests or kill nesting birds. Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1c is intended to determine whether or not nesting birds are 
present in project impact areas in advance of vegetation clearing.  
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 Mitigation Measure 3.5-1c is revised as followed:  
 In order to avoid incidental killing of birds protected under the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, clearing or initial grading will be 
conducted outside the breeding seasons of most birds (i.e., clearing 
should not take place from March through July) or areas to be cleared 
will be surveyed for breeding birds prior to clearing and, if breeding 
birds are present, vegetation clearing will be postponed until after the 
breeding season.  

 
Comment 30-63: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 20-27, 20-29, and 24-9 above. Special status 

plants are discussed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS and in Appendices C-
1 and C-2, particularly the Special Status Species Tables at the ends of both 
appendices. Field surveys were carried out during appropriate times of year 
and during several different years, representing a range of climatic conditions. 
All habitat types on the site were visited and surveys were well-documented 
by the reports appended to the Draft EIR/EIS, follow-up memoranda, and 
voucher specimens deposited at the Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden 
Herbarium. Plant surveys conformed to recommendations by the California 
Native Plant Society, California Department of Fish and Game, and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that several special-status 
plants could occur in the Project area. In fact, one special status plant, 
Coulter's lyrepod, was found during follow-up surveys. Adverse impacts to 
Coulter’s lyrepod or any of the special status plants potentially occurring but 
not found during field work, would not meet CEQA criteria for “mandatory 
findings of significance” if they should occur on the Project site.  

 
Comment 30-64: 
 
Response: Comment noted. See General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3 and Mitigation 

Measures Sections 3.4.4 and 3.5.4 in the Draft EIR/EIS and Appendix A of 
the Final EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 30-65: 
 
Response: Air quality is discussed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The local and 

regional impacts to air quality based on the net new emissions were 
documented. Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) is 
expected to be reduced by approximately 79 tons per year at the Quarry and 
plant due to additional controls including enclosures, baghouses, and paving. 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) and NOx emissions were determined by modeling to 
not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable air quality standards. 
NOx, an ozone precursor, was required to be offset at a 1.2 to 1 ratio, which 
totaled 65 tons. 
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 Potential construction emissions for the wells and pipelines are included in 
Section 3.6. Also see General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 30-66:  
 
Response: Sulphur oxide (SOx) and VOC emissions estimates are included for the 

Quarry in the Draft EIR/EIS in Table 3.6-12 and for the Plant in Table 3.6-10. 
Based on the thresholds of significance, the emissions from these two 
pollutants are less than significant. CO was determined to exceed thresholds 
and subsequently an air dispersion modeling analysis was conducted per 
ICAPCD rules. The modeling results determined that the CO emissions would 
not cause or contribute to a violation to any applicable air quality standards 
(refer to pages 3.6-43 through 4.6-45 and detailed in Appendix D2 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS). 

 
Comment 30-67:  
 
Response: Comment noted. See Response to Comment 30-65. The Plant and Quarry are 

required to comply with all existing applicable air quality regulations. As new 
rules are adopted the Plant will be required to comply. Future equipment 
replacement will require use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT). 
Also see General Response 4.3.10. 

 
Comment 30-68:  
 
Response: See Responses to Comment 30-65, 30-66, and 30-67 above. Also see General 

Response 4.3.10. 
 
Comment 30-69:  
 
Response: See Response to Comment 16-16. 
 
Comment 30-70:  
 
Response: The potential growth inducing impacts of the Proposed Action are discussed 

in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Specifically, the Draft EIR/EIS notes that 
the Project would increase employment by approximately 140 jobs, and 
concludes that this limited increase is not substantial in relation to the total 
number of persons employed in the region and would not have a growth 
inducing effect because housing is available in the area to accommodate the 
increase. The Project will not affect land use patterns or population density, 
and will not significantly foster growth in the region directly or indirectly. 

 
Comment 30-71:  
 

Response: See General Response 4.3.12. 
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Comment 30-72: 
 
Response: The potential cumulative effects of the Project on groundwater are discussed 

in Section 3.3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Indeed, the Draft EIR/EIS concludes 
that the Project will have significant and unavoidable cumulative effects on 
groundwater levels. 

 
 The lead agencies were unable to identify any past, present, or probable future 

projects that would incrementally contribute to the potential effects of the 
Project on any other environmental resource. Therefore, other than the 
Project's potential effect on groundwater levels in the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin, the potential effects of the Project are not "cumulatively 
considerable" as defined in CEQA Guideline § 15065. See also CEQA 
Guideline, § 15130 ("The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the 
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence" and "should be 
guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness …"). 

 
Comment 30-73: 
 
Response: The Draft EIR/EIS properly identifies and analyzes the unavoidable 

significant effects of the Project as required by Sections 15126 and 15126.2 of 
the CEQA Guidelines. See Draft EIR/EIS, pp. 3.3-66 through 3.3-108. 

 
The irreversible environmental changes and irretrievable commitment of 
resources associated with the Proposed Action is discussed in Section 4.2 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 
Comment 30-74: 
 
Response: See General Response 4.3.13 (Recirculation of the EIR/EIS). 
 
Comment 30-75: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS depicts those lands owned by USG and 

those for which patent claims are pending. USG and its predecessors have 
been mining in this quarry since the 1920s. This demonstrates a profitable 
operation. Additionally, the comment confuses the relationship of the mineral 
patenting process under the Mining Law of 1872, and the NEPA process to 
analyze the impacts of the plan of operations. Environmental planning 
documents for a proposed plan of operations such as an EIS are not created for 
the purpose of analyzing whether mining claims satisfy the legal requirements 
for patenting under the Mining Law. See Office of the Solicitor Decision in re: 
Crown Resources Corporation, December 20, 2004 (Appendix E of the Final 
EIR/EIS). Similarly, issuance of a mineral patent is not a major federal action, 
and it is well-established that NEPA does not require that an EIS be prepared 
prior to the issuance of a mineral patent. See Office of the Solicitor Decision 
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in re: Mount Emmons Mining Company, April 2, 2004 (Appendix F of the 
Final EIR/EIS). The process by which USG seeks to patent its mining claims 
is not determinative of the NEPA analysis in the EIS analyzing the impacts of 
the plan of operations.  

 
Comment 30-76: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The issues raised are not an appropriate subject for 

considering the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS. Rather, these issues are the 
subject of the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD's) patent protest. See 
Response to Comment 30-75. 

 
Comment 30-77: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The issues raised are not an appropriate subject for 

considering the sufficiency of the Draft EIR/EIS. Rather, these issues are the 
subject of the CBD's patent protest. See Response to Comment 30-75. 

 
Comment 30-78: 
 
Response: No response is required because the comment contains only legal contentions 

and does not raise a significant environmental issue concerning the Proposed 
Action. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15204(a). 

 
Comment 30-79: 
 
Response: The Quarry’s location in relationship to the Fish Creek Mountains Wilderness 

Area are clearly depicted in Figures 2.0-1, page 2.0-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
Volume I; Figure 2, page 3, Regional Map of Appendix C3, Volume II of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and Figure 2, page 3, Regional Map, Mine Reclamation Plan, 
April 2006. The Quarry abuts but does not overlap the WSA on the eastern 
boundary. The Draft EIR/EIS addresses impacts to the surrounding area from 
Quarry operations within the property and off-site. The County and BLM will 
weigh those potential impacts in light of the analysis and within the guidelines 
of the appropriate governing plans and policies including the CDPA. 
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Letter 31 
U.S. Department of Interior, July 31, 2006 
 
 
Comment 31-1:  
 
Response: Early work on the structure of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin 

generally concluded that the Elsinore fault and Laguna Salada faults were 
continuous under the alluvium. However, recent work by Dr. Thomas 
Rockwell, Ph. D. of San Diego State University shows that the Elsinore fault 
and Laguna Salada faults may not be continuous. This work is discussed in the 
“Ocotillo/Coyote Wells Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study” 
prepared by Bookman-Edmonston dated January 16, 2004 (Modeling Study) 
and included as Appendix B2. Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.0 provides an 
overview of the geology and hydrogeology of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells 
Groundwater Basin. Figures 3.1-1A through 3.1-1F provide geologic cross 
sections that illustrate the revised geologic interpretations of the Basin based 
on the work of Dr. Rockwell. 

 
 The General Response 4.3.6 provides an overview summary of the changes in 

the geologic interpretations of the Basin and a discussion of recent data (see 
Appendix C of the Final EIR/EIS). 

 
 Figure 3.2-2 has been revised in Appendix A of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
Comment 31-2: 
 
Response: Comments noted.  
 
 Mark (1987), who estimated the 536 AF/Yr recharge estimate, concluded that 

this estimate was unrealistic and used a value of 1,650 AF/Yr for the recharge 
rate. Thus, based on the other estimated rates, an estimated rate of 
1,077 AF/Yr is at the low end of the values, or conservative, relative to the 
general range presented. This is a significant point in that a higher recharge 
estimate could have been used in the groundwater model, which would have 
produced less of an effect from the Proposed Action. 

 
 Additional discussion of the development of the various water balance 

estimates for the Basin is included in General Response 4.3.7. Further 
discussion of the development of the model-based water budget is presented 
in General Response 4.3.8. 

 
 Figure 3.3-5 shows a date of 1974-1975 for the measurements. 
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Comment 31-3: 
 
Response: Figure 3.3-7 should show TDS values not groundwater elevations. A corrected 

figure is provided. 
 
 Figure 5-10 from the 1996 Bookman-Edmonston report provides TDS values 

related to well depths. Page 5-5 of the report states that shallow wells in the 
study area as illustrated in Figure 5-10, have TDS concentrations on the order 
of 600-4,000 mg/L, which indicates that poor quality groundwater overlies 
better quality groundwater. 

 
 The 1996 Bookman-Edmonston report is based on the previous geologic 

interpretation. As discussed in General Response 4.3.6 and Response to 
Comment 31-1 (see above), the previous geologic interpretation assumed 
more widespread distribution of the alluvium and explained variations in 
water levels and water quality on the presence of an extension of the Elsinore 
and Laguna Salada faults. Using the previous geologic interpretation, an 
explanation of the variations of water quality differences was based on 
evaporation of the shallow water table. 

 
 The revised geologic interpretation (based on recent work by Dr. Thomas 

Rockwell, Ph.D. of San Diego State University) shows the Tertiary sediments 
are relatively close to the ground surface in several portions of the Basin. 
Using the revised geologic interpretation, these areas of variable water quality 
appear to be located in the Tertiary marine sediments. These samples may 
represent variability of water quality within Tertiary marine sediments. For 
this study, the important observation is that these samples are representative of 
the Tertiary marine sediments and not the alluvial aquifer.  

 
 At this point, the depth dependent relationship of the water quality within the 

Tertiary marine sediments has not been fully investigated. There are several 
potential explanations including, as noted by the commenter, that high salts in 
the Tertiary marine sediments could be the result of low permeabilities and 
could reflect deposits that have not been “flushed” and may not be connate. 

 
 The distribution of fluoride and iron do not appear to be completely related to 

the marine deposits. However, boron does appear to follow the marine 
deposits more closely. 

 
Comment 31-4: 
 
Response: The revised Draft EIR/EIS text (3.3.3.2) is confusing as written, but is not 

needed for evaluation of the potential impacts on groundwater or definition of 
appropriate mitigation measures. The revised Draft EIR/EIS is in the errata for 
clarity purposes. 
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 The Final EIR/EIS includes revised Figures 3.3-5 and 3.3-6.  
 
 See also General Responses 4.3.6, 4.3.8, and 4.3.9. 
 
Comment 31-5: 
 
Response:  See General Response 4.3.6 for recent data. The aquifer thickness is shown on 

Figures 3-1B through 3-1F of Bookman Edmonston’s 2004 report. The 
aquifer in the Ocotillo area is approximately 460- to 500-feet thick. The 
calculated additional drawdown of the aquifer by the Project is expected to be 
about 20 to 23 feet over the 80-year period. This increased drawdown 
represents only about 5 percent of the total aquifer thickness. 

Comment 31-6: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 31-1. This work is discussed in the 

“Ocotillo/Coyote Wells Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study” 
prepared by Bookman-Edmonston dated January 16, 2004 (Modeling Study) 
and included as Appendix B2. Section 3 provides an overview of the geology 
and hydrogeology of the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells Groundwater Basin. 
Figures 3.1-1A through 3.1-1F provide geologic cross sections that illustrate 
the revised geologic interpretations of the Basin based on the work of 
Dr. Rockwell. 

 
 Additional discussion of the geologic interpretations, water level and water 

quality trends are included in General Response 4.3.6. 
 
Comment 31-7: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The Elsinore and Laguna Salada faults extension is not 

included in the current model described in the 2004 Bookman-Edmonston 
report (Appendix B2 in the Draft EIR/EIS). The hydrogeological conceptual 
model attributes the groundwater level patterns noted to the Tertiary 
sediments. Additional discussion of the geologic interpretations, water level 
and water quality trends are included in General Response 4.3.6. 

