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Response to Comment L6-38
Refer to response to Comment L9-39.

Response to Comment L6-39
Refer to response to Comment L9-40.

Response to Comment L6-40
Refer to response to Comment L9-41.
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Response to Comment L6-41
Refer to the Master Response on Air Quality Consistency with the
State Implementation Plan for PM10 in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L6-42
Refer to response to Comment L9-43.

Response to Comment L6-43
Refer to response to Comment L9-44.

Response to Comment L6-44
Refer to response to Comment L9-45.

Response to Comment L6-45
Comment noted.

Response to Comment L6-46
The water conservation program would be voluntary, and IID does not
know which farmers would participate. The assumption is that the
incentives provided would be sufficient to encourage an adequate
number of farmers to participate to conserve the amount of water
needed to meet the terms of the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement.
Whether farmers will actually choose to participate is an individual
decision that will be made by each farmer based on many factors that
include, but are not limited to, farm business economics and the
incentive payments offered by the conservation program.

As a worst case scenario, impacts of the Project were predicted using
the IIDSS model using a random selection of farms to participate in
conservation though implementation of on-farm conservation measures.
On-farm conservation measures would result in the greatest impacts for
the Salton Sea, thus this scenario was used for analysis. As the
comment does not refer to a significant environmental issue, no further
response is required.
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Response to Comment L6-47
Fallowing is one method that could be used to conserve water under the Proposed Project. For the purposes of evaluating the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and
Alternatives, fallowing is defined in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Findings will be made when the IID Board considers whether to approve the Project; these findings will draw upon the
facts in the record.

Response to Comment L6-48
The water conservation program would be voluntary, and IID does not know which farmers would participate. The assumption is that the incentives provided would be sufficient to
encourage an adequate number of farmers to participate to conserve the amount of water needed to meet the terms of the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement. Whether farmers will
actually choose to participate is an individual decision that will be made by each farmer based on many factors that include, but are not limited to, farm business economics and the
incentive payments offered by the conservation program.

As a worst case scenario, impacts of the Project were predicted using the IIDSS model using a random selection of farms to participate in conservation though implementation of on-
farm conservation measures. On-farm conservation measures would result in the greatest impacts for the Salton Sea, thus this scenario was used for analysis. As the comment does
not refer to a significant environmental issue, no further response is required.

Response to Comment L6-49
Comment noted. See Master Responses on Air Quality, Recreation, Biology, and Socioeconomics in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment L6-50
Water Code Section 1736 provides: "The board, after providing notice
and opportunity for hearing, including but not limited to, written notice
to, and an opportunity for review and recommendation by, the
Department of Fish and Game, may approve such a petition for a long-
term transfer where the change would not result in substantial injury to
any legal user of water and would not unreasonably affect fish, wildlife,
or other instream beneficial uses."  It has been established by many
SWRCB decisions over many years that the definition of a "legal user of
water" for purposes of Section 1736 is a holder of water rights and that
other users of water have no standing under Section 1736. The
SWRCB has given notice of and is currently conducting a hearing on
the issues set forth in Section 1736 and will issue its decision based
upon all the evidence that is admitted into the record.
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Response to Comment L7-1
The EIR/EIS for the Proposed Project discloses the environmental
impacts that could result from implementing the Proposed Project. It
was prepared in accordance with CEQA and NEPA to inform the public
and meet the needs of local, state, and federal permitting agencies.
Without a specific reference to a part of the Draft EIR/EIS, this
comment is otherwise too general to respond to.
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Response to Comment L7-2
In response to comments, the text of Section 3.15 has been revised.
The changes are indicated in subsection 3.15 in Section 4.2, Text
Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L7-3
The objective of the socioeconomic impact analysis was to provide an
estimate of the greatest adverse (or beneficial) effects of potential
impacts of the Proposed Project and/or Alternatives to the Proposed
Project. The analysis accounts for transfer funds going to absent
landowners. For information on the fallowing assumptions used in the
socioeconomic analysis, refer to the Master Response on
Socioeconomics Crop Type Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis
of Fallowing in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

The EIR/EIS provides an estimate of the socioeconomic effects
associated with the anticipated worst-case scenario of using fallowing
as a means to conserve water. Therefore, the adverse socioeconomic
effects of other fallowing implementation scenarios would be less than
those identified in the socioeconomic section.

Response to Comment L7-4
The EIR/EIS does not evaluate the overall economic feasibility of either
the QSA or the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement. The EIR/EIS presents
the type and magnitude of estimated third-party socioeconomic impacts
associated with the Proposed Project and each alternative evaluated in
the EIR/EIS. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, depending on the
eventual implementation of the water conservation program, there could
either be beneficial or adverse impacts to the regional economy. If
water is conserved using on-farm and water delivery system
improvements, it is anticipated that there would be beneficial effects to
regional employment; therefore, there would not be any adverse effects
to mitigate. If fallowing is used to conserve all or a portion of the water
to be transferred, there would be adverse effects to the regional
economy and farm workers as identified in the Draft EIR/EIS.

The IID Board will consider whether to implement socioeconomic
mitigation measures when it considers whether to approve the
Proposed Project or an alternative to the Proposed Project.
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Response to Comment L7-4 (continued)

Fallowing or land use changes that would be considered part of the natural growth of cities and counties are not anticipated as impacts of the Project and any such actions would have
to comply with city and county planning requirements.

As described in Section 3.14 and Appendix G of the Draft EIR/EIS, the socioeconomic impact analysis of the Proposed Project accounts for the reduction in expenditure of transfer
revenues that would result from participating farmers having to make state and federal income tax payments.

For a response to the comment requesting an indemnity against unforeseen claims to mitigate or pay for impacts, the commenter notes that IID should not proceed with the Project
unless it is indemnified and protected from unanticipated problems. The EIR/EIS process is designed to identify, to the extent possible, the Project impacts and appropriate mitigation
measures. We note that the Implementation Agreement for the HCP is expected to limit liability for unforeseen circumstances pursuant to the "No Surprises Rule" implementing Section
10 of the federal ESA. It is anticipated that the IID Board will evaluate the risks and costs of the Project before committing to proceed and that farmers will evaluate the advantages and
disadvantages in the voluntary on-farm program before deciding to participate.
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Response to Comment L7-5
This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR/EIS;
therefore, no response is required.

Response to Comment L7-6
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality−−Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Air Quality−−Air Quality Issues
Associated with Fallowing, and Biology−−Approach to Salton Sea
Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L7-7
Please refer to the Master Response on Other Desalination in
SDWCA Service Area and Comments Calling for Increased
Conservation in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment L7-8
The Lead Agencies will consider all public comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS prior to making a decision on the water conservation and
transfer program.
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Letter - L9. City of El Centro California City Hall. Signatory -
Abdel Salem.
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Response to Comment L9-1
Comment noted.
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