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Appendix 1-H:  
Responses to Public Comments on Draft EA 

Comment 
Number Date 

Submittal 
method Name/Affiliation Comment Response 

1 6/28/2022 Email Erin Woolley I am writing to respectfully request an extension of the public comment period on the Draft 
Environmental Assessment for the SSMP 10 year plan. Please see the attached letter, submitted on 
behalf of Sierra Club California, Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability, Kounkuey Design 
Initiative, and Audubon California. 
I would appreciate confirmation that you have received the attached letter. 

The public comment period was extended to August 20, 2022. Confirmation was 
provided on July 6, 2022. 

1-1 6/28/2022 Letter Erin Woolley 
Policy Advocate 
Sierra Club California 
Mariela Loera 
Policy Advocate 
Leadership Counsel 
for Justice and 
Accountability 
Lauren Elachi 
Design Principal 
Kounkuey Design 
Initiative 
Andrea Jones 
Audubon California 

Request for Extension of Time to Provide Public Comment on the EA for the SSMP 10-Year Plan. 
On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we respectfully request a 30-day extension of time to 
provide public comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the SSMP 10-year plan. Our 
organizations are heavily engaged with the SSMP and with communities affected by the crisis at the 
Salton Sea, and are committed to ensuring that this public engagement process is as fruitful as 
possible for all stakeholders. The EA was circulated for public review on June 21, 2022, with the 
deadline for public comment July 21, 2022. The 30 day comment period takes place during the summer 
season and overlaps with the July 4th holiday. Many organizations and community members will not 
have the ability to adequately review the EA during this short time, let alone have the ability to engage 
meaningfully in providing feedback as expected from this process. The Environmental Assessment is 
an important step in developing a plan to address the ongoing public health and environmental crisis at 
the Salton Sea, and fundamental to its success is the ability of all stakeholders to engage in this 
process. CNRA has referenced the NEPA process in its Annual Report and directed our organizations 
to participate in the public comment process to provide detailed feedback on development of the SSMP 
projects. Our organizations have been eagerly awaiting this document’s release for many months, and 
need to have adequate time to provide meaningful feedback. Extending the public comment period 
would also represent a meaningful gesture to promote our shared goals of increasing transparency and 
community engagement in the SSMP and development of the 10 year plan. For these reasons, we 
request to extend the comment deadline to August 20, 2022. Please provide us with a decision no later 
than July 6, 2022. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of this request. 

The public comment period was extended to requested deadline of August 20, 2022 
and notification was provided on July 6, 2022.  

2 7/7/2022 
(day) 

Public Meeting 
no. 1, Q&A 

Jenny E. Ross FYI, the sound quality is poor. Very blurry. Comment noted. This issue was addressed during the meeting. 

3 7/7/2022 
(day) 

Public Meeting 
no. 1, Q&A 

Joan Speer How have you addressed the methane emission problem? Methane is discussed in general in the Final EA in the following sections (note that 
section numbers have changed from the Draft EA): Section 4.2.2.2 (Existing 
Conditions for Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions), Section 4.10.3.2 
(Existing Conditions for Public Health),Section 4.10.3.3 (Existing Conditions for Gas 
Release from Water Surface), Section 5.2.1 (Effects Methodologies for Air 
Resources), Section 5.10.1 (Effects Analysis  Methodology for Hazardous Waste 
and Materials), and Effect HAZ-2 (Project construction could encounter 
contaminated soils during soil excavation) which addresses potential exposure to 
construction workers and any members of the public in the immediate vicinity. 
Mitigation for this impact is provided in MM HAZ-3 which is to provide worker 
training for those who may be exposed to releases of gases from soils or airborne 
diseases from soil excavation. The text for MM HAZ-3 has been updated. 

4 7/7/2022 
(day) 

Public Meeting 
no. 1, Q&A 

Joan Speer Thank you for your very thorough presentation. Will the dust suppression efforts be enough to make a 
real difference in chronic air pollution? 

The projects are being implemented to reduce the amount of emissive exposed 
lakebed and to reduce the total emissivity of exposed lakebed. See Air Resources 
Section 5.2 in the Final EA for the effects of the project on Air Quality. As discussed 
in Section 4.2.1.3 (Existing Conditions for Air Resources) of the Final EA, 
agricultural operations nearby are a significant source of pollutant emissions, as is 
the transport of pollutants from Mexico. Several agencies including the air districts, 
IID, and the State are working on projects to reduce airborne particulate matter.  
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Comment 
Number Date 

Submittal 
method Name/Affiliation Comment Response 

46-2 7/12/2022 Email Nikola Lakic (cont.) 11. The concept of the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” was “somehow” officially accepted by several agencies in 
2016.Also, it is important to mention that such a decision was made without considering my design and 
without public and relevant agencies knowing about the existence of my proposal.
It was well known and documented that the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” will shrink substantially and will 
have exposed lakebed (playa) – about 200 square miles. 
According to their (SSMP) and a 10-year plan, the same proponents proceeded with supporting 
projects to mitigate the formation of toxic dust storms by planting plants and ruffling the surface bringing 
obstacles such as haystacks on the playa as we have seen during these presentations. 
The plan is to mitigate about 9 square miles but has difficulties finding water from depleting 
groundwater (wells) and occasional stormwater. 
They are hoping that if they get money from the government to continue designing for another 20 years 
that they will somehow figure out how to find water to mitigate toxic dust storms for the remaining 100 + 
square miles of theplaya. 
I can tell you with certainty that Santa Claus is busy making toys and will not help with needed 
water.Based on some recent development, it appears that those who promote the “destruction” of the 
Salton Sea intend to continue designing as it goes – possible for another 20 years. I am sorry if this 
sounds sarcastic – it is not my intention to mock anyone – but, it is absolutely true and well 
documented. 
I would like to mention that the concept for the restoration of the Salton Sea already existed since 2013 
and the preliminary plan since 2016 and 2018. 

We cannot lose time anymore. It is time for finding a reputable contractor(s) for its implementation. 
I respectfully urge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and EPA not to sub come under the big 
pressure of those who want to get rid of the Salton Sea under the disguise of restoring the Salton Sea. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 24-3. 

47 7/14/2022 Email Hugo Hoffman Do you have an email notification or website update that we can send around internally and to other 
interested parties to help spread the word? 

The CNRA website at https://saltonsea.ca.gov/ can be used to access information 
on the SSMP and recent updates. To receive SSMP email updates for the latest on 
project delivery, upcoming meetings, opportunities to provide input and more, 
interested parties can sign up at: 
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/CNRA/signup/29107. 

48 7/19/2022 Email Dan Hartshorn Attached is a YouTube video that is my idea to help improve the conditions at the Salton Sea and the 
surrounding area. I hope you find it at least interesting. 

As indicated in Corice Farrar's 7/25/2022 email to this commenter, the Corps is 
unable to consider a video, or any views expressed in a video as constituting 
submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps public notice period. The 
commenter was encouraged to submit written comments for consideration by the 
Corps' during the preparation of a final EA.  

49 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Here is a free attached copy for saving millions of dollars and freshwater. Refer to comment responses 3, 6, 35, 41-1, and 46-1. 

49-1 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

As reported by Volcano Discovery, “[Salton Buttes volcanic field consist of 5 small rhyolitic lava domes 
built above sediments of the Colorado River delta within the Salton Sea geothermal field, located at the 
SE margin of the Salton Sea, California… On 20th century formation of the Salton Sea due to an 
accidental spill-over of the Colorado River, are found on all the domes. Older, sediment-buried 
Pleistocene rhyolite lava domes have been found in geothermal drill [wells]-holes. The Salton Sea 
geothermal field produces saline geothermal brines.” 
(https://www.volcanodiscovery.com/salton_buttes.html) 

Background information regarding the geology and paleontological resources of the 
Salton Sea are provided in Sections 4.9 (Geology, Soils, Seismic and Minerals, 
Affected Environment) and 4.14 (Paleontological Resources, Affected Environment) 
of the EA, respectively. 

49-2 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

This shows that there was no natural lake, it was manmade with high deposits of salts called rare 
minerals that cannot be purified through desalination process. In fact, California Salton Sea Late is 
dead because has a very high concentration of salt and earth rare minerals. 

Sources of salinity in the Salton Sea are discussed in Section 1.2 of the EA. Refer 
to comment responses 39, 46.1. 

https://saltonsea.ca.gov/
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/CNRA/signup/29107


Appendix 1 - Environmental Analysis for SSMP Phase 1: 10-Year Plan 

October 2024 Responses to Public Comments on Draft EA H-17 

Comment 
Number Date 

Submittal 
method Name/Affiliation Comment Response 

49-3 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

“The earth deep below the southern Salton Sea is rich in hot, mineral-abundant brine that contains 
some of the world's largest deposits of lithium, and Colwell and others envision a “Lithium Valley” that 
would establish California as a global production hub and employ thousands of workers for generations 
to come…California is already pursuing a $206m lake restoration plan to try to reverse the Salton Sea’s 
fortunes.” (https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/sep/27/salton-sea-california-lithiummining#). 

The presence of lithium within the region of the Salton Sea is discussed in Section 
4.9 (Geology, Soils, Seismic and Minerals, Affected Environment). Refer to 
comment response 39. The link provided in the comment is broken. 

49-4 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Imperial County started to drill to the volcano to harness its energy. Comment noted. 

49-5 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

With more salt / rare minerals pump and put in to the surface of the lake, pollution has been increase 
drastically over the years. Lake’s contaminated water evaporates and goes to air region and causing 
health risk and unsafe living conditions to the local communities and geothermal employees. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 41-17. 

49-6 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

“Salty water that has been overlooked and pumped back underground since the region's first 
geothermal plant opened in 1982. The mineral-rich byproduct may now be more valuable than the 
steam used to generate electricity.”  
(https://www.courthousenews.com/lithium-fuels-hopes-forrevival-on-californias-largest-lake/#). 

Comment noted.  Lithium extraction is not a proposed activity under the SSMP 10-
Year Plan and not a covered activity under the LOP Procedures. The effects of the 
federal actions on critical minerals are considered in Sections 4.9, 5.9, and 6.10. 
Also, refer to comment response 38. 

49-7 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

“The [Salton] Sea is about 35 miles long and about 15 miles wide. It is the largest inland lake in the 
state of California. How much salt goes into the Salton Sea every year? Around 4,000,000 tons of 
dissolved salts enter the Salton Sea every year. That is the equivalent of approximately 13,500 train 
cars. The salt comes from agricultural drainage and tail water and the Colorado River itself. The Salton 
Sea is approximately 60 parts per thousand (PPT). By comparison ocean water is approximately 35 
PPT. The salinity of the sea increases every year. As the sea evaporates every year all the salt 
delivered to it is left behind thereby increasing the salinity with each passing year.” 
(https://saltonsea.com/about/faq/) 
Moreover, “the sea is also highly saline—more than 50 percent saltier than the Pacific Ocean. This is 
partially due to the high salinity of the agricultural runoff water that is the sea's primary source of 
replenishment.” (https://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/3879) 

Comment noted. Factors contributing to rising salinity in the Salton Sea are 
discussed in Section 1.2 (Salton Sea Background) of the EA. 

49-8 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

The sea has slowly been shrinking due to the high saline soil. The Sea is shrinking due to factors discussed in Section 1.2 (Salton Sea 
Background) of the EA. 

49-9 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

“The shrinking Salton Sea was once a tourist destination. Now it's home to dangerous algal blooms, 
endless dust, and noxious air…if nothing is done to address the pollution crisis, the area will become 
almost unlivable. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment responses 41-17, 41-19. 

49-10 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

An unprecedented drought amplified by the climate crisis and growing demand for water in Southern 
California are both hastening the Salton Sea’s decline. Researchers predict that the sea could lose 
nearly three-quarters of its volume by 2030. By some estimates, the declining water level could expose 
an additional 100,000 acres of playa [/ beach].”  
(https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/jul/23/salton-seacalifornia-lake-dust-drought-climate) 

Comment noted. Refer to Section 2 (Project Purpose, Need and Objectives) of the 
EA.  

49-11 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

The Region of Salton Sea Lake is classified and so-called “SALARS;” for example “in Chile and 
Argentina lithium comes from salt desert.” 
(https://www.volkswagenag.com/en/news/stories/2020/03/lithium-mining-what-youshould-know-about-
the-contentious-issue.html#) 

Salars are salt deserts found in Chile and Argentina. The extraction of raw materials 
from salars functions as follows: lithium-containing saltwater from underground 
lakes is brought to the surface and evaporates in large basins. Lithium sources of 
the Salton Sea are found beneath the Salton Sea are within geothermal brine 
pockets located at depths up to 8,000 feet below ground surface and would not be 
extracted from the salt crust or Sea body. Refer to comment response 44.  

49-12 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

In addition, "A new USGS study reports that about 45% of public-supply wells and about 37% of U.S. 
domestic supply wells have concentrations of lithium that could present a potential human-health risk." 
(https://www.usgs.gov/news/lithium-us-groundwater) 

The quality of drinking water in the U.S. is outside the scope of the SSMP and 
outside the scope of the EA. Refer to comment response 39. 

49-13 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

With all the above describe, California Salton Sea Lake is Lithium, Salt Desert with overlay ground 
which makes lake's water is 50% saltier than sea with other minerals that are harmful for public health. 
Keeping manmade lake will continue the evaporation of water with rare minerals causing air pollution 
and causing many health hazards in the community. In fact, over the years, all freshwater from rains 
becomes saltier than the sea, and testimonials and case studies shows cannot support life like fish and 
people cannot drink water or swim in the lake. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment responses 39, 41-17. 



Appendix 1 - Environmental Analysis for SSMP Phase 1: 10-Year Plan 

October 2024 Responses to Public Comments on Draft EA H-18 

Comment 
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49-14 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Though Salton Sea Lake is more than “Lithium Salt Desert” because total of 11 geothermal plants used 
a great amount of water. “Geothermal power production utilizes water in two major ways: The first 
method, which is inevitable in geothermal production, uses hot water from an underground reservoir to 
power the facility.” (https://openei.org/wiki/Geothermal/Water_Use#) The estimated production of a 
terrific source of energy sustainability to California is “403 MW is generated by the existing power 
plants, ten of which are owned by CalEnergy and one by EnergySource.” 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Imperial_Valley_Geothermal_Project) 

Refer to comment response 38. 

49-15 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

My California Salton Sea Lake Ten Year Plan 
We need to continue building up Geothermal and Lithium Industries and at the same time solving the 
contamination in the air. Understanding, California Salton Sea born dead in nature is the first step. It 
was made for an accident and all excess of Colorado River was put on the region for his holding 
capacity. 

Refer to comment responses 38, 39, 41-17. 

49-16 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

1. Remove all the water in phases and start planting desert plants that are the same as nearby desert
areas at Imperial Valley for reducing dust pollution in the area while simultaneously creating business
platforms and jobs for collecting all rare salt minerals and repeating the step until there is no more
water. Desert plants will bring oxygen and water according to the natural habitat. Repeat this process of
removing water and planting desert plants, as needed.
2. Repeat Process as needed: Putting layers of gravel with glue over the years for burying all rare salt
minerals at lake’s area. It will be a moment that you can stop because air pollution will stop with lots of
clean fresh air.

The SSMP 10-year plan includes dust suppression activities, which include habitat 
restoration. Removing water from the Salton Sea is outside the scope of SSMP 10-
Year Plan and therefore outside the scope of this EA. 

49-17 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

3. At the same time, order Hydrology and Survey-Soil Studies (Environmental Site Assessments -
Phase 1 & 2) for Finding and Remediate Contamination, Soil And Water Investigations, and best
hooking and manipulating reliable water sources.

Refer to comment responses 35, 41-1. Finding and remediating soil contamination 
is outside the scope of the SSMP 10-Year Plan. The EA does address the potential 
for project construction to encounter contaminated soils during soil excavation 
(Effect HAZ-2). 

49-18 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

4. Building a network of wells based on the above studies to enhance all geothermal and lithium
industries.
5. Installing Water Purified Plants for each Geothermal Plant for getting neutral water and avoid spilling 
freshwater and not to be allocated to industries.

Refer to comment response 39. 

49-19 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Conclusions:1. I concluded that underground freshwater will only enough for enhancing geothermal and 
lithium industries. Water Transfer to local and mega regions will only jeopardize industries and 
communities. 

Refer to comment response 6. 

49-20 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

2. Keeping California Salton Sea Lake full of water will continue the pollution in environment with rare
salt mineral that health risk to the communities and geothermal and lithium employees.

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 41-17. 

49-21 7/20/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

3. Desalination Water Plant will generate more pollution into the water because discharged will be a
greater concentration of salt rather than sea water with huge power consumption because overlay
ground is a Lithium Salt Desert. Again, California Salton Sea water has 50% more salt than the sea’s
water.
4. Bringing the sea’s water for fulling lake will continue pollution and most likely will not pass California
Environmental Studies and current standards. Getting the sea’s water from the Cortez Sea Water is
going to continue water and air pollution into region.

Importation of water and desalinization are outside the scope of the SSMP 10-Year 
Plan. Refer to comment responses 6, 46.1. 

50 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

I would like to give an advance of August 2022 Press Release 
How to Save California Salton Sea Lake & INVEST in Geothermal and Lithium Businesses 

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 49. 

50-1 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Unlikely, the Salton Sea Management Program is passing a project for keeping pollution and expanding 
the budget for bringing water from the Sea of Cortez. 
(https://www.thedesertreview.com/news/local/salton-sea-panel-reveals-3-submissions-passed-fatal-
flaw-analysis/article_505a84e4-08d1-11ed-8d2f-73dcfb38ec79.html) 

Refer to comment response 6. 
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50-2 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

The Region of Salton Sea Lake is classified and so-called “SALARS;” for example “in Chile and 
Argentina lithium comes from salt desert.” 
(https://www.volkswagenag.com/en/news/stories/2020/03/lithium-mining-what-youshould-know-about-
the-contentious-issue.html#) 

Refer to comment response 49-11 (identical comment). 

50-3 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

In addition, "A new USGS study reports that about 45% of public-supply wells and about 37% of U.S. 
domestic supply wells have concentrations of lithium that could present a potential human-health risk." 
(https://www.usgs.gov/news/lithium-usgroundwater) 

Refer to comment response 49-12 (identical comment).  

50-4 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Over the years, scientists have reported that Water Evaporation is bringing into the region high 
concentrations of rare-salt minerals that are health hazards and making lake's water poison for 
drinking, swimming, or animal life. In fact, Bringing the sea’s water for fulling lake will continue pollution 
and most likely will not pass California Environmental Studies and current standards. Getting the sea’s 
water from the Cortez Sea Water is going to continue water and air pollution into the region. 

Water evaporation does not bring rare-salt minerals into the region. Whatever 
minerals are in the water at the Sea as it evaporates are the minerals left behind. 

50-5 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

Strongest Gift and Solutions was made from Imperial Gold plans to use the natural sand and gravel 
from the Imperial Gold Project as a remediation material to solve the Salton Sea contamination. In 
addition to gold, the Imperial Gold Project will produce 54 million cubic yards or 94 million tons of clean 
sand and gravel placed in the Imperial Valley by the Colorado River over the past 10 million years. 
(https://www.imperialgold.org/environmental-stewardship/project-aces) 

The State proposes to procure material to cover land as a dust suppression 
technique based on availability, suitability and feasibility, when needed on a project 
basis. 

50-6 7/25/2022 Email Lyudmila Garcia, 
GreenTerra Realty 

My gift to Imperial Valley is to research a solution for Salton Sea Lake and Enhancing Geothermal and 
Lithium Business. See attach file. 
When politicians are going to do the right things and avoid more destruction and contamination? 

Comment noted. Please refer to comment response 49. 

51 7/26/2022 Email Jonathan Shore, 
USFWS 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in its capacity as a Cooperating Agency in the environmental 
assessment (EA) process for the Salton Sea Management Program Phase 1: 10-Year Plan, pursuant to 
Section 1501.8 of the National Environmental Policy Act, acknowledges through this email that we have 
reviewed the information and analysis in the draft EA and concur with the conclusions as they related to 
lands owned and/or managed within the Sonny Bono Salton Sea National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge). 
Any future actions associated with the Salton Sea Management Program Phase 1: 10-Year Plan that 
would occur on Refuge lands will require the processing and approval of a Refuge Special Use Permit. 
We appreciate the opportunity to participate as a Cooperating Agency in the preparation of the EA for 
this project. 