 
 The model predicts that even though the declines in groundwater levels west 

of the Elsinore Fault (29L1) and east of the fault (29H1) continue, 
groundwater flow is expected to continue from west to east as indicated in 
Figures 6-11 and 6-12 of the Modeling Study. Additional discussion of the 
development and application of the groundwater model is provided in General 
Response 4.3.6 and 4.3.9. However, because of this and other uncertainty 
related to groundwater resources, the Draft EIR/EIS provided the 
Groundwater Monitoring Plan on page 3.3-81 through 3.3-87, and Mitigation 
Measures 3.3-1 (pages 3.3-71 through 3.3-72) and 3.3-2 (pages 3.3-78 through 
3.3-79). 
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Comment 31-8: 
 
Response: Comments noted. See General Response 4.3.6. 
 
Comment 31-9: 
 
Response: Stable isotopes or trace elements analysis is not part of the Groundwater 

Monitoring Plan presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 

Comment 31-10: 
 
Response: The definition for substantial degradation of water quality is stated on pages 

3.3-86 and 3.3-87 of the Draft EIR/EIS. In brief, a significant trend will have 
occurred when a constituent tests three consecutive times above the 
constituent’s 95 percent one-sided tolerance limit as defined by Gibbons 
(Statistical Methods for Detection Monitoring, in Groundwater Contamination 
and Analysis at Hazardous Waste Sites, edited by Suzanne Lesage and 
Richard E. Jackson, Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1992, pp. 199-243). If a significant 
increasing trend is determined to exist, the monitoring frequency for that well 
will be increased until such time as the water quality decline returns to below 
levels of concern. Specific thresholds are secondary (aesthetic) drinking water 
standards; Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 cites TDS levels of 500 mg/L and the 
secondary drinking water standards for other constituents. If these are 
exceeded, USG will provide the affected party or parties with an alternative 
supply of water for drinking and cooking, at no cost to the affected party or 
parties. 

 
Comment 31-11: 
 
Response: Comment noted. Water levels could also drop in wells or well production 

could decrease for reasons other than the Project. Well operation and 
maintenance issues would also need to be evaluated as possible causes. In 
some cases, the well may be past its operational life, or require maintenance 
or well development to return to service. Water levels could drop due 
interference effects due to increased pumping by other adjacent wells.  

 
Comment 31-12: 
 
Response: The actual party conducting the monitoring and the financial arrangement will 

be approved by the County. The monitoring program will be conducted at the 
expense of USG. 

 
 The water-level data, water-quality data, and statistical analysis of trends will 

be submitted to the County and the USGS within 60 days after the end of each 
calendar monitoring period. The public could inspect these data at the County 
at that time. 
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 Imperial County Groundwater Management Ordinance was described in the 
Imperial County Groundwater Management Plan as originally adopted. Under 
the current version of the ordinance the Planning Commission has primary 
responsibility to implement the ordinance. 

 
 USG will be required to mitigate as specified in Mitigation Measures 3.3-1 on 

pages 3.3-71 and 3.3-72, and in Mitigation Measures 3.3-2 on page 3.3-78 and 
3.3-79 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These include periods when USG may no longer 
be operating. 

 
Comment 31-13: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The paragraph citing saline water at the water table has been 

deleted from the Draft EIR/EIS as superfluous and confusing. See General 
Response 4.3.6 regarding the hydrogeologic conceptual model and potential 
for water quality impacts, and General Response 4.3.8 for evaluation of the 
numerical groundwater model. 

 
Comment 31-14: 
 
Response: See Response to Comment 31-12.  
 
Comment 31-15: 
 
Response: See Responses to Comments 31-13 and 31-17. 
 
Comment 31-16: 
 
Response: The actual locations of Monitoring Well 1 and Monitoring Well 2 have not 

been determined, this comment will be considered when the locations are 
established. Additionally, these proposed monitoring wells are nested and 
therefore can include monitoring at the water table. The logging and well 
design will be under the supervision of a California Registered 
Hydrogeologist. 

 
Comment 31-17: 
 
Response: Transducers should function 10 years after which time significant data and 

trends will be established to allow less frequent measurements to be taken. 
 
 See Responses to Comments 31-10, 31-11, and 31-12. 
 
Comment 31-18: 
 
Response: Comments noted. The maximum containment level (MCL) for TDS is 

500 mg/L. However, because the threshold is defined as three consecutive 
reading above the constituent’s 95 percent one-sided tolerance limit (See 
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Response to Comment 31-10) action could be taken before the 500 mg/L level 
is reached. 

 
Comment 31-19: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment 31-20: 
 
Response: The hydrologic data will be interpreted by a California Registered 

Hydrogeologist and is intended to be reviewed by the Planning Commission. 
The Planning Commission has the authority to request additional reviews if 
needed. The Planning Commission can determine impacts from the Project, 
however, some evidence of impact should be required in order to assert 
damages caused by the Project. The construction and maintenance of the 
nested wells will be by USG. 

 
 See Response to Comment 31-12. See also General Response 4.3.5. 
 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-447



 
 
 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-448



thacerro@yahoo.com

07/14/2006 01:39 PM 
To   lself@ca.blm.gov

 

cc 
bcc 

Subject   Please Protect Desert Conservation Area from Expanded 
Mining Plan 

Linda Self 
BLM El Centro Field Office 
1661 South 4th Street 
El Centro, CA 92243 

Dear Linda Self, 

The EIS needs to be redone. The analysis is woefully inadequate, 
as it fails to provide the most basic information about the 
current environmental setting; fails to identify and analyze 
many of the likely impacts of the project on water resources, 
water quality, air quality, and biological resources; and fails 
to identify or adequately analyze alternatives that could avoid 
or mitigate and minimize such impacts. 
The U.S. Gypsum (USG) mine and wallboard production facility 
must not be allowed to expand. It will result in unacceptable 
impacts to water resources upon which local communities and many 
native plants and wildlife depend. This is a conservation area. 
The word conservation means that the BLM and County authorities 
have the obligation to put the protection of the water resources 
ahead of everything else. The continued existance of the native 
plants and animals in this area depend upon this water. The 
people living near by depend upon it as well. There is absolutely 
no way that US Gypsum should be allowed to drawn down these 
aquifers for their personal profit. This is public land and the 
interests of the public must come first. This protection of the 
public and the public's natural resources is the job of the BLM 
and the county. Please start doing your jobs correctly. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Acerro 
PO Box 8697 
Chula  Vista,   California   91911 
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Letter 32 
Theresa Acerro, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 32: 
 
Response: Environmental Setting is described in Section 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts 

to the environment are addressed in the following sections of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. 

 
Water Resources Section 3.3 
Water Quality Section 3.3 
Air Quality Section 3.6 
Biological Resources Sections 3.4 and 3.5 
 
For more information regarding the Project’s potential impacts on biological 
resources, see General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
Alternatives are discussed in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS. See also 
General Response 4.3.4 and Responses to Comments 30-1 and 30-7 in the 
Final EIR/EIS.  
 
The Project is being undertaken on both public and private property and falls 
under the jurisdiction of federal and local land use jurisdictions. The Draft and 
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement comply 
with the State and Federal requirements and will be considered by the lead 
agencies in conjunction with their review of the Project. 
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From:  Robert Burns [bobburns@simplyweb.net] 
Sent:  Friday, July 14, 2006 7:21 PM 
To:  Jurg Heuberger; lself@ca.blm.gov 
Subject:  Proposed expansion of U.S. Gypsum’s   destructive mining activities 

and wallboard production in the  California Desert Conservation Area 
Attachments:  "AVG certification" 
 
Importance:  High 
 
I understand that there is a proposed expansion of U.S. Gypsum’s destructive mining activities 
and wallboard production in the California Desert Conservation Area.  I used to live in Imperial 
Valley as part of 6 generations that have been there and once adopted the Coyote Canyon 
Wilderness Area near Ocotillo.  I lack details about which to comment except to say that I 
adamantly oppose any use of any aquifer by U.S. Gypsum except to recharge it with potable 
water; the company can get its water from incoming canals or recycle that from agricultural or 
municipal operations. 
 
 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
The information in this e-mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended solely 
for the addressee. If you are not the intended recipient please delete. 
 
As Mankind becomes more liberal, they will be more apt to allow that all those who conduct 
themselves as worthy members of the community are equally entitled to the protections of civil 
government.  I hope ever to see America among the foremost nations of justice and liberality. 
George Washington. 
 
Without Freedom of Thought, there can be no such Thing as Wisdom; and no such Thing as 
publick Liberty, without Freedom of Speech. 
Benjamin Franklin 
 
 
Robert Burns, Attorney & Counselor at Law 
4877 Voltaire Street 
P.O.B. 7263 
Ocean Beach (San Diego), CA  U.S.A. 92167 
(619) 223-0441 (voice) 
(847) 557-1220 (e-Fax) 
If you do not have eFax Messenger or an eFax Microviewer installed on your PC, 
download a free copy at http://www.efax.com/en/efax/twa/page/download 
 
 

E-Mail:  <RobertBurns@OBLaw.com>   TM 
URL:     http://www.OBLaw.com  TM 
          http://www.RobertBurns.biz 
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Letter 33 
Robert Burns, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 33: 
 
Response: Comment noted. The Draft EIR/EIS and Final EIR/EIS are available for 

review through the local lead agencies. 
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From: danclose2000@yahoo.com 
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2006 11:51 PM 
To: Jurg Heuberger 
Subject: Please Protect Desert Conservation Area from Expanded Mining Plan 
 
 
Jurg Heuberger 
Imperial County Planning & Development Service 
801 Main St. 
El Centro, CA 92243 
 
Dear Jurg Heuberger, 
 
Note, this is not a form letter. I have studied this issue and am adding my comment.I 
am a conservationist who does some gem minning and prospecting. I do not oppose most 
minning, however this issue is also about crucial water for people and the environs. 
Therefore, I am writing to oppose the proposed expansion of the U.S. Gypsum(USG) mine 
and wallboard production facility because is will result in unacceptable impacts to 
water resources upon which local communities and many native plants and wildlife 
depend. The proposed project would destroy public lands and natural values that are 
part of the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA), which should be protected for 
generations to come.  
 
The proposed project would allow excessive water extractions for wallboard 
production, which even USG admits would overdraft and destroy the water quality of 
the Ocotillo-Coyote Wells aquifer. This important aquifer provides the sole source of 
drinking water for local communities, but the draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement fails to include a single viable alternative to 
avoid excessive impacts to it. 
 
In addition, the proposed new well near the mine site would deplete aquifers and 
impact springs and other surface waters on public lands that are essential for the 
endangered Peninsular bighorn sheep, desert pupfish, and other native species. The 
proposed mine expansion and increased use of a narrow gauge rail line would also 
adversely impact public lands that provide essential habitat for the flat-tailed 
horned lizard, as well as air quality, traffic and visual resources of the area. None 
of these impacts were adequately addressed in the draft EIR/EIS. 
 
The County and BLM must revise the proposed project and the draft EIR/EIS to include 
at least one alternative that will adequately protect the water and air quality and 
biological resources of this fragile desert environment. A revised draft EIR/EIS must 
also include additional information regarding the current environmental setting and 
impacts to plants and wildlife, water and air quality, traffic, and visual resources. 
Without meaningful and searching environmental review, the BLM and County  
cannot lawfully move forward with the approval process for the proposed mine 
expansion.  
I urge the BLM and the County to keep in mind your duties to protect these 
fundamental and irreplaceable values - water, land and air - for all members of the 
public, native plants and wildlife, and future generations. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dan Close 
Box 1018 
arcata, California 95518-1018 
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Letter 34 
Dan Close, July 13, 2006 
 
 
Comment 34: 
 
Response: Alternatives to the Project are addressed in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

See also General Response 4.3.4 and Responses to Comments 30-1 and 30-7 
in the Final EIR/EIS. 

 
 Impacts to plants and wildlife are addressed in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The reader should also refer to General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 
and 4.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
Air Quality is addressed in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS and General 
Responses 4.3.6 of the Final EIR/EIS. 
 
Traffic impacts were addressed in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
 
Visual impacts were addressed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The reader 
should also refer to Response to Comment Letter 16, State of California, 
Department of Park and Recreation dated June 8, 2006 in the Final EIR/EIS. 
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Dave" <flietnerd@cox.net> 

07/16/2006 04:25 PM 

To <lself@ca.blm.gov> 

 

cc <cburrascano@alerionbio.com> 

bcc 

Subject U.S. Gypsum 

Dear Ms, Self: 

U.S. Gypsum's proposed mining and wallboard production project would deplete aquifers and impact 
springs and other surface waters that are essential habitat for the federally endangered Peninsular 
bighorn sheep and desert pupfish. Take of these species is illegal under the Endangered Species act of 
1973, as amended. In addition the project would impact public lands that provide essential habitat for 
native plants and animals. 

The Bureau of Land Management must engage in a Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service to assure that this project would not jeopardize any endagered species. 

David Flietner 

Vice President, San Diego Chapter, California Native Plant Society 
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Letter 35 
David Flietner, July 16, 2006 
 
 
Comment 35: 
 
Response: Comments noted. The Bureau of Land Management will engage in a Section 7 

Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as required. The reader 
should also see General Responses 4.3.1, 4.3-2 and 4.3-3 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 

 
 

January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 

5.0-456



From:  Lara Miranda [LMiranda@ChabotSpace.org] 
Sent:  Friday, July 14, 2006 11:31 AM 
To:  Jurg Heuberger 
Subject:  public comment opposing proposed US Gypsum mine  & wallboard 

facility expansion. 
 

To Whom it May Concern:  

I am making a comment on the proposed expansion of the US Gympsum mine & wallboard production 
facility in southern California. 

