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2.4 Individuals 

 

TABLE 2-6
INDIVIDUALS SUBMITTING COMMENTS 

Commenter Date of Comment 

Leigh Adams 02/14/2012 

Kristie and James Bise 03/12/2012 

Myron L. Black (2 submissions) 
03/06/2012 and 

03/13/2012 

Rob and Kate Blair undated 

Helena Bongartz (3 submissions) 
02/02/2012, 

02/10/2012 (2) 

Craig Brainard 02/10/2012 

Chris Brown (2 submissions) 03/13/2012 (2) 

John C. Brown 03/13/2012 

Charles T. Collett 03/12/2012 

Debbie Cook 03/14/2012 

Linda DeLuca-Snively 02/21/2012 

Kyle Detwiler 02/11/2012 

Robert R. Dunn 01/30/2012 

Bob Ellis 02/07/2012 

Mary Ann and Darrell Finstad 03/13/2012 

Valerie Finstad (2 submissions) 
02/06/2012 and 

02/13/2012 

William J. and Susan L. Garvin 01/17/2012 

Andrea and James Gutman 02/11/2012 

Janis Hatlestad 02/29/2012 

Norma J.F. Harrison 02/10/2012 

Steve Iverson (3 submissions) 02/10/2012 (3) 

Paula Jeane 03/14/2012 

Paul Limon undated 

Christopher Lish 02/12/2012 

Richard MacPherson (3 submissions) 
undated, 

02/26/2012 and 
03/12/2012 

Norman Meek 12/30/2011 

Shell McIntosh undated 

Jean McLaughlin 03/11/2012 

Ramon Alviso Mendoza undated 

Ted & Karen Meyers 03/14/2012 

Chris and Bob Mills 02/11/2012 
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TABLE 2-6
INDIVIDUALS SUBMITTING COMMENTS 

Commenter Date of Comment 

Ruth Musser-Lopez (5 submissions) 

undated  
02/06/2012 
02/08/2012 

02/19/2012 and 
03/13/2012 

Sterling Perkes 02/11/2012 

Drew Reese 02/11/2012 

C. David Renquest 03/10/2012 

Catherine Robinson undated 

Joe Ross 02/10/2012 

David Sabol 01/09/2012 

Dianna Sahhar 02/14/2012 

Karen Scheuermann 02/12/2012 

Sidney Silliman 02/13/2012 

Julian V. Simeon 02/10/2012 

Calvin Sisco 03/08/2012 

Fred Stearn (2 submissions) 
02/22/2012 and 

02/23/2012 

Gary Thompson 02/01/2012 

S. Tott 03/14/2012 

Karen Tracy (2 submissions) 
02/03/2012 and 

02/21/2012 

Victoria Williams 03/13/2012 

Judy Wisboro 02/11/2012 

 

 



From: Leigh Adams
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: WHERE IS THE EIS
Date: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 10:55:22 PM

You propose using federal lands to transport water?  Where is the EiS?  What gives Cadiz Ranch the
right to take water from the aquifer other than for its own use?  This is a ludicrous proposition proposed
by someone deemed unfit to run a business in his own country.  Don't allow yourself to be involved in
this reprehensible act!  Please keep me informed!  Leigh Adams
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From: aaaaffordableac@frontiernet.net
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Comments reguarding the Cadiz Water Project
Date: Tuesday, March 06, 2012 10:32:11 AM

Dear Sir,
I have the following comments regrading the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the subject
project:

I am a home owner in Landfair Valley CA, I have owned this 47 acers of property for 15 years. I use it
every chance that I get. And hope to retire there in the near future. It is a get away for myself and my
family. It was bought with the intent to be passed down to my future generations.

I have a great respect for the land and what it is. A beautiful untouched landscape with years of history.
A place where many have come to study that very history. A place where my children and grand
children can learn and respect how our fore fathers used this land. And see the many species of wildlife
in there natural untouched environment.

I am writing you today to because I am against the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery and
Storage Project.

As a home owner I do not want to have to worry about my water supply today or tomorrow. With out a
adiquate supply of water there is no Landfair Valley or wildlife. The thousands of birds, turtles, rabbits,
chipmunks, lizzards, cyotees, and yes even rattlesnakes are in danger. As well as us humans that want
to live there.

Lets not make the mistake of draining our water supply. Our wells are our life line. This land needs to
be preseved for future generations of not only man but wildlife.

Thank you for your time.
Myron L Black
PO Box 1357
Lake Havasu City AZ 86405
928-505-0370
email: aaaaffordableac@frontiernet.net
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Blair 7IL Ranch 
PO Box 8 

#1 Ranch Road 
Essex, CA 92332 
(760) 928-2564 

Email: rob-kate-blair@hotmail.com
February 27, 2012 

Comments regarding the Cadiz Water Project 

  Our family owns the ranch that lies in the mountains just north of the Fenner Valley.
Our ranch southern border takes in the north side of the Clipper Mountains runs north to 
take in the east side of the Providence Mountains and west towards the Fenner Roadside 
rest and the Hackberry mountains, north to Round Valley.  We are 4th generation of our 
family to ranch here.  We fought the Cadiz water project last time around.  In the last 
decade, we watched our neighboring ranchers leave until just our family and our relations 
across the valley are left in the East Mojave.  Our families have survived many bad 
droughts over the last 100 years.  We survived because we have a few deep wells that can 
still water cattle when the surface springs dry up.  We cannot survive another bad drought 
if our deep wells lose water.  It is our belief that this project will affect our deep wells.  
The elevation of our deep wells is approximately 3600 ft above sea level, about 2600 
higher in elevation than the Fenner Valley. Because water stacks up through channels and 
fissures, common sense tells you that you cannot pump large amounts of water out of a 
desert floor and not drastically effect the balance of the under ground water sources that 
feed the near by elevated springs and wells. It is imperative that monitoring wells be 
impartially monitored and provisions made that pumping cease if any draw down is 
detected.  It is our belief that if this project gets built, they will not stop until damage is 
detected.  By then it will be our neighbors and ourselves and all who depend on the water 
sources above Fenner Valley sink who will pay the price.  There must also be in place 
measures to compensate property owners for the financial losses sustained from the loss 
of water on their properties.  Better yet, let Cadiz go rob groundwater that isn’t ancient 
and where it recharges once in a while. 
   This is an irresponsible exploitation of a natural resource that will never be sustainable 
in our lifetime.  Many battles over the preservation of the desert have been fought.  This 
project is by far the most harmful to the desert ecosystem than any we have seen. Do not 
support this project motivated by profit and greed.  A barren desert with no life left is a 
price too high to pay.

Respectfully Submitted, 

Rob and Kate Blair 
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1 From: Helena Bongartz
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: extension of review period
Date: Friday, February 10, 2012 10:16:43 AM

Dear Mr. Barnes,

This is good news but more time would have been better in order for people to 
become familiar with this complex project. Will there be more meetings at locations 
to the east of Cadiz in an attempt to reach segments of the public living nearer the 
project area, particularly landowners in the area of the New York and Providence 
Mountains and others living in the Eastern Mojave?

Thank you,
Sincerely,

Helena Bongartz
helenabongartz@mac.com
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Sarah Spano

From: Tom Barnes
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 2:23 PM
To: Sarah Spano
Subject: FW: Message from smwd.com (Contact Us Form) Cadiz 

From: SMWD.com [mailto:craigbrainard@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2012 8:37 PM 
To: Customer Service 
Subject: Message from smwd.com (Contact Us Form)

This is a response sent by Craig Brainard using the feedback form on the website. The details of the 
message follow below:

Full
Name: 

Craig Brainard 

E-mail: craigbrainard@gmail.com
Message: Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project I am requesting a copy of the EIR. 

Please respond to this email and mail it to: Craig Brainard 5235 Mission Oaks Blvd. Suite 540 
Camarillo, CA 93012 Please include soils and geology report and seismic report as well. Also data on 
riparian studies. Thanks, Craig Brainard 

You can use this link to reply: craigbrainard@gmail.com

1
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From: Chris Brown
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: FW: East Mojave Landowners
Date: Tuesday, March 13, 2012 12:37:56 PM

Corrected E-mail address

From: Chris Brown
Sent: Tue 3/13/2012 10:46 AM
To: cadizproject@esasoc.com
Subject: East Mojave Landowners

Tom Barnes
ESA
626 Wilshire Blvd. Ste. 1100
Los Angeles, Ca. 90017
cadizproject@esasoc.com

Re:  Comments on Cadiz Valley Conservation Recovery and storage Project; Draft Environmental
Impact Report.

Dear Mr. Barnes:

The December 2011 DEIR is insufficient due to the nature for which it was created.  The idea that this
project solely is to capture evaporation from the Bristol and Fenner Watersheds under Cadiz land
through the conservation and recovery components listed in the EIR is ridiculous.  If this was a true
management plan the EIR would have Environmental and Hydrology studies submitted from State,
Federal and local communities that do not have a direct benefit from the implementation of the project.
The parties involved in the research and final draft of the submitted EIR all have interests in the
proposed project.  The 50 year plan proposed by Cadiz and Santa Margarita Water District is a mining
of Ground Water for profit venture where Cadiz will extract enormous amounts of ground water and sell
that resource to Water Districts outside of San Bernardino, California.

There are many private landowners adjacent to the proposed Cadiz project and more in the Cadiz
Hydrologic Study Area, (figure 4.9-6).  The DEIR does not require Mitigation Monitoring  for most of
the Hydrologic Study area.  Stated in the EIR, (3-9), "The source of much of the groundwater recharge
occurs at the higher elevations.".  Many landowners reside in or own properties in the higher elevations
and depend solely on groundwater where the extraction of this resource comes from wells produced at
the property owners expense.  The proposed pumping of 50,000 AFY a year of groundwater by Cadiz
could have negative impacts on the water tables in the higher elevations of the Study area. It seems
very clear that Cadiz, Santa Margarita and other Water Districts involved in the Cadiz Project should be
concerned about the adjacent communities and their Water Rights to the underground resources that
Cadiz acknowledges as its primary source of recharge.

Within the Cadiz Hydrologic Study Area are also many springs.  The EIR does not require Mitigation
Monitoring for those springs in the higher elevations esp. within the East Mojave Preserve.  The wildlife
depend on springs such as Rock Springs, Bathtub Springs, Piute Creek and Hackberry Springs.  I
would like to believe the Cadiz, Santa Margarita and other Water Districts involved would be concerned
about the Wildlife within the Hydrologic Study Area as proposed in the current DEIR.

The Property Owners within the Study Area should have been contacted by US Mail by Cadiz and
Santa Margarita Water District of its intention to extract, on average 50,0000 AFY of groundwater from
the proposed Cadiz project well fields.  The Property Owners should have the right to a
Public Hearing held in the East Mojave Preserve so they can voice their concerns to
Cadiz and Santa Margarita Water District. Cadiz and Santa Margarita Water District
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should provide Mitigation Monitoring and Spring Monitoring for all areas within the
Hydrologic Study Areas and certainly at its highest elevations where the proposed
recharge originates.

I believe the extraction of groundwater in the amounts projected will have harmful long term effects on
the Springs and Groundwater resources within the higher elevations in the Hydrologic Study Area.
The Private Property Owners do not have the resources to pursue deeper wells in
the event the draw down of the Cadiz Aquifer because harmful to the current water
tables esp. within the East Mojave Preserve which is the highest elevations noted
within the current DEIR. I believe it is the responsibility of Cadiz and Santa
Margarita Water District to devise a mechanism through a long term Mitigation Plan
to provide monetary resources to provide the impacted communities resources to
ground water that is adequate to their needs.  

Furthermore I believe that there needs to be a Hydrologic and Environmental Study
conducted by either Federal, State or County officials in order to get realistic yearly
recharge calculations and impacts within the Study Area.

Sincerely,

Chris Brown
John Brown
Private Property Owners
East Mojave Land Owners Association
contact:
Chris Brown
602 328-0978
19508 N. 78'th Ave.
Glendale, AZ. 85308
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Debbie Cook
Huntington Beach, CA
energyinfo@me.com

March 14, 2012

Board of Directors
Santa Margarita Water District
26111 Antonio Parkway
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

re: Cadiz EIR 

Dear Board of Directors:

I write in the hope that perhaps you will think twice about your entanglement with the Cadiz 
water project.   Are you beginning to question why you ever embarked down this path, wishing 
you had a do-over?  The story begins with the personal friendship between your GM/GC, John 
Schatz, and Scott Slater, President of Cadiz, Inc. and shareholder in Brownstein, Hyatt, Farber, 
and Schreck.  As you are aware, your general manager spends much of his time working at the 
Chino Basin Watermaster where Mr. Slater is also General Counsel.  All of the participants of 
this project are connected to Mr. Slater, his law firm, or the Chino Basin Watermaster.  Besides 
the entities who have joined you in this ill-conceived project, there are many others who decided 
not to participate.  But like you, they also met in closed session giving the appearance of an 
intent to deceive.  I have now counted 27 illegal closed session meetings among participants and 
prospective participants.  There is no exception to the Brown Act for water purchases.  I can’t 
help but wonder who put you and all the other agencies up to such deceit.

I am sure none of you intend to put your agency in harms way, but it is clear from my research 
that you have done just that.  Before you embarked down this path one of you asked whether it 
was appropriate for SMWD to be acting as lead agency or whether it should be the County of 
San Bernardino.1  Unfortunately you relied on your GM, whose pecuniary interests compromise 
his opinion.  Mr. Schatz is no longer capable of providing you with objective advice and you 
seem to be surrounding yourselves with others who are equally incapable of giving you sound 
objective advice.   You have hired Mr. Slater’s law firm, Brownstein, allegedly for work other 
than the Cadiz project, but that belies at least one of your disbursement reports.  

To reiterate, Slater is a shareholder of Brownstein.  Slater is the President of Cadiz, Inc.  
Brownstein was retained by Cadiz in 2008.  Brownstein stands to gain a substantial sum of 
money with certification of the environmental document and permitting, according to Cadiz’ 

1

1 Every member of the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors has received substantial 
campaign contributions from Cadiz, Inc.

I_Cook1
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SEC filings.2 Brownstein partner Steve Farber was Secretary of Interior Ken Salazar’s campaign 
finance manager for his Colorado Attorney General race.  Former Brownstein partner Tom 
Strickland was Chief of Staff for Salazar until last year.  The Department’s Solicitor gave Cadiz 
the green light on utilizing the railroad right of way as a way of avoiding federal oversight and 
NEPA review.

You have allowed the project proponent to choose and contract directly with the firm assembling 
the Environmental Impact Report.  Under CEQA guidelines, you are required to independently 
review the EIR and for that purpose you have hired RBF Consulting.  Did you know that RBF 
Consulting is listed as an author/contributor to the EIR?  Do you not think that calls to question 
their objectivity and undermines your ability to comply with your role as lead agency?

You have also contracted with Best, Best, and Krieger to provide legal advice regarding the EIR.  
Did you know that Best, Best, and Krieger has provided legal services to Mr. Schatz for work he 
has done for Chino Basin?  Doesn’t this fact call to question their loyalties and objectivity?

You have also entered into an escrow agreement with Cadiz, Inc. regarding reimbursement for 
costs above the initial $125,000 you have spent for environmental work.  The way I interpret that 
agreement, your agency does not get reimbursed for costs unless it certifies the EIR.  To the 
public, it reads as coercion at best, collusion at worst.

As to the project itself, it is beyond credulity.   It is unfortunate that none of you attended the 
public meeting in Joshua Tree to hear from those who had driven hundreds of miles to be heard; 
all of whom consider the 2700 square mile basin their local source of water.  As lead agency, you 
are responsible for monitoring mitigation measures, and in this case, measures that are far from 
adequate.  I wonder who will be sued when (not if) wells and springs run dry, when subsidence 
leads to unintended consequences?   Will Cadiz still be a viable company or will the public 
agencies be left holding the bag.  I have read the minutes of your meetings where some of you 
have attempted to ask probing questions.  The answers you are getting are evasive.  The 
hydrology has not changed since this project was first proposed in 2000.  The only thing that has 
changed is the dog and pony show.  There is nothing “sustainable” about over drafting an aquifer.    
Imagine if this were the Orange County aquifer.  There is no plan to recharge the basin--that 

2

2 SEC 10K filing:  Not included in the table above is a potential obligation to pay an amount of 
up to 1% of the net present value of the Water Project in consideration of certain legal and 
advisory services to be provided to us by Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck LLP. The primary 
services being provided are advising us as to Water Project design and implementation, permit 
approvals, environmental compliance, negotiation and drafting of agreements related to the 
Water Project. This fee would be payable upon receipt of all environmental approvals and 
permits and the execution of binding agreements for at least 51% of the Water Project’s annual 
capacity. A portion of this fee may be payable in stock. Interim payments of $1.5 million, to be 
credited against the final total, would be made upon the achievement of certain specified 
milestones. $500 thousand of these interim payments was earned in June 2009 in consideration 
for the legal and advisory services previously provided. No further milestones have been met as 
of December 31, 2010.
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point was made clear in both the EIR and at the meeting in Joshua Tree.  In a recent news article 
from Needles, a water official in that City said that Cadiz wouldn’t even talk about recharge 
during a tour he took.  Some of you must have doubts about Mr. Slater’s claim that even if 
Cadiz’ recharge estimates are off by 85% that it won’t affect the aquifer!