Comment noted. 

52-1 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Under the Salton Sea Management Program Phase 1: 10-Year Plan (“the project”), the State program 
sponsors propose to implement a minimum of 29,800 acres of habitat restoration and dust suppression 
projects on lakebed areas that have been, or will be, exposed by 2028. At least 14,900 acres of 
individual projects are planned to be aquatic habitat restoration projects. 

Comment noted. 

52-2 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

The EPA is supportive of the project’s goals to restore aquatic habitat and suppress dust in the project 
area; however, according to the Draft EA, construction of the project would result in short-term 
disproportionately high and adverse air quality impacts to low-income and minority communities in 
Riverside and Imperial counties that have existing environmental and health burdens. 

Comment noted. 

52-3 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Given that the project has the potential to both address and contribute to environmental burdens in 
communities with existing vulnerabilities, we recommend that the Corps and partner agencies ensure 
robust community engagement to advance fair treatment and meaningful involvement for communities 
that would be affected by the project. We strongly encourage the Corps to incorporate additional 
mitigations and offsets and continue public involvement to further reduce these burdens while pursuing 
the long-term benefits from the project. In the enclosed detailed comments, we have specific 
recommendations to address this issue and others. 

Comment noted. 
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52-4 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Environmental Justice--Disproportionately High and Adverse Impacts 
The Draft EA acknowledges that there would be short-term disproportionately high and adverse air 
quality impacts to low-income and minority populations from construction-related emissions, but states 
that these are balanced by the long-term benefits from permanent dust control after construction (p. 5- 
18). In addition to the proposed mitigation measures MM-AQ1 and MM-AQ2 from the Draft EA, the EPA 
recommends incorporating the measures outlined below to further address the short-term construction-
related emissions. 
We also recommend that the Corps investigate ways to offset the remaining residual disproportionate 
short-term impacts through outreach and collaboration with the affected communities. 

In addition to the recommended measures to address short- term emissions, 
measures such as utilizing alternative fueled vehicles when feasible, using the Best 
Available Technologies during construction and operation of projects, using the 
minimum feasible amount of greenhouse-gas emitting construction materials where 
possible, and more were added to mitigation measures MM AQ-1 (Diesel Control 
Measures to Reduce PM10 and NOx Emissions from Diesel Engines). MM AQ-2 
(Implement standard dust suppression activities during ground disturbance and at 
the end of each workday) was also updated to include more measures intended to 
reduce short term emissions, including but not limited to: watering or otherwise 
stabilizing exposed areas before high winds, deploying sand fences around 
construction sites where feasible, and erecting three-sided enclosures around 
storage piles. In addition, a new mitigation measure has been added to address 
potential truck trip impacts to disadvantaged communities. MM EJ-1 is to develop 
and implement a truck mitigation plan to limit impacts to sensitive receptors for 
projects with construction occurring near disadvantaged communities. 
The State continues to conduct community outreach with the local communities as 
described in Section 8.7, Public Outreach/Involvement in the Final EA.  

52-5 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Recommendations: 
In the Final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact for the project, we suggest supplementing the 
proposed mitigation measures required under “MM AQ-1” (p. 5-20) for construction mobile emissions 
with the following practices. 
Best Available Technologies (BAT) - Require BAT during construction and operation of projects, 
employing the cleanest alternatives available, including but not limited to: 
a) Soliciting bids that include use of energy and fuel-efficient fleets;
b) Soliciting preference construction bids that use BAT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero-

emission technologies (see below for more specific guidance on equipment deployment);
c) Employing the use of alternative fueled vehicles;
d) Using lighting systems that are energy efficient, such as LED technology;
e) Using the minimum feasible amount of greenhouse gas (GHG)-emitting construction materials that

is feasible;
f) Using cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of flash or other materials that reduce

GHG emissions from cement production;
g) Using lighter-colored pavement where feasible;
h) Recycling construction debris to maximum extent feasible; and
i) Planting shade trees in or near construction projects where feasible.

Recommended mitigation measures have been added to MM AQ-1. 

52-6 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Electric Power during Construction – Use grid-based electricity and/or onsite renewable electricity 
generation rather than diesel and/or gasoline powered generators, where feasible. 

Comment noted. Projects would be designed to minimize power use and limit the 
use of diesel generators. 

52-7 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Definition of “clean truck” – Define the term “clean truck” in relation to current vehicle emissions 
standards. One option for defining this technology would be to compare it to the US EPA exhaust 
emission standards for model year 2010 and newer heavy-duty on-highway engines, or the California 
Air Resources Board optional low NOX emission standards for on- road heavy-duty engines. See: 
• Heavy-Duty Highway Compression-Ignition Engines and Urban Buses: Exhaust Emission

Standards;1

• Optional Reduced NOX Standards for Heavy-duty Vehicles;2

• Optional Low NOX Certified Heavy-Duty Engines;3

• How to Identify Low NOX Certified Engines Diesel Emissions Reduction Act (DERA) Grants Fact
Sheet.4

Mitigation Measure MM AQ-1 (Implement Diesel Control Measures to Reduce 
PM10 and NOx Emissions from Diesel Engines) has been modified in the Final EA 
to include an acknowledgement that the US EPA exhaust emission standards for 
the model year 2010 and newer duty on-highway compression-ignition engines 
should be met or exceeded by all on-highway vehicles. In regards to nonroad 
vehicles and equipment, the measure now states that they should meet or exceed 
the USEPA Tier 4 exhaust emissions standards for heavy-duty nonroad 
compression ignition engines. 
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52-8 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

On-Highway Vehicles - On-highway vehicles servicing infrastructure sites should meet, or exceed, the 
US EPA exhaust emissions standards for model year 2010 and newer heavy-duty on-highway 
compression-ignition engines (e.g., drayage trucks, long haul trucks, refuse haulers, shuttle buses, 
etc.). 

MM AQ-1 (Implement Diesel Control Measures to Reduce PM10 and NOx 
Emissions from Diesel Engines) has been modified in the Final EA to include 
recommended measures. 

52-9 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Nonroad Vehicles & Equipment - Nonroad vehicles & equipment servicing infrastructure sites should 
meet or exceed the US EPA Tier 4 exhaust emissions standards for heavy- duty nonroad compression-
ignition engines (e.g., nonroad trucks, construction equipment, cargo handlers, etc.). 

MM AQ-1 (Implement Diesel Control Measures to Reduce PM10 and NOx 
Emissions from Diesel Engines) has been modified in the Final EA to include 
recommended measures. 

52-10 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Low Emission Equipment Exemptions – The equipment specifications outlined above should be met 
unless: 1) a piece of specialized equipment is not available for purchase or lease within the United 
States; or 2) the relevant project contractor has been awarded funds to retrofit existing equipment, or 
purchase/lease new equipment, but the funds are not yet available. 

Comment noted. 

52-11 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

EPA suggests supplementing the proposed mitigation measures listed in “MM AQ-2” (p. 5- 21) for 
construction fugitive dust with the following measures from the WRAP Fugitive Dust Handbook.5

• Deploy sand fences,
• Use washed rock 100 feet prior to exit onto pavement,
• Water, or otherwise stabilize, exposed areas before high winds, using weather forecasts
• Erect 3-sided enclosures around storage piles,
• Develop a construction fugitive dust monitoring and mitigation plan, with recordkeeping compliance 

tools from the WRAP Handbook.

MM AQ-2 (Implement standard dust suppression activities during ground 
disturbance and at the end of each workday) has been modified in the final EA to 
include recommended measures. 

52-12 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Develop additional mitigation and offsets in coordination with affected low-income and minority 
communities. 
1. To further mitigate environmental justice impacts, continue coordination with affected communities 

to identify mitigation measures for the short-term disproportionately high and adverse impacts
associated with construction of the project. Commit to a process for providing affected communities 
with detailed information about the array of dust abatement measures being considered, including 
a description of which measures would be appropriate and feasible in specific locations within the
project area, and ensure that selected measures are responsive to community interests and needs 
whenever feasible.

2. Ensure that affected communities are provided opportunities to participate in the recommended
monitoring and mitigation plan for construction air quality impacts, and that evaluation of mitigation 
effectiveness and improvements to the plan are responsive to community feedback.

3. Consider measures to offset residual disproportionate impacts based on coordination with affected 
communities and include them in these measures in the Final EA. For example, additional
notification about construction schedules and planting offsite trees nearer to affected communities
could help to mitigate for increased short-term burdens. Consider also undertaking targeted local
outreach for construction hiring.

4. Prioritize and expedite dust abatement measures in the construction schedule to address existing
concerns of communities currently experiencing high environmental and health disparities.

5. Develop a truck management plan that avoids designating truck routes near sensitive receptors to
the fullest extent feasible.

Section 8.7 of the Final EA provides an overview of the public outreach and public 
involvement conducted as part of developing the SSMP and preparing the EA. This 
section has been updated to provide more detail regarding this coordination, and to 
state that additional opportunities for outreach for other related programs (e.g., 
Long-Range Plan) are ongoing. 
A new mitigation measure has been added to Section 5.6.2, Environmental Justice, 
Effects Analysis: MM EJ-1: Develop and implement a truck management plan to 
limit impacts to sensitive receptors for projects with construction occurring near 
disadvantaged communities. 
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52-13 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Identification of Low-Income and Minority Populations and Environmental Burdens 
The Draft EA does not clearly communicate where environmental justice-related impacts are expected 
to occur. The document states that CalEnviroScreen was used to identify potentially affected 
communities (p. 4-44), but EPA suggests that applying additional tools that use a census tract- or 
census block-level analysis could improve the analysis and disclosure in the EA. These could help 
communicate where impacts would occur and analyze the cumulative impact with existing 
environmental burdens, including those beyond Clean Air Act non-attainment areas. 

Section 4.6.3 (Existing Conditions, Community Resources) has been revised to 
include an update to the CalEnviroScreen discussion that includes census tract 
data. In addition, tools that utilize a census block-level analysis (EJScreen and the 
Healthy Places Index,) were added to provide more insight into the existing burdens 
faced by different communities in the region. Note that the section numbers for 
Community Resources (including Environmental Justice) have changed from the 
Draft EA. 
The impacts resulting from implementation of the project would be primarily positive 
and would be experienced on a regional scale as well as directly by communities on 
the shore of the Sea. EJ-2 (construction emissions) is the only short term impact 
that would have a disproportionate effect on minority and low-income populations. 
MM AQ-1 (Implement Diesel Control Measures to Reduce PM10 and NOx 
Emissions from Diesel Engines) and MM AQ-2 (Implement standard dust 
suppression activities during ground disturbance and at the end of each workday) 
have been updated to further mitigate impacts. In addition, a new mitigation 
measure has been added to Section 5.6.2, Environmental Justice, Effects Analysis 
as MM EJ-1 (Develop and implement a truck management plan to limit impacts to 
sensitive receptors for projects with construction occurring near disadvantaged 
communities). 
Under the No Action Alternative, dust emissions impacts would be worse than with 
any of the action alternatives, which would disproportionately affect disadvantaged 
communities around the Sea. This is discussed in Section 5.2, Air Resources 
effects section.  

52-14 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Recommendations: The EPA suggests the Corps consider the following items to enhance the analysis 
and disclosure in the Final EA. 
1. Add census tract numbers associated with the five affected regions shown in the CalEnviroScreen 

maps in Figure 4-3 on page 4-44.
2. Include the results of an EJScreen6 analysis, to identify vulnerable communities with

environmental justice concerns. Include maps from EJScreen that convey where these heavily
burdened low-income and minority communities are located. Use EJScreen to identify existing
environmental burdens with the Environmental Justice Indexes and Pollution and Sources layers.

3. Use the California Healthy Places Index7 online tool to help better describe existing health
challenges in the area.

1. The CalEnviroScreen map in Figure 4-4 (Table 4-3 in the Draft EA) was
updated to include census tract numbers and the corresponding paragraph was 
updated to reflect this change.

2. An EJScreen Analysis was created as well as two maps that provide a visual of 
where low-income and minority populations are located.

3. The California Healthy Places Index (HPI) online tool was utilized to describe
what community characteristics are most adversely affecting the health of the
inhabitants of the Salton Sea Region. A map and table were also created using 
HPI.

4. Note that some figure and table numbers have changed from the Draft EA.

52-15 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Community Outreach and Meaningful Involvement 
EPA’s own use of EJScreen indicates that census block groups in and near the project area have high 
concentrations of linguistically isolated populations. We support the Corps’ efforts to provide Spanish 
translations during the recent public meetings hosted for this Draft EA. We recommend that a summary 
of all efforts that were made to address language barriers be included in the Final EA. 

Section 8.7 detailing Public Outreach/Involvement was updated to include efforts 
that were made to address linguistic barriers to participation.  
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52-16 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Recommendations: 
• Summarize the community outreach efforts undertaken by the Corps and other participating

agencies. Discuss efforts that were made to address language and technology barriers to ensure
that all potentially affected populations were meaningfully engaged.

• Describe any environmental justice concerns raised during scoping meetings or other forms of
community engagement.

• Describe how information gathered during community outreach efforts was used to inform project
design and mitigation measures to respond to the needs of communities that would be adversely
affected by the project.

In order to inform the surrounding community about the live meetings, 
advertisements were sent out in multiple formats to the public in both English and 
Spanish. To account for technological and other potential barriers, these 
advertisements were released in a variety of formats including physical flyers, 
advertisements, mailers, social media ads, and radio PSAs. Physical signs will be 
placed at project sites. Comments received in the Notice of Intent and concerns 
raised during the July public meetings and comments submitted during the public 
comment periods were reviewed and taken into consideration when writing the Final 
EA. 
Section 8.7 of the Final EA provides an overview of the public outreach and public 
involvement conducted as part of developing the SSMP and preparing the EA. This 
section has been updated to provide more detail regarding this coordination 
(including tribal coordination and consultation), and to state that additional 
opportunities for outreach for other related programs (e.g., Long-Range Plan) are 
ongoing. 

52-17 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

California Assembly Bill 617 
The project area is located near Eastern Coachella Valley8 and El Centro/Heber/Calexico,9 communities 
that faces a high cumulative exposure burden to criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants and were 
selected by the California Air Resources Board to participate in the state’s Community Air Protection 
Program pursuant to California Assembly Bill 617. Local air agencies have been working with the 
communities and other stakeholders to develop and implement air quality monitoring and emission 
reduction programs to address disproportionate air pollution impacts. Based on the Draft EA, it is 
unclear whether the Corps or project partners have been involved with the Eastern Coachella Valley AB 
617 effort or the El Centro/Heber/Calexico AB 617 effort. Given that the proposed project’s restoration 
and dust suppression measures have the potential to address existing air quality issues affecting the 
AB 617 communities, we recommend that the Corps coordinate with the AB 617 community groups to 
ensure that these efforts are aligned. 

The SSMP team has been involved and will continue its ongoing collaboration with 
designated communities under AB 617. Also refer to Response to Comment 52-16. 

52-18 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Recommendations: 
• Proactively engage with the AB 617 community groups to inform the Final EA and project

implementation. Offer them opportunities to inform the project’s design and mitigation and provide
regular project-related updates and document comments.

• In the Final EA, describe the coordination that has taken place with the AB 617 community and
demonstrate how the project is consistent with the emission monitoring and reduction program that 
is being developed.

Section 8.7 of the Final EA (Public Outreach/Involvement) has been updated to 
reflect the extensive community outreach activities conducted for the SSMP.  

52-19 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Tribal Consultation under Executive Order 13175 
Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (November 6, 
2000), was issued in order to establish regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration with tribal 
officials in the development of federal policies that have tribal implications, and to strengthen the United 
States government-to-government relationships with Indian tribes. 

Comment noted. 

52-20 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

The status of Tribal Consultation – whether, when, or how it has taken place – is unclear in the Draft 
EA. The Cultural Resources section indicates that “consultation with tribal groups […] is being initiated” 
(p. 5-83). In the Coordination section, the document indicates that “[tribal] consultation has been 
initiated.” According to federal guidance, including from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
meaningful consultation means, in part, that communication about a federal decision occurs early and 
often in the planning process.10 EPA Region 9 has a robust tribal program. If you need assistance with 
identifying tribal contacts, please contact us. 

Section 8.3 of the EA has been updated to reflect the completion of Section 106 
consultation which includes tribal consultation. Compliance with Section 106 
resulted in the preparation of a Programmatic Agreement between the Corps, the 
State, Cooperating Agencies, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and 
interested tribes. The PA will be implemented for each planned project associated 
with the SSMP. 
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52-21 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Recommendations: 
• Add a section that describes the process and outcome of government- to-government consultation

between the Corps and each stakeholder tribal government.
• Summarize issues that were raised and how those issues were addressed in the development of

alternatives and mitigation, while respecting information that may be considered confidential to the 
respective tribe.

• For this and future consultation, the June 2021 guidance from the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, Consultation with Indian Tribes in the Section 106 Review Process: The Handbook,
may be useful in developing guiding principles for consultation. It also contains best practices for
communication.

Refer to Response to Comment 52-20. 

52-22 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

General Conformity 
Project activities are proposed to occur in several areas designated as nonattainment or maintenance 
for 8-hour ozone, 24-hour particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), annual PM2.5, and 24-hour 
particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10) national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). The 
EPA’s General Conformity rule under the Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 176(c)(1) and 40 CFR 93.150- 
165 applies to Federal actions in areas designated as nonattainment or maintenance for NAAQS. The 
Draft EA acknowledges that emissions from the proposed project would contribute incrementally to 
violations of ozone, PM2.5, and PM10 standards; however, the Corps’ approach to General Conformity 
compliance is unclear. Appendix C includes estimates of criteria pollutant emissions for the proposed 
project and alternatives. 

Project assumptions regarding equipment usage and construction duration provided 
in the Draft EA were used to conduct a general conformity analysis for the Final EA. 
This analysis is provided as a new appendix, Appendix D-1. Emissions were 
calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) which is 
able to include mitigations in the emissions calculations. 
In addition, Section 5.2 (Air Resources, Effects Analysis) has been revised to reflect 
this analysis, and to respond to USEPA and other comments regarding air 
resources. For all pollutants, emissions are below significance thresholds and de 
minimis thresholds and, therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

52-23 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

To demonstrate that the proposed project and action alternatives conform to the applicable state 
implementation plan, the Corps should first determine whether the total of direct and indirect emissions 
of each applicable pollutant and the relevant precursors11 exceed the applicable de minimis threshold at 
40 CFR 93.153(b). Then, if emissions exceed the applicable de minimis threshold, the Corps must 
demonstrate conformity of the project using one of the options under 40 CFR 93.158. 

Refer to comment response 52-22. 

52-24 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

The activities described in the Draft EA would occur in multiple nonattainment or maintenance areas for 
the same NAAQS. Pursuant to 40 CFR 93.150(e), General Conformity for actions resulting in emissions 
originating in more than one nonattainment or maintenance area must be evaluated for each area 
separately. Activities would occur in the following nonattainment and maintenance areas: 
• Imperial County for the 2006 24-hour and 2012 annual PM2.5 NAAQS;
• Coachella Valley and Imperial Valley planning areas for the 1987 PM10 NAAQS;
• Riverside County (Coachella Valley) and Imperial County for the 2008 and 2015 8-hour ozone

NAAQS.

Refer to comment response 52-22. 

52-25 8/4/2022 Letter Jean Prijatel 
Manager, 
Environmental 
Review Branch, 
USEPA 

Recommendations: 
• Provide emissions estimates of ozone precursors (NOX and VOC), PM2.5 and PM2.5 precursors

(SO2, NOX, VOC, and ammonia), and PM10 for the proposed project and for each alternative, and 
in each applicable nonattainment and maintenance area where project activities would occur.

• Compare the alternatives’ emissions of the relevant pollutant(s) within each area to the applicable
de minimis threshold 40 FR 93.153(b) for each nonattainment and maintenance area to determine 
whether General Conformity applies.