I strongly oppose the expansion of this mine.  The cost to the rest of us, i.e. the "externalities" of 
degraded water quality, harm to wildlife and assorted other environmental damage make the acceptance 
of this mine expansion for a private company something little better than theft of the commons.  The fact 
that the expansion would destroy a local aquifer, which local communities depend on, is in my mind 
something like a crime & should not be acceptable. 

I am a frequent visitor to the desert areas of SoCal and do not wish to see further harm come to this 
ecosystem.  Please do all you can to stop this expansion.   

Thank you very much,  
Lara C. Miranda  
1032 47th st. #1  
Emeryville, CA 94608  
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Letter 36 
Lara Miranda, July 14, 2006 
 
 
Comment 36: 
 
Response: Comments noted. The potential impacts of the Project are addressed in the 

Draft EIR/EIR and Final EIR/EIS. 
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From: motoed@hotmail.com 
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2006 11:35 PM 
To: Jurg Heuberger 
Subject: Please Protect Desert Conservation Area from Expanded Mining 
Plan 
 
 
 
Jurg Heuberger 
Imperial County Planning & Development Service 
801 Main St. 
El Centro, CA 92243 
 
Dear Jurg Heuberger, 
 
I am writing to support the proposed expansion of the U.S. 
Gypsum (USG) mine and wallboard production facility. 
 
The proposed project is good and should be supported. 
 
I urge the BLM and the County to keep in mind your duties to protect our 
need  
for economic activity. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ed Stovin 
7447 Salizar St 
San Diego, California 92111 
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Letter 37 
Ed Stovin, July 13, 2006 
 
 
Comment 37: 
 
Response: Comment noted. No response required. 
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From: kevin@swiftwriting.com 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 9:53 AM 
To: Jurg Heuberger; lself@ca.blm.gov 
Subject: What's mining got to do with pupfish? 
 
Hello to both of you - 
 
I hope this letter finds you well, and doing the very best you can for all of us.  I 
rarely write letters to members of our public service organizations, and I suspect 
this one will never be read - but maybe, just maybe, I'm being entirely too cynical.  
I dearly hope so, because this letter comes straight from the heart, and offers an 
opportunity to do some good that only you can do. 
 
The Center for Biodiversity sent me an action alert recently that I just got around 
to reading.  I get a fair number of these every week, detailing the latest oncoming 
eco-catastrophe, and I have to admit, I've become a bit numbed to it all.   
 
It's nearly impossible to respond to every plea for help you hear - be it a beggar on 
the street, a distant victim of some disaster, or even a member of your own family 
you're too busy to help for the moment.  If we responded to every call on our time 
and resources, we’d have none left for ourselves.  To remain effective, even 
functional, we have to pick and choose those we will help. 
 
The default setting for this choice is always: ‘who is closest to me and who do I 
care most about?’ 
 
I’m no different, except that some of those closest to me aren’t people, but non-
human family members- like the pupfish this mining expansion threatens. 
 
Before you close this letter and dismiss it as hippie nonsense, consider this: the 
pupfish have survived more than 10,000 years of trials – changes in salinity, 
drought, species competition, excess heat, migratory pressure, and a host of 
different predators.  So far, they have emerged victorious every time.  These minnow-
sized fish have an indomitable spirit, a drive that matches our own survival 
instinct, and I believe such a spirit deserves celebration. 
 
Instead, we’re preparing to wipe them out by stealing their water from underneath 
them, to destroy one more irreplaceable component of the Web of Life that engendered 
and supports all of us, human or otherwise. 
 
It seems like a pitiful shame when we’re prepared to exterminate a member of our 
family that has endured so much, just for the sake of profits.   
 
Please, take the time to properly study the impact this project will have on a 
fragile desert ecosystem.  Please abide by the laws governing your projects.   
Please give some thought to the world your children will inhabit.   
 
And most of all, please take a moment today to really feel what extinction means. It 
is a loss that is FOREVER, that cannot EVER be healed or made right. It is the death 
of birth, the ending for all time of a fellow creature’s irreplaceable genetic 
heritage.   
 
Are our willing to commit genocide to keep your job, to make a buck, to ‘progress’ in 
the name of ‘economic expansion’? 
 
If you are, take a long look in the mirror. 
 
Kevin Swift 
kevin@swiftwriting.com 
530-416-1907 
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Letter 38 
Kevin Swift, July 17, 2006 
 
 
Comment 38: 
 
Response: Impacts to desert pupfish are addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.5. 

The reader should also refer to the General Response 4.3.2 of the Final 
EIR/EIS. 
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Linda Self 
BLM El Centro Field Office 
1661 South 4th Street 
El Centro, CA 92243 

Dear Linda Self, 

I am writing to oppose the proposed expansion of the U.S. Gypsum 
(USG) mine and wallboard production facility. 

This expansion will have a greater negative effect upon our 
environment than any creation of jobs, or profits it would create 
if permitted. Water is more valuable than oil, and certainly more 
valuable than wall board. This proposal will bring about 
unacceptable impacts to water resources upon which not only local 
communities,plants and wildlife depend, it will impact the whole 
state as the once threat of global warming has now become a 
reality. Predictions for the future based upon scientific analysis 
are that the Sierra snowpack will be reduced by one third by 2050 
and the capture rate of the water coming down not as snow melt but 
rain will be considerably less. Certainly it will call for more 
dams and water storage areas, not more water extraction. Due to 
Conservative's antipathy against taking actions to prepare for and 
lessen the effects of global warming we have already lost over 
twenty years to take corrective action. Considering what the 
Federal government's action in the past has already done to our 
rivers, to the Delta area, and to farmers who believed that the 
government would put in a drainage system for the Westlands, and 
the weakness of the present draft Environmental Impact Report, it 
is time for a change in the way the Federal Agencies react and put 
public interests before the private interests of thehidden nation 
within this nation Corporate America. 

At a time that this nation is in deep financial debt, when we are 
having series of national disasters due to global warming, a huge 
bill coming up to pay for life time medical care for our veterans 
who are returning minus limbs and often suffering from mental 
problems due to stress, it is time to look at the real world as it 
exists today, and the science behind what lies ahead in the future. 
What is good for U.S. Gypsum is not particularly good for America, 
or California, which will pay the greatest price it this proposal 
goes through. It is time for the expansion of public service, not 
the time for the expansion of U.S. Gypsum. Please do an adequate 
Environmental Report and address the problems honestly. Thank you. 

 
Sincerely, 

BILL WELSCH 
PO BOX 246 
LEWISTON, California 96052 
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Letter 39 
Bill Welsch 
 
 
Comment 39: 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
 Global warming is addressed in General Response 4.3.12 of the Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Table 5.0‐3 
List of Private Citizen Comments 

 
 

Commenter 

Issues 
(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

INDIVIDUALS 
1. Abela, Alice  Form Letter   
2. Acerro, Theresa  See Response  32 
3. Agee, Jesse  Form Letter   
4. Allaback, Mark  Form Letter   
5. Allen, Laura  Form Letter   
6. Althiser, Kenneth  Form Letter   
7. Andrews, Alison  Form Letter   
8. Anshin, Judith  Form Letter   
9. Armstrong, Marilee  Form Letter   
10. Bach, Margaret  Form Letter   
11. Baker, Bryan  See Form Letter Response   
12. Barber, Janet  Form Letter   
13. Barber, Jennifer  Form Letter   
14. Barnes, John  Form Letter   
15. Barrows, Michael  Form Letter   
16. Bartl, Alan  Form Letter   
17. Baumann, Alan & Janet  Form Letter   
18. Baur, Saskia  Form Letter   
19. Beck, Connie  Form Letter   
20. Beck, Diane  Form Letter   
21. Becker, Sue  Form Letter   
22. Beer, Julie  Form Letter   
23. Behrakis, Deborah  Form Letter   
24. Belt, Annie  Form Letter   
25. Bennett, Edward L. & Mildred J.  Form Letter   
26. Bernardi, Nancy  Form Letter   
27. Berne, David  Form Letter   
28. Berry, Vanessa  Form Letter   
29. Bertles, Martha  Form Letter   
30. Beuchat, Carol  Form Letter   
31. Blumeneau, Audrey  Form Letter   
32. Bogert, Reid  Form Letter   
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(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

33. Bolman, Diane  Form Letter   
34. Bolt, Mitchell  Form Letter   
35. Bond, Monica  Form Letter   
36. Bordenave, Michael  Form Letter   
37. Boren, Gary  Form Letter   
38. Bottorff, Ron  Form Letter   
39. Branch, Steve  Form Letter   
40. Breiding, Joan  Form Letter   
41. Brettillo, Joseph  Form Letter   
42. Brink, Kim F.  Form Letter   
43. Brinkerhoff, Aaron  Form Letter   
44. Britton, Kathyn  Form Letter   
45. Brooker, Catherine  Form Letter   
46. Brown, Daniel  Form Letter   
47. Brown, Jim  Form Letter   
48. Brown, Joel  Form Letter   
49. Brown, Michael  Form Letter   
50. Brown, Steve  Form Letter   
51. Brumbaugh, Diana  Form Letter   
52. Brussmann, Peter  Form Letter   
53. Burford, Martha  Form Letter   
54. Burk, Joyce  Form Letter   
55. Burns, Robert  See Response  33 
56. Burns, Vicki  Form Letter   
57. Camarena, Megan  Form Letter   
58. Campbell, Alicia  Form Letter   
59. Campbell, Tomas  Form Letter   
60. Campbell, Velene  Form Letter   
61. Cant, John  Form Letter   
62. Carnahan, Walt  Form Letter   
63. Carroll, Jacqueline  Form Letter   
64. Carroll, Kathryn  Form Letter   
65. Carter, Marian  Form Letter   
66. Cass, Lorraine  Form Letter   
67. Cassidy, Margaret  Form Letter   
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(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

68. Caudill, Rich & Maya  Form Letter   
69. Chacalos, Payton  Form Letter   
70. Chapman, Zoe  Form Letter   
71. Chermak, Douglas  Form Letter   
72. Chichlar, Gerald  Form Letter   
73. Chien, Benny  Form Letter   
74. Christiana, Verna  Form Letter   
75. Christianson, Steve  Form Letter   
76. Clark, Jason  Form Letter   
77. Clark, Sally  Form Letter   
78. Close, Dan  See Response  34 
79. Cluster, Mike  Form Letter   
80. Cohen, Howard  Form Letter   
81. Comisar, Gerald  Form Letter   
82. Confectioner, Vira  Form Letter   
83. Conly, Leonard  Form Letter   
84. Conroy, Thomas  Form Letter   
85. Cooper, Richard  Form Letter   
86. Costa, Francisco  Form Letter   
87. Cottingham, Brian  Form Letter   
88. Counseller, Erik  Form Letter   
89. Cousins, Catharine  Form Letter   
90. Crawford, David  Form Letter   
91. Cunningham, Debra  Form Letter   
92. Dane, William  Form Letter   
93. Dapore, Wendy  Form Letter   
94. Davidson, Davy  Form Letter   
95. Dayton, RuthAnne  Form Letter   
96. De Costanzo, Danielle  Form Letter   
97. Denneen, Bill  Form Letter   
98. Denison, James  See Form Letter Response   
99. Denison, Joyce (June 6, 2002)  9b, 9d, 9h, 9i, 17  12 
100. Denison, Michael (June 1, 2002)  9b, 9d, 9h, 9i, 17  13 
101. Denison, Richard (June 6, 2002)  9, 9h, 9i, 15, 17  11 
102. Dennis, Larry  Form Letter   
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for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

103. Desilets, Michelle  Form Letter   
104. Dexter, Ken  Form Letter   
105. Diaz, Israel  Form Letter   
106. Diaz, L.  Form Letter   
107. Diaz, Marisa  Form Letter   
108. Dickinson, Rebecca  Form Letter   
109. Doe, Crosby  Form Letter   
110. Doman, Geoffrey  Form Letter   
111. Domingos, Ananda  Form Letter   
112. Doncaster, Jeane J.  Form Letter   
113. Downing, Steve  Form Letter   
114. Duncan, Mike  Form Letter   
115. Duquette, Thomas  Form Letter   
116. Easter, Margaret  Form Letter   
117. Ecoman, Brett  Form Letter   
118. Edwards, Dylan  Form Letter   
119. Eger, Grace  Form Letter   
120. Emerson, Linda  Form Letter   
121. Engle, Ned  No Response Required   
122. English, Roger  Form Letter   
123. Ennis, Karen  Form Letter   
124. Epperson, Diane (May 30, 2006)  9b, 9d  9 
125. Erwin, Cherie  Form Letter   
126. Evans, Dinda  Form Letter   
127. Evans, James  Form Letter   
128. Fahlgren, Vivian  Form Letter   
129. Falberg, Gregory  Form Letter   
130. Feldman, Mark  Form Letter   
131. Field, Michael  Form Letter   
132. Fiklin, James  Form Letter   
133. Filipelli, DeBorah  Form Letter   
134. Fiore, Mark J.  Form Letter   
135. Fischer, Douglas  Form Letter   
136. Fisk, Linda  Form Letter   
137. Flietner, David  See Response  35 
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(Refer to Table 2.0‐1  
for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

138. Fleming, Alan  Form Letter   
139. Floyd, Kim  Form Letter   
140. Foley, Fran  Form Letter   
141. Ford, Julie C.  Form Letter   
142. Fordice, John  Form Letter   
143. Fortner, Suzanne  Form Letter   
144. Foss, Janice  Form Letter   
145. Foster, Linda  Form Letter   
146. Fowlks, Dan  Form Letter   
147. Frappier, Alexandra  Form Letter   
148. Frasieur, Forest  Form Letter   
149. Freedlund, Ali  Form Letter   
150. Frewin, Terry  Form Letter   
151. Frugoli, Greg  Form Letter   
152. Fullam, Peter  See Form Letter Response   
153. Gagomiros, Keith  Form Letter   
154. Galvin, Peter  Form Letter   
155. Gan, Monica  Form Letter   
156. Garber, Dennis  Form Letter   
157. Garcia, Christine  Form Letter   
158. Gardner, Kyle  Form Letter   
159. Garrels, Sharon  Form Letter   
160. Garrett, Katherine  Form Letter   
161. Garrett, Kelley  Form Letter   
162. Garvin, Michael  Form Letter   
163. Gaul, Ron  See Form Letter Response   
164. Gerratana, Carol  See Form Letter Response   
165. Gibson, James  Form Letter   
166. Gierson, Ellen  Form Letter   
167. Goggins, Alan  Form Letter   
168. Gooch, Nancy  Form Letter   
169. Gottesman, Judith  Form Letter   
170. Gottscho, Andrew  Form Letter   
171. Graham, Kimberley  Form Letter   
172. Grant, Linda  Form Letter   
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Commenter 
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for Issue Description) 

Response 
(Letter No.) 