In my experience, it is rare that EIRs are actually read by those who certify them.  It is even rarer 
that comments and responses are read.  At first I dreaded having to read the document myself, 
but once I began, it was as if I had followed Alice and the rabbit into some upside down world, a 
world of “mad people,” where Humpty Dumpty determines the meaning of words.

For the sake of those who are stuck in a world that still uses a dictionary for definitions, here is a 
sample of the crazy talk that masquerades as science in this Draft EIR:  

1.  Conservation is a synonym for groundwater mining.  
2.  Over drafting an aquifer is sustainable
3.  Lack of data on springs means there is no hydrologic link to the aquifer
4.  Subsidence can be arrested once it has occurred 
5.  Recharge rate won’t be materially affected by climate change
6.  Drying out Cadiz and Bristol dry lakes won’t increase dust pollution
7.  Water has no growth inducing impacts
8.  Fire hydrants are essential to railroad services
9.  Evapotranspiration rates of the site are ten times higher than Death Valley

It is the corrupting influences of money and incestuous relationships that lead to such tortuous 
arguments and ultimately horrific decisions.  If you truly think this project is in the public’s best 
interest, then you must clean house of all those associated with the project proponent, consult 
with those who still have a sliver of objectivity, and begin the process anew.  

Sincerely,

Debbie Cook

3
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Sarah Spano

From: Linda DeLuca-Snively [californiadeluca@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2012 5:04 PM
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Cadiz Water "Borrowing" Project

I am 100% totally against the Cadiz Project. 

Here is one really out of the box solution to Orange County's lack of amount of water. Since Orange County is 
right next to the gigantic Pacific Ocean how about building a desalination plant and convert some of all of the 
salt water to potable water. 

Why in heavens name would you take precious, ancient water from an already challenged desert ego-system 
and waste all the time and energy piping it all the way to the Orange Coast.???? Than what is left of the Cadiz 
area?........................................wager it would be definitely, finally finished forever. 

Aren't there any underground aquifers in Orange County, and drilling really deep might even strike oil, so that 
they could buy water from Arrowhead Pure Mountain. 

Linda Snively 
Newberry Springs, CA 

1
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From: Kyle Detwiler
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Cadiz Project Timing
Date: Saturday, February 11, 2012 8:16:49 AM

Tom,
 
Hope all is well.  I noticed the Cadiz project had its public commentary window
extended.  What does this mean for the potential timing for the project as the company
currently plans?  What would the next steps be?
 
Cheers,
Kyle Detwiler
 
 
______________
Kyle Detwiler
Email: kyle.detwiler@gmail.com
Cell: 609.468.9457
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Sarah Spano

From: bobellisds@gmail.com on behalf of Bob Ellis [bobellisds@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 12:09 PM
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Comments on Cadiz EIR

       Bob Ellis 
       1290 Hopkins Street #37 
       Berkeley, CA 94702 
       510 525-8742 

bobellisds@earthlink.net
       2/7/12 

Tom Barnes, ESA 
626 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Email:cadizproject@esassoc.com
Telephone: 213-599-4300 
Fax: 213-599-4301 

  Re: Comments on Draft Cadiz Project EIR 
  -   EIR Lacks Sufficient Information: New Supplement Required  

Dear Sir: 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Cadiz Project EIR.  I am quite familiar with the area in question 
having visited numerous times traveling the Cadiz-Rice Road and hiking in all the surrounding mountain 
ranges.  I am a desert hiker and backpacker; I am a wilderness and environmental advocate with memberships 
in Desert Survivors and the Sierra Club.  I have served as the environmental protection representative on the 
BLM’s Desert District Advisory Board and was active in opposing the original Cadiz water project.

I am very much opposed to this project primarily because of the plan to draw out large quantities of fossil 
groundwater from public lands.  This will deplete the aquifer in the years following the extraction.  The 
proposed inadequate monitoring proposal, not even as good as the BLM’s plan in the earlier project, will not 
discover the damage until its too late to make a recovery.   

I am amazed at the financial manipulations involved.  Cadiz, the private corporation, will sell the “right” to 
pump groundwater from under public lands years ahead of the actual pumping. Why the recruited water 
districts will agree to put themselves into a deal like this is beyond me.  This type of transaction is not far from 
the kind of financial dealings which put our country into its currently depressed state. 

The Draft EIR is defective in many ways.  If the project is to seriously go forward a supplement will have to be 
released for comment which will need to address the following issues: 

PIPELINE ON FEDERAL LAND - WHERE IS NEPA?  The document does not deal with NEPA requirements 
for impacts to federal public lands.  The attempt to define the project as a private land only project is not 
supportable.  The pipeline is on federal land, even though it is within a granted railroad right of way.  The issue 
of whether the Federal government will agree to allow the use of the railroad right-of-way for Cadiz’s benefit is 

1
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separate from the fact that it is federal land and the project must comply with National NEPA environmental 
requirements. 

PIPELINE ON FEDERAL LAND - WHERE IS BLM? Since the majority of the land requested for use by the 
project is federal land, why is the BLM not an active participating agency in the EIR?  The public can’t 
comment effectively without knowledge of the agency’s position.

WHERE IS POWER COMING FROM? - Lots of power is needed to pump water from deep underground; lots 
of power is needed to pump water overland miles and miles to the MWD Aqueduct.  The EIR does not identify 
where the power is coming from and what type on environmental impact will result form which type and source 
of power. 

WHERE IS THE MWD?  Cadiz expects to use the MWD facilities to deliver water to LA.  We don’t have any 
information as to the impacts imposed by the MWD’s priority use of the canal and water pumps.  This key 
element is missing from the picture of how the proposed project will work. 

WHERE IS THE PERMISSION TO INJECT POLLUTED COLORADO RIVER WATER INTO THE 
PUBLIC AQUIFER?  The phase of the Cadiz Project which allows Colorado River water to be “Stored” for dry 
years will be putting perchlorate and other contaminates into the native groundwater.  The river water must be 
purified before injection. 

Please address how these issues will be dealt with.  I believe you will need to provide the public with another 
supplemental impact report. 

I look forward to seeing a complete analysis of both state and federal issues in the next EIR. 

Thanks you, 

Bob Ellis  -- 

Solar on Rooftops  -  Not On Sacred Sites 
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From: Janis Hatlestad
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: The Cadiz Valley Project -- DEIR -- my comment
Date: Wednesday, February 29, 2012 4:39:35 PM

To: Tom Barnes, ESA

Requesting The Cadiz Valley Project NOT move forward, NOT be given further 
consideration, and that it be shut down. After reading a considerable amount of 
material related to this project, I believe that to continue this project is not in the 
public interest. It does not adequately consider its true costs to humanity and to our 
planet. Too much is unknown. Too much is at risk.

A far better plan would be to get Southern Californians to reduce consumption of 
fresh water from current sources, find sustainable alternative sources, and recycle 
treated wastewater, even if it means increasing prices in order to accomplish that. 
As a society, we simply don't charge ourselves enough for the resources we 
consume. We have made water too cheap, promoting wasteful attitudes and 
behaviors. It is time to cinch the belt around our water supplies and live within our 
means.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Janis Hatlestad
begarden.com

Better Earth Garden Design
Woodland Hills, CA

e-mail: janis@begarden.com
office: 818-716-9778
mobile: 818-687-1162
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From: Norma J F Harrison
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Re: Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project - Extension of Review Period
Date: Friday, February 10, 2012 1:59:34 PM

I would comment but for that I participate in a multitude of efforts to try to retain as much of Earth as
possible anymore. I know a bunch of stuff - so cannot participate in this without an honest summary of
it - its befores and afters and effects.
If that exists please send it to me.  Please underline those constructs/regulations which will result in
minimizing/constantly reducing local controls and benefits, affording them to business, and in particular,
to ever larger, fewer businesses.  Think, no on profit$ by this work.  It must be a public work.  It must
not now or in the future further damage Earth and our interchange with it; it must cause no waste.
If the summary I request exists or can be made, its use as e mail to us should obviate the need for
most of us to use the reports in the government buildings.  Most of us are insufficiently skilled in the
engineering aspects - including the long-term effects, the possibilities of achieving the stated ends -
which are likely to sound reasonable but turn out under skilled inspection by honest financing concerns
to be robbing us blind, etc. - most of us would do better with an honest summary.  Also to be
considered is environmentalists' reports of 'upstream'/'downstream' effects.
Thank you.
Norma

From: Cadiz Project cadizproject@esassoc.com Sent: Fri, February 10, 2012 11:54:26 AM Subject:
Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project - Extension of Review Period

NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF REVIEW PERIOD FOR
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project

To: California Office of Planning and Research;
Responsible and Trustee Agencies; County Clerks;
and Other Interested Parties
Subject: Notice of Extension of Review Period for the Draft Environmental Impact
Report
Project: Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project

State
Clearinghouse: #2011031002
Lead Agency: Santa Margarita Water District

Extension of
Review Period:   December 5, 2011 through March 14, 2012

The Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) published a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Cadiz
Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project (Project) on December 5, 2011. Presently the comment
period closes on February 13, 2012, or the 70th day. Although the initial comment period exceeded the minimal
time requirements set forth under the California Environmental Quality Act, SMWD has received several requests
to further extend the comment period. In response to these requests and in recognition of the importance of
providing ample review of the Project, SMWD is extending the comment period an additional 30 days, bringing the
total public review period to 100 days. The comment period on the DEIR will now close on March 14, 2012.
Please send your written comments, including a return address and contact name, on or before this date to the
following address:

c/o Tom Barnes, ESA

I_Harrison
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626 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Telephone: 213-599-4300
FAX: 213-599-4301

Or by email to: cadizproject@esassoc.com

Copies of the Draft EIR and appendices are available as follows:

Santa Margarita Water District Website: www.smwd.com

Santa Margarita Water District Office: 26111 Antonio Parkway, Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

Twentynine Palms Library: 6078 Adobe Road, Twentynine Palms, CA 92277

Rancho Santa Margarita Public Library: 30902 La Promesa Drive, Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

Joshua Tree Library: 6465 Park Blvd, Joshua Tree, CA 92252

San Bernardino County Library: 104 W. 4th Street, San Bernardino, CA 92415

I_Harrison

From: IVERSON Steve
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: The Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery and Storage Project
Date: Friday, February 10, 2012 12:40:39 PM

Conservationists including the Sierra Club remain worried about this project. Cadiz, Inc
company has misrepresented the size of the aquifer and that mining it could harm the
threatened desert tortoise, bighorn sheep, as well as the nearby Mojave National Preserve
which has some of the densest and oldest Joshua tree forests in the world. Concerns over rare
desert species were also echoed by state Department of Fish and Game biologists in March.

This project should be scrapped.

I_Iverson 1
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From: ryeman4@aol.com
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: The Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery and Storage Project
Date: Friday, February 10, 2012 12:41:27 PM

Conservationists including the Sierra Club remain extremely worried about this project.
Cadiz, Inc company has misrepresented the size of the aquifer and that mining it could harm
the threatened desert tortoise, bighorn sheep, as well as the nearby Mojave National Preserve
which has some of the densest and oldest Joshua tree forests in the world. Concerns over rare
desert species were also echoed by state Department of Fish and Game biologists in March.
This project should be scrapped.

Thanks,
Steve Iverson
1701 Bedford Ln.
Newport Beach, CA 92660

I_Iverson 2
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From: ryeman4@aol.com
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Cadiz Groundwater Drying Up
Date: Friday, February 10, 2012 12:56:44 PM

  
My brother and I have been visiting a place named Bonanza Springs in the Mohave Desert for the
past several years. It is a couple miles northeast of Cadiz.  This past weekend we were there and
found the once lush oasis is drying up. The wildlife (including Bighorn Sheep, Hawks, Owls, other
birds) we normally see were non existent.  
It appears that over pumping of native groundwater is causing the spring to dry up. We should be very
concerned about this

Regards,

Steve Iverson
1701 Bedford Ln. #15
Newport Beach, CA 92660

I_Iverson 3
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From: Miller, Michele
To: Tom Barnes; Sarah Spano
Cc: Ferons, Dan
Subject: FW: Cadiz water project
Date: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 10:23:26 PM

 

From: Paula Jeane [mailto:teacher_beloved@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 6:35 PM
To: Miller, Michele
Subject: Cadiz water project

For the record, I am totally opposed to the Cadiz Water Project--the desert needs to conserve all the
water it can get!
Paula

Paula Jeane, PhD
720-323-3990
Joshua Tree, CA

I_Jeane
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From: Chris Lish
To: Cadiz Project
Cc: cadizproject@smwd.com
Subject: Say No to the Cadiz Water Project
Date: Sunday, February 12, 2012 1:25:49 PM

Sunday, February 12, 2012

Tom Barnes, ESA

626 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: Say No to the Cadiz Water Project

Dear Mr. Barnes,

I write in strong opposition to the proposed Cadiz Valley Water Conservation,
Recovery, and Storage Project and strongly urge you to reject the flawed analysis in
the draft environmental impact review. The proposal to extract 50,000 acre-feet of
water each year over 50 years is unsustainable under current conditions, much less
in the face of climate change. The Cadiz Valley Aquifer is an ancient groundwater
basin that needs to be largely left alone.

“It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the
environment.”

-- Ansel Adams

Overdrafting the Cadiz aquifer will doom precious desert wildlife and habitats that
rely on these waters to survive. The proposed project would cause overdraft in these
aquifers that could deplete critical water resources, including springs and seeps in
the adjacent federally designated wilderness areas and the Mojave National
Preserve.

“Our government is like a rich and foolish spendthrift who has inherited a
magnificent estate in perfect order, and then has left his fields and meadows,
forests and parks to be sold and plundered and wasted.”

I_Lish
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-- John Muir

Both the Metropolitan Water District and the San Diego County Water Authority have
taken a pass on previous iterations of this ill-conceived project, and you should too.
The “draft environmental impact report” fails to fairly explain the risks of the
proposed project, and the proposed water-monitoring program will only detect
damage from the groundwater extraction long after it has occurred and the
hydrological link is destroyed. The potential effects of groundwater pumping to
crucial desert springs and seeps would be devastating and must be avoided.

“Every man who appreciates the majesty and beauty of the wilderness and of
wild life, should strike hands with the farsighted men who wish to preserve our
material resources, in the effort to keep our forests and our game beasts, game-
birds, and game-fish—indeed, all the living creatures of prairie and woodland and
seashore—from wanton destruction. Above all, we should realize that the effort
toward this end is essentially a democratic movement.”

-- Theodore Roosevelt

I urge you to deny the proposed Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and
Storage Project and to reject the flawed analysis in the draft environmental impact
review.

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of
the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise”

-- Aldo Leopold

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name to
your mailing list. I will learn about future developments on this issue from other
sources.