• If project emissions exceed the applicable de minimis threshold for any pollutant, demonstrate that 
the emissions conform to the applicable state implementation plan using the criteria for
demonstrating conformity under 40 CFR 93.158. We encourage the Corps to consult with EPA 
Region 9 staff to ensure that proper techniques are used to evaluate conformity for the proposed
project activities.

Refer to comment response 52-22. 
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https://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Portals/17/docs/regulatory/Projects/SSMP/SSMP-10-Yr-Plan_Public-Meetings_Slideshow_Eng_Esp-Translation_Corps_Jul-2022.pdf?ver=_Cpj-exRAqm4syR89UHNDQ%3d%3d
https://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Portals/17/docs/regulatory/Projects/SSMP/SSMP-10-Yr-Plan_Public-Meetings_Slideshow_Eng_Esp-Translation_Corps_Jul-2022.pdf?ver=_Cpj-exRAqm4syR89UHNDQ%3d%3d
https://www.spl.usace.army.mil/Portals/17/docs/regulatory/Projects/SSMP/SSMP-10-Yr-Plan_Public-Meetings_Slideshow_Eng_Esp-Translation_Corps_Jul-2022.pdf?ver=_Cpj-exRAqm4syR89UHNDQ%3d%3d
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94-219 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Kristy 
Terry 

We need your support! Comment noted. 

94-220 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Dr. Paul 
Evans 

I have personally seen a significant decline over the last 6 years I have lived in the Coachella Valley 
during the winter. I have seen good progress at Unit 1 but the Sonny Bono HQ area is dramatically 
worsened with losses of many water birds and diminution of diving birds due to increased salinity. We 
are losing this treasure from SoCal. Please do more to accelerate reclamation efforts. Time is running 
out! 

Comment noted. 

94-221 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Susan 
Shields 

I live in California and am concerned about the effects of global warming on the environment Comment noted. 

94-222 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Linda 
Rocco 

I am also concerned about the new development of DRILLING FOR LITHIUM under the surface of the 
Salton Sea, and its environmental impact on air quality, for birds, for residents nearby, and farther away 
in my city of San Diego. 

Comment noted. Drilling for lithium is outside the scope of the SSMP 10-Year Plan. 
Refer to comment response 39. 

94-223 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Shirley 
Whitney 

Only immediate action can provide such results. Comment noted. 

94-224 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Beverly 
Scofield 

Common sense dictates that a decision be based on all the consequences resulting from the decision, 
both favorable and unfavorable. I have tried to research what the term "alternate LOP" means in regard 
to the Salton Sea. As usual, the legalize used leaves the ordinary citizen in the dark as to how it all 
works in practice. I only hope that as decisions are made that will affect the lives and livings of so many 
creatures, both avian and human, their needs will hold an important place in the list of considerations. 

Comment noted. 

94-225 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Diana 
Somps 

This seems especially important now with climate change rushing along Comment noted. 

94-226 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Lynda 
Daniels 

Help the Salton Sea! Comment noted. 

94-227 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Marci 
Swager 

Please save whatever wild wetlands California has left. We have been far too shortsighted in our 
destruction of these precious areas to this point. 

Comment noted. 

94-228 8/12/22 Email Sierra Club, Malcolm 
Moore 

A.CE., do something for the greater good for once!!!!!!!! Comment noted. 

95 8/1/22 Email Erin Cali It is not clear in the SSMP that how the current floodplains footprints and inundation patterns will be 
changing/affected under the effects of SSMP update impacts. The interactions, funding mechanisms, 
and collaboration between FEMA floodplain engagement were not clearly planned and defined in the 
Plan. There were also no systematic hydrology and hydraulics models that show-cased 100-yr and 
200-yr (500-Year as well as 100-Year) floodplain delineations changes discussion under the Phase 1
Plan. We want to ensure Phase 1 represents the best benefits and safety of the surrounding
communities.

Planning for flood impacts is expected to be addressed at a future detailed design 
phase of the individual projects, as was done during the design phase of the SCH 
project that is currently being constructed. Also, refer to comment response 68 
regarding the federal feasibility study. 

96-1 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

General Comments 1. Proposed actions in the plan mention the use of canal water as a water source. 
There are two water districts in the vicinity of the Salton Sea; Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD) 
and IID. To request water from CVWD, please contact them accordingly. To request water from the IID, 
the project proponent should contact Tina Shields, IID Water Department Manager, at (760) 339-9038 
or e-mail Ms. Shields at tlshields@IID.com. The project proponent shall be responsible for all costs and 
mitigation measures related to providing water to the project. 

Comment noted. 

96-2 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

2. IID maintains the position that IID retains rights to agricultural return flows from the New and Alamo
rivers. To discuss water use agreements for the use of agricultural return flow for proposed projects, the 
project proponent should contact Tina Shields, IID Water Department Manager, at (760) 339-9038 or e-
mail Ms. Shields at tlshields@IID.com. The project proponent shall be responsible for all costs and
mitigation measures related to providing return flow water to the project

Comment noted. 
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96-3 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

3. To request electrical service (temporary [construction activities] or permanent [station service]) for
any project under the aegis of the SSMP 10-Year Plan, the project proponent should be advised to
contact Gabriel Ramirez, IID Project Development Planner, at (760) 339-9257 or e-mail Mr. Ramirez at
gramirez@IID.com to initiate the customer service application process. In addition to submitting a
formal application (available for download at http://www.iid.com/home/showdocument?id=12923), the
project proponent will be required submit a complete set of approved plans, including electrical plans;
panel location, voltage requirement, electrical panel schedules, an AutoCAD file of the site plan,
construction schedule, and the applicable fees, permits, easements and environmental compliance
documentation pertaining to the provision of electrical service to the project. The project proponent shall 
be responsible for all costs and mitigation measures related to providing electrical service to the project. 

Comment noted. 

96-4 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

4. Any construction or operation on IID property or within its existing and proposed right of way or
easements including but not limited to: surface improvements such as proposed new streets,
driveways, parking lots, landscape; and all water, sewer, storm water, or any other above ground or
underground utilities; will require an encroachment permit, or encroachment agreement (depending on 
the circumstances). A copy of the IID encroachment permit application and instructions for its
completion are available at https://www.iid.com/about-iid/department-directory/real-estate. The IID Real
Estate Section should be contacted at (760) 339-9239 for additional information regarding
encroachment permits or agreements.

Comment noted. 

96-5 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

5. In addition to IID’s recorded easements, IID claims, at a minimum, a prescriptive right of way to the
toe of slope of all existing canals and drains. Where space is limited and depending upon the specifics 
of adjacent modifications, the IID may claim additional secondary easements/prescriptive rights of ways 
to ensure operation and maintenance of IID’s facilities can be maintained and are not impacted and if
impacted mitigated. Thus, IID should be consulted prior to the installation of any facilities adjacent to
IID’s facilities. Certain conditions may be placed on adjacent facilities to mitigate or avoid impacts to
IID’s facilities

Comment noted. 

96-6 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

6. Any new, relocated, modified or reconstructed IID facilities required for and by the project (which can 
include but is not limited to electrical utility substations, electrical transmission and distribution lines,
water deliveries, canals, drains, etc.) need to be included as part of the project’s CEQA and/or NEPA
documentation, environmental impact analysis and mitigation. Failure to do so will result in
postponement of any construction and/or modification of IID facilities until such time as the
environmental documentation is amended and environmental impacts are fully analyzed. Any and all
mitigation necessary as a result of the construction, relocation and/or upgrade of IID facilities is the
responsibility of the project proponent.

Comment noted. 

96-7 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

7. Dividing a project into two or more pieces and evaluating each piece in a separate environmental
document (Piecemealing or Segmenting), rather than evaluating the whole of the project in one
environmental document, is explicitly forbidden by CEQA, because dividing a project into a number of
pieces would allow a Lead Agency to minimize the apparent environmental impacts of a project by
evaluating individual pieces separately, each of which may have a less-than-significant impact on the
environment, but which together may result in a significant impact. Segmenting a project may also
hinder developing comprehensive mitigation strategies. In general, if an activity or facility is necessary
for the operation of a project, or necessary to achieve the project objectives, or a reasonably
foreseeable consequence of approving the project, then it should be considered an integral project
component that should be analyzed within the environmental analysis. The project description should
include all project components, including those that will have to be approved by responsible agencies. 
The State CEQA Guidelines define a project under CEQA as “the whole of the action” that may result
either directly or indirectly in physical changes to the environment. This broad definition is intended to
provide the maximum protection of the environment. CEQA case law has established general principles 
on project segmentation for different project types. For a project requiring construction of offsite
infrastructure, the offsite infrastructure must be included in the project description. San Joaquin
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App. 4th 713.

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 68. 
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96-8 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

Specific Comments 1. The Draft EA states that the IID is implementing aquatic habitat restoration and 
dust control projects in Imperial County (See table, Cumulative Effects Summary 6-8). IID’s 
environmental projects and programs are funded through the Quantification Settlement Agreement 
Joint Powers Authority (QSA JPA) to mitigate environmental impacts from water transfers from the 
Colorado river. Main projects include the Air Quality Mitigation Program, which focuses on dust 
suppression at various locations around the Salton Sea, and the Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The 
HCP encompasses multiple projects: Managed Marsh Complex, conservation programs for multiple 
protected species, desert pupfish refugium, selenium monitoring program, annual seepage recovery 
program, as well as public outreach and education. It is important that the project proponent 
coordinates with the IID, as we have similar projects being implemented in close proximity to one 
another. 

Comment noted. 

96-9 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

2. Agricultural run-off water is listed as a source of brackish water for aquatic alternatives of the
proposed project. With Colorado River water supply in high demand and increasing opportunities for
water conservation, there is a possibility of agricultural drain water decreasing in the coming years, thus 
affecting the assumed supply of water.

Refer to updated Appendix C in this EA (was Appendix F in Draft EA), which  has 
been revised to include additional modeling results and to present the water 
demand by individual project component and alternative, and different hydrology 
scenarios.  

96-10 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

3. Dust suppression projects propose to utilize groundwater wells to establish vegetation and/or
suppress dust. The IID is currently performing groundwater studies to assess the availability and
potential utility of groundwater in Imperial County. Increasing the volume of groundwater being pumped 
to the surface could potentially affect these assessments. Additional groundwater utilization should be 
considered in conjunction with existing groundwater pumping systems to accurately analyze availability 
of this resource.

Comment noted. 

96-11 8/18/22 Letter via email Imperial Irrigation 
District, Jessica 
Humes 

4. The Desert Shores Channel Restoration Project consists of pumping water into an isolated portion of
the sea along the Desert Shores Marina. With no outlet or continuous water flow, this water could easily 
be susceptible to harmful algal blooms, low dissolved oxygen concentrations and nuisance odors due
to its stagnant state.

Comment noted. 

97-01 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat: With the uncertainty of water availability due to the effects of drought, climate change, 
chronic overuse of the Colorado River, and the time it takes to construct new habitat ponds, secure 
land access with non-state landowners, I propose the inclusion of two aquatic habitat projects of 
modest size at the northeastern part of the lake to help protect the piscivorous (fisheating) birds that 
rely on the Salton Sea ecosystem. 

Comment noted. The North Lake Demonstration Project described in Section 3.3.1 
(Aquatic Habitat Restoration Opportunity Areas) in the EA meets this 
recommendation by providing shallow- and deep-water fish and bird habitat. 

97-02 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): As an avid bird photographer at the Salton Sea for over a decade, I've 
witnessed how the piscivorous birds are adversely affected by aquatic habitat degradation, loss and the 
drastic reduction in their food source, especially since the water transfers of 2003. I firmly believe it is 
vital to use and enhance existing wet habitat at the Salton Sea to fill the urgent need for deep water 
habitat areas with sufficient forage for piscivorous birds. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Project and alternatives include a variety of aquatic 
habitats with varying depths that will provide habitat for a variety of bird species. 

97-03 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): The Pelican Oasis Project Concept (document attached) would use 
existing ponds at the State Recreation Area and North Shore Yacht Club harbors and enhance their 
habitat value by creating a more usable and improved aquatic resource for fish and fish-eating birds. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 97-01 which is in the same area as 
mentioned by the commenter. 

97-04 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): The Concept aims to provide a wildlife sanctuary to help preserve the 
Pacific Flyway and Salton Sea fishery for piscivorous birds that use the lake year-round or during 
migration. This aquatic habitat would be located in Varner Harbor at the Salton Sea State Recreation 
Area, and the harbor at the North Shore Beach and Yacht Club. It would make use of the extant 
lagoons that already have a sustainable fresh or brackish water inflow, as evident from the vegetation 
growing in the vicinity. Preparation of project and site would include conducting any required 
environmental analyses, securing necessary permits, removal of invasive tamarisk, repairing floating 
dock structures and building a berm at the outflow channels to the Salton Sea, allowing the harbors to 
fill to sufficient depth. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment response 97-01. In addition, the Audubon 
California Bombay Beach Wetland Project described in Section 3.3.1 (Aquatic 
Habitat Restoration Opportunity Areas) in the EA would stabilize and enhance 
existing wetland habitat areas, which is not far from the Salton Sea State 
Recreation Area. 

97-05 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): Fish species that tolerate a wide range of salinity, water temperature, and 
dissolved oxygen levels such as tilapia, mullet and/or milkfish would be stocked in the harbor (along 
with the mosquitofish or sailfin mollies currently living in the harbor) and would provide excellent forage 
for piscivorous birds. 

Comment noted. 
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97-06 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): The addition of floating treatment wetland (FTW) islands that use salt-
tolerant vetiver grass or other suitable vegetation would produce root systems that provide shelter for 
fish, oxygenate and moderate water temperature, help mitigate the negative impacts of nutrients (N, P) 
from drain inflow, control the frequency of algal blooms and sequester carbon 

Comment noted. Various alternatives analyzed in the EA provide for islands and a 
variety of habitats ranging from mudflats to deep water habitat.  

97-07 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): It is vital to protect the fishery that provides sustenance for migratory and 
resident piscivorous birds that utilize the Salton Sea such as pelicans, cormorants, herons, egrets, 
terns, grebes, skimmers, gulls and osprey. A variety of habitat and wildlife is what makes an ecosystem 
truly sustainable. Maintaining biodiversity is critical to the health of the Salton Sea, and by extension, 
the surrounding communities. 

Refer to comment response 97-06. 

97-08 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Aquatic Habitat (continued): The Concept also helps protect the beneficial uses of the Salton Sea. 
These include: preservation of rare, endangered or threatened species; wildlife habitat; warm water 
habitat; water contact recreation; non-contact recreation; aquaculture; freshwater replenishment of 
Salton Sea.  The Pelican Oasis Project Concept would also be a complimentary or adjoining aquatic 
habitat to the North Lake Pilot Demonstration Project and could be implemented more quickly than 
larger projects with no clearly defined water source. 

Comment noted. 

97-09 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Hay bales/revegetation: I spend significant time on the Salton Sea playa and observe high levels of 
self-propagation of native, salt-tolerant shrubs on the open areas as the lake recedes. In shoreline 
towns where there is an absence of agricultural activities especially along the western edge, I believe 
the use of hay bales to establish vegetation is unnecessary and creates a displeasing aesthetic. I have 
noted comments from many in the communities that have expressed their displeasure since the 
introduction of natural roughness in Salton City. A prominent concern aside from aesthetics is the fact 
that the hay bales actually increase recreational off-road activity around the hay bales, creating more 
fugitive dust. 
In addition, several issues were noted with the use of natural roughness at Owens Lake area in Keeler 
Dunes: scouring, destabilization, burial of the bales, and reduced effectiveness as dust control 
efficiency was only achieved in the center of the array (Effectiveness and Impacts of Dust Control 
Measures For Owens Lake, 2020). I would recommend the funds, energy use and water supplies for 
establishment of new vegetation instead be used to expand shallow wetland habitat near communities. 

Straw bales have been placed on exposed lakebed in areas of high emissivity (dust 
generation) that may not be suitable for habitat enhancement. Vegetation 
enhancement is proposed in areas where adequate water is available. 

97-10 8/20/22 Email Jasmyn Phillips Alternatives 1, 2 and 3: I strongly suggest the Desert Shores Channels Restoration Project be included 
in Alternatives 1, 2 and 3. I strongly suggest the Audubon California Bombay Beach Wetland Project be 
included in Alternative 3. I am one of many volunteers who have devoted their valuable time and 
energy to help get local, community restoration projects off the ground. It would be highly objectionable 
if the efforts and grant funds awarded were lost or reallocated. 

Comment noted. The Desert Shores project is part of the Proposed Project but not 
part of the project alternatives. Alternative 3 is the North End/South End Aquatic 
Habitat Alternative and, as such, does not include aquatic habitat on the east and 
west sides of the Sea.  

98-01 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 
(includes Audubon, 
Sierra Club, Pacific 
Institute, Leadership 
Council for 
Environmental 
Justice, 
Environmental 
Defense Fund, and 
Allianza Coachella 
Valley) 

On behalf of the undersigned, we submit the following comments on the draft Environmental 
Assessment (draft EA), pursuant to the federal notice dated June 21, 2022. Our organizations have 
been engaged in Salton Sea efforts for many years. Many of our organizations represent members that 
live in communities adjacent to the Salton Sea and are concerned about adverse impacts to public 
health and wildlife due to reduced water flows to the sea. We actively work with the California Natural 
Resources Agency (“CNRA”) to improve and successfully implement its Salton Sea Management 
Program (“SSMP”). While progress and momentum for the SSMP has improved in the last two years, 
the program remains far behind schedule. We urge the Corps to conduct its analysis and issue a permit 
in a manner that flexibly accommodates a feasible timeline for SSMP projects and will not contribute to 
future delays. 

Comment noted. 

98-02 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

Overall, we urge the Corps to act quickly to satisfy legal and procedural requirements and issue the 
necessary permit. Community residents are concerned that while the state is still determining how to 
plan, permit, and implement projects, public health and other environmental threats will expand and 
worsen. The Corps must also prioritize responsiveness to the State of California on SSMP issues as 
part of the Federal government’s commitment to partner with the State on this issue. 

Comment noted. The Species Habitat Conservation (SCH) project at the southern 
end of the Sea is currently under construction and various dust control and 
vegetation enhancement projects are underway at several sites on the east and 
west sides of the Sea.  
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98-03 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

Projects Must Prioritize the Protection of Local Environmental and Public Health. At its core, the 
SSMP is intended to protect the wellness of ecosystems and communities connected to the Salton Sea. 
The EA should analyze whether activities will undermine these goals. For example, The EA suggests 
that waste from construction and relevant work will be disposed of in local landfills (EA at 5-80, 5-82). 
The potential impacts of these actions on local public health and the surrounding environment should 
be thoroughly analyzed and reported in the EA. Avoidance and mitigation measures should be 
implemented and local communities should be made aware of any subsequent environmental threats. 

Comment noted. Every construction project generates some waste, but it is not 
expected to be a large amount for these projects. The long-term benefits of these 
projects to local residents and wildlife outweigh the impacts to local landfills. 

98-04 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

The EA Must Evaluate Multi-benefit Infrastructure. At the direction of CNRA, we are providing 
comments regarding community amenities and multi-benefit infrastructure (MBI) included and 
evaluated to facilitate efficient and cohesive construction through the SSMP. The EA details that the 
inclusion of public use elements will be prioritized to the extent that they are compatible with the 
projects’ goals to provide wildlife habitat and suppress dust, as well as within the management of the 
dust suppression area and aquatic habitat ponds (EA at 3-38). We acknowledge that CNRA is the 
agency responsible for designing and modifying project elements and that CNRA will continue to 
develop and revise these project elements if the Corps issues the necessary permits and approvals. 
We will continue to work with SSMP staff, outside this federal process, to ensure that MBI elements are 
incorporated into the design of all Salton Sea project elements. 

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to create projects that provide wildlife 
habitat and suppress dust (see Section 2.0, Purpose and Need, of the EA). Some 
public use activities would be prioritized to the extent they are compatible with the 
purpose and need of the Proposed Project and with the management of the dust 
suppression areas and aquatic habitat ponds. Such activities, if determined to be 
compatible, may include picnicking, hiking, birdwatching, non-powered watercraft 
use, and hunting. Refer to comment response 52-34. 

