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C8, California-American Water Company, and C9, CP Kelco, were erroneously categorized as a 'Citizen,' however, because of schedule constraints , we were unable to reassign these
in a timely manner. Please refer to Section 5.7 of this Final EIR/EIS for these letters and responses.



590590 5-590

Letter - G1. Fish Partners. Signatory - George
Ray.

Response to Comment G1-1
Comment noted. Please refer to the Socioeconomics section of the
Draft EIR/EIS (Section 3.14) for the discussion of potential impacts to
economics and socioeconomics as a result of implementation of the
Proposed Project.

Response to Comment G1-2
Comment noted. The Proposed Project includes the conservation and
transfer of up to 300 KAFY.

Response to Comment G1-3
The HCP employs both habitat-based and species-specific
conservation strategies for species covered under the HCP. The
habitat-based strategies conserve species that exhibit high mobility,
adaptability and fluctuating populations through the creation or
acquisition of on-site replacement habitat of equal or greater quality and
quantity than that which would be adversely affected under the
Proposed Project. The overall conservation strategy for the IID HCP is
to maintain or increase the value (amount and/or quality) of each
habitat in the HCP area in addition to implementing measures to
minimize direct effects to covered species from O&M and construction
activities. The habitat-based conservation approach is suitable for the
majority of species covered under the HCP. It is augmented by species-
specific treatment for individual species (i.e., burrowing owls, desert
pupfish, razorback sucker) that are not easily accommodated by the
habitat approach. Therefore, contrary to the assertion made in the
comment, the IID HCP would not benefit some species to the detriment
of others.

Response to Comment G1-4
Regulatory requirements under the ESA and CESA necessitate that
priority be given to special-status species. In addition, IID has elected to
cover certain special-status species in its HCP in order to provide long-
term certainty with respect to ESA and CESA requirements. Species-
specific conservation measures have been developed for some of the
special-status species covered under the HCP. These measures may
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Response to Comment G1-4 (continued)
provide ancillary benefits to some species not covered by the HCP, while for others, they may provide little or no benefit. None of the species-specific conservation measures are
believed to adversely affect non-listed species. The habitat-based strategies conserve wildlife species that exhibit high mobility, adaptability and fluctuating populations through the
creation or acquisition of on-site replacement habitat of equal or greater quality and quantity than that which would be adversely affected under the Proposed Project. The habitat-based
conservation strategies and minimization measures described in the HCP would benefit species not covered by the HCP associated with each habitat. No adverse effects to other
species are anticipated.

Response to Comment G1-5
Under existing conditions, the majority of habitats in the IID Service Area and Salton Sea are comprised primarily of invasive, non-native plant species such as tamarisk (also known as
saltcedar). Under the HCP, impacts to tamarisk scrub habitat will be mitigated through creation or acquisition of native tree habitat consisting of mesquite bosque or cottonwood-willow
habitat. Impacts to drain vegetation will be mitigated through the creation of managed marsh consisting of native cattail/bulrush vegetation. The HCP does not advocate the further
spread of exotic species that are already well established in the Project Area.

Black skimmers have undergone a natural range expansion in California since 1962. Because black skimmers were not introduced to the Salton Sea and began breeding there without
human intervention, they are not considered an introduced species.

Approach 1 is no longer under consideration. See Master Response for Biology Approach to the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Letter - G1
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Response to Comment G1-6
Approach 1, which included stocking tilapia in the Salton Sea and
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration. See
Master Response for Biology—Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G1-7
The comment correctly identifies water temperature as an important
determinant of fish health. While the EIR/EIS focuses on salinity as the
most likely factor influencing the ability of the fishery to be sustained in
the Salton Sea, water temperature also could contribute alone or
synergistically to rendering the Sea unsuitable for fish. Under the Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy, no reduction in inflow attributable to
the Proposed Project would occur until after 2030, when fish are not
projected to remain in the Salton Sea under the Baseline. Thus, this
strategy would avoid water temperature and other potential effects to
fish attributable to water conservation and transfer. See the Master
Response for Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G1-8
Please refer to the response given for Comment G1-7.