Sincerely,

Christopher Lish

PO Box 113

Olema, CA 94950

I_Lish
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To:��Tom�Barnes,�ESA�

RE:���The�draft�EIR�on�Cadiz��

It�is�apparent�that�the�Draft�EIR�is�wholly��inadequate�as�it�relates�to�the�property�owners�in�the�water�
sheds�affected�by�the�Cadiz�water�pull�down.��The�effects�on�the�upper�parts�of�the�water�shed�are�not�
addressed�at�all�or�are�passed�over�as�not�important.���The�recovery�rates�of�the�pull�down��are�way�over�
estimated�and�not�even�the�estimates�are�supported�with�sufficient�scientific�proof.���The�fact�that�there�
is�no�likelihood�of�any�recharge�ever�coming�is�not�addressed�adequately.���The�inclusion�of�data�from�
MWD�as�to�the�ability�to�supply�water�to�purchase�or�donate�for�possible�recharging�must�be�
documented�and�guaranteed�in�some�fashion.��The�massive�number�(1100+)�of�stakeholders��were�not�
notified�and�do�not�have�any�participation�now�or�in�the�oversight�of�the�possible�outcomes�of�this�
poorly�disguised�water�taking.�

There�are�no�where�enough�springs�and�wells�listed�as�observation/monitoring�and�test�sites.���There�
needs�to�be�specific�scientific�procedures�established�for�each�site�and�a�Neutral�third�party�that�is�
agreed�upon�by�all�stakeholders�as�the�test/evaluation�monitor.��In�the�event�that�any�degradation�is�
noted�by�the�third�party�the�pumping�must�stop�immediately,�and�appropriate�actions�taken�to�reverse�
the�degradation.��That�action�to�include,�but�not�limited�to,�the�purchase�of�water�to�refill�the�aquifer,�
the�drilling�of�new�wells,�hauling�of�water�needed�for�human�and�wildlife�consumption,�and�the�storage�
tanks�needed�for�continued�"normal�conditions"�for�all�involved�stakeholders�(man�and�beast).�

I�would�think�that�the�northern�Preserve�drainage�into�the�Mojave�Sink�and��into�Baker�and�Silver�lake�
should�also�be�monitored��in�addition�to�the�two�proposed�wells.���The�springs�in�the�Turtles�and�
Granites�must�also�be�monitored�in�addition�to�the�upper�drainage�areas�of�the��New�York�Mts,�4th�of�
July�Canyon,�Round�Valley�,�Gold�Valley,�Hackberry,�and�Pinto�valley.�Wells�in�all�these�areas�must�also�
be�monitored�by�the�established�third�party.��These�areas�are�of�course�in�addition�to�the�measly�three�
springs�proposed.�

The�mitigation�for�the�above�mentioned�items�must�be�in�the�document�and�supported��by�bonded�
escrow�accounts�until�the�mitigation�is�not�needed�even�after�the�project�is�stopped.�

Richard�MacPherson��Chairman,�Mojave�Preserve�Land�Owners�Association�

I_MacPherson 1

1

2

3

4

5

1

Sarah Spano

From: Dick MacPherson [dnkmac@the2h2o.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2012 9:04 AM
To: Cadiz Project
Cc: dnkmac@urs2.net
Subject: correction

correction�to�input�����I�intended�to�say�Old�Woman�Mts.,�not�Turtles.��I�sincerely�hope�the�proposed�draw�down�would�
not�affect�the�Turtle�Mts.��I�would�suggest�that�springs�on�the�east�side�of�the�Old�Woman�Mts.�should�be�monitored.� 1
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From: Dick MacPherson
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: comments DEIR
Date: Monday, March 12, 2012 4:36:17 PM

Mr. Barnes;
Additional comments:
...on a recent trip to Bonanza Spring it appears that the monitoring of this vital spring will be
complicated and probably will require its own EIR due to the disruption of the eco-system now in
place.   The required "early-warning" monitoring of this vital site will require BLM participation and
your efforts have created federal legislation from our Senator  to block BLM from spending any
money on this subject.   That said, it would appear that federal legislation would again be needed
to accomplish any of the needed procedures for monitoring sites on BLM controlled lands .
...Since the NPS has control of many of the additional springs that must be monitored, it would be
a good assumption that more EIRs will be needed for most of those monitored springs  also.
...The mentioned EIRs need the details of what is expected, what is to be done to accomplish the
needed monitoring, and the neutral third party who will sound the alarm publically when needed. 
The normal list of EIR requirements must of course be made in total.   The funding of this must be
included in the escrow account required for the mitigation of damages to the property owners in
the areas affected by the possible loss of water.
...Other springs in the Granites ,Old Woman, Piute, Providence, Colton Hills, Mid Hills, and New
York Mts. must go through the same needed EIRs for monitoring.   Most, but not all wells ,are on
private property or as you suggest will be dug on Cadiz out property, which should make third
party monitoring easier.  That monitoring is to be done by the neutral third party with the
appropriate agreed upon criteria for control and mitigation.
...The project appears to be unsustainable in general.  The costs involved in doing the needed
changes and additional studies appear to be greater than the developer in Orange County  and
SMWD could bear.
...The mining proposal is way over optimistic  verses the estimated  recharge rate.   The estimated
recharge rate must be verified in models and documentation that is accepted to all scientists.  The
2000 AFY rate for recharge is probably close to the best "estimate" under current conditions.  Thus
pumping 50,000 AFY is ridicules  for any "Green Compact".
...The comments that all springs in the drainage are "hydraulically discontinuous" is not
substantiated by any reliable data.   That information must be confirmed before those of us who
depend on water for life are adversely effected.  As previously mentioned the bonded escrow
account is part of the mitigation for all this and must be funded on the start of any pumping.    The
mitigation to include but not be limited to, the transporting of water to, and the needed storage of
that water for those negatively affected.
...The capture of ground water wasted to evaporation is not supported by data.  Your "gestimates"
are not supported with enough fact to allow you to add XXXX "saved " water to your pumping
proposals.  Printing this conjecture doesn't make it fact!
... A specific list of criteria is needed in each EIR for each spring or well that is monitored.  The
action to be taken, at what level, triggers what action, by the independent third party.  These
decisions  need to be developed with all parties involved at each site.  Any trigger should stop the
draw down pumping immediately!!
...All neighbors and potentially affected parties need to be notified and be included in the
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development of future decisions.   This was not done for the DEIR.
 
Richard MacPherson
Mesa View Ranch
HC 1 box 429
Cima, CA 92323
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From: Tom Barnes
To: Sarah Spano
Subject: FW: Message from Karen & Ted Meyers (Contact Us Form)
Date: Thursday, March 15, 2012 9:45:35 AM

 

From: Karen & Ted Meyers [mailto:polenheinz@ymail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 10:07 PM
To: Geldert, Beth; Boulton, Eddie
Subject: Message from Karen & Ted Meyers (Contact Us Form)

Message from smwd.com (Contact Us Form)
Question Answer

Full Name: Karen & Ted Meyers

E-mail: polenheinz@ymail.com

Your Questions of
Comments:

We have lived in the Wonder Valley area, east of Twentynine
Palms, for 31 years, and are San Bernardino County
taxpayers and registered voters. We are absolutely opposed to
the Cadiz Water Project because of the importance of the
aquifer to the area. Unique desert plants, not to mention the
abundant wildlife, rely on the deep groundwater aquifer under
Cadiz Dry Lake to survive. Desert bighorn sheep and the
threatened desert tortoises live here, and rely on natural
springs and seeps provided by the Cadiz Valley Aquifer.

Cadiz Dry Lake is surrounded by wilderness areas, including
the Old Woman Mountains, the Sheephole Mountains, the
Mojave National Preserve and the proposed Mojave Trails
National Monument. Your proposal is a very bad idea .....
very destructive to the desert flora and fauna, not to mention
the farming operations and the private wells of residents in
the area.

We find your proposal very disturbing, and beseech you to
discontinue your plan.

Sincerely,
Ted & Karen Meyers
polenheinz@ymail.com
760.367.1393
3534 Blower Rd
29 Palms CA 92277

  

I_Meyers
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From: Chris Mills
To: Cadiz Project
Date: Saturday, February 11, 2012 6:37:34 PM

My husband and I are strongly opposed to the Cadiz Valley Water Project, as we
were when it was proposed all the previous times.  There hasn't been any surplus
water in the Colorado River available for California use or to store in over ten years,
so the storage part of the plan isn't going to happen very often, if at all, in today's
drier climate.  The rainfall recharge estimates are much too high, as more often than
not less than six inches of rain falls in the area.  Remember Baghdad, CA, not
far away from Cadiz, went more than 800+ days with not a drop of rain a few
decades ago.  Not one drop of moisture! The seasonal water on the Cadiz and other
dry lake beds also limits the amount of dust and particulates in the air, so air quality
would suffer if the water was removed.

And finally, the temptation to draw more water out of the ground than the legally
allowable amounts will be enormous, and politics and money will try to force the
pumping of more and more water if this project is completed.  Springs and seeps on
national park and other public and private lands depend on underground aquifers to
supply water for wildlife and local residents.  There isn't much water to begin with,
so there definitely isn't enough to justify this huge expenditure that will adversely
affect local people and wildlife.

If California needs more water, then concentrate on the conservation end of the
problem.  Replace every showerhead with a low flow variety.  Replace every toilet
with a low flow design.  Enforce watering restrictions for lawns to
encourage Xeriscaping and drought resistant plantings, and fine those that water
during the heat of the day, wasting water.  Use grey water to irrigate golf courses
and parklands.  There are many other methods to conserve water, and they all make
more sense than this illogical, unreasonable, and unsustainable Cadiz project.

Chris and Bob Mills
2020 Cortez Street
Needles, CA  92363
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Sarah Spano

From: Tom Barnes
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2012 1:34 PM
To: Sarah Spano
Subject: FW: Extension of public comment period; request for information

�

From: Rango Rally [mailto:rangosos@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2012 1:17 PM 
To: Tom Barnes 
Subject: Extension of public comment period; request for information 

First, please provide me with a copy of a document referenced in the EIR "SCH#2011031002, Cadiz 
Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project." 

This document is referred to on page 2-5 in footnote 11, Memorandum of Opinion M-37025 Partial 
Withdrawal of M-36946, November 2011, U. S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Solicitor.  

SMWD, the Lead Agency, has used the requested document as justification for not submitting this 
project to review by the Agency, BLM, who issued a ROW to ARZC. 
Full disclosure of the document should have been included in the EIR, but since it has not been, 
please email me a copy of it to me at my aids reply address RangoSOS@yahoo.com.

Second, on behalf of the Citizens of San Bernardino County, I am requesting an extension on the 
public comment period and review of the EIR "SCH#2011031002, Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, 
Recovery, and Storage Project."  The project is massive and is the EIR, we need more time to review 
it and the appendices.  We need workshops and hearings in communities closest to the project area 
east of Kelbaker Road, including Havasu Landing, Needles, Goffs and Cadiz.   The hearings held so 
far have been inaccessible to the public due to the distance and cost required to attend, an undue 
burden...a violation of the Brown Act. 

Third,  you have previously sent me Appendix G and I do have a copy of the EIR.  Please send me a 
copy of the remaining Appendices A - F and H - J, a copy of the transcripts from the hearings, and 
any comments that have been filed to date.  Please advise me if there are any costs in obtaining 
these public documents.
Ruth Musser-Lopez 
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Sarah Spano

From: Tom Barnes
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 3:47 PM
To: De Felice, Diane; Steinfeld, Amy; Ferons, Dan; Leslie Moulton; Kevin Thomas
Cc: Sarah Spano
Subject: FW: Procedural Issues, Request for Answers & Hearing on Cadiz
Attachments: Musser-Lopez Seeks Answers, Hearing from SBCo.doc

�
�

From: Rango Rally [mailto:rangosos@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 3:18 PM 
To: SupervisorDerry@sbcounty.gov; SupervisorGonzales@sbcounty.gov; SupervisorOvitt@sbcounty.gov;
SupervisorRutherford@sbcounty.gov; Tom Barnes 
Cc: pubinteg@sbcda.org
Subject: Procedural Issues, Request for Answers & Hearing on Cadiz 

In the attachment, "Musser-Lopez Seeks Answers, Hearing from SBCo" is correspondence dated today, 2/8/2012, to the 
San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors with my request for answers and a hearing concerning issues surrounding 
Cadiz proposals and applications, the current proposed project under review.  It is herewith a public document available 
to be dispersed widely so all may see.  I am also sending this email and attachment to Tom Barnes at 
tbarnes@esassoc.com to be incorporated into the comments on the Draft EIR for the "Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, 
Recovery, and Storage Project."   

This email represents a further request for a 90 day extension on the public comment period for review of the referenced 
Draft EIR, scheduled to conclude on Monday, 2/13/2012.  If an extension is not granted, I look forward to hearing from 
our Officials with their explanation as to why we have been limited to such a short review period  (I got my copy of EIS at 
the workshop on January 11, less than 30 days ago) for such a massive project review including 4 volumes, 10 
appendices, ca +250 maps, figures, tables, etc.) and object to this haste to consider a potentially destructive project 
which is certain to have long-term irreversible and irreparable adverse effects upon our County resources.  

I hope to hear from you by tomorrow 2/9/2012, with regard to whether or not an extension on the comment period has 
been granted.

Sincerely,
Ruth Musser-Lopez 
760/885-9374 
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Ruth Musser-Lopez 
420 E Street 

Needles, CA 92363 

February 8, 2012 

Brad Mitzelfelt Vice-Chairman (909) 387.4830 SupervisorMitzelfelt@sbcounty.gov
First District Supervisor   because the project is in his district. 
Janice Rutherford   SupervisorRutherford@sbcounty.gov
Second District Supervisor (909) 387.4833 
Neil Derry SupervisorDerry@sbcounty.gov
Third District Supervisor (909) 387.4855 
Gary Ovitt SupervisorOvitt@sbcounty.gov
Fourth District Supervisor (909) 387.4866 
Josie Gonzales SupervisorGonzales@sbcounty.gov
Chair, Fifth District Supervisor (909) 387.4565 

Re:  Cadiz Proposal to transfer massive amounts of San Bernardino County Water 

Dear San Bernardino County Supervisors: 

What entitles Cadiz Corporation, a small, barely break even farm in the desert east of 
Kelbaker Road currently using only 1800 to 1900 acre feet per year (AFY) of water for 
their operations, the right to sell 50,000 – 75000 AFY of San Bernardino County’s water 
at a fluctuating price at $300 - $700 AFY, for a potential profit of $15 to $50 MILLION 
DOLLARS?  A “Get Rich Quick” scheme?  Cadiz claims that they are entitled to this 
massive amount of ground water based on the harebrain idea that a small amount of 
water evaporating on a desert dry lake, after a seldom rain, is a waste of water, and 
that this small amount of evaporation justifies Cadiz Corporation to take all the 
groundwater before it has a chance to reach a spot where it might evaporate.  
Demonstrating the illogical and unsound reasoning behind this scheme, Cadiz also 
proposes to reclaim excess Colorado River water during wet years by putting it back in 
the very place they say water is being wasted by evaporation.  I am very disgusted 
about the proposal being back on the Board’s agenda and concerned about potential 
litigation at  taxpayer expense "when the County Supervisors must defend their action of 
adopting and certifying an  Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that is currently full of 
faulty premises, errors and omissions." 

I am requesting time to address this issue at the County Board of Supervisor’s 
meeting on February 14, 2012.  I wish to bring a few experts concerning hydrology 
in the desert and the beneficial purpose of natural evaporation, not just in the desert 
but worldwide. I also wish to introduce to you, a few of the stakeholders in the East 
Mojave desert who stand to lose their livelihoods, will likely be forced to sacrifice their 
businesses, while the owners of Cadiz will get rich.  As you know, the project is referred 
to as “The Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project” which is a 
misnomer so I will hereafter refer to it as the “Cadiz Proposal,” a proposal which I and 
many other of your constituents, strongly object to based upon its unsound premise that 
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evaporation at the desert’s dry lake beds where water sometimes surfaces after a 
seldom rain, is a waste.     

The project would be located in the First District.  According to my sources, since 
Mitzelfelt was appointed to the First District of the Board of Supervisors in 2007, the 
Cadiz Land Company has been one of his major political backers, having contributed a 
total of $48,100 to his campaign fund: 

March 13, 2007, the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $10,000.  
June 30, 2007 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $12,500. On 
November 20, 2007 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $5,000.
June 18, 2008 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $5,000.   
October 30, 2008, the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $5,000. 
May 14, 2009 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $4,000.   
July 30, 2009 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $1,000. 
April 12, 2010, the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $1,600.  
October 6, 2010 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $1,500.  
December 10, 2010 the Cadiz Land Company gave the Committee to Elect Brad Mitzelfelt $2,500.

My further purpose for bringing this matter to your attention is because of procedural 
errors that I object to along with the acts of deceit and omission in the draft EIR.  I 
strongly object to an Orange County agency, the Santa Margarita Water District, 
assuming the lead on the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) EIR document 
instead of San Bernardino County taking that responsibility.  

The project would be a MASSIVE WATER TRANSFER PROJECT and it is under YOUR 
authority to approve or not.   The fact that you did not assume the lead on the CEQA 
process leads me to believe that you are hiding behind an outside jurisdiction that is not 
accountable to your constitutents.   

The project is described in Volumes 1 – 4 of a document entitled “Draft Cadiz Valley 
Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project Environmental Impact Report 
SCH#2011031002” dated December 2011 and prepared for the Santa Margarita Water 
District by ESA.  The document may be found online at the Orange County Water 
District’s website at: http://www.smwd.com/operations/the-cadiz-valley-project.html   

Will you please tell me where it is found on a San Bernardino County website??? 

This document was prepared by ESA under contract to Santa Margarita Water District in 
Orange County.  The preparation of this document was purportedly pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (as amended), codified at California 
Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et. seq., and the CEQA Guidelines in the Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3.   In the opening statement of the CEQA 
document, Santa Margarita Water District identifies itself as the “Lead Agency under 
CEQA who “may use this EIR to approve the proposed Project, make Findings regarding 
identified significant impacts, and if necessary, adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations regarding these impacts.” I object to their self proclaimed authority
and if you will please read on, you will see that there are legal reasons why you should 
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have too…the State Law binds the County to be the Lead on the CEQA document. 

Originally, I filed complaints against Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) Board 
Members and Manager with the District Attorney’s Office of Public Integrity citing  Brown 
Act violations in conjunction with a “CEQA hearing” to be held in Joshua Tree by SMWD 
on February 1, 2012.   In a complaint to the District Attorney’s Office of Public Integrity 
which copy I sent to Mr. Mitzelfelt, I then asserted that the Santa Margarita Water 
District intended to hold “hearings” in Joshua Tree which would be in violation of the 
Brown Act  since San Bernardino County is out of their jurisdiction (Ralph M. Brown Act, 
as codified in California Code Section 54950) and the hearing would be inaccessible to the 
San Bernardino County citizens who would be most impacted by the project (The Brown 
Act, Gov. Code 54953.2; 54961 Ch. V).   As it turns out, a technicality prevents the Spirit of 
the Brown Act from being upheld.  That technicality is that the Brown Act pertains to 
“hearings” where there is a quorum of “elected Officials” who are able to vote on the 
issue.   Since the SMWD sent environmental contractors to Joshua Tree to conduct the 
“CEQA Hearing” and since the elected Board Members of the District, who are actually in 
a position to vote and who represent a public in Orange County, were not present, then 
there was no “real” violation of the Brown Act, though the appearance of impropriety 
can be perceived and I certainly thought there was going to be a Brown Act violation.    

The question remains, why is a water district from Orange County running the show up 
here in San Bernardino County?   This question raises serious concerns which I would 
like you to answer to, being that I am one of your constituents.   