98-05 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

With this in mind, we recommend the following public use elements to be incorporated into SSMP 
projects at large and near adjacent communities. These elements were identified in collaboration with 
residents from the communities of Coachella, Mecca, and North Shore, and are meant to provide 
additional mitigation benefits as well as improve public health, create recreational opportunities for local 
residents, and increase their access to the outdoors and the Salton Sea. To help communicate these 
elements visually, we have provided graphics created by Kounkuey Design Initiative (KDI) as 
Attachment A to this letter.  

Thank you for your interest. Refer to comment response 98-04. The Corps is unable 
to consider graphic attachments as constituting submission of a comment for the 
purposes of the Corps' public comment period. Written comments are considered. 

98-06 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

Residents have identified that public use project elements and infrastructure must provide multiple 
benefits year-round through the enhancement of ecological systems, public health, climate resilience, 
and outdoor access while also mitigating dust exposure and protecting wildlife habitat. The following 
are examples of public use elements and multi-benefit infrastructure that should be incorporated and 
evaluated in the EA: 
• Tables and benches for rest areas or viewing
• Shade structures to protect from sun exposure and support community gatherings
• Picnic areas and trails systems (minimum of one mile per trail) with green spaces, native plantings,

and trees that could contribute to dust suppression work
• Open areas meant for dust suppression projects can incorporate gravel or compact soil to

simultaneously suppress dust and allow for public use as desired by the communities, as well as
facilitate opportunities for community science, data gathering, and stewardship

• Climate resiliency measures with green belts and greening infrastructure strategies throughout
each project.

• Educational programing like informational signage throughout projects
• Viewpoints and bird blinds to allow for birdwatching and data collection
• Infrastructure for boat and kayak access as identified in the North Lake Projects

Refer to comment response 98-04. 

98-07 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

Despite the restrictions detailed in the EA regarding the types of public use elements that can be 
considered, the inclusion of such amenities can help address the growing number of environmental 
issues being experienced in the Salton Sea region and are relevant to the stated purpose and need. 
Poor air quality, health impacts, climate change, and limited recreational spaces and access to the 
outdoors are all issues that can be addressed through MBI. The restoration of the Salton Sea must be 
inclusive of the broader benefits that it can bring to the surrounding communities. Projects such as 
these, in concert with dust suppression and other air quality projects, could significantly improve public 
health and well-being in the region and begin to address decades of disproportionate impacts. It is 
important that all developed projects are made accessible to the communities around the Sea by 
including transportation access, safety elements, and facilities that ensure ADA compliance. 

Refer to comment response 98-04. 
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98-08 8/20/22 Letter via email Mike Lynes, Salton 
Sea Partnership 

Conclusion As demonstrated by the analysis of Alternative 6 "No Federal Action" and Alternative 7 "No 
Action," public and environmental health will suffer significant adverse impacts absent expedited project 
implementation. We urge the Corps to issue the requested permit as quickly as possible. We will 
continue to work extensively with SSMP staff as it develops and modifies the 10-Year Plan to ensure 
that it meets statutory and contractual obligations to protect public and environmental health, but 
choose not to burden this process with refinements best addressed directly with the State of California. 

Comment noted. 

99-01 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I am thankful for the opportunity to comment several times during three virtual community meetings 
facilitated by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Salton Sea Management Program (SSMP), 
and NEPA on July 7, 2022, and July 12, 2022. During meetings and reading the USACE Special Public 
Notice, I noticed several very serious flaws in the approach to solving the Salton Sea problem. I will 
elaborate on it in my comment further on. First of all, it is inspiring that the EPA and Army are 
announcing a series of engagement opportunities, including an opportunity for stakeholders and the 
public to provide written recommendations and a series of public meetings in August to hear 
perspectives on the rulemaking. Unfortunately, besides a good effort of some people working towards 
saving and restoring the Salton Sea, there is a group of influential people who work systematically 
towards just the opposite - getting rid of the Salton Sea. I know that such an assertion is hard to believe 
but I will elaborate on it in my comment further. Because of the unprecedented importance of saving 
and restoring the Salton Sea, our environment, clean air and water, health of nearby populations, and 
economy in general, and because most critical decisions regarding the Salton Sea have been, and still 
are, made behind closed doors, I am writing this letter to inform the public and those officials who have 
good intentions towards saving and restoring the Salton Sea, who might not be aware of the scam that 
is in process. 

Comment noted. The Corps appreciates the commenter's thoughts and input but 
comments that are not pertaining to the EA for the SSMP 10-Year Plan or that are 
opinions, are noted for the record but do not warrant a specific response. Refer to 
public process described in Section 8.7 (Public Outreach and Involvement) of the 
Final EA. Coordination with agencies and Tribal governments is discussed in 
Sections 8.1 through 8.6 of the Final EA. Additional coordination with the five 
federal cooperating agencies involved in this project was conducted. The role of the 
cooperating agencies is discussed in Section 1.1 of the Final EA.  

99-02 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The information in this letter is relevant to my case, but it helps to understand the whole situation. 
Without going into details about the history of the Salton Sea – in short – The Salton Sea is a dying 
Lake. The Lake was accidentally formed between 1905 – 1907 when one berm (dike) burst near the 
border with Arizona, California, and Mexico, and water from the Colorado River surged and filled a 
depression that is about 85 meters below sea level stabilizing water level at about 70 meters (220 feet) 
below sea level. The Salton Sea is in a desert about 200 miles from the Gulf of California (Sea of 
Cortez) on the south and about 200 miles from the Pacific Ocean on the northwest. In the 1950s and 
60s, the Lake was a recreational center and tourist attraction. Now the Lake is saltier 50% than the 
Ocean. Because of drought and implementation of the Quantification Agreement Settlement (QSA) the 
Lake is shrinking, and an ecological disaster is inevitable with tremendous consequences to the 
environment, the health of the population, and the economy with enormous liabilities to the State. 

Comment noted. 

99-03 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic An overview of the current course of action: The “current course of action” consists of two main projects 
that are in serious conflict – now - they are not coexistent (synchronized) a) Extraction of lithium from 
geothermal brine that is based on a smaller Lake that has exposed lakebed (playa) and requires 
related dust suppression projects and b) Restoration of the Salton Sea that is based on the importation 
of seawater. 
Those two concepts are in conflict because there is no logical explanation for continuing with a smaller 
Lake that would have 200 square miles of the exposed lakebed (playa) and related expensive dust 
suppression projects that are doomed to fail because there is no water to support such dust 
suppression projects, and at the same time talking about importing seawater that would flood those 
dust suppression projects. Also, there is no logical explanation for continuing with a smaller Lake and 
related dust suppression projects and having (achieved soon) importation of seawater. 

Refer to comment responses 6 and 39. 

99-04 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The Problem of the situation: The Imperial Irrigation District (IID) owns the most land in the southern 
part of the Salton Sea and promotes and supports the Smaller Lake concept so that they (IID) can use 
exposed lakebed (playa) for leasing their land to companies for harnessing geothermal energy, which is 
prevalent in the area, and for the cultivation of new land to be used for agriculture. There is also in the 
area a known geothermal reservoir with brine that can be used for the extraction of lithium. 
Two companies “Tetra-Tech”, and “Pacific Institute” are consulting companies for the State of California 
and are also under the strong influence of the IID and SSA. 

Refer to comment response 39. 
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Submittal 
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99-05 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic After a request for information (RFI) for the restoration of the Salton Sea by the State through the 
California Natural Resource Agency (CNRA) in 2017, there have been 11 proposals submitted by the 
deadline on March 9, 2018. Presentations were made on May 21, 2018, and then evaluated by a group 
of supervisors of Imperial County. 
In 2021 the re-examination of the 11 initial proposals has been initiated by the State, and with the 
assistance of the University of Santa Cruz had been formed the Panel of independent reviewers was/is 
chaired by Dr. Rominder Suri and the principal investigator Professor Dr. Brant Haddad. The authors of 
the initial 11 proposals had an opportunity to update their original proposals if needed. Also was an 
opportunity for new proposals if there are. An additional 7 new proposals were submitted by the 
deadline of October 12, 2021. Since the authors of each proposal believe that its design is the best and 
needs to be implemented, the main purpose of the Panel was/is to evaluate all proposals and select the 
best one that is feasible, and most beneficiary to the restoration of the Salton Sea, environment, and 
nearby communities. 
There is also a group of influential people that promote and support the “current course of action” which 
is the “Smaller Lake” concept also called the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” designed by the Tetra-Tech. The 
Perimeter/Brine Lake has been accepted and approved by several agencies in 2016. The most vocal 
members of the group that support the “current course of action” and have been against the concept of 
the importation of seawater are Mr. Patrick O’Dowd, GM of SSA, and Director at CVWD, Mr. Ryan E. 
Kelley, Director at SSA and Supervisor at Imperial County, Mr. Manuel Perez, Director at SSA and 
Supervisor at Riverside County, Mr. William Brownlie, Chief Engineer at Tetra-Tech, which is a 
consulting company to the State, Mr. Michael Cohen, from Pacific Institute, which is also a consulting 
company to the State to mention a few. Hereinafter in this document, I will refer to them as “THEY”, 
“THEIR” or “THEM”. I will elaborate on their mission and their documented statement furthermore. 

Comment noted. 

99-06 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few words about the dispute between me (my proposal) and “THEM”: I am a Graduate Engineer 
Architect and inventor. My expertise is in identifying the problem and finding the best solution for fixing 
the problem or providing a better solution mostly related to energy and the environment. In this case, 
the problem is relevant to incoming ecological disasters, the environment, the health of the population, 
and clean energy. I identified the problem and found a solution for the restoration of the Salton Sea in 
2012 and proposed it on several occasions in 2013. On many occasions, I offered my proposal to, now 
deceased, Mr. Bruce Wilcox, then Assistant Secretary to CNRA with no positive response. 
I have been present in many SSA’s Board Meetings and workshops asking a simple question but never 
received an answer. The question was and still is: “What is the purpose of continuing with 
“Perimeter/Brine Lake” when it is well known that the final product is going to be a smaller, saltier, 
smellier, and more polluted Lake?” In my numerous public comments, I reluctantly used ward 
“destruction” of the Lake, but if the final product is a smaller, saltier, smellier, and more polluted Lake 
that sooner or later would end up as a cesspool, then the “destruction of the Lake” is appropriate 
wording. Apparently, “THEY” do not like that I oppose their concept, expose their wrongdoing, and 
criticize their work. 

Comment noted. 

99-07 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic About faultiness of the process of the Panel of independent reviewers: The fundamental duty (the main 
purpose) of the Panel of independent reviewers was/is to maintain their “independence”, integrity, and 
accountability to all participants especially to the State during the evaluation of the 11 initial proposals. 
The option for authors of the 11 initial proposals was to update (clarify) their original proposals from the 
2018 submission if needed. Also, in fairness, was an option for submission of new proposals for those 
who believe that they have a valid proposal. Again, the option was for clarification (update), but not to 
make a radical change on their original proposal or to steal or modify someone’s else concept from the 
2018 submission. 

Comment noted. 
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99-08 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the first stage of the evaluation, the Panel excluded several proposals, rightfully so, that did not have 
importation of seawater in their proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea. 
The second stage of the evaluation/exclusion was/is based on Fatal Flaws criteria. Unfortunately, with 
the Panel’s admission at the zoom meeting on July 20, 2022, the Panel lost its independent status, not 
just because of consulting with the Tetra-Tech (one of the opposing participants), but because the 
Panel accepted their advice for inserting strange criteria and then followed with the exclusion of only 
proposal that provides a solution for the restoration of the Salton Sea (my proposal) from further 
evaluation without logical explanation just because interfered with Tetra-Tech concept. 
Tetra-Tech is the main participant in this case. Tetra-Tech, with advice from the SSA and CNRA 
worked on the restoration of the Salton Sea for 20 years and proudly takes credit for the 
“Perimeter/Brine Lake” concept. 
Because of a fundamental breach of the Panel’s “independent” status by collaborating with the 
opposing side and refusing to review the only proposal that provides the solution for the restoration of 
the Salton Sea, the Panel’s evaluation results cannot be considered valid moving forward. It is a gross 
breach of trust. I will elaborate on it furthermore in this letter. 

Comment noted. 

99-09 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic For those who want to verify my assertions here is a video from the meeting conducted on July 20, 
2022. 
Video: Independent Review Panel Fatal Flaw Report Public Meeting – July 20 
https://saltonsea.ca.gov/planning/water-importation-independent-review-panel/ Please pay attention to 
the answer of Dr. Brant Haddad after my comment at 1:19:07 – 1:26:50. He is talking about the 
relationship between the Panel and Tetra-Tech that is working with State on the Salton Sea solution. 
Also, he admits that he asked Tetra-Tech for their Salton Sea Management Program (SSMP) model 
that then the Panel used for analysis. 

Comment noted. The Corps is unable to consider a video or any views expressed in 
a video as constituting submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps public 
notice period.  

99-10 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I do not mean to be disrespectful to the Panel (Dr. Brant Haddad), but such a practice (conduct) is 
highly inappropriate and illegal. Here is his exact answer: 
“The most important thing that I can address Nikola in your comment has to do with the relationship 
between the Panel and Tetra-Tech. So, Tetra-Tech is consulting firm that is working with the State on 
its … I guess you would call it the In Sea Solution – in any way – the Tetra-Tech is working with State 
on the Salton Sea issue and the independent review Panel is operating independently from Tetra-Tech 
and the only connection that we have with Tetra-Tech has been in asking them for their version of the 
SSMP model which then we used for our analyses. …So, I think that we might have a training session 
where Tetra-Tech said here is how you use it …. But that is the extent of the relationship …. The rest of 
the analyses have been done by the Panel and its support team and the support team has included 
professors, graduate students from UC Santa Cruz as well as consultants firm Kennedy Jenks and 
Kennedy Jank’s subconsultants. So there has been a separation between the State and this project 
and we have really gone out of our way so that we maintain that wall … so that the Panel is seen as 
independent”. 
I am pleased that the meeting has been recorded. This is unbelievable admission. It will be very useful 
in dismissing the Panel’s tasks and their results. This is a historic moment in the fight for saving the 
Salton Sea and is a defining moment for the Panel and the career of Professor Dr. Brand Haddad. 
Based on Panel’s (Dr. Brant Haddad’s) admission, on the record, that he collaborated with “THEM” 
(Tetra-Tech), and “their” recognizable wording through Fatal Flaw analyses arguments, it is obvious 
that the Panel succumbed to the pressure of the opposing party's view. He was pretending that he was 
transparent, and objective, when in fact, he was just the opposite – after admitting that he had a 
training session with the Tetra-Tech where Tetra-Tech instructed him on how to proceed with their 
model, he then talked about how the Panel has gone out of their way so that they maintain that wall “… 
so that the Panel is seen as independent”. 

Comment noted. The State has offered a response on the referenced panel and 
model:  Providing information about the use of an accepted technical model is 
appropriate and legal. The referenced panel is made up of experts in their related 
fields who are more than qualified to review objectively the use of a technical 
model, its applicability, and the conclusions made from the results.  
Also, refer to comment response 55-3. 
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99-11 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, the Panel (Dr. Brant Haddad) during answering a question to Mr. Jason McBride said: “In the final 
report the Panel does recommend that there will be investments in emerging technologies and ideas 
that emerged from this process.” (Please see video segment 1:49:30 – 1:49:54). NOTE: Obviously, Dr. 
Brant Haddad in his statement above is talking about my technologies, because my proposal is the only 
proposal that introduces emerging technologies, but only after they excluded me from their further 
evaluation. It seems like “robbery” in the process on a massive scale. That is so inappropriate, 
transparent, naive, and illegal. It is well known that some people want to steal someone’s property, lie 
(change stories), breach contract, etc., – therefore we have locks on our doors, make signed and dated 
agreements, make patents, etc. From day one, I know the importance of my proposal to the nearby 
communities, the State of California, and future generations, so I made a patent application(s) of my 
concept for the restoration of the Salton Sea before I made the disclosure of it in front of some of 
“THEM”. 

Comment noted. 

99-12 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Dr. Brant Haddad talks about Panel’s limitations, and what they can and cannot do indicating that the 
Tetra-Tech has been State’s consulting agency for a long time, therefore they have the final word. After 
recent development, it is realistic to conclude that those ridiculous limitations (strange criteria) are 
imposed by Tetra-Tech for an ill-conceived reason to exclude my proposal from further evaluation. 
Based on Dr. Brant Haddad’s admission of having a “training session” with the Tetra Tech it is realistic 
to conclude that the Tetra-Tech uses its “consulting status” with the State as leverage to eliminate 
competing proposals so that they can continue with their ridiculous concept of the “Perimeter/Brine 
Lake” and related dust suppression projects. 
After this awkward and confusing process, a few logical questions for the Panel arise a) What was/is 
the purpose of the Panel of the “Independent” reviewers if it lost its independent, impartial, and 
objective status? and b) why lose a whole year and over $2,000,000 for Panel’s service if the Panel just 
follow the order of the participant of opposing (competing) side? 

Comment noted. 

99-13 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few additional information about the lousy work of the Panel: The main purpose of the Panel of 
independent reviewers was/is to evaluate the 11 initial proposals for the restoration of the Salton Sea. I 
was pleased and I praised the formation of the Panel of independent reviewers because was needed. I 
am very saddened to learn about the gross breach of the Panel’s trust and task. 
I am reluctant to criticize other proposals but at this late stage and in an emergency situation, I am sorry 
to say that most of the proposals should not be considered at all because none of them presented a 
solution for the restoration of the Salton Sea. Those three selected proposals for further evaluation 
have no solution either. They just borrowed “stole” my proposed corridor, to avoid the biosphere-
restricted area, from my presentation in 2018. Also, they are not contractors, and never participated in 
any project even close to the size of this one – they are just offering their administrative services 
because they claim that they have connections in Mexico. 
NOTE: In my papers, I explained that a treaty with Mexico is needed and needs to be handled by the 
International Boundary and Water Commission and their counterpart in Mexico.  

Comment noted. 

99-14 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The conflict in the current situation is the existence of two conflicting projects and a third option: a) The 
“current course of action” which is the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” with related dust suppression projects 
that Tetra-Tech works on (and is the author of), which inevitably leads to the destruction of the Salton 
Seas with tremendous consequences; b) Lithium extraction from geothermal brine project that with the 
current design rely on the Smaller Lake concept. And the third option c) My proposal – Architectural 
Plan – the solution - that would, in addition to providing the solution for the continuation of extraction of 
lithium from geothermal brine without shrinking (destroying) the Lake, transfer such a grave situation 
into a clean environment and generate revenue in billions of dollars, prosperity to the local population 
and economy of the State in large. The conflict exists only because some people are shortsighted, 
egocentric, and not qualified for their current jobs. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment responses 38 and 39. 

99-15 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Another fundamental mistake of the Panel and the Tetra-Tech is - not understanding the purpose of the 
current investigation (evaluation). The purpose of the process was/is to evaluate the best proposal for 
the restoration of the Salton Sea – not to find a contractor who has the best connection in Mexico. It is 
obvious that the Panel collaborated with “THEM” too much. 

Comment noted. 



Appendix 1 - Environmental Analysis for SSMP Phase 1: 10-Year Plan 

October 2024 Responses to Public Comments on Draft EA H-109 

Comment 
Number Date 

Submittal 
method Name/Affiliation Comment Response 

99-16 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Regarding the segment of importation of seawater that the Panel is supposedly focused on: It does not 
need a whole year for the evaluation of a dozen proposals especially when most of them are, sorry to 
say nonsensical, or amateurish exercises. All those proposals could be evaluated in less than one 
week by several appropriate expert(s) that have expertise in architecture (planning), civil engineering, 
and mechanical engineering - that understand Bernoulli’s principles, thermos dynamic, etc. 
NOTE: We are in an emergency. This is not time for games, or for the Panel’s academic exercise or 
amusement. 

Comment noted. 