173. Greenberg, Corinne  Form Letter   
174. Greenblatt, Karl  Form Letter   
175. Gregor, Dorothy  See Form Letter Response   
176. Grenland, Dianne  Form Letter   
177. Griffith, Jeremiah  Form Letter   
178. Grobe, Nicola  Form Letter   
179. Guerreiro, Mike  Form Letter   
180. Hagen, Andrew  Form Letter   
181. Hagler, Douglas  Form Letter   
182. Hall, Robert  Form Letter   
183. Hamilton, Van & Lois  Form Letter   
184. Hampton, Susan  Form Letter   
185. Harkins, Joanne  Form Letter   
186. Harkins, Lynne  See Form Letter Response   
187. Harmon, Ben  Form Letter   
188. Harrington, Sue  Form Letter   
189. Harris, Victoria  Form Letter   
190. Hartwick, Nancy  Form Letter   
191. Haskins, Bill  Form Letter   
192. Hawthorne, Anne  Form Letter   
193. Hayes, Sara  Form Letter   
194. Healy, Patricia  Form Letter   
195. Hein, Claudia  Form Letter   
196. Heinzig, Dennis  Form Letter   
197. Henry, Lyle  Form Letter   
198. Hensley, Gordon  Form Letter   
199. Hidy, Ross  Form Letter   
200. Hill, Kirsten  Form Letter   
201. Hillery, Karie  Form Letter   
202. Hodges, Herman  Form Letter   
203. Hoffman, Jeff  Form Letter   
204. Hofman, Diana  Form Letter   
205. Holcomb, Susan  Form Letter   
206. Holmes Fatooh, Audrey  See Form Letter Response   
207. Holz, Dennis  Form Letter   
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Response 
(Letter No.) 

208. Hoon, Daryl  Form Letter   
209. Hopkins, Thomas  Form Letter   
210. Huard, Nicholas  Form Letter   
211. Hubbs, Earl  Form Letter   
212. Huebner, Julie  Form Letter   
213. Hughes, Brendan  Form Letter   
214. Hughes, Nan  Form Letter   
215. Jacobs, David  Form Letter   
216. Jaeger, Diana  Form Letter   
217. Janson‐Smith, Toby  Form Letter   
218. Jensen, Nancy  Form Letter   
219. Jessler, Darynne  Form Letter   
220. Johnson, Christina  Form Letter   
221. Johnston, Timothy  Form Letter   
222. Jones, Dayvid  Form Letter   
223. Jones, Kathleen  Form Letter   
224. Junak, Steve  Form Letter   
225. Kahn, Patricia  Form Letter   
226. Kandel, Cheryl  Form Letter   
227. Karlsson, Kent  Form Letter   
228. Karp, Michael  Form Letter   
229. Kaufman, I. Charles  Form Letter   
230. Kaufman, Kimberly  Form Letter   
231. Kaufman, Murray  Form Letter   
232. Kay, Joni  Form Letter   
233. Kelly, Carol  Form Letter   
234. Kennedy, Arthur  See Form Letter Response   
235. Kiger, Mary Ann  Form Letter   
236. Kimball, Charlotte  Form Letter   
237. Kirk, Keith  Form Letter   
238. Klein, Karin  Form Letter   
239. Klein, Leslie  Form Letter   
240. Klopp, Basey  Form Letter   
241. Klosterman, Peter  Form Letter   
242. Kotte, Merry Brook  Form Letter   



5.0 Response to Comments 

 
November 17, 2007 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 5.0-472 

 
 

Commenter 
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Response 
(Letter No.) 

243. Kraemer, Melissa  Form Letter   
244. Krakow, Jessica  Form Letter   
245. Kritzer, Sherry  Form Letter   
246. Kuelper, Carol  Form Letter   
247. Kulenovic, Minka  Form Letter   
248. Kummel, Julie  Form Letter   
249. Kutcher, Celia  See Form Letter Response   
250. Kwan, Mei  Form Letter   
251. Kwinter, Dave  Form Letter   
252. La Brie, Jon  Form Letter   
253. LaBrie, T.M.  Form Letter   
254. Laffey, John Kevin  Form Letter   
255. LaManna, Joseph  Form Letter   
256. Lange, Trent  See Form Letter Response   
257. Lariz, Mondy  Form Letter   
258. Laursen, Patti  Form Letter   
259. Lee, David  Form Letter   
260. Levine, Ross  Form Letter   
261. Lewis, Tryphena  Form Letter   
262. Lieber, Kurt  Form Letter   
263. Lilly, David  Form Letter   
264. Lin, Stephanie  Form Letter   
265. Linarez, Karen  Form Letter   
266. Linder, Lorin  Form Letter   
267. Linsley, Stephen  Form Letter   
268. Little, Eko  Form Letter   
269. Little, James  Form Letter   
270. Litvak, Jay  Form Letter   
271. Litwin, Julie  Form Letter   
272. Logsdon, Jimi  Form Letter   
273. Lotz, Elizabeth  Form Letter   
274. Lowell, Jacquie  Form Letter   
275. Lynch, Dennis  Form Letter   
276. Lynn, Georgia  Form Letter   
277. Lyons, James  Form Letter   
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(Letter No.) 

278. Mack, Callie (July 14, 2006)  3, 9, 9b, 9d, 15, 16, 17  23 
279. Mark, Marie  Form Letter   
280. Marshall, Ilona  Form Letter   
281. Marszal, Jeffrey G.  Form Letter   
282. Masarik, Charlotte  Form Letter   
283. Mason, Ken  Form Letter   
284. Matthews, Mark  Form Letter   
285. Maxwell, Jane  See Form Letter Response   
286. Mayer, Norman  Form Letter   
287. McAffee, Stephanie  Form Letter   
288. McClure, Roger & Judith  Form Letter   
289. McGowan, Cathy  Form Letter   
290. McKnight, Shoshanah  Form Letter   
291. McLaughlin, Janet H.  Form Letter   
292. Meier, Robert  Form Letter   
293. Meissner, Gregory  Form Letter   
294. Meril, Rick & Joan  Form Letter   
295. Merilatt, George  Form Letter   
296. Meyers, M.S.  Form Letter   
297. Miller, Jamie  Form Letter   
298. Miller, Laura  Form Letter   
299. Miller, Lee  Form Letter   
300. Miranda, Lara C.  See Response  36 
301. Miranda, Luciana  Form Letter   
302. Mitchel, William  Form Letter   
303. Mitchell, Joyce  Form Letter   
304. Montoliu, Raphael  Form Letter   
305. Morris, Peter  Form Letter   
306. Morris, Todd  Form Letter   
307. Morris, Virginia  Form Letter   
308. Morrow, Mr. & Mrs. Jack L.  Form Letter   
309. Moser, Rich  Form Letter   
310. Mount‐Sartor, Joanne  Form Letter   
311. Mundy, Kenneth  Form Letter   
312. Munoz, Jeanne  Form Letter   
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313. Munson, Jacob  Form Letter   
314. Murphy, J.  See Form Letter Response   
315. Murphy, Virginia G.  Form Letter   
316. Napier, Sabrina  Form Letter   
317. Neuhauser, Alice  Form Letter   
318. Nguyen, Thanh‐Lam  Form Letter   
319. Nicodemus, Sharon  Form Letter   
320. Nogare, John  Form Letter   
321. Nogare, Susan  Form Letter   
322. Novotny, Michael & Sally  Form Letter   
323. OʹDonnell, Kelly  Form Letter   
324. Ogella, Edith  Form Letter   
325. Olander, Chris  Form Letter   
326. OʹLeary, Cathy  Form Letter   
327. Olin, Christopher  Form Letter   
328. Olin, Milton  Form Letter   
329. Olson, Tarin  Form Letter   
330. Omura, Kathy  Form Letter   
331. Orenstein, Susan E.  Form Letter   
332. O’Shea, Denis (July 11, 2006)  9, 9b  22 
333. Painter, Elizabeth  See Form Letter Response   
334. Pan, Pinky Jain  Form Letter   
335. Parker, Angus M.  Form Letter   
336. Parker, Reece  Form Letter   
337. Parker, Ronald C.  Form Letter   
338. Parrish, Larry  Form Letter   
339. Patitz, Tatjana  Form Letter   
340. Patton, Carol  Form Letter   
341. Peer, William  Form Letter   
342. Pellicani, Andrea  Form Letter   
343. Penner, Marsha  See Form Letter Response   
344. Petersen, John  Form Letter   
345. Peterson, Janice  Form Letter   
346. Peterson, Morgan  Form Letter   
347. Pewthers, Cale  Form Letter   
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348. Pickering, Steve  Form Letter   
349. Pillsbury, Cheri  See Form Letter Response   
350. Polesky, Alice  Form Letter   
351. Pomies, Jackie  Form Letter   
352. Preston, Mar  Form Letter   
353. Price, Lynn  Form Letter   
354. Prola, Jim & Diana  Form Letter   
355. Proteau, Mary  Form Letter   
356. Pruitt, Richard  Form Letter   
357. Puga, Shirley  Form Letter   
358. Qualls, Mike  Form Letter   
359. Quong, Angela  Form Letter   
360. Rabens, Robin  Form Letter   
361. Ratcliffe, John W. & Joanne E.  Form Letter   
362. Raya, Art & Sharon  Form Letter   
363. Raymond, MariaElena  See Form Letter Response   
364. Reed, Cynthia  Form Letter   
365. Reed, Kristin  Form Letter   
366. Reed, Robert R.  Form Letter   
367. Reinberg, Don  Form Letter   
368. Remington, Stephanie  Form Letter   
369. Reyes, Fran  Form Letter   
370. Riddell, John  Form Letter   
371. Riley, Bill  Form Letter   
372. Ritter, Amy  Form Letter   
373. Robinson, Debra K.  Form Letter   
374. Robinson, Richard  Form Letter   
375. Robison, Anne  Form Letter   
376. Rocco, David  Form Letter   
377. Rochford, Dan  Form Letter   
378. Rojas, Teresa  Form Letter   
379. Root, Charlene  Form Letter   
380. Roper, Erik  Form Letter   
381. Rose, Barbara R.  Form Letter   
382. Rosen, Zʹava  Form Letter   
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383. Rousselot, Patrik  Form Letter   
384. Ruane, Catherine  Form Letter   
385. Rubin, Gene & Lorraine  Form Letter   
386. Rubin, Michael  Form Letter   
387. Russell, James  Form Letter   
388. Russell, Phyllis  Form Letter   
389. Sacco, Thomas  Form Letter   
390. Sahagun‐Norte, Yolanda M.  Form Letter   
391. Salzman, Richard  Form Letter   
392. Saufley, Harold  Form Letter   
393. Saverio, R.  Form Letter   
394. Schlecker, Rose  Form Letter   
395. Schlegel, Ed  Form Letter   
396. Schleimer, Sylvia  Form Letter   
397. Schmitt, Richard  Form Letter   
398. Schneider, Anna  Form Letter   
399. Scholl, Florence  Form Letter   
400. Schuett, Greg  Form Letter   
401. Schulte, Dawne  Form Letter   
402. Schwick, Keplin  Form Letter   
403. Scott, Joan  Form Letter   
404. Scully, Patricia  Form Letter   
405. Senour, Jon C.  Form Letter   
406. Shapira, Susan  Form Letter   
407. Shapiro, Susan  Form Letter   
408. Shemwell, Misty  Form Letter   
409. Sheppard, Jacob  Form Letter   
410. Shields, Kelli  Form Letter   
411. Siegel, Kassie  Form Letter   
412. Silan, Sheila  Form Letter   
413. Silver, Jack  Form Letter   
414. Simon, Philip  Form Letter   
415. Simons, Anita  Form Letter   
416. Smallwood, Spencer  Form Letter   
417. Smith, Adam  Form Letter   
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418. Smith, Brian  Form Letter   
419. Smith, Dmitra  Form Letter   
420. Snyder, Renee  Form Letter   
421. Sondrini, Dennis O.  Form Letter   
422. Sonoda, Charlotte  Form Letter   
423. Sonoquie, Mo  Form Letter   
424. Sorenson, John F.  Form Letter   
425. Spenger, Constance  Form Letter   
426. Stadler, Scott  Form Letter   
427. Starks, Les  Form Letter   
428. Stearns, Geoffrey  Form Letter   
429. Steele, Mary  Form Letter   
430. Steinbach, Ann  See Form Letter Response   
431. Steiner, John  Form Letter   
432. Stephens, Josh  Form Letter   
433. Sternberg, Justin  Form Letter   
434. Stevens, Thomas N.  Form Letter   
435. Stewart, Dana L.  Form Letter   
436. Stewart, Glenn R.  See Form Letter Response   
437. Stillman, Jon  Form Letter   
438. Stoilov, Luben  Form Letter   
439. Stovin, Ed  See Response  37 
440. Stowe, David  Form Letter   
441. Strauss, Howard  Form Letter   
442. Strickler, Jean  Form Letter   
443. Stringer, Lewis  Form Letter   
444. Strobel, Jeanine  Form Letter   
445. Stromberg, Mark  Form Letter   
446. Stuckey, Marci  Form Letter   
447. Suzuki, Mika  Form Letter   
448. Sweel, Greg  Form Letter   
449. Swift, Kevin  See Response  38 
450. Taber, Lucile J.  Form Letter   
451. Taiz, Lee  Form Letter   
452. Talamo, Dave  Form Letter   
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453. Tankenson, Ethel  Form Letter   
454. Thomas, Dennis  Form Letter   
455. Thomas, Joseph  Form Letter   
456. Thomas, Kevin  Form Letter   
457. Thomas, Marilyn  Form Letter   
458. Thomas, William  Form Letter   
459. Thorburn, Linda  Form Letter   
460. Tiarks, Daniel  Form Letter   
461. Tisdale, Donna (May 24, 2006)    8 
462. Tisdale, Donna (July 16, 2006)  1, 3, 9, 9b, 9d, 12c, 14a, 16b, 17, 