First, I would ask you how it came about in the first place that the Board of Supervisors 
with their Planning Department and Planning Commission ARE NOT THE LEAD on a 
CEQA document for a project of THIS MAGNITUDE when you have authority to approve 
or deny.  Is it not the law that decisions of the Board of Supervisors over any issue, 
including turning over leadership on a major EIR of this significance would have been 
voted on, and that such a decision would be made in public and not behind closed doors 
in Executive Meetings.   When was a vote ever taken to turn over your authority under 
CEQA to an entity that has absolutely no role as project applicant other than being a 
potential customer of a product that the project applicant (Cadiz) intends to sell? 

While the Santa Margarita Water District was formed by voters in Orange County and 
has its own elected Board Members, I would ask you how Santa Margarita Water District 
can be defined as a “Participant” authorized to be the “Lead” on a CEQA document for 
the project.  What other decision pertaining to the project does SMWD make other than 
the decision that any customer would make---a decision on the question:  should we 
buy water from Cadiz or not?  There are plenty of other potential customers, who could 
potentially enter into a purchase agreement for water from Cadiz, but they are not the 
Lead on this project nor should they be.    

I think the question as to who is going to be Lead goes to whose project is it???  Apart 
from their decision to pay for the EIR and to control the EIR, do they have a purchase 
agreement or contractual relationship that goes beyond purchasing the water as a 
customer?   For example, is SMWD part owners in Cadiz Corporation or Cadiz Land 
Company? or part owner in the Railroad ROW that is proposed to be used for the water 
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pipeline? Does being a consumer of a product constitute a role equal to applicant 
participant who owns the project???   How does being a potential customer or consumer 
of water that Cadiz would sell, give SMWD the legal authority to “Certify” a CEQA 
document for a project?  All of these questions should have been raised before the San 
Bernardino Co Supervisors gave up their authority to be Lead Agency, particularly in 
light of this California Code which is binding: 

14 CCR § 15051 Cal. Admin. Code tit. 14, § 15051 (b) If the project is to be carried out 
by a nongovernmental person or entity (IN THIS CASE, CADIZ), the lead agency shall be 
the public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the 
project as a whole.(1) The lead agency will normally be the agency with general 
governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or 
limited purpose such as an air pollution control district or a district which will provide a 
public service or public utility to the project.  

By placing themselves in a position of “LEAD” SMWD has gotten away with promoting 
the project through their “workshops” which were essentially promotional and “public 
meetings” which are purported to be a part of the CEQA process.    My request is that 
you review the provision of CEQA and the guidance (see attached copy) as to what 
Agency is to be lead on CEQA review and be accountable, responsible for the project 
approval process in San Bernardino…Please,  provide an explanation for your actions or 
admit that San Bernardino County rightfully should have been the lead according to the 
CEQA provisions and should not have abrogated their responsibilities to SMWD and why 
this should not be construed as an act of fraud and deceit, and abuse of public funds, 
particularly the funds of the SMWD costumers if SMWD paid for the EIR? Shouldn’t it 
have been Cadiz Corporation who paid for the EIR? 

Did it ever come to the Board of Supervisors in a public vote as to whether 
the Board would yield authority to SMWD to be the CEQA Lead with authority 
to “certify” the CEQA document (EIR) on this massive Cadiz Corporation 
water project located in the unincorporated limits of San Bernardino County?  
If the County did make this decision, when did they do so?  And who voted on 
it?

Please note that at the get together in Joshua Tree that SMWD held on 2/1/2012, their 
Chief Engineer, Dan Ferons who was running the meeting made a statement on the 
record that San Bernardino County authorized SMWD to be the Lead on the CEQA 
document.  If this is true, I did not see this stated in the EIR.  There are many people 
who would like to know when the Supervisors made this decision and in what forum? 

Second related issue:  Was the meeting in Joshua Tree a ruse?  Though “it” had the 
appearance of being a “hearing” with court reporter and a table in front with 3 people 
paid by SMWD to be there,  in reality “it”  now appears to have simply been a meeting, 
a meeting that anyone could hold.  In fact “it” was more or less an opportunity for 
SMWD to present a sales pitch for the Cadiz project.   Was the meeting misleading? 
Since the meeting was announced as part of the CEQA review, it gave the impression 
that it would be a hearing where elected officials would hear the concerns of the 
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Concerned Citizens.   It seems to me that the public was mislead to believe that they 
would get a real hearing with regard to the content of the EIR as CEQA provides for 
(though apparently not required) when in reality what we got was akin to a sales pitch 
or promotion for the project similar to what any salesman or promoter might put on…it 
was a meeting anyone could hold without any official authority.  

This kind of behavior on the part of a quasi-agency of a government outside of their 
jurisdiction is particularly disconcerting considering it is misleading.  It leads the public 
into thinking that their voice is being heard by their elected officials but in reality, it 
appears that none of our elected officials in San Bernardino County and none of the 
elected officials from Orange County’s SMWD announced their presence at the meeting.  
Our elected officials did not see the face of the people and we cannot be certain that 
our elected officials will ever read the transcripts of the meeting.  Since the project is 
massive, and would result in the sacrifice of a valuable public commodity and resource 
by transferring it into the hands of a few private profiteers at the expense of potentially 
irreparably and irreversibly, forever harming the environment of the “jewel of the 
California Desert,”-- the East Mojave, one would think that our County Board of 
Supervisors would at least hold one hearing in the region east of Kelbaker Road, where 
the Citizen’s stand to loose the most…not 150 miles round trip in Joshua Tree, or over 
400 miles round trip in Orange County where they held their first CEQA meeting. 

The following is a statement from one of the residents in the East Mojave who would be 
impacted by this project, in case you decide to care: 

I'm one of over 1,100 property owners in the Fenner watershed (one of four) 
that has never been directly informed that the Cadiz project could impact my 
groundwater. I have a well on my Round Valley property, as do many of my 
neighbors. The purpose of  Cadiz's pumping is to induce water from the high 
country--where our properties are located--to flow downhill to refill the Cadiz 
Dry Lake aquifer. We are therefore concerned the Cadiz water project may 
affect the quantity and/or quality of our groundwater upon which we depend 
in the desert. 

Placing a small notice in only four local newspapers can hardly be 
characterized as sufficient notification to over 1,100 Fenner watershed 
property owners spread across 21 states (some as far away as New England) 
who could lose their water. Most of these properties are second homes or 
investments and the owners are not served by local newspapers. Yet this is a 
large constituency being deprived of their "opportunity to voice comments or 
concerns regarding the scope and content of the environmental information 
to be examined and included in the EIR for the proposed Project." By not 
acknowledging the existence of property owners within all four watersheds 
that feed the aquifer Cadiz has committed an act of omission resulting in 
insufficient public notification to a significant group of citizens. 
--Chris Ervin 

This is just one of many concerns.   There are so many impacts which have not been 
addressed in the EIR.  Native American concerns, that I assert are not addressed in the 
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EIR, include those of a Chemehuevi tribal member,  Phil Smith of Needles, California.   
His ancestors for many, many generations lived in the East Mojave and relied upon the 
springs for survival.  Smith stated that his Grandfather talked about how there were 
many more springs before the current historic downdraft of water in the area from the 
wells presently there.  Having read a letter from me printed in the local newspaper 
about a “hearing” that was to be held that very day, he made the 600 mile long, 6 hour 
round trip to Joshua Tree to attend the CEQA meeting.  There he strongly objected to 
the impact of pumping the massive amount of water out of the aquifer that Cadiz 
proposes.  This proposed action will clearly have an effect upon the springs he asserted 
and upon traditional salt collection places along a revered, holy Salt Song trail that bears 
directly through the project vicinity.   If there is no evaporation, there is no salt, he 
expressed.

You should also be concerned about the adverse impact upon long-term socio-economic 
benefits, the potential  lost revenue for the County over a much longer span of time 
than will be generated by the short term profits to be realized by a very few.   The 
water that Cadiz claims is rightfully for the purpose of beneficial use in San Bernardino 
County and could play a vital role in San Bernardino’s future.   For example, one 
constituent put on the record at the Orange County “hearing” that there is a huge 
market for organic farming.  The currently pristine water aquifer at Cadiz and the 
isolation of the farms provides the potential for top rate organic crops at the present 
time.  This quality of the water will degenerate if Colorado River water is injected into 
the aquifer as what will likely happen if this Cadiz proposal is approved.  

Others at the Cadiz/SMWD meeting spoke about the adverse effect upon the tourism 
industry that has developed around the East Mojave National Park and that the 
downdraft of the water aquifer would likely have devastating effects upon the rare and 
endangered species that a large number of visitors, many from distant places, come to 
observe. 

HOW TO RESOLVE THE ISSUE: 
First of all, reject the project.  After a great expense of time and trouble by 
your constituents the last time around this project was already rejected a few 
years ago so you should just dispense with even putting this project back on 
the table.  If the law requires that you review this project as a new project 
then I would ask you to uphold your duties as our elected Officials by: 

 1) taking the responsibility of “Lead Agency” on the California Environmental 
Quality Act Environmental Impact Report document for the proposed subject 
action/project.

2) notify surrounding property owners of the proposed action, hold new 
scoping hearings and new public comment hearings concerning the proposed 
project/action both in the County’s San Bernardino Chambers and at a 
location east of Kelbaker Road, preferably at the Hearing Chambers at the 
County Facilities in Needles, California.   
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3) have staff post the EIR at their own website and provide links to a website 
page that would disclose the approval process and along with a calendar and 
progress of actions taken and to be taken in the approval process.   Provide 
full disclosure as to your position with regard to this project and how this 
project would benefit or harm the interests and resources of our County and 
its people.     

4)  take responsibility for the certification or not of the EIR.  Since the County 
Board of Supervisors is supposed to be responsible for its decisions that 
would impact their constituents and I would like to see the Supervisors NOT 
abrogate their responsibility but instead take the responsibility of certifying 
or not, the EIR which is supposed to assess all of the potential impacts of the 
subject project/action upon unincorporated lands within their jurisdiction 
and the potential indirect impact upon properties managed and owned by 
other agencies and property owners.    

5)  Listen to the cry of your people. Hold a hearing regarding the Cadiz 
project in a meeting place east of Kelbaker Road and show up Supervisor 
Mitzelfelt.   Show up at your own hearings.  Look in the eyes of the people 
you rule over.  Feel their pain and suffering as a result of the actions you take. 

Most importantly: Deny the project.  Do not adopt SMWD’s draft EIR which is 
fraught with conjecture, omissions and misrepresentation of the facts. Take 
the responsibility for preparing a credible review of all of the facts yourself.   
Stand up and take a stand against these harebrained “Get Rich Quick” 
schemes at the cost of  many adverse long-term, irreversible consequences of 
this proposed unsustainable use of our County’s water resources.    

Thank you for your attention to this matter of great public concern and please let me 
know what time I should anticipate that the issues I have raised here will be heard on 
the agenda next week.  I am requesting several hours as I anticipate a crowd. 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Musser-Lopez 
760/885-9374 
RangoSOS@yahoo.com
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Sarah Spano

From: Tom Barnes
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2012 11:59 AM
To: Sarah Spano
Subject: Fw: NO TO CADIZ PROPOSAL

From: Rango Rally <rangosos@yahoo.com>
To: Tom Barnes <TBarnes@ESASSOC.COM>
Sent: Sun, Feb 19, 2012 14:39:27 GMT+00:00
Subject: NO TO CADIZ PROPOSAL 

Subject:  NO TO CADIZ PROPOSAL
 comments on the Cadiz Project DEIR - SCH#2011031002 

Supervisor Mitzelfelt, SMWD Board, Mr Schatz, Mr. Barnes and the CEQA processing team: 

Why weren’t copies of the “CEQA Documents” for the Cadiz Proposal made available in the project area  east of 
Kelbaker Road,  in the communities of Needles, Havasu Landing, Goffs, Essex, Lanfair Valley, Amboy.  Why not 
copies at OUR libraries.  Why not a hearing in OUR communities.   The Cadiz “Get Rich Quiick” scheme which 
amounts to a water grab of precious East Mojave groundwater resources, is one which should not have been allowed 
back on the San Bernardino County agenda.  The Cadiz Valley Aquifer is an ancient groundwater basin that needs 
to be left alone. The proposal to extract 50,000 acre-feet of water each year over 50 years is unsustainable 
under current conditions, much less in the face of climate change 

Overdrafting the Cadiz aquifer will doom precious desert wildlife and habitats that rely on these waters to 
survive. The proposed project would cause overdraft in these aquifers that could deplete critical water 
resources, including springs and seeps in the adjacent federally designated wilderness areas and the Mojave 
National Preserve.

What entitles one small, barely break-even farm, Cadiz, currently using only 2,000 to 5,000 acre-feet of water 
per year for their operations, the right to sell 50,000 to 75,000 acre-feet per year of San Bernardino County’s 
water at a fluctuating price of $300 to $700 per acre-foot, for a potential profit of $15 million to $50 million 
per year? Cadiz claims that they are entitled to this massive amount of groundwater based on the harebrained 
idea that a small amount of water evaporating on a desert dry lake, after a seldom rain, is a waste of water, 
and that this small amount of evaporation justifies Cadiz Corporation to take all the groundwater before it has 
a chance to reach a spot where it might evaporate. Demonstrating the unsound reasoning behind this scheme, Cadiz 
also proposes to reclaim excess water during wet years by putting it back in the very place they say water is 
being wasted by evaporation. 

This is an ill-conceived project that should never have been allowed back on the agenda.   The "draft 
environmental impact report" fails to fairly explain the risks of the proposed project, and the proposed water-
monitoring program will only detect damage from the groundwater extraction long after it has occurred and the 
hydrological link is destroyed. The potential effects of groundwater pumping to crucial desert springs and seeps 
would be devastating and must be avoided.

I urge you to deny the proposed “Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project” and to reject 
the flawed analysis in the draft environmental impact review. 

Submitted by, 
Rango Rally 
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Ruth Musser-Lopez 
811 Downey Ave. 

Mail to:  420 E. Street 
Needles, CA 92363 

March 13, 2012 

San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
Santa Margarita Water District Board Members 
c/o Tom Barnes, ESA 
ESA 
626 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
FAX: 213-599-4301 
Email: cadizproject@esassoc.com

RE: Comments on the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report State Clearinghouse #2011031002 

Landowner Opposition to Cadiz Groundwater Management Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan;  Objection to the deficient and flawed DEIR.

Dear San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors and Santa Margarita Water District 
Board Members, and Mr. Barnes, 

I am a local landowner residing near the proposed Cadiz project in eastern San 
Bernardino County.  I am writing to oppose the approval of the enabling Groundwater 
Management Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (GMMMP) for the proposed Cadiz Water 
Project, and the  DEIR to which the GMMMP is attached as an APPENDIX B.   The 
groundwater plan does not comply with state and local law, and use of that plan in 
conjunction with the Cadiz project will likely harm me as a local property owner and 
water user.  The wrong agency was chosen to circulate and lead passage of the plan--
there have not been proper hearings held on approval of the plan or proposed project, 
and there was not sufficient notice of the plan and its approval provided to local 
landowners.  The plan does not abide by safe yield concepts, does not adequately 
monitor and mitigate the drawdown of the water table, and only selectively 
acknowledges the storage of imported Colorado river or State Water Project water and 
does not sufficiently analyze the impacts of this part of the project.   

