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Response to Comment C35-42 (continued)
The 59 KAFY shortfall noted in the Baseline by the commenter is a result of the various Baseline adjustments. Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of the
Baseline in Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS.

The discussion in the Draft EIR/EIS discussing drainage through the Alamo River purposely does not address flow volume at the International Boundary because this flow is such a
small component of flow in the Alamo River.

The statement in the Draft EIR/EIS that "discharge from Mexico leveled back to approximately 100 KAFY for the period 1987 to 1999…" is not correct.

As noted above, because authors of the text of the Draft EIR/EIS applied a slightly different timeframe than that used by the modeling team, there are small discrepancies in flow values
presented in different parts of the document. These discrepancies do not influence the validity of the work performed nor do they influence the outcome.

We agree that the 100 KAFY value for discharge to the Salton Sea from Direct-to-Sea drains is appropriate for Figure 3.1-16.

The IIDSS water balance assumes that the volume of water stored in the soil profile at the end of the modeling period is identical to the volume stored at the beginning of the period.
The water balance presented in the comment includes evaporation from canals and reservoirs twice [Evaporation and Evaporation (Canal and Reservoir)] and does not include a term
for effective precipitation, which is the reason why the commenter was not able to reach closure on his On-farm Systems balance. As observed in the comment, the values shown on
Figure 3.1-16, in the commenter's document, differ from those used in modeling of historical conditions in the IIDSS. This change will be included in subsection 3.1 under Section 4.2,
Text Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.

The commenter's concerns regarding the validity of the IIDSS model are not well founded. In reading Table 2-1 of Appendix E, it is important to remember that the Recorded column is
observed data and the Modeled column is not model input, but model results. The fact that the model can predict IID demand for imported water over the 12-year historical modeling
period to within three tenths of one percent of actual deliveries is an extraordinarily good fit and indicates that the delivery system component of the model is well-calibrated.
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Response to Comment C35-43
Actual flow measurements for drains that discharge directly to the
Salton Sea are not available for the historical record. Because of this
lack of data, quantification of COC input is speculative at best.
Therefore, we stand by the statement.

Response to Comment C35-44
This subsection on In-Sea Circulation Patterns was intended to assist
in the description of the existing setting at the Salton Sea. It was not
intended as a place to provide an analysis of changes in circulation
and/or temperatures relative to different Sea elevations as a function of
project alternatives.

Response to Comment C35-45
Please refer to the following Master Responses in Section 3 of this
Final EIR/EIS: Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy; and Biology Impact Determination for Fish in the Salton
Sea.

Response to Comment C35-46
The comment raises concerns about the potential effects of the
Proposed Project on increased nutrient loads and higher water
temperatures at the Salton Sea, and the linkage of these potential
effects to producing periodic anoxic conditions in the Sea. If the
assumptions described in the comment proved correct and these
conditions were to develop in the Sea, then increased biological
impacts (e.g., frequency and magnitude of fish kills) could increase.
However, since the release of the Draft EIR/EIS and HCP, IID has
eliminated HCP Approach 1 from consideration. Under the revised
Salton Sea strategy, reductions in inflow to the Sea would be offset by
providing water to the Sea. This approach would maintain the elevation
of the Sea at or above its projected levels under the Baseline until the
year 2030. (See the Master Response on Biology -- Approach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.)
As a consequence, Project-related impacts on biological resources
(primarily fish and the species that depend on them) would be avoided.
Also, please see the responses to Comments R5-76, R5-68, and
G25-78.

Response to Comment C35-47
The studies referenced in this subsection of the Draft EIR/EIS are
described in the earlier subsection entitled "Background and Historical
Studies," which begins on page 3.1-75.
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Response to Comment C35-48
The commenter questions whether the Draft EIR/EIS should address
changes in hydrology and in water quality in the SDCWA service area
that might result from Project implementation. As noted in the
methodology section of the Draft EIR/EIS, a determination was made
that the Project would result in no changes to the hydrology or water
quality of this region. We believe that this assessment continues to be
correct.

Response to Comment C35-49
The Salton Sea is excluded from this statement because impacts to the
Sea are assessed based on the ramp-up schedule, rather than the full
implementation transfer volume. The ramp-up schedules for reductions
in inflow for the Proposed Project and Project Alternatives are
presented in Table 6.1 of the SSAM (see Appendix F of the Draft
EIR/EIS).

Response to Comment C35-50
The commenter states that two scenarios need to be applied to the
LCR methodology; one where LCR average surplus flows are
maintained, and one where LCR average surplus flows are reduced by
the transfer amount. Surplus determinations will be made in
accordance with the Interim Surplus Guidelines adopted in January
2001. The referenced paragraph describes the scenarios modeled: a
Baseline or No Action alternative is compared to the maximum water
transfers contemplated under the Proposed Project. We believe the
analysis conducted is consistent with that desired by the commenter.

Response to Comment C35-51
As noted in the remainder of the first paragraph on page 3.1-92, "[t]he
variables associated with defining an on-farm conservation program
could be numerous including spatial distribution, voluntary participation
over given timeframes. . ." Because of these variables and the fact that
land fallowing could also be used to achieve on-farm conservation, it is
difficult to determine the exact programs or combination of programs
that could be implemented to achieve the conservation goals.