18e, 18g 
28 

463. Tomczyszyn, Michael  Form Letter   
464. Tomlinson, Mike  Form Letter   
465. Torgan, Burt F.  Form Letter   
466. Torres, Luz  Form Letter   
467. Trapp, Gene R.  Form Letter   
468. Travis, Annabelle  Form Letter   
469. Triplett, Tia  Form Letter   
470. Turek, Gabriella  Form Letter   
471. Turner, Shirley  Form Letter   
472. Tyler, Steve & Jill  Form Letter   
473. Vaden, Marcia  Form Letter   
474. Van Bloemen, Dona  Form Letter   
475. Vandersloot, Jan D.  Form Letter   
476. Vandragt, Brady  Form Letter   
477. VanVoorhis, David  Form Letter   
478. Varga, John L.  Form Letter   
479. Varvas, Jason  Form Letter   
480. Velyvis, Stephen  Form Letter   
481. Voss, Randall  Form Letter   
482. Warenycia, Dee  Form Letter   
483. Warenycia, Paul  Form Letter   
484. Watt, Mark  Form Letter   
485. Watts‐Rosenfeld, Susan  Form Letter   
486. Weatherman, John  Form Letter   
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487. Weaver, Judy  Form Letter   
488. Weaver, Kenneth  Form Letter   
489. Weeden, Noreen  See Form Letter Response   
490. Weikel, Wendy  Form Letter   
491. Weinberg, Amanda  Form Letter   
492. Weisz, Russell  Form Letter   
493. Welsch, Bill  See Response  39 
494. Welsh, Deborah  Form Letter   
495. Werner, Scott  Form Letter   
496. Werninghaus, Karla  Form Letter   
497. Weyer, Linda  Form Letter   
498. White, Kat  Form Letter   
499. White, Michael  Form Letter   
500. Whitnah, Claudia M.  Form Letter   
501. Wikle, Victoria  Form Letter   
502. Wild, Kathryn  See Form Letter Response   
503. Wilder, Jenny  Form Letter   
504. Wiley, Carol  Form Letter   
505. Williams, Margie  Form Letter   
506. Williams, Mark  Form Letter   
507. Williams, Nicholas  Form Letter   
508. Wilson, Mary Ann  Form Letter   
509. Winslow, Lynda  Form Letter   
510. WinterSun, P‐A  Form Letter   
511. Wisti, Mike  Form Letter   
512. Wolf, Rachel  Form Letter   
513. Wolfe, Gerry & Vicki  Form Letter   
514. Wood, Wendell  Form Letter   
515. Woodcock, Charlene  See Form Letter Response   
516. Woodcock, William E.  Form Letter   
517. Woods, James L.  Form Letter   
518. Worthy, Crista  Form Letter   
519. Wright, Pam  Form Letter   
520. Wright, Sharon  Form Letter   
521. Wuhrmann, Karin  Form Letter   
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522. York, Mark  Form Letter   
523. Youhas, Sara  Form Letter   
524. Yuen, Lois  Form Letter   
525. Yurkovsky, Alexandra  Form Letter   
526. Zarkowski, De Ann  Form Letter   
527. Zivian, Anna  Form Letter   
528. Zukoski, Katie  Form Letter   
 
 



Jurg Heuberger 
Imperial County Planning & Development Service 
801 Main St. 
El Centro, CA 92243 
 
Dear Jurg Heuberger, 
 
I am writing to oppose the proposed expansion of the U.S. Gypsum 
(USG) mine and wallboard production facility because is will result in unacceptable 
impacts to water resources upon which local communities and many native plants and 
wildlife depend. 
The proposed project would destroy public lands and natural values that are part of the 
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA), which should be protected for generations 
to come.  
 
The proposed project would allow excessive water extractions for wallboard production, 
which even USG admits would overdraft and destroy the water quality of the Ocotillo-
Coyote Wells aquifer. 
This important aquifer provides the sole source of drinking water for local communities, 
but the draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement fails to 
include a single viable alternative to avoid excessive impacts to it. 
 
In addition, the proposed new well near the mine site would deplete aquifers and impact 
springs and other surface waters on public lands that are essential for the endangered 
Peninsular bighorn sheep, desert pupfish, and other native species. The proposed mine 
expansion and increased use of a narrow gauge rail line would also adversely impact 
public lands that provide essential habitat for the flat-tailed horned lizard, as well as air 
quality, traffic and visual resources of the area. None of these impacts were adequately 
addressed in the draft EIR/EIS. 
 
The County and BLM must revise the proposed project and the draft EIR/EIS to include 
at least one alternative that will adequately protect the water and air quality and 
biological resources of this fragile desert environment. A revised draft EIR/EIS must also 
include additional information regarding the current environmental setting and impacts to 
plants and wildlife, water and air quality, traffic, and visual resources. 
Without meaningful and searching environmental review, the BLM and County cannot 
lawfully move forward with the approval process for the proposed mine expansion.  
 
I urge the BLM and the County to keep in mind your duties to protect these fundamental 
and irreplaceable values - water, land and air - for all members of the public, native plants 
and wildlife, and future generations. 
 
 

mary
Text Box
Standard Form Letter
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Standard Form Letter Response 
 
Opposition to the Project is noted. 
 
The potential impacts of the Project are addressed in Section 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 
Specifically, 
 
Water Resources Section 3.3 
Native Plants Section 3.4 
Wildlife Section 3.5 
Public Lands Section 3.9 
 
For more information regarding the Project’s potential impacts on water resources, see General 
Responses 4.3.5, 4.3.6, 4.3.7, 4.3.8, and 4.3.9 in the Final EIR/EIS.  For more information 
regarding the Project’s potential impacts on plants and wildlife, see General Responses 4.3.1, 
4.3.2, and 4.3.3 in the Final EIR/EIS.      
 
 
Alternatives are addressed in Section 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  See also General Response 4.3.4 
and Responses to Comments 30-1 and 30-7 in the Final EIR/EIS. 
 



 
6.0  Report Preparation 

 
 
 
 
6.1 LEAD AGENCY STAFF 

Imperial County 
Planning Department 
801 Main Street 
El Centro, California 92243 
 
Jurg Heuberger, Planning and Development Services Director 

6.2 CONSULTANTS AND OTHER INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED IN THE 
PREPARATION OF THE EIR/EIS 

EIR/EIS Consultant 

RESOURCE DESIGN TECHNOLOGY, INC. 
4509 Golden Foothill Pkwy., Suite 2 
El Dorado Hills, California  95762 

David E. Brown, Principal 
Bruce Steubing, Project Director 
Andrew White, Project Manager 
Jesse Hall, Graphics 
Gian Duong, Document Preparation 
Brenda Blanton, Document Preparation 
 
Additional Assistance By 
Lilburn Corporation 
Pacific Legacy 
Peters Engineering 
Todd Engineers 
White & Leatherman BioServices 
 

 

 
January 21, 2008 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 
 6.0-1 



 
7.0  References and Resources 

 
 

Agua Caliente Bands of Cahuilla Indians, et al. v. Norton et al., case No. EDCV 05‐
187‐VAP.  

 
Bookman‐Edmonston  Engineering,  Inc.  1996,  Ocotillo/Coyote  Wells  Basin 
Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study. 

 
Bookman‐Edmonston  Engineering,  Inc.    October  2002a,    Hydrologic  Impacts 
Attachment  to  the  Biological  Technical Report, United  States Gypsum Company, 
Plaster City Quarry Site. 

 
Bookman‐Edmonston  Engineering,  Inc.    October  2002b,  Potential  Impacts  of 
Pumping  the  Fat  Pat  Well  Hydrologic  Impacts  Attachment  to  the  Biological 
Technical Report United States Gypsum Company, Plaster City Quarry Site. 

 
Bookman‐Edmonston Engineering,  Inc.   March 28, 2003,   Memorandum  from  John 
Rotert to Richard Rhone.  Potential Impacts of Pumping the Proposed Quarry Water 
Well #3. 

 
Bookman‐Edmonston  Engineering,  Inc. March  13,  2003,  Geologic  Review  of  the 
Ocotillo‐Coyote Wells Basin, Imperial County California with Recommendations for 
Changes to the Proposed Groundwater Model. 

 
Bookman‐Edmonston  Engineering,  Inc.  January  16,  2004,  Ocotillo/Coyote  Wells 
Hydrology and Groundwater Modeling Study. 

 
California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (CDFG).  2005,  The  Status  of  Rare, 
Threatened  and  Endangered  Plants  and Animals  of  California  2000‐2004.  CDFG, 
Sacramento (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/hcpb/species/t_e_spp/ann_te_rpt.shtml). 

 
California  Department  of  Water  Resources,  Bulletin  118‐75,  September  1975, 
reprinted January 1994. California’s Ground Water. 

 
California Office of Mine Regulation, 1975, Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. 

 

ADRAFT 4 
E:\7.0 References and Resources.doc 

 
January 21, 2008 7.0-1 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/hcpb/species/t_e_spp/ann_te_rpt.shtml


  7.0  References and Resources 

Copley  International  Corporation,  1979,  Economic  Study  of  a Commercial Water 
Well Operation in Ocotillo. 

 
County of Imperial,  1998, U.S. Gypsum Company Initial Study (IS98‐0045). 

 
Department  of Water  Resources,  1975,  Vegetative Water Use  in  California,  1974, 
Bulletin No. 113‐3. 

 
Flat‐tailed Horned Lizard Interagency Coordinating Committee, 2003. 

 
Flat‐tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy, 2003 revision. 

 
Foreman,  L.D.  (Ed.)  1997,  Flat‐tailed  Horned  Lizard  Rangewide  Management 
Strategy.  Report of Interagency Working Group.  61pp.  Plus Appendices. 

 
Foreman,  L.D.  (Ed.)  1997,  Flat‐tailed  Horned  Lizard  Rangewide  Management 
Strategy, 2003 Revision, An Arizona‐California Conservation Strategy. 

 
Foreman,  Larry  D.,  et.,  al.,  May  2003,  Flat‐tailed  Horned  Lizard  Rangewide 
Management Strategy, 2003 Revision, An Arizona‐California Conservation Strategy. 

 
Huntley, D., 1979, The Magnitude and Potential Effects of Declining Ground Water 
Elevations in the Ocotillo‐Coyote Wells Basin. 

 
Huntley,  D.,  1980,  Review  of  the  Report  Entitled  “Ocotillo‐Coyote  Wells 
Groundwater  Quantity‐Quality  Study,  Imperial  County,  California”  by  R.  Zipp 
(1980). 

 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, Rule 800, General Requirements for 
Control of Fine Particulate Matter (PM10). 

 
Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, Rule Book, Regulation VIII, Rules 
800‐805. 

 
Imperial County General  Plan,    BLM,  1980,    The California Desert Conservation 
Area Plan, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 1980.  

 
Imperial County General  Plan,    BLM,  1984,   Visual  Resource Management  8400, 
System Guidelines, April 5, 1984.  

 

ADRAFT 4 
E:\7.0 References and Resources.doc 

 
January 21, 2008 7.0-2 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 



  7.0  References and Resources 

Imperial  County General  Plan,  BLM,  1986,    Visual  Resource  Contrast  Rating H‐
8410‐1, January 17, 1986.  