Issue 1:  Objection to the UNDERTAKING, GMMMP-B and ALTERNATIVES analyzed in 
the DEIR; Other Objections.   
 First of all, I object to the insufficiency of the DEIR to distinguish what is being 
reviewed:  Is it an UNDERTAKING of Santa Margarita Water District’s (hereafter, 
“SMWD”’s) to buy water from Cadiz?  Is it a review of the GMMMP-B?  Is it a review of 
the ALTERNATIVES?  I also object to the insufficiency of the document to address an 
obvious alternative, the one which RiverAHA supports.  RiverAHA supports an 
alternative that was not proposed or evaluated in the DEIR for the PROJECT.  The 
alternative that RiverAHA supports is  “NO UNDERTAKING, NO GMMMP ” alternative.  
This alternative calls for the Cadiz Agricultural Operations” to come into compliance with 
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all current laws including California and COUNTY groundwater laws and would outlaw 
Memorandum of Understanding (hereafter, “MOU”) between San Bernardino County 
(hereafter, “COUNTY”) and Cadiz Corporation (hereafter, “CADIZ”) and any other entity.  
This alternative would include no new projects and would require a change in the current 
operations at the Cadiz Farms which would bring the CADIZ agricultural operations into 
compliance with State of California (hereafter, “STATE”) and COUNTY law rather than 
allowing CADIZ to operate under the current Groundwater Management, Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan (hereafter, “GMMMP-A”) and MOU (hereafter, “MOU-A”) with the 
COUNTY.   
 I object to the UNDERTAKING AND GMMMP-B and the objectives of the 
UNDERTAKING identified in the DEIR and oppose the approval of a new 
UNDERTAKING GMMMP-B since these plans would enable CADIZ to engage in acts 
that are non-compliant with state and local groundwater law.  The approval by the 
COUNTY of the GMMMP-B would essentially waive the provisions of law that requires 
safe yield, and make provisions for CADIZ to privatize the now public groundwater and 
deplete the Fenner Valley groundwater aquifer for the purpose of corporate profit, 
violating the spirit and substance of the COUNTY’s Desert Groundwater Management 
Act  (hereafter, “ACT”) and implementing ordinance (hereafter “ORDINANCE”). I object 
to the proposed UNDERTAKING and GMMMP-B and enabling DEIR, since together 
they attempt to thwart the ACT’s purpose which is “to protect groundwater resources 
within San Bernardino County” because it “is of utmost importance.” Further the ACT 
states that “The public health, safety and general welfare of the people of the State of 
California and of the County depend upon the continued availability of groundwater 
through ensuring that extraction of groundwater does not exceed the safe yield of 
affected groundwater aquifers, considering both the short and long-term impacts of 
groundwater extraction, including the recovery of groundwater aquifers through natural 
as well as artificial recharge.  The protection of the groundwater resource within San 
Bernardino County also includes the consideration of the health of individual aquifers 
and the continued ability of those aquifers to store and maintain water.” 
 I also object to all of the UNDERTAKING ALTERNATIVES identified in the DEIR, 
because all of these would  in essence result in either the privatization of presently non-
adjudicated, shared public East Mojave groundwater or violate the ACT and, or other 
laws, regulations, policies, and mandates as identified and addressed herein since they 
incorporate the use of GMMMPs and MOUs to get around the will of the People who 
voted and created laws AND are not sufficienty evaluated in the DEIR to understand 
their potential impacts.   
 I concur with the findings of Johnston Wright, Inc. and incorporate these by 
reference, who in summary state this UNDERTAKING is “a high risk enterprise given 
that per the analysis in the DEIR, should a significant impact occur to a spring, or other 
sensitive receptor, there are no means to address the impact and recovery may take a 
century or substantially more time. As shown in the supporting documentation to the 
DEIR, impacts will continue to propagate after pumping ceases.  Therefore a project of 
this type demands a higher level of confidence than is provided by the hydrogeologic 
impact analyses. Based upon JWI’s review of the hydrogeologic analyses and 
monitoring and mitigation plan, insufficiencies with the environmental review of the 
proposed project.”  I also assert that the proposed monitoring locations to determine 
static water level drop in the Fenner Valley are not sufficient and would yield ineffective 
trigger points, too late to stop or slow water extraction damage. In the words of one 
resident of Fenner Valley “alluvium of the East Mojave acts like a sponge; during an 
infrequent rain, more water runs out of the springs and seeps, but if the sponge is dried 
up, as Cadiz Inc. proposes, then rainfall is not enough to recharge the sponge, thus the 
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springs and seeps will dry up even though it may rain periodically.”  I also object to the 
volume of water proposed to be extracted as it has not been shown to be unsustainable 
and that there is insufficient monitoring well data to show otherwise; and that no 
mechanism is in place to protect property owners and the environment from profiteers 
who would walk away from the Project after two years of extreme profits and extreme 
environmental damage from massive water export. 
 I submit the following which was either not addressed or not sufficiently 
addressed in the DEIR: that the well data from various studies pertaining to a proposed 
undertaking in Ward Valley which was never approved for the “Low Level Radioactive 
Waste Disposal Facility”  shows that modflow patterns which connect the Cadiz aquifer 
with aquifers to the south toward Rice, California and Blythe, California.   Further that 
modflow patterns are east out of Fenner Valley via Paiute Creek and Homer Wash to 
Sacramento Wash then to the Lower Colorado River valley in the vicinity of Needles.   
Thus approval of the UNDERTAKING, ALTERNATIVES, GMMMP-B in conjunction with 
the enabling DEIR will potentially harm RiverAHA and our associates who rely upon the 
groundwater yield of the East Mojave/Fenner aquifer to contribute to the groundwater in 
the Needles vicinity where our headquarters are located.   
 OBJECTION:  I object to all of the Alternatives because the environmental impact 
of all of the other Alternatives (hereafter “ALTERNATIVES”) proposed were not 
considered in depth and only superficially reviewed.   The full impact of these other 
action alternatives is not known.  The review of the proposed action type Alternatives is 
insufficient.  I object to representing Water Conservation as an “Alternative” to the 
project and then stating that it “would not meet any of the Project Objectives” ---if this is 
the case, then it really isn’t a project “alternative” –in fact, Water Conservation is going to 
happen with or without this PROJECT as stated.   I object to a phased and, or reduced 
project alternative as these would have impacts similar to the PROJECT and I assert 
that 2 years of water mining is not sustainable, much less 25 years.  I object to the 
introduction of a 100 mile pipeline alternative with impacts that have not been sufficiently 
considered in the DEIR, particularly the impacts to cultural resources.    

OBJECTION:  I object to any introduction of piped in foreign liquid into the pristine East 
Mojave aquifers including the Cadiz aquifer.  I have reason to believe that contaminated 
liquids including contaminated groundwater from the Hinkley area and contaminated 
Colorado River water could potentially be introduced in clandestine operations and 
simply do not trust a company with Cadiz track record particularly if this deceitful DEIR is 
an example of what we can expect.    

OBJECTIONS:  I herewith refer to an incorporate by reference all of the objections and 
comments put on the record in reference to the Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-
Year Supply Program Draft Environmental Impact Report, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Supplements to those reports as referred to as SCH No. 99021039, 
particularly the objections voiced and submitted by Mrs. Marjorie Mikels.   

OBJECTION:  I object to the character of the PROJECT as described to provide for the 
growth of Southern California with East Mojave water as it is inconsistent with the 
COUNTY’s Desert Groundwater Management Act to provide for safe yield and health of 
the County’s groundwater aquifers.  

I object to the  title assigned to the Cadiz Proposal as reflected on the cover of the DEIR 
is a ridiculous misnomer and thus on its surface is a misleading characterization of the 
proposal as it is described in the DEIR, our associates anticipate a biased document and 
have concluded that a thorough review of all aspects of the document is necessary.  The 
document is more accurately characterize as the “Revised East Mojave Groundwater 
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Depletion Proposal” –The problem for SMWD is that all the facts have not been made 
available to us so the document is already fatally flawed.  I object to the insufficiency of   
the document in that  hydrologic data included in certain critical modflow files should 
have been made part of the record.  

Issue 2:  Objection to LEAD AGENCY and RESPONSIBLE AGENCY. Failure to disclose 
APPROVAL PROCESS and APPEAL PROCEDURE;  Other Objections including 
objection to Malfeasance in Office.
 I submit our further comments and objections with the caveat that I do not 
presume that this DEIR is a valid, legal document under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (hereafter, “CEQA”)  or that the current process is legal;  on the contrary, I 
assert that the entire DEIR and process should be invalidated since the COUNTY Board 
of Supervisors or Management (hereafter, “BOS”)  and Santa Margarita Water District 
Board or Management (hereafter, “SMWD”) entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding,  (hereafter, “LEAD MOU”) dated June 28, 2011 in which the BOS in 
essence abdicated the statutory responsibility as lead  agency (hereafter, “LEAD”) under  
CEQA and the ACT. 
  I object to the presumption that the DEIR is a valid, legal document under CEQA 
since I assert that SMWD’s claim to “Lead Agency” under CEQA “as the first public 
agency with a discretionary decision regarding the Project” is improper on the grounds 
that any “discretionary decision” SMWD would make pertaining to a Project is limited 
only to the approval or rejection of their own project to participate as a customer of water 
and does not pertain to a public statutory obligation under any California State law or 
County of San Bernardino law or ordinance pertaining to the GMMMP-B or the DEIR  
This assertion is supported by the DEIR Table 3.8 on page 3-53 which states the 
approval authority is limited to “has discretion to approve or reject its participation in the 
proposed Project” where participation is limited to having an option to purchase water 
from Cadiz.
 The public including our associates have spent considerable time and financial 
resources unraveling who the truly responsible agency and lead agency is with statutory 
authority to make a decision to approve, certify and adopt the DEIR and GMMMP-B and 
I object to the insufficiency of the document to clearly and forthrightly state who or what 
government Agency has the authority over approval, the approval process and appeal 
procedure for the DEIR.  
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) encourages full public disclosure of 
proposed project details so any environmental impacts can be adequately assessed and 
that measures to alleviate said impacts may be identified.  The withholding of these 
document defeats the purpose of public scrutiny as provided in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  This act is perceived as deceptive and furthers our 
conviction that SMWD is a biased potential customer of the Cadiz Corporation with no 
real statutory standing to be “Lead” on the environmental review under the authority of 
CEQA;  AND our further belief that the abrogation of your duties as County Supervisors 
to both plan for such a massive proposed project in a vicinity larger than many states 
and to be Lead on the CEQA document as you are bound to be in CEQA* is a violation 

* 14 CCR § 15051 Cal. Admin. Code tit. 14, § 15051 (b) If the project is to be carried out by a 
nongovernmental person or entity (IN THIS CASE, CADIZ), the lead agency shall be the public agency with 
the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project as a whole.(1) The lead agency will 
normally be the agency with general governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency 
with a single or limited purpose such as an air pollution control district or a district which will provide a 
public service or public utility to the project.
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of not only CEQA but potentially other laws including the Conflict of Interest Act 
considering that at least one Supervisor Mitzelfelt was accepting campaign contributions 
from Cadiz on or about the time around June 28, 2011 when a decision by the 
Supervisors was  made to turn over the Lead position on the CEQA document to SMWD 
who on or about that time entered into a cost share agreement with Cadiz for the 
purpose of “complying” with CEQA.    I object  to the MOU (hereafter “LEAD MOU”) 
dated June 28, 2011 entered into by the COUNTY and SMWD in which the COUNTY 
BOS in essence abdicated the statutory responsibility as LEAD agency which I assert 
should be investigated as a criminal act and malfeasance in office and I object to the 
insufficiency of the DEIR which failed to include reference to this document which I 
obtained through the offices of the COUNTY’s District Attorney’s Office of Public 
Integrity.
 Two letters, one which is included in Appendix A, a letter signed by Christine 
Kelly, Director of Land Use Services who stated on March 30, 2011:  “1. Lead Agency 
Designation.  The County reserves all rights with respect to the Santa Margarita Water 
District’s (SMWD) assertion of lead agency status for the Project, including, without 
limitation, the right to initiate the Office of Planning and Research lead agency 
designation process pursuant to Public Resource Code Sec. 21165.”  Obviously the 
issue of SMWD being designated Lead Agency on this project was controversial.  The 
second letter is one from the Deputy District Attorney of the County of San Bernardino, 
John Goritz, which establishes that the COUNTY Board of Supervisors approved a 
Memorandum of Understanding between the COUNTY and SMWD on June 28, 2011, 
establishing that SMWD would serve as Lead Agency and the COUNTY as Responsible 
Agency for the purposes of environmental review under CEQA.
 A copy  of the referenced MOU was not found in the DEIR and was not referred 
to in the DEIR and in fact, the role of San Bernardino County as Responsible Agency 
was omitted throughout the DEIR, for example: 
page 1-8, 1.3  CEQA Lead Agency and Responsible and Trustee Agencies:  This 
paragraph defines the term “Responsible Agency” as including all public agencies other 
than the Lead Agency which have discretionary approval power over a project  and cites 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 and 15381.  I object that this section omits reference 
as to who the responsible “agencies” are other that the County of San Bernardino and 
omits who the Trustee Agencies are.     
  On page 1-14, paragraph 1.6.4 “Final Environmental Impact Report Publication.” 
I object that this section fails to identify to the public the role of San Bernardino County in 
reviewing and making a decision with regard to adoption of the Final EIR and instead 
states “The Responsible Agencies also will review the Final EIR prior to considering 
relevant discretionary approvals for the proposed Project.”    The failure to state who the 
Responsible Agencies are is a serious deficiency of the  DEIR.    
 Whether this obfuscation of the COUNTY’s authority is for political reasons, to 
cover up the involvement of the Supervisors who are up for election, to thwart the appeal 
process, to give more control over the words and characterizations made in the DEIR to 
SMWD’s Manager/Attorney,  or to mislead investors, for whatever reason or 
reasons…damage has been done because people have had to spend valuable time to 
try to understand who is the responsible agency and who has statutory authority to 
approve this project.  Time and resources have been expended by the public in an 
attempt to convince Santa Margarita Water District not to approve the project when the 
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water district’s authority should be limited only to the approval or rejection of their own 
participation as a customer of water.  This empowerment of SMWD by virtue of an MOU 
signed by COUNTY Supervisors at a time when the 1st District Supervisor, whose 
District the PROJECT is in, is accepting campaign contributions from Cadiz Corporation 
should be investigated as a conflict of interest.   
 For the reasons stated above,the Memorandum of Understanding (hereafter 
“MOU”) entered into by the County of San Bernardino (hereafter “SBCo”) and the Santa 
Margarita Water District (hereafter “SMWD”) and any CEQA document pertaining to the 
GMMMP or PROJECT authorized by SMWD must also be invalidated and the review 
including public comments period, hearings etc. must restart (Planning & Conservation 
League v. Department of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 892 [100 Cal. Rptr. 
2d 173]).   I also assert that the MOU signed by both SBCo and SMWD and any other 
representation that SMWD is in a position to certify under CEQA the PROJECT EIR 
should be invalidated. 

Issue 3:  I object to OMMISSIONS
 I object to the omission, failure and apparent attempt to mislead the public 
throughout the DEIR document by not clearly disclosing pertinent COUNTY legal 
requirements and that the purpose of the GMMMP-B concealed in Appendix B of the 
DEIR is for the purpose of compliance with the COUNTY’s ORDINANCE specifically 
Section 33.06552 (b) (1) and (2) for this PROJECT.  Instead, information on this 
ordinance is couched wrongfully in a section on “Existing Agreements and Permits” in a 
section discussing the existing agreement for the agricultural operations.   
 I object that on page 3-54, the ORDINANCE is not identified in the table of 
authorities and which table instead provides an inaccurate statement that the GMMMP is 
needed for the purpose of complying with the County MOU instead of stating that both 
the GMMMP and the MOU must be approved by the County under the ORDINANCE.     
The proposed MOU required by the Ordinance does not appear to have been included in 
the the DEIR.  The public has a right to see the proposed MOU, to comment on this 
public document and to petition government with concerns about it.  Further, Table 3.8 
“Agreements, Permits and Approvals” on page 3-54 fails to list the critical MOU as a 
necessary agreement that needs to be obtained by the PROJECT proponent from San 
Bernardino County and fails to mention the critical ORDINANCE as the reason the MOU 
is required.  Further,  while the GMMMP is listed as necessary, the purpose for the 
requirement is inaccurate and the Table fails to list the ORDINANCE as the reason the 
GMMMP is required.     
 GUIDELINES developed by the County for the extraction of water, as stated in 
the ORDINANCE, and which are to be made a part of GMMMP are not clearly 
addressed, and do not appear to have been listed in the DEIR, thus there is no analysis 
in the body of DEIR as to the sufficiency of the proposed GMMMP or whether it  comply 
with the GUIDELINES in the ORDINANCE. I am not pointing out these deficiencies 
simply so that corrections may be made in the Final EIR.  These errors and omissions 
are considered to be purposeful and damaging.  
 DEIR and its Appendices PROJECT proponents are with  included in t DEIR 
attempting to exclude this project from San Bernardino County’s Desert Groundwater 
Ordinance passed in 2002 and by pass  the Ordinance’s attempt to guarantee the safe 
yield and health of desert groundwater aquifers in unadjudicated portions of the SBCo. 
which is required by the County for The Cadiz Groundwater Conservation, Recovery and 
Storage Project” (hereafter “PROJECT”)  to be permitted.  I object to the GMMMP being  
couched in an Appendix to the DEIR when it is critical to the Project.   
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 I object that on page 3-54 and in other places throughout the document by not 
clearly referring to  or stating the need for and the fact that this DEIR is for the purpose 
of completing CEQA review of the proposed “Ground Management, Monitoring, and 
Mitigation Plan” (hereafter “GMMMP”) which is required by the County for The Cadiz 
Groundwater Conservation, Recovery and Storage Project” (hereafter “PROJECT”)  to 
be permitted.  I object to the GMMMP being concealed in Appendix B of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (hereafter “DEIR”)  for the PROJECT since it is the 
document under review and comments on the DEIR for the PROJECT which is said by 
its preparer, Environmental Science Associates (hereafter “ESA”), to have been 
prepared under the authority of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the  
so-called “Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery and Storage Project.”   

Issue 4: I object that the proposed PROJECT has never heretofore been submitted to 
the COUNTY Planning Commission and Department for review and approval as part of a 
countywide plan for the disposal of important and valuable water resources and any 
cultural resources that may stand in harm’s way of such exploitation.   
 Certainly, the massive disposal of water resources is rightfully within the preview 
and scrutiny of our county’s citizens via the Land Use Planning Department (hereafter, 
“LUSD”) and Planning Commission for prior identification as to the most appropriate and 
beneficial use for its own Citizens of the identified water resource.  