99-17 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Another point explaining the lousy work of the Panel is that despite my argument proving to them that 
the Panel apparently did not understand my system for importing seawater at all. Based on Panel’s 
comment (argument) in the first Fatal Flaw analysis, they did not understand where the calculation 
starts for the importation of the seawater. 
They did not understand why I have multi pipelines in the first segment of the pipeline. That is a 
fundamental mistake. One cannot proceed forward if one does not understand the fundamental 
component of the process. Instead of apologizing for their fundamental mistake being so off, or trying to 
understand how the system work, they brushed off my argument and proceeded with their argument 
based on the strange criteria of the Fatal Flaw and then quoted one of my sentences at the end where I 
am saying that “I am aware that the Panel is not aware that these technologies have been used 
because they have not been used yet but, I am hoping that the Panel will realize the creativity, 
simplicity, and potential of such a concept that would benefit the project of restoration of the Salton 
Sea”.  

Comment noted. 

99-18 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Refusing to review a proposal with an architectural plan (the solution) that solves all problems that we 
have, just because of strange criteria introduced by “THEM”, prevents the Panel from fulfilling its 
original task. Such a decision to intentionally ignore my proposal is immature, self-degrading, and 
irresponsible. Obviously, Panel’s priority was/is on winning the previous unsustainable argument for 
any price regardless of the result that would be harmful to the environment, the health of the nearby 
population, and the economy. That is a typical lobbyist mindset. Such a response (argument) by the 
Panel in this critical moment (situation) is highly irresponsible. 

Comment noted. 

99-19 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, despite my reply explaining that the speed of the fluid (seawater) in my system is not uncommon 
in the hydropower industry and that cavitation would not be an issue in my pipeline system. I explained 
that I made a sample for calculation for an easier understanding of the system and that we could 
always add a few more cascades to reduce hydrostatic pressure if needed (we have plenty of space for 
that), as I have explained in several illustrations in Route #2. They just ignored it and stayed with their 
previous decision. 

Comment noted. 

99-20 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, after the Panel’s argument that “The Panel is not aware that these technologies have been used 
to produce large volumes of desalinated water”. I sent an additional clarifying illustration from my 
continuation-in-part patent pending application in which I am elaborating on it more. That is the same 
“closed loop system” that I am using in different applications (geothermal and solar) already explained 
in papers in my proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea. 

Comment noted. 
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99-21 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I am including a copy of my response to the Panel’s invitation for revision with those additional 
illustrations (Figures 10-18) in the Addendum that I sent on July 1, 2022, (File 5+(VI) Harnessing Solar 
Energy). 
NOTE: This concept is so good that will change how we harness solar energy more efficiently, not just 
in the Salton Sea area and California, but worldwide in coastal cities that need potable water and 
electricity such as Cabo San Lucas. My system, using a “closed-loop system” generates electricity by 
using geothermal or solar energy (in this additional clarifying illustration – is solar) and having free 
byproducts - distilled (potable) water and concentrated brine that can be collected and used for the 
extraction of lithium. It is new, but it is based on the Law of Physics. There is nothing speculative about 
it. It is speculative only to those without an engineering background. Average high school students 
understand it. It uses Sun and seawater to produce, electricity, potable water, and concentrated brine 
that can be used to produce lithium. So, it is a win-win situation. That is not difficult to understand. 
There is no logical explanation for ignoring such an important element for the restoration of the Salton 
Sea just because “THEY” with help of the Panel inserted strange criteria that exclude it from 
consideration. 

Comment noted. 

99-22 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The absurdity of the situation is that the Panel whose fundamental duty was/is to evaluate proposals for 
the restoration of the Salton Sea to prevent incoming ecological disasters decided not to evaluate my 
proposal because “THEY” - Tetra-Tech, told them so. That is a gross breach of the Panel’s trust and 
task. 
NOTE: Based on the comment in the first Fatal Flaw analysis and lack of technical knowledge and 
lousy response, it is very possible that the Fatal Flaw analysis was written by a member of the Tetra-
Tech team or a member of the SSA team. 

Here are links to that recent correspondence with the Panel: 
“The Salton Sea Independent Review Panel Fatal Flaw Report” https://transform.ucsc.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2022/07/Salton-SeaIndependent-Review-Panel-Fatal-Flaw-Report.pdf. 5+(VI) 
Harnessing Solar Energy - Addendum - July 1, 2022 - - Copy.pdf Response to the Panel's decision - 
two Fatal Flaws - 6-20-2022 - Copy - Copy.pdf Response to Panel's decision after meeting on July 20, 
2022 -Copy.pdf 

Comment noted. 

99-23 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The fact is that “THEY” (because in this case, “they” control the criteria and subsequently Panel) made 
the decision a long time ago to proceed with a “Smaller Lake” or “Perimeter/Brine Lake” and 10-Years 
plan, and this is just a necessary process that they need to pass through. Based on “THEIR” tactic and 
practice it is realistic to conclude that “THEY” believe that they can and should do the final decisions on 
the fate of the Salton Sea, without being challenged, especially now that they have control of the Panel 
and the State through State’s consulting groups that they control too. 

Comment noted. 

99-24 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Another point explaining the lousy work of the Panel is that after their “extensive” study they decided to 
exclude all proposals except three that illustrated a corridor for the pipeline from San Felipe in Mexico 
to the Salton Sea because those three proposals bypassed the biosphere-restricted zone. I am 
including the photo that I took from my screen during the meeting on July 20, 2022, showing those 
three corridors (routes) and their respectful companies (authors) titled “Routes that meet the Fatal Flaw 
criteria”. 
To use that criterion as a decisive disqualifying factor shows how immature and unprofessional the 
Panel’s work was/is. 
NOTE: Of course, bypassing the biosphere is an important factor - and I took care of it – but there are 
much more important elements to be considered – How to import seawater economically? What to do 
with seawater after importation? How to stop pollution? etc. The Panel simply ignores it or, very 
possible, sorry to say, has no necessary knowledge to evaluate it. 

Comment noted. 
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99-25 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic During the meeting on July 20, 2022, in the video accessible on page 4 above (please see 12:40 – 
14:16), Dr. Brant Haddad said that “all three submissions have no Fatal Flaw – they passed our criteria 
of fatal flaw. They drew water from the North-Eastern side of the Sea of Cortez and delivered it to the 
Salton Sea”. He intended to say the North-Western side of the Sea of Cortez, but that is an unimportant 
lapse. He proceeded to say: “They avoided protected wetlands and biosphere reserves, and they are 
likely to receive necessary permits and permissions”. He also said that the “concepts met the minimum 
requirement for salinity for ecosystem restoration and for reduction of playa exposure”. NOTE: This is 
important. He did not say elimination of playa exposure. That clearly means that the Panel (Dr. Brant 
Haddad) accepts “Smaller Lake” or “Perimeter/Brine Lake” that Tetra-Tech promotes as a concept to 
follow. That is ridiculous. There is no logical explanation for continuing with the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” 
concept and dust suppression projects if we are about to import seawater. Again, that is a fundamental 
irreparable mistake of the Panel. 

Comment noted. 

99-26 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, in that video (recording) at one point Dr. Brant Haddad said during the meeting “that the Tetra-
Tech has been the State’s consulting agency for a long time and that they know what they are doing. 
Also, during the meeting, Dr. Haddad by answering the question from Mr. Jason McBride about the 
compensation for the effort put by those who worked on the proposals, said that he does not have the 
answer to that question and referred to - (paraphrasing) “There is a gentleman Jason Newcome, …. He 
works for the Department of Water Resources, and he has a very high level … he is responsible for 
Salton Sea activities … he writes for the SSMP will provide the response to this question” (See 1:53:44 
– 1:54: 06). At one moment he indicated that “Mr. Jason McBride is in charge – he knows what to do” –
referring, I think, to the Long-Range committee or SSMP 10-Years Plan (Please see video accessible
on page 4 above). That implies that Mr. Jason McBride, a proponent of the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” is in
charge of the State’s affairs and the fate of the Salton Sea.
NOTE: There is a notion that when some people get transferred to different positions such as 
committee members, or directors, in some agencies that “somehow” the necessary expertise 
(knowledge) is transferred to them too. Unfortunately, that is a frequent practice, and it is mindboggling. 

Comment noted. 

99-27 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Dr. Haddad (Panel) and all involved should know that the architectural plan – the solution - the proposal 
for the restoration of the Salton Sea - for solving a complex problem - the project of enormous size and 
importance that will generate between $500,000,000 - $1,000,000,000 per year just from clean energy 
out of blue – literally – requires comprehensive design. For such an architectural plan, if accepted, 
there are architectural fees, whatever the fair market value is, as is standard practice in every similar 
project (For example – houses, skyscrapers, hospitals, industrial complexes, country clubs, golf 
courses, Panama Canal, Hoover Dam, etc.). I will elaborate on it in the closing segment. Therefore, 
stealing someone’s patented concept of this importance or participating in stealing, a segment or whole 
concept, is a serious violation of the laws (State, Federal, and even International PCT). Discussion 
about who is going to receive architectural fees for the project might be more appropriate at different 
times. There is a process for such determination and evaluation that involves illustrations, descriptions, 
claims, priority dates, etc., but now the focus should be on selecting the best proposal for preventing 
incoming ecological disasters and saving and restoring the Salton Sea. 

Comment noted. 

99-28 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Another strong point explaining the lousy work of the Panel is that after Panel’s “extensive” study and 
over $2,000,000 paid for it, they “forgot” to check that in the initial presentations on May 21, 2018, in El 
Centro, those competing proposals (their authors) talked about the canal and tried to please (now 
deceased) Mr. Bruce Wilcox (present at the room at that time) with smaller Perimeter Lake, so that 
efforts up to 2018 would not be lost. Here is the link for the recording of that meeting: 
http://imperial.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=1274 

Comment noted. The Corps is unable to consider a video, or any views expressed 
in a video as constituting submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps 
public notice period.  

99-29 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The deadline for the papers for the presentations was March 9 (12), 2018. After presentations in El 
Centro, on May 21, 2018, the papers have been published after the Summer of 2018. As I remember 
some papers were changed (altered) from the original papers submitted in March 2018. That is an 
illegal conduit. 

Comment noted. 
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99-30 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic It is important to mention that the Panel failed to notice that my patented proposal, which is now 
excluded from their further evaluation, is the only proposal that documents a corridor for the pipeline 
from San Filipe to the Salton Sea. Although I included patent information in my papers, I also included 
that information in my response to Panel’s invitation for the response after Panel’s decision on two 
Fatal Flaws which I sent on July 1, 2022. I copy/past below that part of my letter. 
“I want to be sure that the Panel understands and will report to the State that I have several patents for 
importing seawater including division of the Lake into three sections and North Lake being one of them. 
See claims of the patents (U.S. Patent No. 9,995,286; Entitled: “Self-Contained In-Ground Geothermal 
Generator and Heat Exchanger with In-Line Pump and Several Alternative Applications; Issued on June 
12, 2018; U.S. Patent No. 11,098,926; Entitled: “Self-Contained In-Ground Geothermal Generator and 
Heat Exchanger with In-Line Pump used in Several Alternative Applications including the Restoration of 
the Salton Sea. Issued on August 24, 2021, and several still pending applications) and that exclusion of 
my proposal without scientific reasoning leads to the opening court case, injection relief, etc.” 

Comment noted. 

99-31 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I am including in the attachment my patent cover page and an illustration (Figure 50 from the patent) 
showing the corridor for a pipeline from San Filipe to the Salton Sea which was apparently a decisive 
factor in accepting those three competing proposals for further evaluation. They just blatantly ignored 
my proposal. Again, those competing three proposals borrowed “steal” my proposed corridor with slight 
modifications if any. That is a serious failure of the principal investigator Dr. Brant Haddad as is the 
whole process of the evaluation. 
NOTE: By the way, Panel’s criteria to disqualify and/or qualify any proposal just because the biosphere-
restricted zone is a very weak reason. There is a better way to bypass the restricted biosphere. I 
mentioned it in my response and elaborated on it in my continuation-in-part patent pending application. 
A more appropriate reason for disqualifying someone’s proposal would be because it does not provide 
a solution for the restoration of the Salton Sea. 

Comment noted. 

99-32 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, it is important to point out that during the meeting on July 20, 2022, in the video accessible on 
page 4 above (see 12:40 – 14:16), Dr. Brant Haddad said that “all three submissions (concepts) met 
the minimum requirement for salinity for ecosystem restoration”. That is an untruthful statement. Tetra-
Tech and the Panel do not understand that just importing seawater would not stop the pollution of the 
Salton Sea. The salinity would increase, and pollution would continue because the main pollutants are 
the New River and Alamo River which are contaminated with pesticides and fertilizers and partially 
treated sewer from Mexicali. By the way, again, those other competing proposals have no solution for 
the restoration of the Salton Sea. They do not elaborate on where importing seawater will go – what to 
do with additional salt, - how to stop pollution – what to do about wildlife sanctuaries. The Panel 
completely ignored it. Spending a whole year evaluating a dozen proposals and being paid over 
$2,000,000 is ridiculous. 
NOTE: My proposal successfully deals with all those critical factors. 

Comment noted. 

99-33 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The essence of my proposal is the architectural design - the function of the concept. The mechanical 
elements in my proposal such are “In-Line Pump”, “In-Line Generator”, or “Power Unit” using steam and 
pistons are modified (improved) elements of known and proven technologies and can be produced by 
the same manufacturers of the conventional turbines and/or similar “power units” using the same 
material, technology, and necessary treatments if needed. There is nothing speculative about my 
proposal. My proposal and its components strictly follow the “law of physics”. 
NOTE: It is important to say that, besides emerging technology (by the way old and proven technology 
in different applications) that the Tera-Tech and Panel apparently refuse to even consider, the main 
component of my concept is the architectural plan (design). The architectural plan can be used with 
conventional pumps and conventional solar panels. It would be less productive but still could function. 
My patented concept covers that option too. 

Comment noted. 
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99-34 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Another strong point explaining the lousy work of the Panel is the following statement: “Technologies 
presented in this response for geothermal energy production, lithium recovery, groundwater extraction, 
and other recreational benefits were not reviewed as a part of this criterion”. After such a statement, the 
logical question arises: Why not? There is a submitted proposal (my proposal) that besides the 
importation of seawater has an architectural plan (the solution) that successfully deals with how to stop 
pollution of the Salton Sea - How to provide vertical circulation and clean the Salton Sea and provide 
conditions for tourism - How in process of desalination of the Lake, using both geothermal and solar 
energy which is prevalent in the area, generate electricity, potable water, and brine that can be used for 
extraction of lithium - How to provide huge wildlife sanctuaries - How to have a functional full Lake with 
the water level of the 1950s and 60s despite the reduction of inflow from the Colorado River because of 
implementation of the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) enforced because of dry seasons 
(drought) - How to use limited water from the Colorado River and have recreational parks with smaller 
Lakes with circulating water (not ponds) and nearby fisheries. 

Comment noted. Refer to comment responses 38 and 39. 

99-35 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The Panel spend a whole year evaluating a dozen proposals (actually was only one proposal to be 
evaluated) for the restoration of the Salton Sea and received over $2,000,000 for its lousy service but 
could not consult with appropriate potential contractors, - capable companies with the means such as 
AECOM, FLUOR, ORMAT, TENGDI MACHINERY, EQT, FUJI, GENERAL ELECTRIC, SIEMENS, 
ABB, MITSUBISHI, etc., to mention just a few, to verify the feasibility of the concept and technology 
proposed. Also, it is important to mention that the SSA has a budget of $30,000,000 for doing 
“something” that is not in the interest of the Salton Sea nor the environment nor the health of the 
nearby population, or the economy of California. On the contrary, the SSA is doing intentionally the 
opposite of the State’s policies regarding resistance to climate changes, a clean environment, clean 
renewable energy, economy, etc. That says a lot about “THEIR” mindset and character. 

Comment noted. 

99-36 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic If the situation was/is “normal”, the SSA could and should allocate or ask State for a few millions of 
dollars for testing several prototypes of my proposed technologies (hydro, solar, and geothermal) that 
they question, but it is obvious that “THEY” are not interested in restoring the Salton Sea. The answer 
to the question above “Why not?” is because the “Tetra-Tech” tells the Panel (Dr. Brant Haddad) not to 
do it because it would interfere with their ill-conceived plan of the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” on which they 
have been working for a long time. They are embarrassed to admit that they had been wrong, and now 
want to continue with some kind of hybrid solution that does not make sense either. 

Comment noted. 

99-37 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, there is no such thing as a “hybrid solution” that incorporates the Smaller Lake and dust 
suppression projects with the importation of seawater concept. There is no logical explanation for such 
a merger. I do not think that at this stage after all that is happening, could be any compromise. The 
focus should be on saving and restoring the Salton Sea and not to save someone’s ego and 
wrongdoing. NOTE: I am sorry to say it, but “THEY” are willing to pull with them into the abyss, the 
nearby communities, and the State with tremendous consequences and the State’s liability, just 
because of their ego and reluctance to admit their mistakes. Of course, they would like to continue 
working on some kind of hybrid solution for another 20 years and to receive from the State their 
consulting and designing fee. Someone needs to tell Tetra-Tech that the designing process is finished, 
and it is time for the implementation of the well-designed project. 

Comment noted. 

99-38 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic It is obvious that “THEY” with front participants Tetra-Tech and Pacific Institute have neutralized the 
Panel of its power by using their status as State’s “consultants” as leverage and took over the 
evaluation of the proposals, making the Panel irrelevant, and making sure that my proposal, which is 
the only proposal that challenges “THEIR” concept of the destruction of the Salton Sea is out of 
consideration. That also says a lot about their character. 

Comment noted. 
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99-39 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic By the way, my proposal does not introduce “groundwater extraction”. That is another fundamental 
mistake proving my assessment that “THEY” including the Panel did not study properly nor understood 
my proposal completely. 
NOTE: Such conduct by the Tetra-Tech, Pacific Institute, and Panel defines the blatant violation of 
principles of logic and discredits their expertise to the minimum. Unless “THEY”, the SSA, radically 
change their staff and approach regarding the Salton Sea and start working towards saving and 
restoring the Salton Sea instead of destroying it, I cannot see them as a helpful or functional 
organization participating in this project. The Salton Sea must be saved and restored. Based on their 
attitude so far it is realistic to conclude that they would raise the obstacles and be saboteurs in every 
step of the project. 

Comment noted. 

99-40 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Regarding scam and manipulative tactics: The “manipulative tactics” are keeping the public, state, and 
federal officials intentionally misinformed about the existence of my proposal during the period when 
important decisions were made. Also, using wording, in their brochures and during workshops, such as 
“Smaller, Sustainable Lake”, and “Healthier Lake” – knowing very well that the truth is just the opposite 
– the truth is that with their concept, the Lake would be smaller, saltier, smellier, and more polluted
every year and would inevitably end up as smaller sustainable cesspool. Also, supporting several
“wishful thinking” and “speculative” concepts just to “muddy the water” with the purpose to distract
attention and reduce the precious time for discussion of the real solution that interfered with the concept 
that they initiated and supported. Also, along this line, it is important to mention that ignoring my
concept since 2013, and systematically avoiding the dialog explains their recently revealed intentions.

Comment noted. 

99-41 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few additional relevant observations and suggestions: Regarding the Panel’s argument based on 
“strange criteria” because of immediacy and only proven technologies can be used. First, the term 
“proven technologies” as a disqualifier against the implementation of my proposal is not a valid 
argument because the essence of my proposal is creativity - an architectural plan that incorporates 
several emerging technologies of which elements have been proven for hundreds of years in different 
applications. 
At this junction, relative to immediacy, emergency, and “not proven technology”, I would like to mention 
that I am proud to say that my proposal for controlling the dysfunctional “Blow out Preventer” (BOP) and 
an uncontrollable surge of crude oil in the Gulf of Mexico after the accident on April 20, 2010, was 
understood relatively fast, built, and implemented at the dept of several miles. An uncontrollable surge 
of oil was stopped on July 15, 2010, only 34 days after my submission and 86 days after the accident. 

Comment noted. 

