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Response to Comment G25-78
There is no reason to suspect that biological processes will not continue
to limit water-borne selenium concentrations in the future (as they do in
saline, evaporation ponds; see the response to Comment R5-68).
Increased summer temperatures in a shallower Sea are possible.
However, similar to changing input nutrient concentrations, it is not
possible to predict what effect changing temperatures will have on
warm water fish or bird disease outbreaks (see the response to
Comment R5-76). In addition, the revised Salton Sea strategy (see
Master Response for Biology -Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in this Final EIR/EIS) will result in the avoidance
of salinity and elevation impacts until the year 2030.

The HCP addresses impacts to covered species that could occur as a
consequence of the covered activities, including water conservation and
transfer. An evaluation of changes in the invertebrate community and
the response of migratory birds in general is not necessary or
appropriate in an HCP. The HCP individually addresses impacts of the
Proposed Project (both water conservation and transfer and the HCP
components) on covered species that exploit invertebrates at the Salton
Sea (e.g., snowy plover, long-billed curlew).
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Response to Comment G25-79
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-80
See the response to Comment G25-78.

The HCP (Attachment A to this Final EIR/EIS) identifies impacts to
covered species that are attributable to the covered activities, including
water conservation and transfer, and includes measures to avoid,
minimize or mitigate the impact of take of covered species that could
result from the covered activities.
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Response to Comment G25-81
The comment specifically refers to a lack of detail in the HCP regarding
the specifics of how nesting islands would be created, the specifics of
the pupfish adaptive management program, and the details of how the
forage pond mitigation strategy (Approach 1) would be implemented.
Both the nesting island and forage pond mitigation were elements of
Salton Sea Approach 1, which is described in the HCP. Subsequent to
the release of the Draft EIR/EIS and HCP, IID has revised the HCP to
eliminate Approach 1 (see the Master Response on Biology—Approach
to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS). In addition, IID revised the HCP, in coordination with USFWS
and CDFG, to more clearly define the adaptive management approach
for desert pupfish. The revised HCP is included as Attachment A to the
present document.

Response to Comment G25-82
The comment refers to elements of Salton Sea Approach 1 of the Draft
HCP. Because of concerns expressed by USFWS, CDFG, and others
commenting on the HCP, IID has eliminated Approach 1 and revised
the HCP to reflect the new approach (see Attachment A to this Final
EIR/EIS). Also, please refer to the Master Response on Biology—
Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-83
The approach to the Drain Habitat Conservation Strategy is to create an
equivalent amount of managed marsh habitat as the acreage of
vegetation currently supported in the drainage system. The managed
marsh habitat would be of much better quality than drain vegetation, as
explained in Section 3.5 of the HCP. In the drainage system, water
quality would decline slightly but the nature and extent of vegetation
would not be expected to change substantially. An analysis of the
potential effects of water quality changes and the resultant effects on
species using drain habitat is provided in the Draft EIR/EIS and HCP.
This analysis shows a small effect on reproductive productivity. Thus,
under the Proposed Project, habitat availability in the drains would
remain similar to existing conditions, but some species could
experience slightly lower reproductive success.



     5-832

Response to Comment G25-83 (continued)
With the creation of the managed marsh, individuals currently using the drainage system could move to exploit the new habitat, in which case these individuals would not experience
any adverse effects. Alternatively, they could stay in the drains, but juveniles produced by individuals in the drains or in other marsh habitats (e.g., the refuges) could colonize the
managed marsh. Although individuals remaining in the drains could experience reduced reproductive success relative to the No Project condition, the overall species population would
increase because of colonization of the managed marsh. In short, the managed marsh would be expected to support an equivalent or greater number of individuals as are currently in
the drains and thereby increase the overall population.

To receive an incidental take permit under Section 10 of the federal ESA, the applicant must minimize and mitigate to the maximum extent practicable the impact of the proposed taking
(emphasis added). To receive an incidental take permit under Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code, the applicant must fully mitigate the impact of the take (emphasis added). The
potential for take and the impact that the potential take could have on each of the covered species associated with agricultural fields is evaluated in Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As
described for each species, the potential for take and the level of potential take of species associated with agricultural fields as a result of the covered activities (including fallowing) is
expected to be very low. Thus, the impact of such take on the species' populations would be minimal. In keeping with this minimal potential impact, only a low level of mitigation is
required to fully mitigate. An additional mitigation measure was added to the Agricultural Field Habitat Conservation Strategy to further address effects to covered species from fallowing.

Approach 1, Hatchery and Habitat Replacement, in the Salton Sea Conservation Strategy is no longer being considered.