 
Imperial  County  Municipal  Code,  Adopted  1998,  “Groundwater  Ordinance”, 
Chapter 1, Title 9.  

 
Imperial Irrigation District, December 1, 1932, All‐American Canal Contract. 

 
Jansen, L.,  1983, Groundwater Conditions  near  the Elsinore  Fault  in  the Ocotillo‐
Coyote Wells Basin,  Imperial County, California  (unpublished Masters Thesis, San 
Diego State University). 

 
Jennings, M.R.,  and M.P. Hayes,  1994, Amphibian  and Reptile  Species  of  Special 
Concern in California, California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento. 

 
Krausman, P.R., A.V. Sandoval, and R.C. Etchberger. 1999. Natural history of desert 
bighorn sheep. Pages 139‐191 in Mountain Sheep of North America, R. Valdez and P.R. 
Krausman, eds. University of Arizona Press, Tucson. 

 
Krausman, P.R., B.D. Leopold, R.F. Seegmiller, and S.G. Torres. 1989. Relationships 
between desert bighorn sheep and habitat  in western Arizona. Wildlife Monographs 
102:1‐66. 

 
Krieger & Stewart, Inc.  February 7, 1997.  Hydrogeologic Investigation for Allegretti 
Farms, Western Imperial County, California. 
 
Lilburn  Corporation,  March  2003, Mine  Reclamation  Plan  for  the  United  States 
Gypsum Company. 
 
Lilburn Corporation,  June 2002,  Project Description for the Continued Operation of 
the U.S. Gypsum Company Plaster City Quarry.   

 
Lilburn  Corporation,  June  1995,  Baseline  Biological  Survey  of  the  United  States 
Gypsum Company Proposed Expansion Areas, Imperial County, California. 

 
Lilburn Corporation,  June  2002, Revegetation  Plan  for  the United  States Gypsum 
Company Proposed Expansion Areas, Imperial County, California. 
 
Mayhew,  W.W.  1965.  Hibernation  in  the  horned  lizard,  Phrynosoma  M’callii. 
Comparative biochemistry and physiology 16:103‐119. 

ADRAFT 4 
E:\7.0 References and Resources.doc 

 
January 21, 2008 7.0-3 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 



  7.0  References and Resources 

Minckley, W.L. Meffe, and D.L. Soltz, 1991. Conservation and Management of Short‐
lived  Fishes:  the Cyprinodontoids. Pages  247‐282  in W.L. Minckley &  J.E Deacon 
(eds.),  Battle  Against  Extinction:  Native  Fish  Management  in  the  American  West. 
University of Arizona Press, Tucson. 

 
Mitchell, R.D., 1979, Report and Recommendation Concerning Elimination of Non‐
Conforming Use of Land in Residential Zone. 

 
Montgomery‐Watson, 1995, Imperial County Groundwater Study, Final Report. 

 
Morton,  P.K.  1977,  Geology  and  mineral  resources  of  Imperial  County,  California.  
California Division of Mines and Geology.  County Report 7. 

 
Moyle, P. B. 2002, Inland Fishes of California, University of California Press, Berkley. 

 
Muth, A.  and M.  Fisher,  1992, Development  of  baseline  data  and  procedures  for 
monitoring populations of the flat‐tailed horned lizard, Phrynosoma mcallii. Contr. 
Rpt.  No.  FG9268  to  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Sacramento, 
California. 

 
Resource Design  Technology,  Inc., April  2006a, United  States Gypsum Company 
Expansion/Modernization  Project,  Volume  I  of  II,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Alternative 2.6.3. 

 
Resource Design  Technology,  Inc., April  2006b, United  States Gypsum Company 
Expansion/Modernization  Project,  Volume  I  of  II,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, Chapter 2, Section 2.6, Alternative 2.6.4.  

 
SAIC.  June 2001. Biological Assessment, Sand and Gravel Mining Activities Along 
Perimeter  Slopes  of  the  Coyote  and  Jacumba  Mountains  in  Southern  Imperial 
County.   

 
Sengupta, M.  1993,  Environmental Impacts of Mining, Lewis Publishers, Bola Raton. 

 
State of California, 2007, CEQA Statutes and Guidelines, Section 15088.5 (a). 

 
Trinity Consultants,  September  2,  1999, Air Quality Modeling Analysis: US Gypsum 
Company – Southwest Plant.   

 

ADRAFT 4 
E:\7.0 References and Resources.doc 

 
January 21, 2008 7.0-4 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 



  7.0  References and Resources 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  (USFWS) 1998, Endangered and  threatened wildlife 
and  plants;  endangered  status  for  the  Peninsular  Ranges  population  segment  of 
desert bighorn sheep in southern California. Federal Register 63:13134. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  (USFWS), 2000, Recovery Plan  for bighorn sheep  in 
the Peninsular Ranges, California. US Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. 
255 pp. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  (USFWS), 2001, Maps associated with  the Recovery 
Plan for bighorn sheep in the Peninsular Ranges, California.  

 
U.S. Geological Survey  (USGS), 1964, Precipitation, Runoff  and Water Loss  in  the 
Lower Colorado River‐Salton Sea Area, Professional Paper 486‐B (by Hely, A.G. and 
E.L. Peck). 

 
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 1977, Digital‐Model Evaluation of the Ground‐Water 
Resources  in  the Ocotillo‐Coyote Wells Basin,  Imperial County, California, Water‐
Resources Investigations 77‐30 (by Skrivan, J.A.). 

 
U.S.  Geological  Survey(USGS),  1989,  Study  and  Interpretation  of  the  Chemical 
Characteristics  of Natural Water, Water‐Supply  Paper  2254,  3rd  edition  (by Hem, 
J.D.).  

 
United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  1998.  
National Environmental Policy Handbook.  BLM Handbook H‐1790‐1 October 25. 

 
United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, and County 
of San Bernardino.  1995.  BLM Wilderness Areas, National Parks and Reserves. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 1986 (31 Mar), Endangered and threatened 
wildlife and plants; determination of endangered status and critical habitat  for  the 
desert pupfish. Federal Register 51:10842‐10851. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 1993, Desert pupfish recovery plan. USFWS, 
Phoenix, Arizona.  

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 2001b, Endangered and threatened wildlife 
and plants; Final determination of critical habitat for the Peninsular bighorn sheep in 
Riverside,  San Diego,  and  Imperial  counties, California.  Federal Register  66:8649‐
8677. 

ADRAFT 4 
E:\7.0 References and Resources.doc 

 
January 21, 2008 7.0-5 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 



  7.0  References and Resources 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2006  (28  June), Endangered and  threatened wildlife 
and plants; withdrawal of  the proposed  rule  to  list  the  flat‐tailed horned  lizard as 
threatened. Federal Register 71:36745‐36752. 

 
U.S.  Fish  and Wildlife  Service,  2001c,  Endangered  and  Threatened Wildlife  and 
Plants; Final Determination of Critical Habitat  for Peninsular Bighorn Sheep, Final 
Rule.  

 
White  and  Leatherman  BioServices.  June  2002.  United  States  Gypsum  Company 
Plaster City Quarry Site: Biological Technical Report. 

 
White  and  Leatherman  BioServices.  September  2002.    United  States  Gypsum 
Company Plaster City Plant: Biological Technical Report.   

 

ADRAFT 4 
E:\7.0 References and Resources.doc 

 
January 21, 2008 7.0-6 U.S. Gypsum Final EIR/EIS 



8.0 Glossary and Acronyms 
 

 
8.0  Glossary and Acronyms 

 
 
 
 
8.1 GLOSSARY 

active fault  Fault with seismic activity recent enough so as to have displaced Holocene 
materials (up to 10,000 years old). 

 
aggregate  A  hard,  inert  material  composed  of  fragments  that  show  a  wide  and 

gradational range in sizes, and which can be bound together into a coherent mass by 
means of a cementing material such as portland cement, gypsum plaster, or asphalt. 

 
alluvial Pertaining to material or processes associated with transportation or deposition 

of soil and rock by flowing water (e.g., streams and rivers). 
 
alluvial deposit Clay,  silt,  sand, gravel or other  sediment deposited by  the  action of 

running or receding water. 
 
alluvial  fan An  outspread,  gently  sloping mass  of  alluvium  deposited  by  a  stream 

flowing from a narrow canyon onto a plain or valley floor.   Viewed from above,  it 
has the shape of an open fan, the apex being at the valley mouth. 

 
alluvium  A  general  term  for  geologic  materials  deposited  by  running  water  (e.g., 

streams and rivers). The term applies to deposits of recent time that have not been 
consolidated and cemented into rock. 

 
ancillary facilities Support structures and equipment. 
 
Ammonium nitrate and fuel oil (ANFO), A slurry that is used as an explosive. 
 
anticline  A  flow  in  the  rock  layer,  generally  upward,  whose  core  contains  the 

stratigraphically older rocks. 
 
aquifer A body of  rock  that  is  sufficiently permeable  to conduct groundwater and  to 

yield economically significant quantities of water to wells and springs. 
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artifact Any  object  showing  human workmanship  or modification,  especially  from  a 
prehistoric or historic culture. 

 
Authority to Construct Written permit that must be obtained from the APCD prior to 

construction, alteration, or  replacement of any article, machine, or equipment  that 
may emit air contaminants or affect any emission of those contaminants. 

 
bajada A sloping ground surface comprised of a series of merged alluvial fans. 
 
bedrock  A  general  term  for  the  rock,  usually  solid,  that  underlies  soil  or  other 

unconsolidated, bed material.  
 
berm An elongate earthen structure that acts as a barrier; e.g., to make it difficult for a 

vehicle to cross, or to redirect the flow of water. 
 
braided  channel A  stream  that  is  characterized  by  random  interconnected  channels 

divided by islands or bars.   Bars which divide the stream into separate channels at 
low flows are often submerged at high flow. 

 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Legislation enacted in 1984 to protect floral 

and  faunal  species  by  listing  them  as  ʺrare,ʺ  ʺthreatened,ʺ  ʺendangered,ʺ  or 
ʺcandidate,ʺ  and  providing  a  consultation  process  for  the  determination  and 
resolution of a potential adverse impact to the species. 

 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Legislation  enacted  in  1970,  as 

amended,  to  protect  the  quality  of  the  environment  for  the  people  of  California 
through  requiring public agencies and decision makers  to document and  consider 
the environmental consequences of their actions. 

 
channel  A  natural  or  artificial  waterway  of  perceptible  extent  tha  periodically  or 

continuously contains moving water.   It has a definite bed and banks that serve to 
confine water. 

 
channel morphology The physical shape, size and characteristics of a stream channel in 

relation to the hydraulic factors of velocity, roughness, flow and flow frequency. 
 
clay Made of sediment particles that are classified according to size on scale in a range 

from coarse (0.004 to 0.0020 millimeters) to very fine (0.0005 to 0.00024 millimeters).  
See Table 8‐1 
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cobbles Rock sediment particles that are classified according to size in a range from 256 
to 64 millimeters.  See Table 8.0‐1. 

 
cone of depression The depression produced in a water table or potentiometric surface 

by the withdrawal of water due to pumping. 
 
contrast  The  effect  of  a  striking  difference  in  the  form,  line,  color,  or  texture  of  the 

landscape features within the area being viewed. 
 
convergence The state of tending to a unique solution.  A given scheme is convergent if 

an increasingly finer computational grid leads to a more accurate solution. 
 
cumulative  effects  The  combined  environmental  impacts  that  accrue  over  time  and 

space from a series of similar or related individual actions, contaminants, or projects.  
Although each action may seem to have a negligible impact, the combined effect can 
be  significant.    Included  are  activities  of  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable future; synonymous with cumulative impacts. 

 
cumulative  impacts  Two  or more  individual  effects  that, when  considered  together, 

compound or increase the impact. 
 
deposition The mechanical or chemical processes through which sediments accumulate 

in  a  (temporary)  resting  place.    The  raising  of  the  stream  bed  by  settlement  of 
moving sediment  that may be due  to  local changes  in  the  flow, or during a single 
flood event. 

 
direct  impacts  Impacts  that are caused by  the action and occur at  the  same  time and 

place (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1508.7); synonymous with direct effects. 
 
discharge The discharge (Q) is the volume of a fluid or solid passing a cross section of a 

stream per unit time. 
 
discretionary  actions  For  the  purpose  of  CEQA,  these  are  actions  or  approvals  by 

governmental  agencies  or  boards  that  require  the  exercise  of  judgment  or 
deliberation when making a decision to approve, deny, or approve with conditions a 
proposed project. 

 
distributaries Diverging streams  that do not return  to  the main stream, but discharge 

into another stream or the ocean. 
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Table 8.0-1 
Scale for Size Classification of Sediment Particles 