99-42 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic By the way “THEY” used the same argument about emergency, immediacy, and no proven 
technologies four years ago. It is obvious that “THEY” are not interested in saving and restoring the 
Salton Sea. 
NOTE: I would like to mention an interesting analogy appropriate here - If “THEY” with their mindset 
worked for NASA in the 1960s, we would never go to the Moon because it has never been done before, 
and sorry to say, “THEY” cannot read a blueprint nor understand a simple calculation. A wise saying 
would be also appropriate here: “Those who say, “cannot be done” should not stop those who are 
doing it”. Sadly, and the funny part of all of this is that clumsy stealing is in process. 

Comment noted. 

99-43 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, their frequent comments regarding the importation of seawater from Long Beach such as: “It is 
too complicated because requires substantial paperwork and permits” - is not a scientific answer and 
cannot sustain. Also, their comment regarding the importation of seawater from the Sea of Cortez such 
as: “It is too complicated because requires a treaty with Mexico” - is not a scientific answer and cannot 
sustain. Such answers are an easy way out without working on it, by people who worry only about their 
salaries and bonuses, and who do not understand the situation or benefits of it in the short or long term. 

Comment noted. 

99-44 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, it is important to mention that during one meeting (workshop) at which I was present, the panel 
said that they had no obligation to answer any question – they just collected public comments. It is 
obvious that they then ignore those public comments. That is a serious faultiness of the process. 

Comment noted. 
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99-45 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic By succumbing to the pressure of “THEM” the Panel made a fundamental mistake that is impossible to 
repair at this point. If needed I would be glad to have a debate (conversation), if a such event can be 
organized, on equal terms, preferably taped, between me and “experts” from Tetra-Tech, Pacific 
Institute, and Panel, and those who oppose my proposal and support the destruction of the Salton Sea. 
It is time for “THEM” to speak openly and be cross-examined by someone who understands the 
situation so that everyone can hear their answers without hiding behind those (puppets) that represent 
them at certain committees and workshops that cannot answer a single question at the appropriate time 
without consulting with their bosses (puppeteers) and always giving vague answers. 

Comment noted. 

99-46 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few additional information about “THEIR” statements which are well documented (recorded 
presentations) that openly oppose the importation of seawater: It is mind-boggling and highly 
inappropriate that those who are and have been, against the importation of seawater into the Salton 
Sea now are evidently in charge of the evaluation of the proposals for the importation of seawater. That 
is serious contamination of the process of the evaluation of the proposals for the restoration of the 
Salton Sea that leads to disastrous results. 

Comment noted. 

99-47 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Tetra-Tech is and has been openly against the importation of seawater for a long time. Here is the link 
to their 2022 annular report regarding SSMP: 2022-AnnualReport_English_Feb-24-2022_Final.pdf. In 
this recent report, they do not even mention the importation of seawater because it is not in their minds. 
At the SSA’ Board meeting via Zoom Webinar conducted on June 25, 2020, after has been mentioned 
his possible retirement, when asked by Director Patrick O’Dowd and Chairman Estrada, about the 
quality of water, Tetra-Tech’s Leading Engineer Mr. William Brownlie answered (paraphrasing question 
and the answer) “What are you leaving us regarding the Salton Sea?” On the screen was North Lake. 
He answered: “Possible boating, No fishing, and No swimming”. That was the truthful short answer that 
explains everything. 
“NO Swimming” means the Lake will be polluted. Everyone with common sense knows that. Also, Mr. 
Brownlie reinstated that North Lake will be supplied with runoff water from nearby farmland. NOTE: 
That is completely the opposite of what I am proposing. 

Comment noted. 

99-48 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, it is important to mention that Dr. Michael Cohen from Pacific Institute, a consulting firm for the 
State of California, located in Boulder Colorado, published a video on YouTube (about 12 minutes long) 
with the title “Salton Sea Import/Export”, the subtitle “Sea to Sea Plans” explaining why importing 
seawater is not a good idea. 
I am thankful that such a video exists. It helps me to explain the challenges that I faced when I started 
to work on this project and helps others to understand the importance and the value of my proposal. In 
his video, Mr. Cohen conveys conventional thinking that has been around last 50 years explaining why 
importing seawater and saving the Salton Sea is not a feasible idea. Please watch his video – it is only 
9 minutes and 27 seconds. Here is the link to his video. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BnRoM22mEZ4. 

Comment noted. The Corps is unable to consider a video, or any views expressed 
in a video as constituting submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps 
public notice period.  
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99-49 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I have summarized his video in the timeframe below. (I added question marks (?) after questionable 
statements). Here is the timeframe: 
–1:30 -1:40 – shows a diagram of elevation decrease and salinity increase.
–1:40 - 2:20 – shows what to expect if nothing is done.
–3:31 - 4:29 – Pacific Route Estimate. Would need 16 pipelines (?) Cost at least $40 billion + annual

energy and maintenance cost about $1 billion per year (?).
–4:30 - 5:50 – Gulf of California Rout Estimate. Would need 16 pipelines (?). More than 270 feet

elevation to overcome (?). The energy needed: 80 GWh/year per 300,000 AF (acres feet) pipeline (?) 
Cost $49 billion but less the $1 billion per year for maintenance cost (?).

–5:50 - 6:48 – Talks about the difficulties of adding imported salt to an already salty Lake (?).
–6:48 - 7:43 – Talks about very expensive Reverse Osmoses plant(s) proposed for desalinization of the 

Lake costing $6 billion(?) It would require 270 MW to operate (almost 50 % of geothermal capacity in 
Imperial valley) (?).

–7:45 - 8:27 – Talks about the timeline from start to finish 30 years(?). (NOTE: He is right about 10
years for design - It took me about that time).

–8:27 - 9:00 – Talk about 10 years needed to stabilize the Lake water surface (?). (concluding “we do
not have that kind of time”) (?).

–9:00 - 9:26 – Talk about “Sea -to- Sea” problems. High infrastructure and maintenance costs (?). High 
energy requirements and cost (?). The Gulf route would require a new treaty w/ Mexico. Would not
stabilize the Salton Sea before 2045 (?). No funding is available (?). He is concluding that importing
seawater distracts attention from the feasible practical plan as can be built quickly and can show
results in near future – “we need to support a “plan that can work”. “Although importing seawater
plans are intuitive and appealing, they are not the answer to the imminent collapse of the Salton Sea”.
Mr. Michael Cohen failed to explain in his video what is the “plan that can work”.

Comment noted. 

99-50 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic At the BOARD MEETING/ WORKSHOPS – about the progress of the SSMP and public input – 
conducted on April 7, 2021, at which I participated, GM, Executive Director of the SSA, Patrick O’Dowd 
made a presentation of about 15 minutes. Sorry to say, but it was pathetic seeing GM Patrick O’Dowd 
talking about “Pillars, Priorities, and People” in his presentation. He talked about how the SSA was 
formed in 1993, to exercise common power, directing and coordinating actions relating to improving 
water quality and stabilization of water elevation, and enhancing the recreational and economic 
development of the Salton Sea. He talked about the promising future of the Salton Sea. He talked 
about ensuring human health and safety as the highest priority – mentioning the moral imperative. He 
talked about vibrant sustainable communities. He talked about how preserving the ecosystem for future 
generations is essential. He talked about revitalizing and restoring habitats and wetlands caused by the 
“aging” of the Sea. He talked about Health, Habitat, and Opportunities (Salton Sea’s H2O). He talked 
about “… from what it once was to what it sustainably can be”. He talked about “The Big Idea” – the 
backbone on which current and future projects will be fettered”. Then he mentioned how over the years 
many proposals including proposals for importing seawater were proposed and each seriously studied 
but the final selection of such projects has been elusive. Then he talked about “the SSA’s study 
selecting the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” as the best solution and how it was endorsed by many agencies 
and every community, especially by the Pacific Institute (Michael Cohen)”. 

Comment noted. 
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99-51 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Then he talked about Members, Partners, and Stakeholders. Then he talked about the definition of 
“Authority” – “the power to influence or command thought, opinion, or behavior”. He also said that “by 
definition, it is his (their) job”. I am not sure what he meant by such a comment. 
Also, at that time Patrick O’Dowd starts using the term “Perimeter Lake” instead term “Perimeter/Brine 
Lake” which was officially accepted in 2016 and used when asking for funding. He thinks that the big 
gray area in the middle of his illustration is not noticeable. That is an area where the Brine Lake 
(cesspool) will accumulate. 
It is mind-boggling that a key person of the SSA, and supposedly an intelligent man, can say so many 
contradictions and false statements in 15 minutes. I have underlined a few contradictions in the 
paragraph above paraphrasing his statement from the presentation. Everything that GM Patrick 
O’Dowd said during his presentation was false. That is because everything they (the SSA) did and still 
do is based on the false assumption that importing seawater is not a feasible concept. Also, their policy 
was/is based on manipulations and an ill-conceived concept. 
Because most people have no engineering background and because Patrick O’Dowd’s presentation 
was relevant to my dispute with members of the SSA that most participants might not be aware of, it 
was/is my moral obligation to expose the falseness of the SSA’s practice and Mr. Patrick O’Dowd’s 
presentation. 
NOTE: I openly criticize their actions and I welcome everyone to challenge my proposal. 

Comment noted. 

99-52 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In describing the 11 proposals for the restoration of the Salton Sea including my proposal, submitted in 
2018, GM Patrick O’Dowd used the word “ELUSIVE”. The meaning of the word “Elusive” is - 
indefinable, mysterious, vague, obscure, tenuous, and speculative. My proposal is based on the law of 
physics and is elusive and speculative only to those who lack basic technical knowledge and have no 
desire to learn about it. 
I would like to clarify that the term “Elusive” might apply to the remaining 10 proposals, but not to my 
proposal. My proposal was/is thoroughly done, with several alternative options (for comparisons and 
the final evaluation), having over 130 slides and explained in detail. An average high school student 
could understand it in a relatively short time if read thoroughly. I am emphasizing this because the 
concept of my proposal has been around since 2013. I spoke with most of the SSA’s Board Members in 
a short burst on numerous occasions. I also spoke with several of them in their offices (at least an hour) 
– they seem to like it – but when they are together as Bord Members some “mysterious” power unites
them against it and makes them silent. After recent development that “mysterious” power is not
mysterious anymore.

Comment noted. 

99-53 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, I would like to clarify, because many participants of the Workshop and public might not know, that 
I frequently read my 3-minutes “Public Comments” on monthly SSA’s Board Meetings, telling them, for 
the record, about the existence of my proposal, and telling them that they are going in the wrong 
direction by promoting and supporting the “current course of action” that leads to the destruction of the 
Salton Sea, and offering them my expertise and time for the presentation and to answer any question 
that they might have. Unfortunately, they systematically ignored my offers. GM Patrick O’Dowd also 
during one of the SSA Board Meetings, (televised and recorded) described my proposal as “Not 
Feasible” without asking me ever a single question. My proposal is a comprehensive architectural plan 
that requires some reading and basic technical knowledge. I doubt that he ever read it or understood it 
completely. 

Comment noted. 

99-54 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic It is highly inappropriate that GM Patrick O’Dowd – after my numerous attempts to explain to him/them 
my proposal and his/their numerous rejections to learn about it – describes my work as “Elusive” in his 
presentation. The truth is that they are on their mission to get rid of the Lake and my proposal interfered 
with their mission. 
Also, during the Workshop, it was noticeable the comment by Mr. Michael Cohen from Pacific Institute. 
He spoke right after I read my “Public Comment”. It was close to the end of the Workshop. He praised 
Patrick O’Dowd for his presentation. Based on previous interactions - they are together on the same 
mission – Unfortunately, they complement each other frequently. 

Comment noted. 
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99-55 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, it came to my attention the article titled: “In search of ‘Lithium Valley’: why energy companies see 
riches in the California Desert”. In this article Mr. Rod Colwell, from Controlled Geothermal Sources, 
Commissioner at Lithium Valley Commission, and friend of Vice-chair Mr. Ryan Kelley was quoted 
saying the following - referring to shrinkage of the Lake: “Let private enterprise deal with it”. Also, he 
said, “We’re trying to commercialize an environmental disaster.” Also, was written, “Colwell keeps track 
of the Salton Sea’s water levels because as it evaporates, more land becomes available for Controlled 
Thermal Resources”. 
This article reinforces (proves) my assertions that I stated in my numerous public comments. Here is 
the link to the article: https://www.theguardian.com/usnews/2021/sep/27/salton-sea-california-lithium-
mining. 

Comment noted. 

99-56 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic An important comment relevant to the situation by a Conservation Consultant. At the Salton Sea 
Authority – BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING – Thursday, May 23, 2019, I was present at the 
meeting when Ms. Linda Moore, Conservation Consultant, during “Federal Issues Update” made a 
comment. She was/is representing the Salton Sea Authority in Washington D.C. At one moment she 
said, paraphrasing someone from Federal Office in Washington, DC, responding to her request for the 
funding: “You are asking for money, but you don’t have a plan”. That was an excellent and truthful point 
that I am often bringing on. One Board Member commented that they have “Perimeter/Brine Lake” and 
that they need to improve their effort toward achieving Federal funding. The board members continued 
with the next topic on the agenda unconcerned or not understanding that they are asking for money for 
a project that is expensive, not feasible, and does not do any good to the Salton Sea, the environment, 
the health of the population, economy, etc., and is doomed to fail. 

Comment noted. 

99-57 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few words about nonsensical projects that are already in process or in planning. Here is the link to 
the “2022 Annual Report on the Salton Sea Management Program” 2022-Annual-Report_English_Feb-
24-2022_Final.pdf
In this report is shown the “Desert Shore Channel Restoration Project” (See Figure 12). In description it 
says: “The Desert Shores Channel Restoration Project is included as a project in the 10-Year Plan 
NEPA EA. The project is located adjacent to the Desert K699Shores community in the marina that has 
become disconnected from the Sea (Figure 12). Implementation of the Desert Shores Channel 
Restoration Project would refill the five southernmost boat channels in the Desert Shores Marina. The 
team has collaborated with Imperial County, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District, Reclamation 
and the Salton Sea Authority to advance the Desert Shores Channel Restoration Project. The project 
would create habitat and suppress dust by refilling currently dewatered channels with water at a salinity 
level that provides habitat for fish and supports piscivorous birds”. 
It also states: “The project aims to meet the project goals of habitat restoration and dust suppression by 
refilling the channels with water at a salinity level that provides habitat for fish and birds. In addition, 
habitat benefits are anticipated through revegetation. The project would construct a berm across the 
former boat channel connection to the Salton Sea. Water would then be pumped from wells into the 
channels contained by the berm at a rate sufficient to refill the channels, offset losses from evaporation 
and seepage, and circulate water”. 
NOTE: This is a nonsensical project. I will elaborate on it further below 

Comment noted. 

99-58 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, besides those nonsensical dust suppression projects, there is a North Lake Pilot Project (See 
Figure 12) In the description it says: “In April 2021, the State entered a $19.25M (Prop 68) funding 
agreement with the Salton Sea Authority (SSA) to plan and construct the North Lake Pilot 
Demonstration Project” It also says “The project will provide both shallow and deepwater habitat, 
suppress dust by the creation of the lake, and provide recreational benefits. The project could be 
designed as either freshwater or brackish water habitat.” 
It also says: “This project could be integrated into a larger North Lake concept, described as a separate 
project below”. 
NOTE: This is an unnecessary project. I will elaborate on it further below. 

Comment noted. 

99-59 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, please see Figure 1, Landownership around the Salton Sea. It might help in understanding this 
complicated situation. 

Comment noted. 
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99-60 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Here is the link to my response to the “2022 Annual Report on the Salton Sea Management Program” 
that I filed on March 15, 2022. Response to the “2022 Annual Report on the Salton Sea Management 
Program”- - Copy.pdf 

Comment noted. The Corps is unable to consider a video, or any views expressed 
in a video as constituting submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps 
public notice period.  

99-61 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In my response to the “2022 Annual Report on the Salton Sea Management Program”, I have pointed 
out the faultiness of it. Please read it. To be handy, here below, are copy/paste a few comments from 
my response: A few observations: Although the 2022 Annual Report is a nice colorful presentation with 
plenty of useful information - reporting on the progress of the “current course of action” - the projects 
already underway to restore exposed lakebed sites - such effort is fundamentally wrong (non-sensical) 
because the “current course of action” is based on the acceptance of the false assumption that 
shrinkage of the Lake is the only and inevitable course and that there is no answer to the imminent 
collapse of the Salton Sea. Also, this report does not mention the consequences that will follow if the 
“current course of action” does not mention. (For this occasion, this paragraph is referred to – The 
second reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-62 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report is mentioned the existence of an independent panel of experts to evaluate the feasibility 
of a range of proposals for water importation from the Ocean. (For this occasion, this paragraph is 
referred to – The third reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-63 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report is mentioned the North Lake Pilot Project. (For this occasion, this paragraph is referred to 
– The fourth reference).

Comment noted. 

99-64 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report the “Desert Shores Channel Restoration Project” is mentioned. (For this occasion, this 
paragraph is referred to – The fifth reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-65 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report are mentioned “Community Engagement Meetings” - “Long-Range Plan Meetings” – 
“Monitoring Implementation Plan Meetings”, etc. (For this occasion, this paragraph is referred to – The 
sixth reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-66 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report is written the following: “The SSMP is seeking to formalize its coordination with IID in 
order to plan, implement, and monitor dust suppression projects around the Salton Sea. Close 
coordination with IID will allow the SSMP Team to continue to learn from IID’s experience.” (For this 
occasion, this paragraph is referred to – The seventh reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-67 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report is written the following: “Monitoring is required to quantitatively evaluate performance 
effectiveness of dust controls. Measurements are needed at multiple locations to understand natural 
and anthropogenic causes of dust and sand transport variability for surfaces.”(For this occasion, this 
paragraph is referred to – The eight reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-68 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In the Report is written the following: “Environmental Planning Federal approvals for SSMP projects 
must be secured to implement any of these projects on federal lands or that require a permit from a 
federal agency. Accordingly, our team is working with the U.S. Army Corps of 40 Annual Report on the 
Salton Sea Management Program Engineers (Corps), as the federal lead agency and five federal 
Cooperating Agencies (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Reclamation; U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 
BLM; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, USFWS; Bureau of Indian Affairs, BIA; Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, NRCS) to prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Phase I: 10 -Year 
Plan. The EA will provide NEPA compliance for up to 30,000 acres of habitat and dust suppression 
projects as well as coverage for a Watershed Plan that will allow eligible projects to qualify for $25M of 
federal farm bill funding through the U.S. Department of Agriculture, NRCS. This environmental 
document will cover projects and activities such as creation of aquatic habitat at the Alamo, New and 
Whitewater Rivers, the North Lake Pilot Demonstration Project, the Desert Shores Channel Restoration 
Project; the Audubon Wetland Restoration Project, as well as a variety of other dust suppression and 
habitat projects (Figure 16).  

Comment noted. 
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99-69 8/20/22 Completion of this comprehensive NEPA process upfront will allow the SSMP Team to seek federal 
permits and access rights to implement projects on federal lands faster than would be possible by 
undergoing NEPA compliance for each project individually. The draft Project Description for the Phase 
I: 10-Year Plan was released to the public in August 2020 for a 30-day comment period. Through this 
process, the SSMP Team sought additional public input to further refine the draft Project Description 
and identify a range of project alternatives to be considered in the EA. The State also sought feedback 
as to how the public would like to access the Sea and what compatible community amenities should be 
prioritized. The SSMP Team held three virtual public meetings. Approximately 400 pages of oral and 
written comments and attachments were received and subsequently posted on the website. The Corps 
initiated the formal NEPA scoping process in March 2021 by releasing an updated project description 
for public review. Going forward, the Draft EA will be released for public review in the first quarter of 
2022, and the Corps will hold 2-3 public meetings during the review period. The EA is scheduled to be 
completed in the third quarter of 2022.”(Underlining added). (For this occasion, this paragraph is 
referred to – The night reference). 

Comment noted. 

