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Letter - S1. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Signatory - Phil Gruenberg.

Response to Comment S1-1
A revised HCP alternative has been selected to mitigate biological
impacts to the Salton Sea. For more information, please refer to the
Master Response on Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS. In addition,
please refer to the Master Response on Other—Relationship Between
the Proposed Project and Salton Sea Restoration Project, also in
Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S1-2
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 S1-3
The Habitat Conservation Plan only addresses threatened and
endangered species because it was developed to meet the legal
requirements for obtaining incidental take authorization for listed
species and other special-status species under the federal and state
Endangered Species Acts.
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Letter - S2. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Signatory - Teresa Newkirk

Gonzales.

Response to Comment S2-1
Please refer to the Master Responses on Hydrology Selenium
Mitigation and Hydrology TMDLs in Section 3 in this Final EIR/EIS.
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Letter - S3. State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights. Signatory - Edward C.

Anton.

Response to Comment S3-1
The SWRCB comments state that certain biological enhancement
measures provided for in the HCP involve "redirecting" Colorado River
water from agricultural use to environmental use, and that such
redirected use requires the filing of a petition with the SWRCB. IID
disagrees with this interpretation of State law. IID maintains that the
right to use water for agricultural purposes includes the right to mitigate
the environmental impacts of those agricultural uses. Water Code
Section 1011 states that the conservation of water normally used for
agricultural purposes pursuant to Section 1011 is an agricultural use.
Therefore, mitigating the environmental impacts of creating the
conserved water should not constitute a change in purpose of use (i.e.,
it is still an agricultural use). The comments also state that if water use
for environmental purposes occurs outside of IID's water service area,
IID should file a petition with the SWRCB to expand the place of use.
IID is willing to amend its current Petition to seek a change in the
purpose of use for water used to implement the HCP from agricultural
to environmental and, if an HCP measure that uses water is located
outside of IID's already approved place of use, to expand IID's
authorized place of use, but such amendments should not be required.

Response to Comment S3-2
Please refer to the response given for Comment S3-1.
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Response to Comment S3-3
Please refer to the response given for Comment S3-1.



5-61

Letter - S3
Page 3



5-62

Letter - S3
Page 4



5-63

Letter - S3
Page 5


	Return to Contents: 
	Continue: 