5-1014-

Response to Comment C35-52
Because of the historical variability in salinity concentrations in the Colorado River and the potential for disagreement on a specific prediction of future salinity concentrations in Colorado
River water, the salinity concentration that is used in the IIDSS is based on the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation's Interim Surplus Criteria Draft EIS (Reclamation 2000b) and is also an
accepted regulatory objective as documented in the following excerpt from the Water Quality Control Plan:

"In response to requirements in Section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-500), the Seven States Colorado River Salinity Control
Forum developed water quality standards in 1975 for salinity consisting of numeric criteria and a basinwide plan of implementation for salinity control. The Forum
recommended that each of the Basin States adopt the proposed standards.

California, along with the other Basin States, adopted the Forum's recommended standards, which were subsequently approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
The standards were reviewed in 1978, 1981, 1984, 1987, and 1990. While the numeric criteria have not changed, the plan of implementation was updated in those years to
reflect changes in the salinity control program since 1975. The flow-weighted average annual numeric criteria for salinity (total dissolved solids) were established at three
locations on the lower Colorado River:

Salinity in mg/L
Below Hoover Dam, AZ-NV 723
Below Parker Dam, AZ-CA 747
Imperial Dam, AZ-CA 879

The plan of implementation consists of a number of federal and non-federal measures throughout the Colorado River system to maintain the adopted numeric criteria while the
Basin states continue to develop their compact apportioned waters."

As noted above, the salinity objective has been accepted by California and the other Basin States and the EPA. Therefore, we feel it is appropriate to rely on the numeric criteria noted
above.

Please also refer to the Master Response on Hydrology—Development of the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment C35-53
Please refer to the Master Responses on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline and Biology-Approach to the Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS. With
implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy, the
elevation of the Salton Sea will be maintained at Baseline levels until at
least the year 2030.

Response to Comment C35-54
Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-55
The Commenter notes that the degraded water quality that may result
from reduction in surplus declarations, relative to the declarations that
may be in effect under the Project Baseline, must be taken into
account.

Under both the Project Baseline and the project alternatives, it is
assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS that there would be no declarations of
surplus flow. Therefore, all of the modeling is based on the assumption
that, given no surplus flow declarations, the quality of water diverted by
IID under the project alternatives would be the same as the quality
diverted under the Project Baseline.

The Commenter notes that constituent concentrations may differ
between the Proposed Project and other project alternatives because if
LCR surplus water declarations are reduced by the amount of the
transfer, "each Project and alternatives" would have a different set of
concentrations.

Under both the Project Baseline and the project alternatives, it is
assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS that there would be no declarations of
surplus flow. Therefore, all of the modeling is based on the assumption
that, given no surplus flow declarations, the quality of water diverted by
IID would be the same for each of the alternatives.
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Response to Comment C35-55 (continued)

The model used for the Draft Salton Sea Restoration EIS/EIR was based on incorrect forecasts of baseline inflows and salt loadings to the Salton Sea. As a result, model results from
this model are not comparable to those from the Salton Sea Accounting Model. There are no known data and/or research that could be relied upon in the incorporation of temperature
modeling within the Salton Sea Accounting Model. In addition, the inclusion of  a temperature model would not enhance the ability of the model to perform water and salt balances within
the Salton Sea, which is the primary function for which it was developed.

Response to Comment C35-56
See response to Comment G17-21.

The footnote (footnote E in Table 3.1-14) is a typographical error and will be removed. This change is indicated in this Final EIR/EIS in subsection 3.1 under Section 4.2, Text Revisions.
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Response to Comment C35-57
Please refer to the response to Comment G17-21.

Table 3.1-4 is applicable to water quality criteria in the IID Water
Service Area. See Table 3.1-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS for standards that
are applicable to the Salton Sea.

Response to Comment C35-58
The criteria presented in the IID EIR/EIS are neither subjective nor
inadequate. As noted in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, "[T]he Draft
EIS/EIR was prepared in accordance with California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)…" Therefore, the significance criteria provided in the Draft
EIR/EIS and the definition or explanation of the use of specific terms
such as "significant" and "substantial" are found in the applicable rules
in NEPA and CEQA. For example, Section 15064 of the CEQA
Guidelines clearly spells out the process for determining whether a
project may have a significant effect on the environment. Specific
language defining the process for determining significance is provided
below:

(b) The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect
on the environment calls for careful judgment on the part of the public
agency involved, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual
data. An ironclad definition of significant effect is not always possible
because the significance of an activity may vary with the setting. For
example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area may
be significant in a rural area.

(c) In determining whether an effect will be adverse or beneficial, the
Lead Agency shall consider the views held by members of the public in
all areas affected as expressed in the whole record before the Lead
Agency. Before requiring the preparation of an EIR, the Lead Agency
must still determine whether environmental change itself might be
substantial.

(d) In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a
project, the Lead Agency shall consider direct physical changes in the
environment which may be caused by the project and reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical changes in the environment which may be
caused by the project. (Title 14. CCR, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section
15064[b][c][d]).
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