More detailed and species-specific analyses of the impacts to covered species from the covered activities and the effect of implementing the HCP measures have been added to the
HCP (see Attachment A of this Final EIR/EIS).
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Response to Comment G25-84
The monitoring and adaptive management program has been revised.
The analysis of the impacts of the covered activities and the effect of
implementing the HCP measures on covered species has been revised
to provide a more in-depth analysis. The pupfish mitigation and
monitoring program described in the HCP has been modified to provide
greater detail and to more clearly define the structure of the adaptive
management program. The revised HCP, which includes detailed flow
diagrams, describes how pupfish and pupfish habitat (e.g., selenium
concentrations) would be monitored over the term of the permit. Please
refer to Attachment A, Habitat Conservation Plan, in this Final EIR/EIS.

With respect to biological goals, see the response to Comment G26-24.
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Response to Comment G25-85
Eared grebes are not a species covered by the HCP. There is
considerable information available about the ecology of white pelicans,
mountain plover, black skimmers, and gull-billed terns, both in general
and at the Salton Sea. The HCP was developed with close coordination
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of
Fish and Game and the available information on these species was not
deemed inadequate for issuing permits under the federal and state
Endangered Species Acts.

Based on discussions with and input from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game, the HCP has
been revised to include a more detailed strategy and timeline for the
Other Covered Species Conservation Strategy (see Attachment A,
Habitat Conservation Plan, in this Final EIR/EIS). In addition, species-
specific evaluations of the effects of the covered activities and
implementation of the HCP on these "other covered species" have been
added.

Response to Comment G25-86
Prior to issuance of the Incidental Take Permit, an implementation
agreement for the HCP would be completed between IID, USFWS, and
CDFG. The implementation agreement will include assurances that
adequate and reliable funding is available to implement all measures
included in the HCP.
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Response to Comment G25-87
The monitoring and adaptive management programs for each of the
Conservation Strategies have been revised to more clearly identify what
information will be collected in the monitoring program, and how that
and other relevant information will be used to adjust the conservation
measures. Adjustments that would be outside the scope of the adaptive
management program have been defined. With respect to adequate
funding, see response to Comment G25-86.

Response to Comment G25-88
IID has eliminated the forage pond strategy (Approach 1) for mitigating
Salton Sea impacts and revised the HCP accordingly (see the Master
Response on Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS). In addition, IID has worked
with USFWS to provide additional detail on the distinction between
changed and unforeseen circumstances. These changes are reflected
in the revised HCP (which is included as Attachment A in this Final
EIR/EIS).

Response to Comment G25-89
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.
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Response to Comment G25-90
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 G25-91
The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional discussion of
the Torres-Martinez Tribe's concerns, based on government-to-
government consultations with the Tribe, USFWS and Reclamation.
These changes are indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.9
under Section 4.2, Text Revisions. The Draft EIR/EIS has also been
revised to include a different methodology for analyzing and disclosing
potentially disproportionate high and adverse impacts (including air
quality). These changes are indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in
subsection 3.15 under Section 4.2, Text Revisions. USFWS sent a
letter on April 8, 2002, to five Tribes in the Coachella Valley, including
the Cabazon Tribe, offering technical assistance and government-to-
government consultations regarding the water transfer.



     5-837

Letter - G25
Page 64

Response to Comment G25-92
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 G25-93
The comment regarding the Project start date is noted. At the time the
IIDSS was used to predict Project impacts, it was thought that the
Project would begin in Year 2002. Although the Lead Agencies now
understand that the Project, if approved, would not start until Year
2003, the essentially negligible change in impacts that could be seen
from starting the IIDSS model runs at Year 2002 versus Year 2003 do
not warrant the substantial cost that would be incurred to produce all
new model runs. Therefore, the Lead Agencies have decided that the
text and the time frame for the model runs will remain as reported in the
Draft EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment G25-94
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in
Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-95
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in
Section 4.2, Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G25-96
We agree that "apportionment" relates to how water is divided among
various users while "entitlement" relates to legal rights to use water.
The section has been revised; see subsection 1.4.2 under Section 4.2,
Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

Regarding the comment that the full text of the QSA and IID/SDCWA
Transfer Agreement should appear in the Final EIR/EIS, the full text of
these agreements is available for review at IID Headquarters, as noted
in Section 1.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The text of the revised HCP
(Attachment A to this Final EIR/EIS) has been corrected to reflect the
correct location of the full text of these agreements.

Response to Comment G25-97
Comment noted. Responses to the specific comments made in your
letter regarding these issues are provided.
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