Issue 5:  I assert that the opportunity for public review of this DEIR is insufficient.   
 The nature of the proposal would result in a massive reduction if not depletion of 
the groundwater supplies in the East Mojave and the area of potential direct and indirect 
impact is therefore, also massive. On its surface, the current DEIR is written in a 
technical, methodical and seemingly empirical manner and as a result, is very lengthy.  
Contained in its 4 volumes, 10 appendices, are +250 figures, tables, and fold out maps, 
estimated at 3000 pages with Volume 1 alone having 11 chapters.   However, the DEIR 
was distributed at a workshop in Joshua Tree 85 miles west of the proposed project site 
on January 11, 2012 and the public review period, which was extended to March 14, 
2012 from its initial close date on February 13, 2012 is minimal for a project of this 
magnitude, thus the window of opportunity, even though a few people had 90 days for 
public review, is statutorily minimal and violates the spirit of the law expressed in CEQA. 
 This inadequate, debilitating review period is compounded by the fact that the 
distribution of the DEIR never occurred in the proposed project area east of Kelbaker 
Road—not even one copy was said to have been placed at the closest public library in 
Needles, California, thus the DEIR was not “distributed” to the public most directly 
impacted by the proposed project in the East Mojave, east of Kelbaker Road and west of 
the Colorado River along the I-40/Route 66 corridor, particularly in the 
Goffs/Essex/Fenner Valley area.
 I also object to the failure of the Lead Agency to distribute copies of notifications 
to those who were on record as being concerned with the similar Cadiz proposal and 
DEIR  in 1999.  I have gone  on record as being opposed to that project and should have 
been notified of all public actions with regard to the current DEIR including notification of 
any action item pertaining to the DEIR which was to be voted on by the BOS.  I assert 
that the concerned public was not provided sufficient notice that the BOS was to vote on 
the LEAD MOU to turn over the LEAD position on the DEIR to SMWD. 
 I object to the inadequacy of the review period and opportunity for public 
comment on this project. I want to be placed on record as saying that SMWD was 
misleading and deceptive in its characterization of the Project and omitted pertinent 
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Project description in the body of its notification including reference to the GMMMP-B as 
being critical to the project and the need for an environmental assessment to review the 
GMMMP-B’s impact and that it would be the COUNTY’s ultimate responsibility to 
approve the GMMMP and an MOU.  Therefore, the notification should  be reinitiated and 
the review period restarted. 

Issue 6:  I object to the withholding or omission of pertinent documents from public 
disclosure in the DEIR.   
 Withheld document may include as can be shown but may not be limited to 1)  
hydrologic data included in certain critical modflow files critical to evaluating the 
sustainability of the massive groundwater extraction program which is proposed in the 
PROJECT;  2) pertinent applications and permits for construction of and, or use of 
monitoring wells or other activities on public and private land made to, and related 
reports shared with, the Bureau of Land Management (hereafter, “BLM”) and, or the 
COUNTY; 3)  Memorandum of Agreement (hereafter, “MOA”) or Understanding 
(hereafter, “MOU”) and other pertinent legal documents entered into with the BLM and, 
or COUNTY pertaining to this project, particularly the MOU dated June 28, 2011, 
entered into by the COUNTY and SMWD (which I object to) in which the COUNTY’s 
malfeasance in office is revealed by its abdication of  its statutory responsibility as LEAD 
agency (which I object to) in the environmental review under CEQA of the  GMMMP-B. I 
also object to the location of the GMMMP-B in an Appendix to the DEIR when it is 
essentially the project under review.  

Other Objections: 

OBJECTION:  I object that there is no well data included in the report that would show 
flow patterns from the drainages south of Cadiz Valley toward Blythe; there is insufficient 
data to show that the groundwater flowing through the Fenner Gap does not eventually 
drain into and feed other groundwater aquifers such as at Rice and Blythe or that the 
groundwater eventually  and empties into the Colorado River at Earp and Blythe.   

OBJECTION:  Primarily the Cadiz aquifer is not a sustainable source of water.  The 
lower basin Colorado River does not now nor will have, in the foreseeable future surplus 
foreign water, as asserted in the Cadiz Inc. Phase II that would recharge the aquifer.  
Presently increased Colorado River diversions by Arizona and Nevada (within their 
apportionments) will cause MWD's water delivery contract to decline even further. 

OBJECTION:  I object to this PROJECT because I assert that  Cadiz Inc., SMWD and 
the other 5 water enterprises are entering into an illegal agreement.  I assert that three of 
the 6 participants are competitors of Cadiz Inc.  and thus their agreement constitutes the 
formation of a cartel and  is an exclusionary and predatory agreement which impedes 
the entry or expansion of existing water districts in the Eastern Mojave Desert region in 
violation of  Section 2 of the Sherman Act.  I assert that  allowing SMWD concessions 
and amenities over and above the other 5 participants relative to pricing, mitigation bank 
credits is violating Clayton Act and the Robinson-Patman Act. 
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Issue  7: Mischaracterization of the UNDERTAKING, GMMMP and Alternatives.
 Page ES-1 states “The Project….would develop a new reliable water supply and 
storage facility for SMWD and other participants…The first phase involves the 
conservation and recovery of native groundwater that is now lost due to evaporation.”  
 Characterizing the project as recovery of evaporating water in Appendix G1 and 
in the body of the DEIR is misleading and fraudulent since evaporating water is not what 
is proposed to be extracted from the ground.  Extracting the water from the ground, 
putting it into a canal and on yards in Orange County WILL CAUSE evaporation and I 
object that evaporation on yards in Orange County is not identified as a negative 
consequence and adverse impact of the proposed Cadiz Project if approved.  The 
extraction of 2 million-acre feet of groundwater is not going to stop evaporation but 
promote evaporation which goes against the purported objective of this project.  
  Diversion of water that would otherwise evaporate in the Cadiz Valley region will 
contribute to global warming over a large area of San Bernardino County. By handing 
over the decision-making role of lead agency to a external entity (Santa Margarita Water 
District), the County of San Bernardino has abrogated its responsibility to abide by the 
“landmark settlement” with the State of California which requires the County to 
adequately analyze the effects of land use decisions on global warming.  
 Point 1: CADIZ’ justification for taking and selling for their own profit, the East 
Mojave groundwater is the unsound theory propounded in the DEIR prepared by ESA 
which states that “the project would manage the aquifer and conserve water from nearby 
watersheds otherwise being lost to evaporation in local dry lakes. Conserved water 
would be collected and delivered to SMWD and other water agencies. The Cadiz Valley 
Project will capture and utilize billions of gallons of renewable, native groundwater that is 
currently being lost each year to evaporation.”  Really ESA? billions of gallons of water 
evaporating from Cadiz Valley?  where is the evidence of billions of gallons of water 
evaporating in Cadiz Valley?  If so, why would you suggest to put Colorado River water 
back into that valley for conservation? 
 Point 2:   Is water really “lost” when it evaporates?  Can Cadiz prove that the 
current amount of water evaporation is NOT a beneficial use?   Last September, 
scientists from Carnegie's Global Ecology department concluded that evaporated water 
from vegetation helps cool Earth as a whole, not just the local area of evaporation, 
demonstrating that evaporation of water could have a cooling effect on the entire 
atmosphere. These findings, published Sept. 14, 2011 in Environmental Research 
Letters, have major implications for land-use decision making. 
 Point 3:  In 2007, then-California Attorney General Jerry Brown successfully sued 
San Bernardino County to make reducing global warming part of its growth plan. Brown 
contended that the plan, a blueprint for the physical development of land until year 2030, 
did not adequately analyze the effects of development on global warming nor did it 
identify feasible mitigation measures. 

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE  
Brown's global warming suit says county must rewrite growth plan 
http://www.legalnewsline.com/news/193605-browns-global-warming-suit-says-county-
must-rewrite-growth-plan

Brown Announces Landmark Global Warming Settlement 
http://oag.ca.gov/news/press_release?id=1453 

San Bernardino Global Warming Plan Settles California Lawsuit 
www.ens-newswire.com/ens/aug2007/2007-08-21-091.asp 

I_Musser-Lopez5

20

21



Water Evaporated from Trees Cools Global Climate, Researchers Find 
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2011/09/110914161729.htm

The Cadiz Valley Project 
http://www.smwd.com/operations/the-cadiz-valley-project.html 

In closing, this proposed project aims to mine over 2 million acre-feet of San Bernardino 
water and sell it to suburban Los Angeles and Orange Counties.  The residents of San 
Bernardino County must be allowed a fair opportunity to comment and assess the 
benefits, costs and consequences of exporting so much water out-of-county.  Even with 
such an opportunity, however, I would oppose all of the Alternatives and the proposed 
project in the GMMMP and DEIR and its’ brazen giveaway of our common natural 
resources.

Sincerely,

Ruth Musser-Lopez 
East Mojave Property Owner  
c/o 420 E Street (mailing address) 
Needles, CA 92363 
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From: Sterling Perkes
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Re: Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project - Extension of Review Period
Date: Saturday, February 11, 2012 12:04:52 AM

Mining water is not an answer to ongong and ever increasing water needs.  After
this aquafer is drained and the ecosytem it supports  is destroyed, the need will still
remain and will in fact be much greater because the temporary availability of this
water will have been used as justification for further population growth.  There are
only two real solutions to California's water needs:  Desalinization to supply current
needs and restricitions on further growth.  We cannot afford the environmental costs
of coninuing to imagine we can accomodate infinite growth in a finite environment..

On Fri, Feb 10, 2012 at 10:59 AM, Cadiz Project <cadizproject@esassoc.com>
wrote:

NOTICE OF EXTENSION OF REVIEW PERIOD
FOR THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

REPORT

Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage
Project

To: California Office of Planning and Research;

Responsible and Trustee Agencies; County Clerks;

and Other Interested Parties

Subject: Notice of Extension of Review Period for the
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Project:              Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and
Storage Project

State

Clearinghouse: #2011031002
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Lead Agency: Santa Margarita Water District 

Extension of

Review Period: December 5, 2011 through March 14, 2012

The Santa Margarita Water District (SMWD) published a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) on the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and
Storage Project (Project) on December 5, 2011.  Presently the comment period
closes on February 13, 2012, or the 70th day. Although the initial comment period
exceeded the minimal time requirements set forth under the California
Environmental Quality Act, SMWD has received several requests to further extend
the comment period. In response to these requests and in recognition of the
importance of providing ample review of the Project, SMWD is extending the
comment period an additional 30 days, bringing the total public review period to 100
days. The comment period on the DEIR will now close on March 14, 2012.
Please send your written comments, including a return address and contact name,
on or before this date to the following address:

c/o Tom Barnes, ESA

626 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Telephone: 213-599-4300

FAX: 213-599-4301

Or by email to: cadizproject@esassoc.com

Copies of the Draft EIR and appendices are available as follows:

Santa Margarita Water District Website: www.smwd.com

Santa Margarita Water District Office: 26111 Antonio Parkway,
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

Twentynine Palms Library: 6078 Adobe Road, Twentynine Palms, CA
92277

I_Perkes

Rancho Santa Margarita Public Library: 30902 La Promesa Drive,
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

Joshua Tree Library: 6465 Park Blvd, Joshua Tree, CA 92252

San Bernardino County Library: 104 W. 4th Street, San Bernardino, CA
92

--
from the home of
Lynnette and Sterling Perkes
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From: Drew Reese
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Cadiz water project
Date: Saturday, February 11, 2012 12:00:12 PM

To whom it may concern: I am strongly against your water project. The desert is too
valuable, too precious to come and mine water from the delicate acquifir and send
to big cities or use for solar mirror projects. Leave the desert alone! Drew Reese

--
www.drewreesephoto.com
www.flickr.com/photos/drewreese
www.deserthideaway.com
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Sarah Spano

From: Catherine & Larry Robinson [ranchorobinson@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2012 1:42 AM
To: Cadiz Project; cadizproject@smwd.com
Subject: Comments re: Cadiz Water Project

To Whom It May Concern: 

My husband and I own undeveloped land in Cadiz and were unaware of this project, as there has been no notice to local 
landowners of the plan, until we received a letter from the Mojave Desert Heritage and Cultural Association who felt it was 
important enough to notify landowners, at their expense.  One of Cadiz, Inc's employees told me at the January 11 
workshop that it's the Santa Margarita Water District's responsibility, as lead agency.  I'm not sure whose legal 
responsibility it is, but someone should have done the notification. 

My husband and I attended the public workshop in Joshua Tree on January 11 and spoke with Cadiz's experts to gain a 
better understanding of the project.  This project is being described as a "conservation" project that captures water that 
would otherwise be lost to evaporation.  Their expert explained that there would have to be a "significant draw-down" 
before they would be capturing the water that would otherwise be lost to evaporation.  Specifically that won't happen until 
approximately 20 years into the project.  They explained, and had a video to illustrate, that currently the fresh water in the 
aquifer acts as a brace against the brine water adjacent to the fresh water in the aqueduct--pushing against it to keep the 
brine where it is.  After drawing down "200 feet" (quote from the expert) of water in the aquifer, eventually brine water will 
flow back toward the aquifer---that's the water that would otherwise be lost to evaporation!!!  So, it is not actually a 
"conservation" project---the aquifer will be pumped for at least 20 years before any "conservation" will occur.   Also, there 
are two businesses that actively mine calcium chloride from the Bristol Dry Lake (where the brine is)--National Chloride 
and Tetra.  They use this water that would "otherwise be lost to evaporation" for their mining operations...without it, they 
won't be able to evaporate the water, which leaves the calcium chloride...in other words, they'd be out of business. 
So...this water is already being used for productive purposes.  It is not, as the project alleges, water that is not used. 

Another concern is the amount of water that the project claims will be "recharged" into the aquifer.  The project involves 
withdrawing a maximum of 75,000 acre feet per year, with an average of 50,000 AFY over the 50 years.  The amount 
that's sustainable has been estimated by the USGS to be 2,550 AFY (worst case scenario) and 11,200 (best case) and by 
an independent expert, Tim Durbin, at 5,000 AFY (these are both sited in the draft EIR).  Cadiz, Inc. is currently using 
1,800-1,900 acre feet/year for their agricultural operations, but at one time they were using as much as 5,000-6,000.  We 
talked to a representative from National Chloride at the workshop and he said their wells went down 10 feet in the year 
that Cadiz was using 5,000-6,000.  The farm manager from Cadiz was apparently already aware of this.  Based on this 
anecdotal evidence and the estimates of other experts, 50,000 AFY is far from sustainable (and 75,000 AFY is 
irresponsible).  This area is a desert--very little rain falls here so there will be very little water to replace the water being 
pumped out!   

I recently heard a woman speak regarding the Ogallala Aquifer, located beneath the Great Plains here in the U.S.  One of 
the world's largest  aquifers, it covers an area of approximately 174,000 square miles and contains "fossil" water.  The 
USGS estimated that total water storage was about 2,925,000,000 acre feet in 2005. This is a decline of about 
253,000,000 acre feet (or 9%) since substantial ground-water irrigation development began, in the 1950s.  Due to 
excessive pumping, some estimate that it will become dry in as little as 20 years.   Let's not do the same to our aquifer.  

Catherine Robinson 
749 Hamilton Lane 
Fallbrook, CA  92028 
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Sarah Spano

From: Catherine & Larry Robinson [ranchorobinson@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2012 1:42 AM
To: Cadiz Project; cadizproject@smwd.com
Subject: Comments re: Cadiz Water Project

To Whom It May Concern: 

My husband and I own undeveloped land in Cadiz and were unaware of this project, as there has been no notice to local 
landowners of the plan, until we received a letter from the Mojave Desert Heritage and Cultural Association who felt it was 
important enough to notify landowners, at their expense.  One of Cadiz, Inc's employees told me at the January 11 
workshop that it's the Santa Margarita Water District's responsibility, as lead agency.  I'm not sure whose legal 
responsibility it is, but someone should have done the notification. 

My husband and I attended the public workshop in Joshua Tree on January 11 and spoke with Cadiz's experts to gain a 
better understanding of the project.  This project is being described as a "conservation" project that captures water that 
would otherwise be lost to evaporation.  Their expert explained that there would have to be a "significant draw-down" 
before they would be capturing the water that would otherwise be lost to evaporation.  Specifically that won't happen until 
approximately 20 years into the project.  They explained, and had a video to illustrate, that currently the fresh water in the 
aquifer acts as a brace against the brine water adjacent to the fresh water in the aqueduct--pushing against it to keep the 
brine where it is.  After drawing down "200 feet" (quote from the expert) of water in the aquifer, eventually brine water will 
flow back toward the aquifer---that's the water that would otherwise be lost to evaporation!!!  So, it is not actually a 
"conservation" project---the aquifer will be pumped for at least 20 years before any "conservation" will occur.   Also, there 
are two businesses that actively mine calcium chloride from the Bristol Dry Lake (where the brine is)--National Chloride 
and Tetra.  They use this water that would "otherwise be lost to evaporation" for their mining operations...without it, they 
won't be able to evaporate the water, which leaves the calcium chloride...in other words, they'd be out of business. 
So...this water is already being used for productive purposes.  It is not, as the project alleges, water that is not used. 

Another concern is the amount of water that the project claims will be "recharged" into the aquifer.  The project involves 
withdrawing a maximum of 75,000 acre feet per year, with an average of 50,000 AFY over the 50 years.  The amount 
that's sustainable has been estimated by the USGS to be 2,550 AFY (worst case scenario) and 11,200 (best case) and by 
an independent expert, Tim Durbin, at 5,000 AFY (these are both sited in the draft EIR).  Cadiz, Inc. is currently using 
1,800-1,900 acre feet/year for their agricultural operations, but at one time they were using as much as 5,000-6,000.  We 
talked to a representative from National Chloride at the workshop and he said their wells went down 10 feet in the year 
that Cadiz was using 5,000-6,000.  The farm manager from Cadiz was apparently already aware of this.  Based on this 
anecdotal evidence and the estimates of other experts, 50,000 AFY is far from sustainable (and 75,000 AFY is 
irresponsible).  This area is a desert--very little rain falls here so there will be very little water to replace the water being 
pumped out!   