99-70 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic My comment: Regarding the second reference above, - It is a fundamentally wrong (nonsensical) 
direction. I would like to elaborate on why the “current course of action” - the projects already underway 
to restore exposed lakebed sites - namely - Vegetation Enhancement Projects, Clubhouse, Tule Wash, 
Bombay Beach, Species Conservation Habitat (SCH), etc. are non-sensical. 

Comment noted. 

99-71 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic It is noticeable that the State has no architects or civil engineers, with the necessary expertise and 
experience, involved in the restoration of the Salton Sea, but rather Environmental Scientists, 
biologists, chemists, administrators, etc. “playing” architects (no pun intended). An analogy could be 
made – by selecting a plumber and electrician to perform bypass surgery on a patient in need because 
they have experience with piping, leakage, and electricity (again, no pun intended). 

Comment noted. 

99-72 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic The best way to explain why the “current course of action” is nonsensical is by asking proponents of 
such projects (the State) several questions. The projects that are already underway to restore exposed 
lakebed sites – namely - the (Vegetation Enhancement Projects) – (Clubhouse 400- acres; Tule Wash 
1,245 acres; Bombay Beach 90 acres); Species Conservation Habitat (SCH) project 4,100-acre. That 
summarizes 5,805 acres or 9 square miles. It is difficult to find necessary water to help protect and 
facilitate plants growth and plants survival and if the “current course of action” continues (if is not 
stopped) – will be, relatively soon, about 200 square miles of lakebed exposed. 
Question 1: How do you plan to manage 200 square miles of exposed lakebed if you have difficulties 
(finding water) managing only 9 square miles? 

Comment noted. 

99-73 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Regarding the third reference above - an independent panel of experts: It is obvious from the SSMP’s 
Program update and the Report and the actions already underway that the management in 
collaboration with the (US Bureau of Reclamation, Salton Sea Authority (SSA), Riverside County, 
Imperial County, Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), and IID – have already indirectly excluded 
importation of the seawater as a feasible solution – because they are proceeding with expensive 
projects that do not include the import of seawater. The current projects are not in harmony with the 
import of seawater. 
Question 2: If the Panel of the Independent Reviewers concludes that the importation of seawater is 
feasible and very profitable but not compatible with the “current course of action” – the dust 
suppression projects, etc. What is your plan regarding the “current course of action”– dust suppression 
projects, etc.? 
a) Are those projects going to be flooded with seawater?
b) Are you going to stop those projects on time with minimal losses of money and time?
c) c) Are you going to continue with dust suppression projects – mitigate exposed lakebed - despite

the import of seawater that can fill up the Lake to the original water level and eliminate the need for 
dust suppression projects?

Comment noted. 
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99-74 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Regarding the fourth reference above - the North Lake Pilot Project: 
Question 3: What is the purpose of the expensive North Lake Pilot Project and what do supporters 
(perpetrators) of such an expensive experiment expect to learn more than everybody already knows 
and is obvious? 

Comment noted. This project would create shallow- and deep-water fish and bird 
habitat. 

99-75 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Regarding the fifth reference above – the Desert Shores Channel Restoration Project: 
This is a typical nonsensical project, as are the rest of them, with the intention to refill the five 
southernmost boat channels in the Desert Shores Marina. One does not need to have extensive 
expertise (education) in order to realize how nonsensical this concept is. They want to connect the 
Desert Shores Marina with North Lake with a canal presumably to revive the Desert Shores Marina. 
Just think for a moment. Just to balance the evaporation of the North Lake it needs about 50,000 acre-
feet of water per year. According to this amateurish concept, they intend to use water from depleting 
groundwater wells, but they are not sure about it yet. That concept does not provide water circulation 
either. Even if there were 50,000 acre-feet of water, without circulation water would be stagnated and 
the North Lake and Marina would soon be infested with algae. 

Comment noted. 

99-76 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, in the Report is written the following: “The project would construct a berm across the former boat 
channel connection to the Salton Sea. Water would then be pumped from wells into the channels 
contained by the berm at a rate sufficient to refill the channels”. 
That is “speculative” and “wishful” thinking. People need to understand the following: To refill the five 
southernmost boat channels to an appropriate water level - to function as it was originally designed - is 
about -225’. The North Lake needs to be refilled to the same elevation. Relatively soon, the “Brine 
Lake” (the central part of the Salton Sea) will shrink (drop) to an elevation of about -265’. That means 
that, in a relatively shallow Lake, will be a substantial surface of playa between the berm (levee) and 
the “Brine Lake” with not enough water to mitigate the substantially exposed lakebed. That is an 
invitation to an ecological disaster (see Question 2 above). Such non-sensical designs are the result of 
the situation when Biologists, Chemists, Administrators, Environmental Scientists, or amateur 
enthusiasts try to “play” Architects. 

Comment noted. 

99-77 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Also, in the Report is written the following: “Work on the Desert Shores Project is expected to start in 
2022 upon completion of the environmental compliance and permitting process." 

Comment noted. This statement is not in the Draft EA, but the estimated date for 
this proposed project has moved. 

99-78 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I respectfully urge Secretary Vade Crowfoot, CNRA, Governor Gavin Newsom, and Jared Blumenfeld, 
EPA, to stop this one and all nonsensical projects and to wait for the report from the Panel of 
independent reviewers. 
NOTE: (ADDENDUM – August 2022) Unfortunately, because of a fundamental breach of the Panel’s 
“independent” status by collaborating with the opposing side, by their admission on tape, at the meeting 
on July 20, 2022, and refusal (in writing) to review the only proposal that provides the solution for the 
restoration of the Salton Sea, the Panel’s evaluation results cannot be considered valid moving forward. 

Comment noted. 

99-79 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Now that I have pointed out the grave results if the “Desert Shores Channel Restoration Project” 
continues, I respectfully urge everyone involved in this case to check and compare - how my proposal 
deals with the same area (around Desert Shore). Here is the link to the summary of my proposal for the 
restoration of the Salton Sea. http://www.geothermalworldwide.com/images/ImportingSeawater-1.pdf. 
Please see relevant Slides 22 (Figure 8); Slide 24 (Figure 10); Slide 25 (Figure 11). (Facility for 
generation of surfing waves that would put Desert Shore on the Word map.) 

Comment noted. 
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99-80 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic About patent infringement: 1. It is important to mention that Supervisor, Manuel V. Perez, to whom I 
made a presentation in his office on several occasions in 2014-2017. Each time he must leave after 10 
minutes. Obviously, he liked the first part of my presentation (concept) of dividing the Salton Sea into 
three parts but did not completely understand its function. In the SSA News Release in November 
2018, he talks about North Lake and suggests Imperial County do the same at the south end. He talks 
about the development of exclusive real estate around the Lake (soon to be a cesspool) and takes 
credit for it. He talks about forming the Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District (EIFD) – which is a 
good tool for the right reason. He does not understand how big a scandal it would be if they continued 
with Perimeter/Brine Lake without consulting with me for the implementation of my proposal which 
would have a completely different outcome. Here is a link to that document: SSA New(s) Release - 
Riverside County Launches Salton Sea Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District - Copy.pdf 

Comment noted. 

99-81 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic 2. Although “THEY” are talking about North Lake, they are avoiding showing a complete illustration with
a dike (road) connecting Hwy 86 and Hwy 111 because it is almost identical to the illustration in my
proposal. They intend to add that later. I am including a photo that I took from my screen during some
of their presentations intentionally showing just a part of Nort Lake boundaries. The exception is that
“THEY” extended the dike on the western side to include Desert Shore as “Desert Shore Channel
Restoration Project”, which is painful to watch. They are “butchering” my design. (See regarding “fifth
reference” on pages 22 and 24).

Comment noted. 

99-82 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic 3. Using an identical corridor for a pipeline from San Filipe to the Salton Sea that I have proposed in
2018 in my patented proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea which is illustrated in my patent and
at the same time excludes me and my proposal from further participation is an attempt to steal.

Comment noted. 

99-83 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic 4. Moving from the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” concept, which is a nonsensical project, smoothly (slowly but 
surely) to the “North Lake concept” which is an essential part of my patented proposal for the
restoration of the Salton Sea is also stealing in process.

Comment noted. 

99-84 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic 5. Saying the following “In the final report the Panel does recommend that there will be investments in
emerging technologies and ideas that emerged from this process” after my proposal is excluded from
further evaluation because of the supposed involvement of new emerging technology, is also an
attempt to steal.

Comment noted. 

99-85 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic 6. Because there is strong evidence of manipulative tactics and conducts by “THEM”, and because of
the serious possibility that in the near future, when I am supposedly out of the picture, “THEY” would
make the radical change in their design as part of their evolution, to finish the steal. Such practice
cannot be tolerated.
The State could and should stop such illegal practices. 

Comment noted. 

99-86 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic NOTE: For those who are not familiar with the concept of the “Perimeter/Brine Lake”. The 
“Perimeter/Brine Lake” is a single snake-like “U”- shaped lake consisting of the south part, west part, 
north part, and east part. The perimeter wall formed around the periphery (perimeter) of the Salton Sea 
supposedly would funnel New River, Alamo River, Whitewater River, and several Dry Washes around 
into the central part of the Salton Sea which is the Brine Lake. Brine Lake would be smaller, saltier, 
smellier, and more polluted every year, and sooner or later would become a cesspool. That is a 
ridiculous concept that I am arguing against for a long time. Here is the link: Microsoft Word - SS 
Benchmark 7_5-11- 16 (saltonseaauthority.org) or http://saltonseaauthority.org/wp-
content/uploads/2019/11/SSA-Benchmark-7-forFFAP.pdf). The illustrations on pages 48 and 55 show 
the “Perimeter Lake” as a single “snake-like shape” Lake. 

Comment noted. The alternatives considered in the EA have their own figures. 

99-87 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few words about my work: My proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea involves architectural 
design which incorporates several breakthrough technologies in the energy industry which I have 
invented and modified to incorporate local conditions of the Salton Sea area with the final product – the 
long-term solution for the restoration of the Salton Sea. It might be considered a project of the century 
costing only about $15 billion and generating at least $500,000,000 revenue per year just from energy 
– not including tourism.

Comment noted. 
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99-88 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic This time, I will just summarize the subjects of my breakthrough methodologies: 
1. I am the inventor of the new system for harnessing geothermal energy (a completely closed-loop
system) which is not limited to geothermal reservoirs.
2. I am also the inventor of the new system for drilling deeper and wider wellbores.
3. I am also the inventor of the new system for harnessing solar energy (thermooptical solar system)
having the “power unite” with pistons, which is at least several times more efficient than Photo Voltaic
(PV) systems.
4. I am also the inventor of the new system of cross-country pipelines for importing seawater or other
fluids, having the “in-line pump” as segments of the pipeline for uphill routes, and having the “in-line
generator” as segments of the pipeline for downhill routes with the “Delta Power Plant” at the last
section.

Comment noted. 

99-89 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic 5. I am also the inventor of the new system for using the pipeline as a foundation for solar panels which 
eliminates expenses for purchasing or leasing huge sections of land, which is an expensive
requirement for conventional solar facilities on an industrial scale. My system decentralizes the
conventional centralized systems.
6. I am also the inventor of the new system for the desalinization of salty water using solar and/or
geothermal energy to generate electricity and having potable water as a free byproduct, and
concentrated brine to be used to produce Lithium.
7. After the accident offshore of Louisiana in the Gulf of Mexico on April 20, 2010, and a failure of the
"Blow Out Preventer" (BOP) in the Macondo well, it became a challenge how to stop uncontrollable
bursts of crude oil in the Gulf of Mexico and prevent disas+K727ters of epic proportions. Out of over
3,000 proposals and many universities and laboratories participating, my proposal for controlling
dysfunctional “Blow out Preventer” was used to stop uncontrollable bursts of crude oil. By July 15,
2010, the Macondo well was successfully sealed, if only temporarily, for the first time in 87 days. That
was only 34 days after my submission. Implementation of the control valve on top of the dysfunctional
BOP was televised on CNN.
8. I graduated from the School of Architecture, University Cyril and Methodius, Skopje, North
Macedonia, in 1982, and immigrated to the United States in 1983, as a student at the Frank Lloyd
Wright School of Architecture, Taliesin West in Arizona, and Taliesin East in Wisconsin. The University
Cyril and Methodius – School of Architecture - consists of nine semesters, around 38 exams, plus
graduate work which takes an additional 5-6 months. I am proud to say that my graduate work scored
10 out of 10, which is rarely given.

Comment noted. 

99-90 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic My mission is global – which is licensing technologies worldwide to capable companies/contractors with 
means. The Salton Sea project is a small part of it but an important part. It is imperative to save the 
Salton Sea and our environment despite unreasonable opposition. I am providing a solution and the 
“know-how” to the desperate situation. 

Comment noted. 



Appendix 1 - Environmental Analysis for SSMP Phase 1: 10-Year Plan 

October 2024 Responses to Public Comments on Draft EA H-124 

Comment 
Number Date 

Submittal 
method Name/Affiliation Comment Response 

99-91 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Please watch at least the video of my presentation in front of members of the CEC. It is about 60 
minutes. I am grateful for such an opportunity from the CEC although material is substantial and I 
needed more than 60 minutes. Here is the link: 
https://energy.zoom.us/rec/share/d4tAFmZFYEoqg4_VQzKgnbEbbjsTGo8xeJX9KRklp4uLIvOr7dCOz-
9zrcMW-tW.JZXVajNyKAb3E9Of. 
Also, I am including links, and a summary of my proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea, divided 
into five segments for easier understanding. Each of the segments (phases) is essential for the final 
product – a self-sustained Salton Sea. 
–(About Importing Seawater – Segment - I) 

http://www.geothermalworldwide.com/images/ImportingSeawater-1.pdf 
–(About Harnessing Hydropower – Segment - II) 

6+(II) Harnessing Hydro Power - May, 2019 - Copy - Copy.pdf 
–(About Harnessing Solar Energy – Segment - III) 

6+(III) Harnessing Solar Energy - Addendum - July 1, 2022 - - Copy - Copy.pdf 
–(About Harnessing Geothermal Energy – Segment - IV) (in the GWC 2020 papers it is defined as 

Segment - II) 
http://www.geothermalworldwide.com/images/HarnessingGeothermalEnergy-4.pdf 

–(About Drilling Deeper and Wider Wellbores – Segment - V) (in the GWC 2020 papers it is defined as 
Segment - III) 
http://www.geothermalworldwide.com/images/DrillingDeeperWellbores-5.pdf 

The value of my work is its simplicity and its necessity. An average high school student could 
understand it in a relatively short time if read thoroughly. My work is patented with several 
“continuation-in-part” applications still pending. 

Comment noted. The Corps is unable to consider a video, or any views expressed 
in a video as constituting submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps 
public notice period.  

99-92 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic My suggestion about the next step: The restoration of the Salton Sea is of enormous importance not 
just for the local population but for the environment and the state of California. We lost a lot of time and 
money without a valid reason. Because of the gross failure of the current Panel of independent 
reviewers, it would be wise to extend the evaluation for another 6-8 months for a proper evaluation of 
my proposal to ensure a proper direction forward. 
I challenge any expert in the USA and Worldwide to find anything wrong with my proposal in its concept 
and technologies involved with respect to feasibility and its function. 
Feasibility definition: 1. the possibility that can be made, done, or achieved, or is reasonable: the 
state or degree of being easily or conveniently done: This level of description is sufficient for an 
engineer to consider initial design feasibility. 

Comment noted. 

99-93 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Many companies that produce conventional turbines can produce my design of the “In-Line Pump” and 
“In-Line Generator” using the same material and technologies.  
Many companies that produce conventional steam engines can produce my design of the “power unit” 
using a piston system using the same material and technologies.  
Many companies that produce air-conditioning units and heat exchangers can produce my design of 
“thermos - Optical Solar System” using the same or similar material and technologies.  
Many companies that produce conventional drilling equipment can produce my design of motorized drill 
heads and heat exchangers using the same or similar material and technologies.  
All components of different technologies in my proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea can be 
produced, and several prototypes tested, in around 5-6 months let’s say a year. That is not a difficult 
task.  
Even if conventional turbines and/or PV solar panels are used in my concept it will still generate 
positive revenue but not as much as it would be by implementing complete my proposal. 

Comment noted. 
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99-94 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I am confident in the validity of my proposal for the restoration of the Salton Sea that I would encourage 
the State of California to issue a contest on an international scale so that big known companies with 
experience in large projects such as AECOM, FLUOR, ORMAT, TENGDI MACHINERY, EQT, FUJI, 
GENERAL ELECTRIC, SIEMENS, ABB, MITSUBISHI, etc., to mention just a few, can compete with 
their proposal (concept). A few million dollars award for the several 1st -3rd place to stimulate a 
process and participation would be appropriate. That would be a much better way of spending a few 
million dollars that paying for the current Panel of “independent” reviewers for their lousy service. 
One option would be to contact some of the big capable companies just as contractors for the 
implementation of my proposal. That way, after multi-independent studies, the evaluation of my 
proposal could be completed, with a lesser chance of corruptive and manipulative inputs. Also, by doing 
so a potential contractor for implementation could be found. 
Symbolic participating fees should be included to prevent overcrowding the contest and to minimize the 
participation of amateurs. No pun intended, but this project requires certain expertise. 

Comment noted. 

99-95 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic After providing an overview of the situation (see the second paragraph on the first page of this letter) 
the criteria for the contest should be very simple: 
A. Solution must be viable and technically sound for the importation of seawater whether from the

Sea of Cortez or the Pacific Ocean or both.
B. Solution must be viable in stopping pollution of the Salton Sea.
C. Solution must be viable in respecting the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) because of

limited inflow from the Colorado River.
D. Solution must be viable in providing wildlife sanctuaries.
E. Solution must be viable in reducing the salinity of the Salton Sea.
F. Solution must be viable in providing conditions for tourism and other activities to benefit the local

population, employment, and economy.
G. Solution must be viable in harmonizing existing projects for the extraction of lithium from the

geothermal brine and the restoration of the Salton Sea that include importation of seawater.
H. Solution must be economically viable having a positive ratio of cost expense for the project and

revenue generated from the project. If there are several proposals having similar but different parts 
or technologies, then, they should be evaluated by comparison on each difference including cost,
feasibility, efficiency, and revenue generated.

In fairness, because of the gross failure of the current Panel, all previous participants including Tetra-
Tech should be welcome to participate again, if they want, without participating fees.  

Comment noted. 

99-96 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic A few clarifications about my proposal: After 10 years of working on the restoration of the Salton Sea, 
and based on my expertise and experience, I can say with certainty that the only way forward to save 
and restore the Salton Sea is what I am proposing: 
1. To stop pollution by redirecting the main pollutants – New River and Alamo River – back to Mexico,

(at the border before are polluted with pesticides and fertilizers) to refill Laguna Salada (dry Lake in 
Mexico), or optionally, redirect them directly to the Gulf of California (Sea of Cortez) and reestablish 
flow to the Gulf of California.

2. To divide the Salton Sea into three parts (North Lake, South Lake, and large Central Lake) and
import seawater from the Gulf of California (San Felipe area) and with a second corridor from the
Ocean (Long Beach area) into the Central Lake. In return, negotiate (get) a corridor with a service
road for the importation of seawater. That way we will save $50,000,000 per year that otherwise we 
would need to pay for 1,000,000 AFY of imported seawater.

3. Providing vertical circulation – using salty water from the bottom of the Lakes for the production of
electricity, potable water, and concentrated brine as a byproduct that can be used to produce
lithium - and importing seawater on the surface.

4. To establish huge wildlife sanctuaries at North Lake and South Lake; and
5. To harness geothermal and solar energy prevalent in the area.

Comment noted. 
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99-97 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic By dividing the Salton Sea into three Lakes and redirecting the New River and Alamo River to Mexico, it 
would allow us to use less water from the Colorado River – just for farmlands and for supplying the 
North and South Lakes. That is in harmony with the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA) that 
pronounces reduction of water from the Colorado River because of drought (dry seasons). We would 
not need to worry about large Central Lake anymore because now we can import plenty of seawater 
from the Gulf of California and the Ocean. Also, having two corridors for importing seawater provides 
more salt that we need for production of lithium, and potable water for our and future generations. 