 
Class Name Millimeters Feet PHI Value 

Boulders  >256< ‐8  ‐‐  <‐8 

Cobbles  256 ‐ 64  ‐‐  ‐8 to ‐6 

Very Coarse Gravel  64 ‐ 32  .148596  ‐6 to ‐5 

Coarse Gravel  32 ‐ 16  .074216  ‐5 to ‐4 

Medium Gravel  16 ‐ 8  .037120  ‐4 to ‐3 

Fine Gravel  8 ‐ 4  .018560  ‐3 to ‐2 

Very Fine Gravel  4 ‐ 2  .009279  ‐2 to ‐1 

Very Coarse Sand  2.0 ‐ 1.0  .004639  ‐1 to 0 

Coarse Sand  1.0 ‐ 0.50  .002319  0 to +1 

Medium Sand  0.50 ‐ 0.25  .001160  +1 to +2 

Fine Sand  0.25 ‐ 0.125  .000580  +2 to +3 

Very Fine Sand  0.125 ‐ 0.0625  .000288  +3 to +4 

Course Silt  0.0625 ‐ 0.031  .000144  +4 to +5 

Medium Silt  0.031 ‐ 0.016  .000072  +5 to +6 

Fine Silt  0.016 ‐ 0.008  .000036  +6 to +7 

Very Fine Silt  0.008 ‐ 0.004  .000018  +7 to +8 

Coarse Clay  0.004 ‐ 0.0020  .000009  +8 to +9 

Medium Clay  0.0020 ‐ 0.0010  ‐‐  +9 to +10 

Fine Clay  0.0010 ‐ 0.0005  ‐‐  +10 to +1 I 

Very Fine Clay  0.0005 ‐ 0.00024  ‐‐  +II to +12 

Colloids  <0.000024  ‐‐  >+12 

 
NOTE: Portions of Table 8.0‐1 are taken from EM II 10‐2‐4000, March 1988 
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drainage Natural channel through which water flows at some time of the year.  Natural 
and artificial means  for effecting discharge of water as by a system of surface and 
subsurface passages. 

 
drawdown  The  lowering  of  the water  level  in  a well  as  a  result  of withdrawal;  the 

reduction in head at a point caused by the withdrawal of water from an aquifer. 
 
dust  palliative A  compound  used  to  reduce  fugitive  dust.   Dust  palliatives  include 

water, water/surfactant mixtures, emulsion compounds, etc. 
 
effect  Effect  and  impact  are  synonymous  as  used  in  this  report.   Direct  or  primary 

impacts  are  those  caused  by  the  project  and  occur  at  the  same  time  and  place.  
Indirect, or secondary, effects are those that result from the project and occur later in 
time or farther removed in distance or time, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 

 
end‐dumping  The  process  of  dumping  material  from  the  back  of  a  dump  truck.  

Overburden piles are constructed by backing a dump truck up on the top surface of 
a pile to the edge of the pile, and end‐dumping the overburden over the side of the 
pile. 

 
endangered  species  Any  animal  or  plant  species  that  is  in  danger  of  extinction 

throughout all or a significant portion of its range.  Plant or animal species identified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  endangered  in  accordance  with  the  1973 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and ESA Amendments of 1982 and by CESA of 1984. 

 
Endangered Species Act  (ESA) Federal  legislation  enacted  in  1973,  as  amended,  that 

extends legal protection to plants and animals listed as ʺthreatenedʺ or ʺendangeredʺ 
and includes consultation with USFWS. 

 
environment The physical conditions that exist within the area that will be affected by a 

proposed  project  or  alternative,  including  but  not  limited  to  land,  air,  water, 
minerals,  flora,  fauna,  ambient  noise,  and  objects  of  historical  or  aesthetic 
significance  (CEQA  §21060.5).  The  environment  includes  both  natural  and man‐
made conditions. 

 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  A  detailed  report  prepared  under  CEQA 

describing  and  analyzing  the  significant  environmental  effects  of  a  project  and 
discussing ways to mitigate or avoid the effects.  An EIR is prepared for use by the 
public,  public  agencies  and  agency  decision makers  to weigh  the  environmental 
consequences of a proposed action. 
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Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) An analytical document prepared under NEPA 
that portrays potential impacts to the human environment of a particular course of 
action and its possible alternatives.  An EIS is prepared for use by the public, public 
agencies, and agency decision makers to weigh the environmental consequences of a 
proposed action. 

 
ephemeral stream A stream or portion of a stream that flows briefly in direct response 

to precipitation in the immediate vicinity and whose channel is at all times above the 
water table. (Such flow is usually of short duration.) 

 
erosion The wearing away of soil and rock by weathering, mass wasting, and the action 

of streams, glaciers, waves, wind, and underground water. 
 
evapotranspiration The process by which water  is  returned  to  the air  through direct 

evaporation  or  by  transpiration  of  vegetation,  with  no  attempt  being  made  to 
distinguish between the two. 

 
fault  A  surface  or  zone  along  which  there  has  been  displacement  of  the  geologic 

materials on either side relative to one another as a result of seismic activity. 
 
feasible Capable  of  being  accomplished  in  a  successful manner within  a  reasonable 

period  of  time,  taking  into  account  economic,  environmental,  social,  and 
technological factors (CEQA §2106 1. 1). 

 
federal land All classes of land owned by the federal government. 
 
flake A flake is a remnant or chip of stone that indicates previous human activity. 
 
floodplain  The  portion  of  a  river  valley,  adjacent  to  the  channel, which  is  built  of 

sediments deposited during the present regimen of the stream and is covered with 
water when the river overflows its banks at floodstages. 

 
fluvial Of or pertaining to rivers or produced by the action of a stream or river. 
 
fluvial process The processes occurring in rivers and creeks. 
 
fold A bend in bedding, foliation, cleavage, or other planar features in rocks.  A fold is 

usually a product of deformation. 
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fugitive  dust  Dust  particles  suspended  randomly  in  the  air  from  road  travel, 
excavation, and rock loading operations. 

 
g The acceleration of gravity (32.2 ft/sec 2). 
 
game species Animals commonly hunted for food or sport. 
 
geomorphology The shape of the earthʹs surface. 
 
grain size See particle size. 
 
gravel Fragments  of  rock  larger  and  coarser  than  sand, worn  by  the  action  of  air  or 

water, 2 millimeters to 3 inches in size.  See Table 8‐1. 
 
groundwater All subsurface water that is below the water table. 
 
groundwater  recharge Replenishment  of  groundwater  by  precipitation,  runoff  or  by 

artificial methods. 
 
growth media Geologic and organic materials, including soils, that are suitable for use 

in growing plants. 
 
habitat The place where  an  animal  or plant normally  lives,  often  characterized  by  a 

dominant plant and codominant form, such as creosote bush habitat. 
 
hardrock minerals Include copper, lead, zinc, magnesium, nickel, tungsten, gold, silver, 

bentonite, barite, feldspar, fluorspar, and uranium.  They are not defined as ʺleasable 
mineralsʺ (oil, gas, coal, oil shale, phosphate, sodium, sulfur, asphalt, or gilsonite) or 
ʺsaleable mineralsʺ (common variety of sand and gravel). 

 
haul  road  A  road  used  by  large  (50‐  to  100‐ton  capacity)  trucks  to  haul  ore  and 

overburden from the open pit to other locations. 
 
hazardous  material  Any  material  that,  because  of  its  quantity,  concentration,  or 

physical  or  chemical  characteristics,  poses  a  significant  present  hazard  to  human 
health and safety, or to the environment.  Hazardous materials include, but are not 
limited  to, hazardous  substances, hazardous waste,  radioactive materials, and any 
material  that  a  handler  or  the  administering  agency  has  a  reasonable  basis  for 
believing that it would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to 
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the  environment  if  released  into  the  workplace  or  the  environment.  (California 
Health and Safety Code, §2550 1). 

 
heavy metals A  group  of  elements,  including  copper,  lead, mercury, molybdenum, 

nickel,  cobalt,  chromium,  iron,  silver,  etc.,  that may  be  acquired  by  organisms  in 
trace amounts that are toxic in higher concentrations. 

 
Holocene The epoch of  the Quaternary period of geologic  time  from 10,000 years ago 

up to the present. 
 
hydraulic conductivity The capacity of a rock to transmit water.  It is expressed as the 

volume of water at the existing kinematic viscosity that will move in unit time under 
a  unit  hydraulic  gradient  through  a  unit  area  measured  at  right  angles  to  the 
direction of flow. 

 
hydraulics The study and computation of the characteristics, e.g., depth (water surface 

elevation), velocity, and slope of water flowing in a stream or river. 
 
hydrograph A graph showing, for a given point on a stream or conduit, the discharge, 

water surface elevation, stage, velocity, available power, or other property of water 
with respect to time. 

 
hydrology  The  study  of  the  properties,  distribution,  and  circulation  of water  on  the 

surface of the land, in the soil, and in the atmosphere. 
 
impact A modification in the status of the environment brought about by the proposed 

action or an alternative.  
 
in situ In (its original) place. 
 
incise To cut down into or entrench. 
 
incised Having a margin that is deeply and sharply notched. 
 
infrastructure  The  basic  framework  or  underlying  foundation  of  a  community  or 

project, including road networks, electric and gas distribution, water and sanitation 
services, and facilities. 
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Initial Study A preliminary analysis prepared by the lead agency to determine whether 
an EIR  or  a Negative Declaration must  be prepared  or  to  identify  the  significant 
environmental effects to be analyzed in an EIR. 

 
intermittent stream A stream that flows only part of the time or during part of the year. 
 
intrusive  Of  or  pertaining  to  the  process  and  rock  formed  by  the  emplacement  of 

molten rock material in preexisting rock. 
 
irreversible Applies primarily to the use of nonrenewable resources, such as minerals, 

cultural  resources, wetlands, or  to  those  factors  that are  renewable only over  long 
time  spans,  such  as  soil  productivity.    Irreversible  also  includes  loss  of  future 
options. 

 
jurisdictional wetlands A wetland area  identified and delineated by specific technical 

criteria,  field  indicators,  and  other  information  for  purposes  of  public  agency 
jurisdiction.  The public agencies that administer jurisdictional wetlands are the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACE), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the U.S. Department of Agricultural 
Soil Conservation Service. 

 
lead agency The public agency which has  the principal responsibility  for carrying out 

or  approving  a  project  that may  have  a  significant  effect  upon  the  environment. 
(CEQA §21067). 

 
local  agency  Any  public  agency  other  than  a  state  agency,  board  or  commission 

(CEQA §21062). 
 
locatable minerals Minerals  of metallic  or  other  substances  recognized  by  standard 

authorities  and  found  in  sufficient  quantity  and  quality  to  justify  their  location 
under the mining law. 

 
lode claim One of four types of mining claims, it is located for veins or lodes of quartz 

or other rock in place and may extend for 1,500 feet along the vein or lode and to a 
maximum of 300 feet on either side. 

 
magazine A storage room  for explosives.   Magazines are built  to specifications set by 

the Mine Safety and Health Agency (MSHA) and are usually located in a secure but 
remote area of the project site. 
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mass  failure Unit downslope movement of a portion of  the  land surface, as  in creep, 
landslide, or slip. 

 
mass wasting  The  downslope movement  of  soil  and  rock material  under  the  direct 

influence of gravity. 
 
Maximum Contaminant Levels  (MCLs) The drinking water standards defined by  the 

State Drinking Water Act. 
 
meandering  stream  An  alluvial  stream  characterized  in  planfonn  by  a  series  of 

pronounced  alternating  bends.    The  shape  and  existence  of  the  bends  in  a 
meandering  stream  are  a  result  of  alluvial  processes  and  not  determined  by  the 
nature of the terrain (geology) through which the stream flows. 

 
metamorphism The mineralogical, chemical, and structural adjustment of solid rocks to 

physical  and  chemical  conditions  imposed  at  depth  below  the  surface  zones  of 
weathering  and  cementation, which  differ  from  the  conditions  under which  the 
rocks originated. 

 
mine  Mine  includes  all  mineral  bearing  properties  of  whatever  kind  of  character, 

whether underground, or  in a quarry or pit, or any other  source  from which any 
mineral substance is obtained. 

 
mine pit Area from which ore and overburden are removed. 
 
mineral materials Minerals  such as  common varieties of  sand,  stone, gravel, pumice, 

pumcite, and clay that can only be obtained under the Materials Act of 1947. 
 
mineral permit Authorizes prospecting  for  certain  leasable minerals  on public  lands 

described in the permit. 
 
mineralization The process  by which  a  valuable mineral  or minerals  are  introduced 

into a rock. 
 
mining  The  process  or  business  of  taking mineral  substances  from  a  pit,  quarry  or 

excavation in conjunction with other permitted construction activities. 
 
mining claim A mineral entry and appropriation of public land under the Mining Law 

of 1872, as amended. 
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mining  claim  location  Staking  and  reordation  of  a  lode,  or  placer  claim, millsite  or 
tunnel site on public land. 

 
mitigate/mitigation  To  cause  to  become  less  severe  or  harmful;  actions  to  avoid, 

minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, and compensate for impacts to environmental 
resources. 

mitigation A method or procedures  that may:  (1)  avoid  an  impact  altogether by not 
taking a  certain action or parts of an action;  (2) minimize  impacts by  limiting  the 
degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (3) rectify the impact by 
repairing,  rehabilitating,  or  restoring  the  impacted  environment;  (4)  reduce  or 
eliminate the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during 
the  life of  the action; and  (5) compensate  for  the  impact by replacing or providing 
substitute resources or environments. 

 
monitor  to  systematically  and  repeatedly watch,  observe,  or measure  environmental 

conditions in order to track changes. 
 
monitoring The  collection  of  environmental,  scientific,  or  engineering data  by  either 

continuous or periodic sampling methods. 
 
morphology The shape of the earthʹs surface. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act  (NEPA) Legislation enacted  in 1969, as amended, 

that  requires  federal  agencies  to  include  in  their  decision‐making  process:  (1) 
appropriate  consideration  of  all  environmental  effects;  (2) procedures  to  avoid  or 
minimize  adverse  effects;  and  (3)  restore  and  enhance  environmental  quality  as 
much as possible. 