Response to Comment G1-9
Since the development of the approaches described in the HCP and
Draft EIR/EIS, IID has eliminated the HCP Approach 1 from further
consideration. Please see the Master Response for Biology Approach
to the Salton Sea Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Letter - G1
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Response to Comment G1-10
The comment speculates on the potential effects of exotic species (e.g.,
tilapia and bass) on populations of desert pupfish in the drains. The
HCP (Attachment A to this Final EIR/EIS) describes competition and
predation by exotic species as potential factors influencing the status of
the desert pupfish population in the drains. The intent of this discussion
was to provide the reader with the background necessary to understand
the context within which the impacts were evaluated. Although it has
been hypothesized that competition or predation by exotics could
adversely affect pupfish, studies conducted by Sutton (1999) also
suggest that pupfish appear to survive well in certain drains that also
contain populations of exotic fish. It is likely that habitat characteristics
(e.g., vegetation structure) also play an important role in the suitability
of pupfish habitat. Also, please see Master Response for
Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G1-11
The comment recommends consideration of an additional approach for
mitigating impacts of a declining Sea elevation on a variety of fish and
wildlife species. The recommended approach outlines the potential
benefits of actively working with freshwater (drain water) discharges to
the Sea to create a network of vegetated channels that would support
fish and wildlife. This approach is consistent with the proposed pupfish
and tamarisk scrub habitat conservation strategies. As identified in
measure Pupfish -3 and the subsequent discussion of its justification,
the HCP directs IID to manage the drain channels (including the New
and Alamo Rivers) as they extend over exposed seabed. This is
specifically intended to benefit pupfish, but also would be expected to
benefit other species as well. In addition to the management of these
new channels for the benefit of pupfish, the conservation strategy for
tamarisk scrub in the HCP outlines measures that would require IID to
create native tree habitat (up to 1,421.5 acres). If the soil characteristics
of the exposed seabed and water quality were appropriate to support
native trees, these new channels could be used for these plantings. The
HCP IT would determine the locations and specific characteristics of
native tree habitat. The concepts recommended for inclusion are
already elements of the currently proposed HCP.
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Letter - G1
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Response to Comment G1-12
The commenter recommends integrating the managed marsh required
to be constructed under the HCP with the commenter's proposed
managed delta approach for addressing impacts to birds that use the
Salton Sea. A managed delta approach is not proposed as part of the
Proposed Project and therefore is not a consideration as to where the
managed marsh units will be located. However, if the Salton Sea
Restoration Project adopts the managed delta recommendations, there
will be an opportunity to integrate the approaches. In implementing the
HCP, the HCP Implementation Team will be involved in locating the
managed marsh units and could recommend installing managed marsh
units in areas of exposed seabed if sufficient area is available and soil
characteristics are appropriate.

Response to Comment G1-13
Please refer to the response given for Comment G1-11.

Response to Comment G1-14
The comment correctly states that the HCP places considerable
emphasis on the mitigation requirements for piscivorous birds.
However, this emphasis does not represent a bias for these species.
Under the requirements of the federal Endangered Species Act, the
impacts of the taking (i.e., earlier loss of piscivorous birds due to the
absence of fish resources) must be minimized and mitigated to the
maximum extent practicable. Because adequate mitigation depends on
maintaining fish resources in the HCP area, the mitigation effort and
costs are considerable and feasible. Lower-cost alternatives to
maintaining a forage base have not been identified.

Response to Comment G1-15
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology  Approach to the
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G1-16
Comments noted. Also, please refer to the response given for
Comment G1-11.
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Letter - G2. Signatory - Rosalinda  Guillen.

Response to Comment G2-1
The second implementation scenario for the Proposed Project (QSA
Implementation) includes the more restrictive limit on IID's future
diversions of Colorado River water on IID's Priority 3 diversions. Under
the maximum transfers provided for under the QSA, IID would retain the
ability to divert in excess of 2.6 MAFY of Colorado River water for
agricultural, industrial, and domestic use within the IID water service
area. In addition, at the end of the initial 45-year term, the
IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement potentially allows IID to reclaim
up to 34 KAFY of transfer water for M&I use within the Imperial
Valley. This amount is twice the expected growth in M&I use
within the IID water service area over the next 45 years.
Therefore, the Proposed Project and Alternatives described in
the Draft EIR/EIS can be implemented without compromising the
Imperial Valley's urban water supply. IID will continue to make
water deliveries reasonably required for municipal and industrial
beneficial uses, including current use and expected growth in
these sectors.

Response to Comment G2-2
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.

Response to Comment G2-3
Comment noted.



596596 5-596

Letter - G3. Environmental Defense. Signatory -
Thomas J. Graff.

Response to Comment G3-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment G3-2
Comment noted.



597597 5-597

Letter - G3
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Response to Comment G3-3
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.
Also see the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project, QSA, IA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater
Management Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G3-4
The EIR/EIS includes measures, as appropriate and feasible, to
mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Project. In accordance with
CEQA, the IID Board will adopt a program for reporting and monitoring
its mitigation program when it considers whether to approve the Project.
In addition, the Lead Agencies will consider all public comments
submitted on the water conservation and transfer program prior to
making a decision on how it will choose to implement the program. For
additional information about the IA and QSA, see the final
environmental documentation for those related projects. Also see the
Master Response on Other Relationship Between the Proposed
Project, QSA, IOP, and CVWD Groundwater Management Plan in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS. Evaluation of the impacts of the MWD-
DOI-Las Vegas Agreement is outside of the scope of this EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment G3-5
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment G3-6
Comment noted.

Response to Comment G3-7
Comment noted.
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