I recently heard a woman speak regarding the Ogallala Aquifer, located beneath the Great Plains here in the U.S.  One of 
the world's largest  aquifers, it covers an area of approximately 174,000 square miles and contains "fossil" water.  The 
USGS estimated that total water storage was about 2,925,000,000 acre feet in 2005. This is a decline of about 
253,000,000 acre feet (or 9%) since substantial ground-water irrigation development began, in the 1950s.  Due to 
excessive pumping, some estimate that it will become dry in as little as 20 years.   Let's not do the same to our aquifer.  

Catherine Robinson 
749 Hamilton Lane 
Fallbrook, CA  92028 
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Sarah Spano

From: Tom Barnes
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2012 8:53 AM
To: Sarah Spano
Subject: Fw: Cadiz DEIR comments
Attachments: CADIZ DEIR comments.doc

-----Original message----- 
From: joe ross <rossjoe@hotmail.com>
To: tbarnes@esassoc.com
Sent: Fri, Feb 10, 2012 16:44:33 GMT+00:00
Subject: Cadiz DEIR comments 

Hello Tom, 
Attached are a few comments on the Cadiz Project DEIR.  Sorry I didn't have more time to review the 
voluminous document. 
Would you pls be so kind as to send a reply acknowledging receipt of these for the record? 
Thanks for the opportunity to read and comment on this important project. 
I look forward to seeing the final EIR.  Pls keep me on your mailing list for a copy of that when it is published.
Regards,
J. Ross 
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        10 February 2012  

Mr. Tom Barnes 
ESA | Southern CA Water Group 
626 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Email: tbarnes@esassoc.com 

Dear Mr. Barnes: 

I have reviewed the DEIR for the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project, and 
of primary concern are groundwater impacts which include potable water quality, groundwater supply, 
and changes in groundwater flow patterns. Specifically, adequacy of the DEIR in their regard would be 
based on how well the following issues are evaluated: 

� alteration of existing water flow patterns or drainages to the extent that water supplies to sensitive 
habitats and/or groundwater recharge are substantially reduced; 

� degradation of the quality of groundwater, resulting in noncompliance with applicable water 
quality standards, laws, and regulations; 

� degradation of the quality of surface waters by introducing contaminants that represent a human 
health or ecological risk or otherwise interfere with beneficial uses; or 

� relative degree of any reduction in long-term water supply in the area. 
The DEIR must fully analyze the scope and magnitude of the project (and alternatives) to deplete or 
degrade existing resources, interfere with beneficial uses, or present a potential risk to humans or 
biological resources. I offer the following specific comments. 

Latest Cultural and Biological Resource Inventories 
The DEIR fails to acknowledge and/or reference the various inventories and studies of that area recently 
conducted by the U.S. Marine Corps as part of their Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center Land 
Acquisition Project. A number of sensitive plant, wildlife, archeological and historical resources were 
identified as a result of their studies. Some applicable references from 2009 include: 

Karl, A. 2009. Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center Land Acquisition Study: Distribution and 
Abundance of Four Vertebrate Species in the East Study Area. Submitted to NAVFAC Southwest Oct 26. 

Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Training Command. 2009. Twentynine Palms, Proposed Base 
Expansion; Rare and Sensitive Plant Surveys, Eastern Study Area. 

Lechner, T. and M.A. Giambastiani. 2009. A Cultural Resources Inventory of Approximately 11,560 
Acres in the Eastern Expansion Area, Twentynine Palms, California. Report on file at Natural Resources 
and Environmental Affairs, Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, California. 

The DEIR should reference these inventories and what, if any, impact the Cadiz Project will have on the 
various resources identified by them.  

Groundwater in the Bristol Valley Basin near Bristol Lake 
The statements you make about the distance to groundwater near Bristol Lake are contrary to published 
research studies.  

Please consult and use the following reference for your assessment: 
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California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2004. California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118. Last 
update February 27, 2004.  The upper and lower aquifers are separated by a discontinuous layer of silt 
and clay. Depths to groundwater typically range from 125 to 200 feet bgs (38 to 61 meters), although 
perched zones exist near Bristol Dry Lake and Dry Lake, where water levels range from 14 to 89 feet bgs 
(4 to 27 meters). Recharge is from percolation of surface runoff through stream beds and washes. 
Groundwater moves towards Bristol Lake, where groundwater elevations are close to the ground surface.

It is also estimated that 640,000 acre-feet (AF) (789,000 megaliters [ML]) of water is stored in the 
alluvium west of the Ludlow fault, which runs diagonally through the Bristol Valley Basin west of Bristol 
Lake. This is based on  Koehler, J.H. 1983. Ground water in the northeast part of Twentynine Palms 
Marine Corps Base, Bagdad Area, California. USGS Water Resources Investigation Report 83-4053.

Your brief references to Koehler (1983) on pages 4.6-7, 4.9-2 and 4.9-16 merely state that the dry lake 
surfaces are devoid of vegetation due to the saline conditions, are usually dry, but that runoff from winter 
storms and late summer thunderstorms can result in occasional standing water.  

Water Quality 
The DEIR states that the quality of the groundwater in the Fenner Gap and Fenner Valley area is 
relatively good, with total dissolved solids (TDS) concentrations typically in the range of 300 to 400 
milligrams per liter (mg/L). It is common knowledge that there is high TDS in the groundwater near 
Cadiz and Bristol Lakes (concentrations as high as 298,000 mg/L.), as well as other nearby locations. The 
DEIR must better address the potential impacts of the project on TDS elevation in that and other 
proximate areas.    

Paleontology
The DEIR fail to adequately address the potential impacts on paleontological resources. The Marble 
Mountains to the north are well known for their trilobite-encrusted layers of Latham Shale and abundance 
of fossils. Some specific locations of paleontological resources were documented through a survey 
conducted in conjunction with the Cadiz Groundwater Storage and Dry-Year Supply Program.  

Additional  inventory should supplement that currently documented in: 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) and BLM. 2001. Cadiz Groundwater Storage 
and Dry-Year Supply Program: Final Environmental Impact Report, Final Environmental Impact 
Statement.

Fenner Valley Groundwater 
To fully assess impacts, the DEIR should identify hydrologic movement from its sources high in the 
mountains of the Mojave National Preserve to the Fenner Valley watershed.  

Page 3-7 of the DEIR defines the overall drainage basin (in which the project would be constructed) as an 
area encompassing 2,710 square miles. This is not a valid assumption. The DEIR should analyze the 
impacts of project construction only within that watershed where it will be actually constructed (the 1,100 
square mile Fenner Watershed). You have greatly diluted the significance of impacts by enlarging the 
project’s analysis area to 2,710 square miles.    

The DEIR fails to acknowledge the following reference that addressed groundwater resources as related 
to potential impacts associated with the project alternatives of the U.S. Marine Corps base expansion: 
 Li, Zhen and Peter Martin. 2008. Geohydrology, Simulation of Regional Ground-Water Flow, and 
Assessment of Water-Management Strategies, Twentynine Palms Area, California. Prepared in 
Cooperation with U.S. Marine Corps and Department of Navy. 
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Imported Water Storage Component 
The DEIR (at page 3-22) states that “For purposes of providing programmatic-level review of this future 
component of the Project, it is assumed that participants in the Imported Water Storage component would 
be located in Southern California within Metropolitan’s service area.” The Final EIR should try harder 
and more realistically identify where the specific participants and specific operations would be for the 
Imported Water Storage Component.  

Service Area and Water Providers 
Please provide a map in the EIR that defines all boundaries and extent of use within the Metropolitan 
service area and/or service areas of the participating water providers: SMWD, Three Valleys, Suburban, 
Golden State, JCSD, and Cal Water. Figure 6-1 should identify the service areas for each participating 
water provider. I also support the need for additional project-level environmental review, documentation, 
and permitting as such details are further fleshed out. 

Groundwater Conservation and Recovery Component 
Page 3-23: Please provide further rationale for the DEIR evaluating two wellfield configurations (A and 
B). As written, it is unclear as to why two configurations have been assessed.

Page 3-26: Is it really valid to assume all well pumps would operate 24 hours a day, 365 days a year? This 
seems like an unrealistic scenario. 

Water Transfer Assumptions and Sustainability 
The DEIR states that Cadiz will transfer up to 50,000 acre feet per year (from the Fenner Basin) to 
cooperating water districts. Cadiz will draw down the aquifer at a rate of approximately 17,500 acre feet 
per year. The DEIR claims that the recharge rate of the watershed is 32,500 acre feet per year, as part of 
the “project scenario.” This is very optimistic recharge rate and not a valid assumption.  Sensitivity 
scenarios also assume 5,000 or 16,000 acre feet per year. Most studies place the recharge at about 2,000 
to 11,000 acre feet per year.  Given your assumptions can be scientifically validated, there would still be a 
net groundwater loss under all three scenarios. Please explain further how this plan provides for 
“sustainable” control.  

Groundwater Flow 
The groundwater drawdown could also change the flow of groundwater beneath the Mojave National 
Preserve, adversely impacting water resources within that unit.  

Climate Change 
Scientific data indicates the climate of the Mojave Desert will see increasing variability in precipitation. 
From 1980-84, the EIR says that an estimate of recharge as 1 percent to 10 percent of assumed average 
annual precipitation yielded results of 780-7,800 AFY. During the 50-year life span of the proposed 
project, the rate of recharge won’t remain constant. The California Climate Adaptation Strategy, a report 
published by the State’s Natural Resources Agency, cites Scripps Oceanographic Institute climate change 
models that predict a 12- 35% reduction in average annual precipitation for California by 2050.  

How can Cadiz and the Santa Margarita Water District accurately calculate the amount of groundwater 
recharge for an uncertain future? CH2M Hill’s evaluation of 60 years of precipitation records (Section 
4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality) is subject to debate. The model used by Geoscience also begs for 
further explanation in the Final EIR. The DEIR must present a worst case analysis for proper impact 
assessment and informed decision-making.  

Air Quality 
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Deprived of all moisture, Bristol and Cadiz dry lakebeds could contribute to airborne dust particles and 
jeopardize air quality. Worst case analysis in the DEIR must look at the project’s potential impacts on air 
quality. Studies at Owens Lake should be cited.  A U.S. Geological Survey report states that the lakebed 
has produced enormous amounts of windblown dust since its desiccation, and that it is probably the 
largest source of PM 10 airborne particulates in the U.S.. Their website states, “PM10 dust is regulated by 
California and the United States because these dust particles are so small that they can be inhaled deeply 
into the human respiratory tract to create a health hazard.”  

Dust control measures listed on page ES-12 don’t appear to go far enough. For example, project 
coordinators should agree to watering unpaved/untreated roads in active operation areas at least four times 
daily. Also, how will on-site vehicle speed on unimproved roads be limited to 15 miles per hour? 

Cost Analysis for Airborne Dust Particulate Mitigation  
Cost analysis must be presented in the DEIR to the mitigation of airborne dust. In fact, a study by the 
Pacific Institute titled, “Economic Evaluation of the Cadiz Project,” which analyzed the economic and 
environmental cost of an earlier Cadiz proposal to pump the desert’s groundwater, stated in 2001 that the 
cost of mitigating airborne dust impacts from the drying out of Owens Lake is estimated to be $60 
million. I could not find any DEIR cost analysis for dust control mitigation and abatement. 

Jurisdictional Resources 
On Page 4.4-7, the DEIR should document the extent to which coordination has taken place with the 
USACE in regards to their responsibilities for determining jurisdictional status of ephemeral washes. 

Groundwater Use 
Page 4.9-27:  Historical pumping rates should include the Cadiz Inc. agricultural operations. It is not valid 
to assume that such rates do not include the ag operations. 

Noise Attenuation 
Page 4.12-4: Provide a map showing the “hard” and “soft” sites used in the DEIR analysis. 

Biological Resources 
Page 5-31: It is not valid to assume that that full-build-out of designated renewable energy development 
zones (CREZs) would remove habitats for the remaining 144,000 acres.   

Water Demand and Supply 
Page 6-50: It is not valid to assume that estimated 2035 demand would have savings of 1,156,000 acre-
feet from conservation and 380,000 acre-feet from SBx7-7 conservation. This is a very large amount 
claimed from conservation. The EIR must further explain this or specifically spell out the methodology 
and rationale for such an assumption.  

Page 6-52: It is not valid to assume “100 percent efficiency, 100 percent capability, and 100 percent 
delivery conditions.” Please provide a more realistic assumption of supply, demand, surplus and shortage 
and re-do this section of the DEIR. 

Page 6-56: The EIR is overly optimistic when it states that that the estimate of future SWP supply will 
assume that current restrictions resulting from environmental concerns about the Delta are resolved. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  Please send me a hard copy of the Final EIR when published.  

Sincerely, 
Joe Ross 
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From: Sahhar, Dianna
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Cadiz Valley Water Project comments
Date: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 9:56:56 AM

Dear Tom Barnes, ESA-

I have been reviewing the DEIS for the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery,
and Storage Project.

It is my opinion that this project would create more destruction to fragile habitat,
plants and animals in the region than the potential water drawn out of the area
would be worth.

I urge you to look at water conservation efforts instead for the residents in Orange
County that would benefit from the removal a delivery of this water.  As a resident
of Orange County, I can assure you there is a lot we can do in terms of
conservation that would yield even more water than this project would bring in.

It is not worth destroying the environment over.

Please direct the efforts into conservation, rather than destruction.

We have too few natural locations left and we cannot afford to let them go
unprotected for future generations.

Thank you,
Dianna

Dianna Sahhar | Research Services Coordinator
949.824.7261 | fax 949.824.3111 | dsahhar@law.uci.edu
LAW LIBRARY · UNIVERSITY of CALIFORNIA · IRVINE

www.law.uci.edu/library
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From: Karen Scheuermann
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Cadiz Project
Date: Sunday, February 12, 2012 9:13:42 AM

Please do all you can to allow further comments. We must restore/protect our
biosphere. It's our life support system.

--
Karen Scheuermann, Cottonwood, CA
karens2020@gmail.com,
http://www.shastarootsnshoots.com/Tehama_Wild_Care.htm
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Sarah Spano

From: Tom Barnes
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 1:15 PM
To: Sarah Spano
Subject: FW: Cadiz Water Project Lists

�
�

From: Ferons, Dan [mailto:DANF@smwd.com]
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 1:07 PM 
To: Tom Barnes 
Subject: FW: Cadiz Water Project Lists 

Tom��
FYI�
Dan�
�

From: Sidney Silliman [mailto:gssilliman@csupomona.edu]
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 11:37 AM 
To: Schatz, John 
Subject: Cadiz Water Project Lists 

John Schatz 
General Manager 
Santa Margarita Water District 
Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 

Dear Mr. Schatz: 

Please add my name to your email and U.S. mail lists for the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery and 
Storage Project.  My email address is, as above, gssilliman@csupomona.edu  My U.S. mail address is 1225 
Adriana Way, Upland, California, 91784. 

Thank you, 

Sidney Silliman 
Member, Board of Directors 
Desert Tortoise Council 
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From: Julian V. Simeon
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: Water
Date: Friday, February 10, 2012 5:29:33 PM

As a consumer, I value the way that companies interact with our planet, people and
natural resources. In particular, I am concerned about the way Ecolab impacts
community and local water supplies.

As outlined by the United Nations, the human right to water recognizes access to
safe, sufficient and affordable water as a fundamental human necessity and right.
Just as humans need water to survive, corporations need water to provide services
and products. However, we are asking Ecolab to recognize the human right to water,
as described by the United Nations, to ensure the safety and quality of the water
surrounding your operations.

I urge you to consider this request and adopt a comprehensive human right to water
policy, as PepsiCo, Johnson & Johnson and Procter & Gamble have done. Until
Ecolab recognizes the human right to water, we cannot support your actions nor
recommend your services. Additionally, I intend to encourage fellow Moxy Vote
users that are Ecolab shareholders to penalize the board of directors by voting
against any directors up for re-election if this issue is not addressed to our
satisfaction.

Sincerely,

Julian V. Simeon

Sent from my iPad
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GGary Thompson 
90 Tierra Plano 

Rancho Santa Margarita, California 92688 

February 1, 2012

Mr. Tom Barnes
ESA
626 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. Barnes,

I am writing to express my strong support for the Cadiz Valley Groundwater Conservation, Recovery 
and Storage Project.  

I served on the Rancho Santa Margarita City Council from 2000, when the City was founded, until 2011 
and was honored to serve as mayor in 2003 and 2009. In addition, I served as a Director on the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board from 2008 to 2009.

One of the key initiatives that I helped to bring into the foreground in 2009 was the issue of water 
supply and reliability.  As I wrote in an article for the Trabuco Canyon News, “Drought, court decisions 
and increased demand on Colorado River water supplies have left Southern California in a precarious 
position as it relates to water.  Our community has limited sources of groundwater and a significant 
amount of our water supply is imported, mostly from Northern California and the Colorado River. We 
are incredibly dependant on other regions for our day-to-day water supply.”