 
National Register of Historic Places  (NRHP) A  list, maintained by  the National Park 

Service, of areas that have been designated as being of historical significance. 
 
native  species  Plants  that  originated  in  the  area  in which  they  are  found;  i.e.,  they 

naturally occur in that area. 
 
Notice of  Intent Similar  to  the Notice of Preparation,  is used  to notify other agencies 

and the public that an EIS is being prepared under NEPA. 
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Notice of Preparation  (NOP) A brief notice  sent by  the public agency with principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project to notify other agencies that an 
EIR is being prepared under CEQA. 

 
open pit operation.  Surficial mining, in which the valuable rock is exposed by removal 

of overburden. 
 
ore Rock that can be mined for extraction of a mineral commonly under conditions that 

allow a profit to be made. 

outcrop The part of a geologic formation or structure that appears at the surface of the 
earth; also, bedrock that is covered by surficial deposits such as alluvium. 

 
overburden  Rock  that  contains  either  no  gold  or  gold  in  quantities  that  cannot  be 

economically extracted.   Because such  rock either  lies on  top of ore or  is mixed  in 
with the ore, overburden must be mined in advance of or at the same time as the ore 
is mined. 

 
ozone (03) An end product of complex reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG) 

and  (or  non‐methane  hydrocarbons)  and  nitrogen  oxide  (NOx)  in  the presence  of 
ultraviolet radiation. 

 
parameter Any set of physical properties whose values determine the characteristics or 

behavior of something. 
 
particle size A linear dimension, usually designated as ʺdiameter,ʺ used to characterize 

the size of a particle.  The dimension may be determined by any of several different 
techniques,  including  sedimentation  sieving, micrometric measurement,  or  direct 
measurement. 

 
particulate(s) Minute, separate particles, such as dust or other air pollutants. 
 
patent Government  deed;  a  document  that  conveys  legal  title  to  public  lands  to  the 

patentee. 
 
patented claims Mining claims for which the United States government has conveyed 

the fee simple interest in the surface and minerals into private ownership. 
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permeability A measure of the relative ease with which a porous medium can transmit 
a liquid under a potential gradient; the property of a soil that permits the passage of 
water under a gradient of force. 

 
permeable The property or  capacity of a porous  rock,  sediment, or  soil  to  transmit a 

liquid. 
 
pH The measure of acidity or basicity of a solution. 
 
phreatophyte A deep rooted plant that obtains its water from the water table or the soil 

layer just above it. 
 
Placer claim One of four types of mining claims,  it  is  located for all forms of deposits 

except veins of quartz or other  rock  in place;  limited  to 20 acres per  individual or 
corporation, but up to 160 acres for an association of eight or more persons. 

 
plan of operations As required by 43 Code of Federal Regulations 3809: Operators must 

submit plans of operation outlines to the Bureau of Land Management that include 
the name and address of  the operator;  location of  the proposed area of operation; 
and  information  sufficient  to describe  the  type of operation proposed,  the  type of 
roads,  the means of  transportation  to be used,  the period when  the proposal will 
take place, and measures  to be  taken  to meet  the  requirements  for  environmental 
protection. 

 
potentiometric surface A surface that represents the total head in an aquifer; that is, it 

represents the height above a datum plane at which the water level stands in tightly 
cased wells that penetrate the aquifer. 

 
prevention of significant deterioration  (PSD) A  term used  to describe an air quality 

permitting  process  that  is  triggered  by  any  project  that  has  the  potential  to  emit 
certain pollutants above levels prescribed by law. 

 
project An activity that may cause either a direct physical change in the environs or a 

reasonably  foreseeable  indirect physical  change  in  the  environment,  and which  is 
any  of  the  following:    (a) An  activity  directly  undertaken  by  any  public  agency, 
(b) an activity undertaken by a person that is supported, in whole or in part, through 
contracts,  grants,  subsidies,  loans,  or  other  forms  of  assistance  from  one  or more 
public  agencies,  (c)  an  activity  that  involves  the  issuance  to  a  person  of  a  lease, 
permit,  license,  certificate,  or  other  entitlement  for  use  by  one  or  more  public 
agencies (CEQA§21065). 
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pseudostatic  analysis  Static  analysis  of  slope  stability  that  incorporates  a  simulated 
horizontal force equal to the horizontal acceleration of the design earthquake times 
the mass of the potential sliding material. 

 
pseudostatic  factor  of  safety  The  ratio  of  forces  contributing  to  slope  stability  (e.g., 

intergranular  friction  and  cohesion)  versus  forces working  against  slope  stability 
(e.g.,  gravity,  seismic  acceleration)  for  a  simulated  seismic  load.   A  pseudostatic 
factor  of  safety  equal  to  one  indicates  that  these  forces  are  equal  and  slope 
movement may occur. 

 
public agency Any state agency, board, or commission; county, city, regional agency, 

public district, redevelopment agency, or other political subdivision (CEQA §21063). 
 
public  land  Any  land  and  interest  in  land  owned  by  the  United  States within  the 

several states and administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau 
of  Land Management  (BLM), without  regard  to  how  the United  States  acquired 
ownership, except:  (1)  lands  located on  the Outer Continental Shelf, and  (2)  lands 
held for the benefit of Indians, Aleuts, or Eskimos. 

 
riverbed  erosion  Rivers  that  are  cutting  downward  produce  sediments  by  the 

development  of  canyons  or  valleys.    The  grain‐size  distribution  of  sediment 
contributed  to  the  river  is determined  by  the  range  in  grain  sizes  composing  the 
geologic material through which the river is incising and the transporting ability of 
the river. 

 
Reactive  organic  gases  (ROG),  chemicals  that  are  the precursors  to  the  formation  of 

ozone. 
 
saturated zone Zone  in which all  the connected  interstices or voids  in rock or soil are 

filled with water  under  pressure  equal  to,  or  greater  than,  atmospheric  pressure.  
The water table is commonly considered to be at the top of the zone of saturation. 

 
saturation The degree to which voids in soil are filled with water. 
 
seismic  Pertaining  to  an  earthquake  or  earth  vibration,  which  may  be  natural  or 

artificial. 
 
seismicity Oscillation of the ground resulting from shifting of the earthʹs crust. 
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sensitive species Generic term for any plant or animal species that is recognized by the 
government as being depleted, rare, threatened, or endangered. 

 
significant effect A substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the 

physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, air, water, 
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. 

 
significant effect on the environment A substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 

change in the environment (CEQA §21068). 
 
soil  erosion  Movement  of  soil  through  the  action  of  natural  physical  processes, 

primarily associated with  the action of wind and water,  from  their position on  the 
earthʹs  surface.    Soil  erosion  includes  detachment,  transport  and  subsequent 
deposition of soil particles. 

 
soil horizon  In a vertical  section of  land,  the  reasonably distinct upper  layer of earth 

that may be dug or plowed and in which plants grow. 
 
threatened  species Species  that, although not presently  threatened with extinction,  is 

likely to become endangered in the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range in the absence of special protection and management efforts. 

 
transpiration The process by which liquid water is taken up by a plant, then released to 

the atmosphere as a vapor at the surface of the plant. 
 
unconfined  aquifer  The  aquifer  in which  the water  surface  is  free  to move  up  and 

down. 
 
unsaturated zone Zone in which the connected interstices or voids in a permeable rock 

are not filled with water and in which there can be movement of air.  Generally, the 
zone between the land surface and the water table, but a zone of aeration can exist 
below an artesian aquifer, and below a perched body of water. 

 
visual  resource  The  composite  of  basic  terrain,  geologic  features,  water  features, 

vegetation patterns, and  land use  effects  that  typify a  land unit and  influence  the 
visual appeal the unit may have for viewers. 

 
visual  resource management  classes A  classification  of  landscapes  according  to  the 

kinds of structures and changes that are acceptable to meet established visual goals 
(Bureau of Land Management designation). 
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waste rock See overburden. 
 
water budget A quantitative  system  of  accounting  for  sources,  storage  locations  and 

losses of water in a basin. 
 
water  erosion  Water  erosion  occurs  when  the  intensity  of  rainfall  exceeds  the 

infiltration capacity of the soil, and overland flow is generated.  In arid and semiarid 
regions, runoff and erosion are generated during storms over widespread portions 
of  the  landscape, producing  largely silt‐ and sand‐sized sediment.   Surface erosion 
produces sand‐sized and smaller sediments. 

 
water  table  The  level  in  the  saturated  zone  at  which  the  pressure  is  equal  to  the 

atmospheric pressure. 
 
watershed The  geographic  region  from which water drains  into  a particular  stream, 

river, or body of water.  A watershed includes hills, lowlands, and the body of water 
into which  the  land  drains.   Watershed  boundaries  are  defined  by  the  ridges  or 
divides separating them.  Also called a drainage area. 

 
withdrawal Action restricting disposition of public lands and held for a specific public 

purpose. 
 
8.2 ACRONYMS 

ACEC   Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
ACOE   Army Corps of Engineers 
AF/Yr   Acre Feet per Year 
ANFO   Ammonium nitrate and fuel oil 
APN    Assessors Parcel Number 
AQAP   Air Quality Attainment Plan 
APCD   Air Pollution Control District 
ARB    California Air Resources Board 
ATC    Authority to Construct 
BATC   Best Available Control Technology 
BGEPA  Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 
Bgs    Below ground surface 
BLM    Bureau of Land Management 
BMPs    Best Management Practices 
CAA    Clean Air Act 
CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
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CARB   California Air Resources Board 
Caltrans  California Department of Transportation 
CalOSHA  California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
CBD    Center for Biological Diversity 
CCAA   California Clean Air Act 
CCAR   California Climate Action Registry 
CCR    California Code of Regulations 
CDCA   California Desert Conservation Act 
CDFG   California Department of Fish and Game 
CDPA   California Desert Protection Act 
CEQ    Council on Environmental Quality 
CESA    California Endangered Species Act 
CEQA   California Environmental Quality Act 
CIMIS   California Irrigation Management Information Systems 
CIWMB  California Integrated Waste Management Board 
CNDDB  California Natural Diversity Data Base 
CO    Carbon Monoxide 
CO2    carbon dioxide 
CP Mill  Claudius Peters Mill 
CUP    Conditional Use Permit (County land use permit) 
DEHS   Department of Environmental Health Services 
DOC/OMR  California Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation 
DOI    U.S. Department of Interior 
DTSC    Department of Toxic Substances Control 
DWR    California Department of Water Resources 
EIR    Environmental Impact Report 
EIS    Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA    U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
ERCs    Emission Reduction Credits 
ESA    Endangered Species Act 
ET    evapotranspiration 
F    Fahrenheit 
FLPMA  Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
FTHL    Flat‐tailed horned lizard 
FT2/day  square feet per day 
g    gravity 
GHG    Greenhouse Gas 
GIS    Geographic Information System 
gpd    gallons per day 
gpm    gallons per minute 
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GWP    global warming potential 
I‐8    Interstate 8 
ICAPCD  Imperial County Air Pollution Control District 
IID    Imperial Irrigation District 
IMSA    Inert Material Storage Area 
ITE    Institute of Traffic Engineers 
LAFCO  Local Agency Formation Commission 
LOS    Level of Service 
MCE    Maximum Credible Earthquake 
MCLs    Maximum Contaminant Levels 
mg/L    milligrams per litter 
MMBtu  Million British thermal units per hour 
msf    million square feet 
msl    mean sea level 
MSHA  Mine Safety and Health Agency 
Mw    Moment Magnitude 
MW    Megawatt 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 
NO2    Nitrogen dioxide 
NOA    Notice of Availability 
NOP    Notice of Preparation 
Nox    Nitrogen oxide 
NPDES  National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 
NSPS    New Source Performance Standards 
NSR    New Source Review 
NWIS   National Water Information System 
03    ozone 
ONCAP  Ocotillo/Nomirage Community Area Plan 
OSHA   Occupational Safety and Health Act 
OHV    Off‐highway Vehicle 
Pb    Lead 
pH    Hydrogen ion potential 
PM2.5    Fine Particulate Matter 
PM10    Coarse Particulate Matter 
PRISM  Parameter‐elevation Regression on Independent Slopes Model 
PSD    Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
PTE    Potential to Emit 
PTO    Permit to Operate 
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RCRA   Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RO    Reverse Osmosis 
ROD    Record of Decision 
ROG    Reactive Organic Gases 
RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SCAQMD  South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SMARA  Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (State of California) 
SO2    Sulfur Dioxide 
SOx    Sulphur Oxide 
SSA    sole source aquifer 
SWPPP  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
SWRCB  State Water Resources Control Board 
T&R    Township and Range 
TDS    Total Dissolved Solids 
TPH    tons per hour 
TPY    tons per year 
UP    Union Pacific 
USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USG    United State Gypsum Company 
USGS    United States Geological Survey 
V/C    Volume/Capacity Ratio 
VDE    visible dust emissions 
VOC    Volatile Organic Compound 
VRM    Visual Resource Management 
WA    Wilderness Area 
WRI    Water Resources Investigation 
WSA    Wilderness Study Area 
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