Comment noted. 

99-98 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic In Closing: 
The Panel’s gross breach of trust is obvious, because of compromising its independent statute 
(impartiality) during the process of reviewing proposals for the restoration of the Salton Sea. During the 
meeting on July 20, 2022, the Panel admitted collaboration with the Tetra-Tech that promotes, 
supports, and works on the current course of action which is the “Perimeter/Brine Lake” and related 
dust suppression project that leads to the destruction of the Salton Sea. By imposing manipulated 
criteria in collaboration with the Tetra-Tech the Panel made a fundamental irreparable mistake. 

Comment noted. 

99-99 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic There is strong evidence that two scams regarding the Salton Sea are in process. A) Well organized 
group of people with THEIR “tentacles” in several agencies are in process of getting rid of the Salton 
Sea for their pitiful self-interest in disguise of trying to help the Salton Sea. That is obvious. What is not 
obvious is the second scam B) The same group with an awkward twist is in process of stealing several 
components of my patented comprehensive plan (concept) for the restoration of the Salton Sea. 
Because of a fundamental breach of the Panel’s “independent” status by collaborating with the main 
participant, by their admission on tape, and refusal (in writing) to review the only proposal that provide 
the solution for the restoration of the Salton Sea, the Panel’s evaluation results cannot be considered 
valid moving forward. Such a fundamental mistake makes the restoration of the Salton Sea in jeopardy. 
Such conduct is highly irresponsible that disqualifies the Panel from the further evaluation process and 
Tetra-Tech from further participation as the State’s consultant firm (advisor). 

Comment noted. 

99-100 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Although “THEIR” focus is on supposedly legal protocol and getting permits and funding, they are 
missing, intentionally or unintentionally, a bigger picture. They are missing the purpose of their task, 
which was/is to save and restore the Salton Sea. 
Because of the enormous size of the pr 
oject for the restoration of the Salton Sea and its importance, not just for the local population, but for 
California, and resistance to climate change worldwide, and the tremendous benefits that my proposal 
will bring to nearby communities and the State of California, the new review is necessary. 
Because “THEY” and now the Panel openly refuse to even look at my proposal for the restoration of the 
Salton Sea, because of strange, imposed criteria, I respectfully urge those officials who have good 
intentions towards saving and restoring the Salton Sea, and who are working for the State - EPA, DOE, 
CNRS, etc., and Corps which represent Federal Government to start participating in saving and 
restoring the Salton Sea and our environment. Being passive and silent in this critical time is dangerous 
and counterproductive. 

Comment noted. 

99-101 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I respectfully urge Governor Gavin Newsom, to use his executive power and dismiss the Panel’s results 
and initiate speedy (expeditiously) evaluation of my proposal through a different set of reviewers with 
the necessary expertise on the subject (architects (planning), civil and mechanical engineers) who 
would not succumb to the pressure of either side. 

Comment noted. 

99-102 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic An option for evaluation of my proposal is to contact potential contractors for the implementation of the 
project such as AECOM, FLUOR, ORMAT, TENGDI MACHINERY, EQT, FUJI, GENERAL ELECTRIC, 
SIEMENS, ABB, MITSUBISHI, etc., and request their cost estimate for the project. That way potential 
contractors can compete for the job and at the same time evaluate the feasibility of my proposal and 
the technology involved. I believe that by including multinational companies would minimize possible 
corrupted conduct and interference with evaluation by “THEM”. 

Comment noted. 
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99-103 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic My proposal is a comprehensive architectural plan that needs my participation in all aspects of the 
process. I am willing to help. Because of the unhealthy situation and manipulative conducts by local 
leadership radical changes need to be done before moving forward with the restoration of the Salton 
Sea. 

Comment noted. 

99-104 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic I would like to emphasize the importance of this project at this critical time. There are really two options 
for the State to choose about the fate of the Salton Sea with two completely different outcomes: Option 
I – To proceed with the current project already in motion a “Smaller, Sustainable Lake” – “10-year plan” 
– “Perimeter Lake” - The projects that will be constantly asking the State and Federal Governments for
help (for more money) for fixing never-ending problems - and at the end losing the Lake with liabilities
exceeding $70 billion (environmental disaster – toxic dust storms, health issues, and economic fold).
(NOTE: In the process would benefit a few “friendly” companies on the expenses of the environment
and communities); and Option II – To redirect allocated money and efforts toward implementation of
the long-term solution (my proposal) which would restore the Salton Sea to the water level of the 1950s 
and 60s; provide the condition, for tourism, wildlife sanctuary, clean environment, and generate
revenue in 100s Billion Dollars in several decades and would continue so in future costing only about
$15,000,000,000. (NOTE: A few companies that would benefit from Option I, would benefit even more 
with Option II, – they just do not understand it yet).

Comment noted. 

99-105 8/20/22 Letter via email Nikola Lakic Sorry for repetition but it is important - I would like to emphasize again that the longer non-sensical 
projects continue (being funded) which unequivocally leads to the destruction of the Salton Sea, will 
prolong the suffering of the nearby population and economy at large, and that every year of delay in the 
implementation of my proposal - means - losing at least $500,000,000 in revenue just from clean 
energy, not to mention the environment, loss of tourism, economic fall, etc. 

Comment noted. 

100-1 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental Assessment includes a two paragraph 
description and one map of the 10 Year Plan Alternative 1, Maximum Lake Edge. While I am supportive 
of a plan that extends lake edge to all shoreline communities, which this claims to do, it does not 
explain how that lake edge will be created or maintained. It does state that water sources would include 
the New River, Alamo River, and Whitewater River, which are known to be polluted. No water treatment 
is mentioned. No blending with Salton Sea water for salinity management and contaminant dilution is 
mentioned. No discussion of diversion of sun concentrated polluted water to a brine sink or anything 
else is mentioned. 

Detailed project designs will be guided by water availability, water quality, and 
salinity targets, with specifics identified at the time the projects are ready to move 
forward. A new Section 3.17 and Table 3-7 was added to the EA to address project 
water demands, water availability, and water agreements. All projects will be 
designed to be self-contained, with need for minimal maintenance. 

100-2 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton It appears that Alternative 1 Maximum Lake Edge is the Tetra Tech, Inc. and Salton Sea Authority’s 
Updated Perimeter Lake proposal with an alternate name and repackaged as part of the 10 Year Plan 
NEPA process (see Figures 1 and 2. This appears to be a crafty scheme to enable the Updated 
Perimeter Lake proposal to bypass the whole Long-Range Planning review process. If approved in 
NEPA, any Long-Range Planning process may be moot. 

Refer to comment response 55-3. 

100-3 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton It’s well known that the Salton Sea Authority has been pushing to have the updated Tetra Tech 
Perimeter Lake concept be selected as the chosen long range plan for the Salton Sea. There is also an 
institutional history of support for the Perimeter Lake in the State SSMP. This and the reality that Tetra 
Tech has an outsized influence on the selection process and will likely benefit to the tune of hundreds 
of millions if their Perimeter Lake concept is chosen. This gives reason for concern that the Long Range 
Plan selection process may be bypassed by selection of Alternative 1. 

Comment noted. 
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100-4 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton The Tetra Tech Updated Perimeter Lake concept has serious flaws including: 
1. High cost to build roughly 60 miles of dam around the perimeter of the Salton Sea and maintain it in
perpetuity.
2. High risk if major sections of the dam fail due to earthquake, flooding, or other failure. Nobody from
the Federal Government has evaluated making this kind of dam earthquake safe. Brawley Fault,
Elmore Faults, others will be crossed multiple times (see Figure 3). Widespread liquefaction is likely. It’s 
unlikely to be feasible to engineer the Perimeter Lake to be earthquake safe with earthen dams.
3. Poor water quality from New and Alamo River inflows that will dominate the mix of water in the
Perimeter Lake / canal along the shoreline absent ocean water availability. Project is funneling
essentially toxic and dangerous water to communities.
4. Overly optimistic inflow projections in the current diagram showing the residual body of the Salton
Sea inside the perimeter. The original proposal was vastly different, showing two small brine ponds at
the deepest parts of the Sea. The Salton Sea Authority Board asked Tetra Tech to hide that likely
reality in all future drawings. Inflow projections are not sound. There is no certainty of water supply. In
crisis IID water rights will be heavily challenged. If Tetra Tech assumes that IID will get their full 3
MAFY allotment, they are delusional.
5. No clearly defined and workable plan to control dust emission from the exposed playa between the
Perimeter Lake / canal and the residual Sea. No plan and seriously misleading diagram on the amount 
of playa exposed.

Refer to comment response 55-52 regarding berm construction. 
Refer to Appendix C (was Appendix F in Draft EA), which has been revised in the 
Final EA to include additional modeling results and to present the water demand by 
individual project component and alternative. 
The requirement for a dust control and management plan to be prepared and 
implemented has been added to Section 5.4 (Air Resources, Effects Analysis) of 
the Final EA.  

100-5 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton 6. Misleading summary statement about the salinity of the residual Sea. Only reasonable assumption is 
that it can support halophilic algae and bacteria and viruses. It should be colored red on the diagram.
Can only assume extraordinarily high salinity.
7. Very poor greenhouse gas prognosis for both residual Sea and exposed playa. Every element of the 
plan will be highly emissive: a. SCH excavated Pleistocene sediments and exposed them to wetness
and to atmosphere thus taking carbon sequestered for thousands of years and enabled it to become
emissive. Perimeter Lake will do the same. There is an essentially infinite supply of carbon going down 
for miles underground, dig it up, rewet it, and microorganisms will go to town on that carbonaceous
sediment. Maintenance on dam will also be constant and will release more carbon. b. Exposed playa
without disturbance will emit, see Ross Report c. Repeatedly applying water an in Perimeter Lake dust 
strategy will cause higher greenhouse gas emissions than undisturbed playa. Wind events will move
the water in the brine sink onto the playa due to bacteria thriving in the water on new food supply. Major 
pulses of emissions will occur. d. Water in Perimeter Lake will be full of carbon, e. Brine sink in residual 
Sea will sustain only bacteria that will respire methane.
8. Shallow Habitat Projects will use dredged material for levies. Also the Perimeter Lake dam will use
dredged material bringing up carbon loaded sediments.
9. Small bodies of water rapidly cycle carbon compared to a large body of water like Salton Sea. Large 
bodies of water cycle carbon in a more complex and beneficial way.
10. It’s not clear how GHG criteria will be quantified to compare one proposal to another without the
needed research. We do not have time in the 6 months left before the SSMP recommendation report to 
do the research. Cost is partly lab work for carbon sequestration analysis of core samples, but not very
high, however we are out of time.

An analysis of landscape greenhouse emissions from the lake surface and from 
exposed playa is presented in the Long-Range Plan, Appendix F 
(https://saltonsea.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/LRP-Appendix-F-
Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions.pdf ).  This analysis is based on available published 
data from water bodies, including saline water bodies.  Sediment carbon is 
expected to be oxidized upon drying but there is no science to support the claim 
that "There is an essentially infinite supply of carbon going down for miles 
underground, dig it up, rewet it, and microorganisms will go to town on that 
carbonaceous sediment." 

100-6 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton It should also be noted, that under Alternative 1, the Desert Shores Channels Restoration Project will 
be excluded (page 215). Perhaps the project at Desert Shores is considered to be pointless if there is a 
Perimeter Lake right outside it, but this will not be well received by the residents of the Desert Shores 
community. 

The Desert Shores Project is included in the Proposed Action. The EA provides a 
range of alternatives, not all of which include all projects identified.  

100-7 8/20/22 Email Tom Sephton As a Salton Sea area resident I oppose Alternative 1 for the reasons stated and support Alternative 2 
as a reasonable balance between constructed habitat and enhancement of existing emergent wetlands 
as a way to recover habitat until a long range plan can be decided and implemented. 

Comment noted. 

101-1 7/25/22 Email L. Garcia Excerpt from The Desert Review provided. No comments provided. No comments provided. No response needed. 

https://saltonsea.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/LRP-Appendix-F-Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions.pdf
https://saltonsea.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/LRP-Appendix-F-Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions.pdf
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102-1 8/1/22 Email Rob Zimmer, 
Spectrum 

Please visit https://saltonseawatch.com for ideas about the Salton Sea from a local perspective. Comment noted. The Corps is unable to consider a video, or any views expressed 
in a video as constituting submittal of a comment for the purposes of the Corps 
public notice period. The commenter was encouraged to submit written comments 
for consideration by the Corps' during the preparation of a Final EA.  

103-1 8/2/22 Email Kenneth Davlin, 
Oscar Larson & 
Associates 
Consulting 
Engineering 

We represent a company which intends to drill for deep brines on Sec 1, T11S, R10E in Imperial 
County. The parcel is located on the north westerly portion of Salton Sea southerly of Salton City. We 
intend to drill into the aquifer to gain freshwater for ongoing operations, since the closest water district 
only provides fresh water for construction, but does not provide water for operations. If we locate a 
suitable reservoir containing lithium, we will need to construct cooling towers or cooling systems, since 
the brine is quite hot, and needs to be substantially cooled for the chemical production process to work 
properly. 
One option might be to draw water from the Salton Sea (SS), upon which this property fronts, pump the 
SS water thru the process and them return it to the SS. 
My question is whether the use of SS water for that purpose is subject to a permit approval with 
conditions, or whether it is not permitted by some ruling or statute? 

Comment noted. The commenter is describing a project that is not part of the 
project covered in the SSMP 10-Year Plan or associated EA. No further response is 
required. 

104-1 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin My name is Stephanie C. Martin White, mother, wife, daughter, granddaughter, sister, niece, cousin to 
the Scotch-Irish Martin Clan of Southern California. I have lived in the Coachella Valley for the past 
decade or so, from the City of La Quinta, to the City of Coachella, and presently reporting from beautiful 
Desert Hot Springs. 

Comment noted. 

104-2 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin I am writing this letter to comment on both the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA), as well as the 
proposed Letter of Permission procedures for the State of California's Salton Sea Management 
Program (SSMP) 10 Year Plan, as well as an additional comment regarding the "Public Comment on 
Policy Measures to better serve needs of Tribal Nations and disadvantaged and underserved 
communities" notice found at https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2022/06/03/2022-
11881/notice-of-virtualpublic-and-tribal-meetings-regarding-the-modernization-of-army-civil-works-
policy (My understanding is that comments were due August 5th, but I still feel like my comments are 
relevant to this document regardless). 

Comment noted. 

104-3 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin I am specifically writing today regarding some concerns I have not only as an American citizen, but also 
as a believer in protecting the Earth as the planet. In addition to that, my region of the world is of 
special interest to me, in all ways including natural prosperity of a healthy environment, financial 
prosperity with good business, and social prosperity with a high quality of life standard enjoyed by all. 
When one or more of these areas are struggling, it is obvious because it is rife with tragedy. At the 
Salton Sea, most of these factors of what brings success to individuals and communities as a whole are 
lacking at best and at worst do not exist in many areas in Imperial County and Riverside County 
surrounding the Salton Sea where agriculture is king. 

Comment noted. 

104-4 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin I am also a consultant by profession and academic by heart and have dedicated my efforts to studying 
this region as holistically as possible looking for a resolution that truly makes me feel at home in this 
new region I intend to settle for generations to come. I have roots in Oklahoma, and other parts of 
Riverside County, I have cousins in Illinois, Wisconsin, Colorado, Hawaii, Tennessee, Kentucky, and 
want to feel like I, myself, this branch of the family, has found our place, our home. I have Scotch Irish 
(Scottish), English, and Indigenous North American roots on my father's side and so the violent history 
between the settlers of places like Tennessee, and the Native Americans in that area is a story that is 
very familiar to me. The story is even more familiar to all Tribal nations in every region of North 
America, and California is no exception, perhaps being the most complex of all being settled first by the 
Spanish even before tribal nations further east and north were settled by the English and Scotch. 

Comment noted. 
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104-5 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin The tribes in this area were allotted land as the trains were allotted land, and one could say this was the 
second colonization point by the European other- a much shorter "trail of tears" as they were confined 
rather than removed. And the writing is on the wall to again, colonize the area a third time during the 
catalyst of the lithium white gold rush as these proposed letters of procedures to cut red tape and drill 
into our primordial waters, flimsy draft environmental assessment that doesn't include the concerns of 
the geothermal drilling that the letter of procedures looks to be aiding toward their doing whatever they 
please down there, and the ill timed and rushed but historically unprecedented "modernization" of tribal 
initiatives from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers who, it is unclear whether or not they have the best 
interests of the Torres Martinez tribe and surrounding Tribal Communities as priority or whether or not 
this is more of a way to access their lands to drill for lithium. To wrap all these items together: the 
SSMP 10 year plan as the Environmental Assessment, the Proposed Letter of Procedure Permissions 
about the changing the rules about who can drill where and what and how deeply under the guise of 
restoring the Salton Sea, and the tribal rules changing under the guise of needing to help tribes in the 
Salton Sea region, without specifically addressing the overlapping concerns about the lithium plants, 
geothermal brine drilling and dumping, is my grave concern and complaint. 

Comment noted. 

104-6 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin That being said, I am gravely concerned about the lack of planning for and attention paid to the existing 
Lithium plants and drilling procedures as it concerns to extracting from our ancient waters, and in 
anticipation of more lithium plants and drilling wells dotting the beautiful and sensitive habitat of the 
Coachella Valley Desert, if these permissions are allowed, will encroach on the geothermal lake bed my 
land sits upon which would be devastating to me personally. This is also why I am a BLM and 
LGBTQA? ally: if discrimination could happen to you, it could happen to me. I do not want the lithium to 
take over the Salton Sea Niland a.k.a. the "Known Geothermal Resource Area" region, possibly wiping 
out communities, including the globally essential agricultural industry, change the tribal way of life, 
change the landscape drastically, and ultimately encroach wherever ancient primordial geothermal 
lakebeds are found; rinsing and repeating with their permits and all the rights to do so. If it happens to 
this geothermal lakebed, it could happen to any ancient geothermal lakebed, such as the geothermal 
"Seven Sisters" lakebed in Desert Hot Springs. Please consider these concerns as my understanding is 
that the lithium companies will most certainly take advantage of any changes of the rules at the policy 
level concerning water, regardless of whether or not they were granted with the restoration of the 
Salton Sea in mind. I am also concerned that the Tribes will not benefit from the policies concerning 
them and their land if they are suddenly subject to change at this time. 

Comment noted. Lithium plants are not part of the SSMP 10-Year Plan and 
therefore were not analyzed in the EA. 

104-7 8/13/22 Email Stephanie Martin What We the people need is public clarification and trusted knowledge from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers about the Lithium Extraction Process in particular. Specifically the effect of the environment 
short and long term, the waters and landscape that is subject to drilling, and how specifically new 
permits would affect geothermal companies. It is of national security to include this aspect, this new, 
rare commodity, in all reports that includes the geothermal plants and region in the footprint of any 
proposed plans for Salton Sea restoration for example, or else this report appears very incomplete. 
How would an approval of a plan with a footprint in the known geothermal area specifically benefit the 
Lithium companies? If the geothermal area is "out of the scope of this report", then I think it is obvious 
that it would require a report of its own- from the U.S. Corps of Engineers- prior to any final policy and 
rule changes at such a high level. The Lithium Valley Commission Report is due on October 1, 2022. I 
think it would be most wise to include a Geothermal Drilling environmental assessment to be included 
in these articles at this timeframe and for this environmental assessment to be independent of the 
restoration of the Salton Sea plans. It just doesn't make sense to "wrap it all up into one" unless there 
are no plans to restore the Salton Sea, and this has all been a guise to permit unprecedented 
geothermal drilling and dumping to happen throughout the region. The geothermal companies and the 
lithium valley commission have given the public the go around. They said "no effect" on the 
environment and that is not enough information to go on. That being said, please, again, consider 
including a report on the Army Corps of Engineers independent assessment of geothermal lithium 
mining and brining, the process, effect on the environment, and rate of extraction that would be 
permitted under any new policies. 

Comment noted. Lithium plants and geothermal projects are not part of the SSMP 
10-Year Plan and therefore were not analyzed in the EA.
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