Here we are several years later and I commend Santa Margarita Water District for two exciting 
accomplishments - the completion of the Upper Chiquita Reservoir to serve as a local storage facility 
for imported water. And second, for continuing to exercise outstanding leadership and a dynamic 
entrepreneurial spirit by identifying a new source of water through the Cadiz project.

This community is extremely fortunate to be served by a water district that is dedicated to thoughtful 
planning and strategic problem-solving. 

Please let the record show that I support the Cadiz Valley Groundwater Conservation, Recovery and
Storage Project.

Sincerely,

Gary Thompson
Resident of Rancho Santa Margarita
Founding Member of the Rancho Santa Margarita City Council
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March 14, 2011 
 
VIA EMAIL 
Tom Barnes, ESA 
626 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Subject:  Comments on the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Barnes: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Cadiz Valley Water Conservation, Recovery, and Storage 
Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Having lived in the desert for nearly 5 years now, 
I am very familiar with the Project area both on a regional/historic basis as well as in a local environmental 
setting context. I’ve driven the regional highway corridors (Highway 62, Cadiz-Rice Road, Historic Route 66), 
toured the stunningly beautiful Mojave Preserve and visited many of the BLM lands (including the Wilderness 
Areas) surrounding the proposed Project site, so I am familiar with the ecology, the scattered distribution of 
sensitive natural and manmade features and resources, the breathtaking scenic vistas and viewpoints, including 
views from Hwy 62 in the Project vicinity. Having working on projects in the immediate vicinity of the Cadiz 
Project, I am familiar with the hurdles facing CEQA and NEPA compliance in the Mojave Desert (tortoise and 
other listed species, historic – cultural resources from the WWII / General Patton era, scarcity of resources and 
services including water, groundwater, vegetation, food sources, shelter/shade, public services and utilities). 
I’ve been fortunate to actually tour the Cadiz Project, twice, and driven the entire pipeline alignment (from 
Cadiz-Rice road, in many cases having to walk to the alignment where it is located at some distance from the 
main access road), conducted recon along the Met-owned portion of the project area, walked representative 
portions of the well field and spreading basin areas, the railroad tracks and the pipeline corridors that traverse 
the area. 

Having worked on numerous EIRs for desert-based projects, I have the following comments about the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR for the Cadiz Project.  The first group of comments is related to the overall structure of the 
CEQA team and process, with comments related to the lead agency role, terminology, responsible agencies, 
NEPA analysis, definition of the project site, and the range and nature of the alternatives that are evaluated. 

The lead agency is responsible for conducting the CEQA review and has final approval of the project. They are 
responsible for coordinating with the project applicant, public and associated agencies during the CEQA 
process. When more than one agency is involved in a project, the agency with primary responsibility for 
approving a project is the lead agency, for purposes of following the CEQA protocol. Other agencies with 
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discretionary approval power over the project are called "responsible agencies". The lead agency has an 
obligation to consult with these agencies during the CEQA process to ensure their input is accounted for. 
Responsible agencies often have a vested interest in a specific environmental resource that they are charged 
with regulating. The agency with the broadest authority in this case is San Bernardino County.  An evaluation of 
the project alternatives reveals that SMWD would not be capable of enforcing many of the project alternatives 
nor would they be charged with monitoring the mitigation implementation and overseeing the permitting for the 
project.  SMWD has a very minor, focused area of authority under CEQA.  They are not the appropriate lead 
agency for this project.  See Planning & Conservation League v. Dep't of Water Res. (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 
892, 903-07 (holding that the state Department of Water Resources was the proper lead agency in lieu of the 
Central Coast Water Agency because the water transactions at issue had potentially statewide implications, and 
ordering a new EIR).  Similarly, the CEQA Guidelines provide that where a project is carried out by a 
nongovernmental entity, the “lead agency will normally be the agency with general governmental powers, such 
as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose such as an air pollution district . . . .”  
Guidelines § 15051(b)(1). For example, the AQMD is not a lead agency for land use projects such as shopping 
malls, housing tracts, commercial or industrial parks, sports stadiums, etc.  For these types of projects the 
AQMD has no jurisdictional approval authority.  The lead agency should the County of San Bernardino and, 
therefore, a new Draft EIR should be prepared that reflects this new architecture.   

The vast majority of California’s groundwater is unregulated. The state does not have a comprehensive 
groundwater permit process to regulate ground water withdrawal. There are three legally recognized 
classifications of groundwater in California: subterranean streams, underflow of surface waters, and percolating 
groundwater. Subterranean streams and underflow of surface waters are subject to the laws of surface waters 
and are regulated by the State Water Board. Percolating groundwater, on the other hand, has few regulation 
requirements. Percolating groundwater has two subclassifications: overlying land use, and surplus groundwater. 
Landowners overlying percolating groundwater may use it on an equal and correlative basis. This means that all 
property owners above a common aquifer possess a shared right to reasonable use of the groundwater aquifer. 
These rights are similar to riparian rights and since they are correlative, a user cannot take unlimited quantities 
without regard to the needs of other users. Surplus groundwater may be appropriated for use on non-overlying 
lands, provided such use will not create overdraft conditions. A permit is not required to use percolating 
groundwater of either classification, but the appropriation of surplus groundwater is subordinate to the 
correlative rights of overlying users.  Cadiz is taking far more than their legal share of water.  The project 
should be revised to function with Cadiz taking only their legal share of water OR agreements with property 
owners and BLM that clearly demonstrate that these co-owners of the water in the aquifer have signed away 
their rights to water should be included in the revised and recirculated EIR.  Cadiz right to water must be 
described in great detail in the introductory sections of the document. 

Overdrafting the aquifer should be called such – not “conservation” or beneficial use, when the possible impacts 
of overdraft, particularly in the event that Phase II is not approved, would be dire.  The project proposes to 
overdraft the groundwater basin.  The EIR should state this clearly on page 1 and carry this through the EIR 
without smoke and mirrors. 

I_Tott

3

4

5



Modeled drawdown area should be included in project boundary. Project area of effect includes BLM lands, 
triggering NEPA. Federal involvement includes:  1) federal-aid or federal funding, or 2) federal land (such as 
interstates), or 3) federal approval action or permit.   Figure 4.9-12, -13, and -14 show the area of drawdown 
associated with groundwater pumping (the cone of depression).  The area encompasses hundreds of BLM-
owned lands in the project vicinity.  Secondly, the project states in the Executive Summary and project 
description that the El Paso Line may be used to carry water to the project site and that the EIR will evaluate 
those impacts (3-41, 3-42).  The El Paso Line requires land use agreements to be inked with the State Lands 
Commission and the Bureau of Land Management as indicated in the Line 1903 El Paso Line Conservation 
Project, which warranted an EIR/EA to be prepared last time the line was converted from crude oil to natural 
gas.  Similarly, this project will require CEQA and NEPA evaluation for the land use easement with State Lands 
involvement as a Responsible Agency and BLM as a federal lead agency, as required by law. 
http://www.slc.ca.gov/division_pages/depm/depm_programs_and_reports/el_paso/elpaso_pipelineconversion_d
eir.html 

Further, the pipelines described in the EIR must be shown on the project maps in the Executive Summary and 
Project Description. Finally, how do you have a project boundary and project proposal that includes – no, 
REQUIRES – MWD to sign on, and yet you don’t have MWD listed as a project participant?  That’s not a 
“project level” of analysis.  MWD should be included in the project and if they refuse to participate the reader 
should be informed as such.  Without MWD, is there a project? Finally, the well field needs to be specifically 
defined, evaluated in the field by experts, and the results of those investigations included in the recircualted 
Draft EIR (or Final EIR).  Right now there is not a thorough understanding of what well installation would 
affect, because on-the-ground surveys were not completed in a project-specific focused EIR manner.  This must 
be remedied. 

Because the project involves BLM lands overlying the groundwater basin that will be pumped, and operation of 
the project is designed to create a cone of depression on BLM lands, this triggers National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) compliance.  The project boundary should be revised in all maps so that it includes all 
aboveground infrastructure and the area defined as the largest possible cone of depression.  BLM should be 
brought on board to conduct the NEPA oversight.  (Other possible NEPA lead agencies include USFWS and 
ACOE, both of which will have to issue permits for the project – all of which would trigger NEPA in and of 
themselves.  Table Section 3.8 must be updated to show each of the nexus that trigger NEPA (USFWS, USACE 
permits).  To save time, the NEPA evaluation should be conducted concurrently with CEQA and a Joint 
EIR/EIS prepared that addresses the possible impacts.  
 
The objectives of the project are far too narrowly defined and preclude SMWD from making any number of 
better decisions about how to acquire water and store it in southern California.  The second to last objective is 
“Create additional water storage capacity in southern California to enhance water supply reliability.” Why is 
this an objective?  It would be an outcome of the project, but to make an explicit outcome of the project one of 
the objectives behind doing the project gives SMWD no options for choosing a better alternative.  Such as, for 
example, using one of the massive existing groundwater aquifers that has been critically drawn down already 
(Joshua Basin Water District being one that comes to mind – the aquifer is drawn down so much that JBWD is 
building a pipeline from the SWP to Joshua Tree.  Putting surplus water into the JBWD basin would eliminate 
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the need for the Cadiz project if this objective remains.  already exists.  The objectives of the project should be 
revised significantly – as written they do not substantiate in any way the choice of lead agency and, rather, the 
objectives of the project only serve to demonstrate that SMWD is the wrong lead agency. The objectives make 
it clear that this is not the lead agency’s project.  This is made clear on page ES-10, which the EIR states 
“Chapter 7…….” Clearly, this is Cadiz’s project.  And Cadiz should be applying for a permit from San 
Bernardino County, and the County should be overseeing prep of the EIR.  
 
This project doesn’t maximize use of GW in the Bristol Cadiz, and Fenner Valleys – water wouldn’t be used 
there.  It extracts water from the desert and ships it to populated areas so people can water their lawns.  The 
project doesn’t improve reliability – it is a finite source of groundwater that will be used up and not replaced if 
Phase II is not approved. Thus, the water doesn’t improve reliability (districts will still need to find alternative 
source of water for the long term (100 to 500 years).  50 Years is not “long term” in the desert.  The project 
would not reduce dependence on imported water.  This IS imported water, as far as each of these districts is 
concerned.  This should be corrected throughout the EIR.  Objective 5 (carry over storage and imported water 
storage) – assumes the project is built / necessary [“Phase 2”] – you can’t have an objective that assumes the 
project is built.  That’s not “objective” analysis. 
 
All of the Alternatives involve San Bernardino County.  If this were a SMWD project, alternatives would 
include alternative water sources all over the state.  How can SMWD legally make decisions on overriding 
considerations – choosing to override significant environmental effects – of a project not under their 
jurisdiction?  This makes no sense.  Also, it is untrue on page ES-10 when it states that the No Project 
alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.  It would meet the first objective – water would be 
“used” for natural processes of evaporation, condensation, and precipitation. That is called the water cycle.  No 
Project would also meet the other objectives in fact, nearly all of them.  The No Project alternative is clearly the 
best choice for putting water to beneficial use in San Bernardino County, feeding natural hydrologic cycles and 
supporting local and regional flora and fauna.  Exporting water from the County is not a beneficial effect.  
Finally, there are far more alternatives meeting these objectives than are described in the EIR – that don’t 
involve pumping Mojave Basin water.  At least two such alternatives should be developed by SMWD for 
inclusion in the EIR.  NOT developed by Cadiz. 

Putting the water to “beneficial use” is arguable.  None of the water, if the project proceeds as planned, would 
be used in San Bernardino County!   I find it ludicrous for Cadiz to extract 50,000 AFA and export it to every 
county in southern California EXCEPT the County the water is currently in, and again, San Bernardino County 
should have something to say about that – given that they should protect the resources in the County and not 
allow others to exploit them illegally. 
 
Figure ES-2 –should be rescaled so that the natural recharge body of water is more to scale.  Current figure -
states the process in a way skewed towards the project.  A more accurate figure would be alarmingly telling.  
The area labeled “natural recharge” is (I think) depicting the GW aquifer above the carbonate rock.  IT isn’t 
annual recharge (it is collectively recharge GW from past thousands of years.  It is supposed to show project 
after 50 years.  NO WAY is that the only drawdown. 
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Page ES-1 states that “Cadiz, in collaboration with SMWD and other water providers participating in the 
Project, have collaboratively developed the Cadiz …. Project to implement..”  The EIR should describe in detail 
the role that SMWD played in developing the project.  I suspect that the role was quite minor and that the truth 
is Cadiz and their consultants prepared and designed the project – not SMWD – again making this project NOT 
an SMWD project, but rather a Cadiz water grab. 
 
Sincerely, S. Tott, Morongo Basin resident 
heelsintherain@hotmail.com 
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From: Karen Tracy
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: comments from San Bernardino Co. resident:
Date: Tuesday, February 21, 2012 2:57:11 PM

Delivered to Alan Rasmussen at February 16 Municipal Advisory Council, 3rd 
District rep. for Supervisor Neil Derry:

I am here to offer dissent in the strongest terms to the Cadiz water project and in particular to our 
County supervisors’ implicit participation in this vaguely disguised water theft. Brad Mitzfeldt’s bought-
and-paid-for involvement has been amply documented. That the involvement has been completely 
mute and behind-the-scenes leads locals to wonder about the contributions of--or “to” Neil Derry.

Let me begin with 2 stipulations: the first is that the Mojave Desert is a well-known and highly trafficked 
holiday destination. More on that later. The second: that the Cadiz water project shall be known in this 
statement as “the pumpers” as in septic pumpers because it is my right to editorialize and paint guilty 
and smelly by association.

The County is going forward on a pumping/monitoring plan that shuts out the best available experts 
and trusts the pumpers as environmental custodians. USGS analysis is needed to review the pumping 
models and groundwater drawdown; the hydrology models in use by the pumpers is mysterious at best 
and suspect while the work of John Izbicki and Peter Martin, USGS hydrology experts, is above reproach.
I am personally familiar with them and their modeling procedures. This desert is their territory. Why has 
their evaluation not been solicited? Are the assurances about salt chemistry and immunity from dust 
storms true? What about the assurances that this aquifer is a “closed system” and delicate ecologic 
niches will not be affected? I’ve read the Draft EIR posted to the Santa Margarita Water District website 
and the pumpers just do not have the science to say that.

The immense scope of this project demands a much larger big-picture view. The National Park Service 
must become part of this process because of the potential impact to natural resources on adjacent 
Federal lands packed with the natural wonders that bring those tourists out here. Inclusion of Federal 
lands requires an EIS, precisely what the pumpers dread most. The folly of this project cannot stand up 
to the scrutiny of macrocosmic and verifiable science in an EIS.

To give perspective to the pumpers’ enterprise, they propose pumping 50,000 to 75,000 acre-feet of 
water per year out of the desert to the coast. I have long been a volunteer for the Joshua Basin Water 
District, which is not the smallest water district in the Morongo Basin in square miles, number of 
connections nor gallons pumped. We deliver 1,500 acre-feet per year.

I submit to you the following: a struggling private water company in Orange County collaborated with a
British felon in search of personal fortune to purchase San Bernardino County’s support for a project that 
is bad for the residents of San Bernardino County.

Sincerely
Dr. Karen Tracy
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From: Victoria Williams
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: I am worried about the cadiz water project. I think it will steal the water from the well i paid $8000 to drill.  If

you go through with this project and take my water I will send you a bill! Sincerely, victoria wiiams
Date: Tuesday, March 13, 2012 8:22:31 AM

I_Williams

1

From: JWDEM@aol.com
To: Cadiz Project
Subject: comment on the Cadiz Project
Date: Saturday, February 11, 2012 10:01:46 AM

Dear Members involved with the Cadix Project:
I am active action oriented pro environmentalist and before any project be started whether
it involves a nuclear power plant or drilling for oil or fracking for coal there has to be a
environmental study to the species surrounding this project and the impact of humans
living at least a  minimum of a 5-10 mile radius of this project and how it will affect their
quality of life and just how necessity is this project from a agricultural and wildlife and
drinking and bathing and cooking supply for human life. Anything that has no control
button on it's production prints is an easy made disaster waiting to happen haven't we
done enough to our environment to ruin it for future generations at the rate of approval
of new nuclear power plants we don't have to worry about the baby boom generation
as it ages chances are we may not see or witness imperfections in construction
and thus be in peril and having no where to hide as any projects should this be
of nuclear power we all know there is no stopping a meltdown and populations in
all countries no matter where you are living will be those sacrificed at the expense
of others.
Just the idea of new nuclear power plants given the okay with little if any feedback
from those constituents living in close proximity makes this individual a nervous
wreck yet at the same time the attitude of you reap what you sew and pray to
a superior force you are not forced to deal with mechanical or human error.
Any thing that upsets the balance of life in this country has to be dealt with from
all angles not just a "for profit" or as a "energy alternative". Anyone wanting to
play russian roulette with themselves or their neighbor's lives I wonder what the
ulterior motive  out side of "cash profits" or windfall profits at the expense of others.
This is just one person's action activists opinion who is concerned about the quality
of our life and those that call Earth their home.
Sincerely,
judy wisboro
jwdem@aol.com
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