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Response to Comment 25-1: This comment states that the private well owners and 
cooperative system well owners have water rights that supercede the IWVWD. Master Response 
12 addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 25-2:  This comment states that the groundwater flow model used to 
predict impacts in the Draft EIR is inadequate. Master Response 2 addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 25-3:  This comment states that the Proposed Project is not needed 
because of the existing intertie agreements in place with the Navy and Searles Valley Minerals. 
Alternative 3, which was analyzed in the Draft EIR, is the alternative of using the existing 
intertie between the District and NAWS China Lake to provide supplemental water that 
suggested by many commentors during the scoping and Draft EIR review period. With this 
alternative, supplemental water from existing wells on NAWS China Lake would be transferred 
to IWVWD in the summer months to provide additional nominal capacity during high demand 
days. The water would be pumped from the existing Navy wells to the existing IWVWD 30-inch 
pipeline located between the NAWS China Lake boundary and Highway 178. It has been 
suggested by several comment letters that this alternative could be implemented immediately 
at no or very little additional cost to the District. However, the District cannot simply begin 
pumping unlimited water at no cost from NAWS China Lake using existing infrastructure. In 
fact, this alternative would require the negotiation of the amount of water, the timing of 
delivery, and the price of water between the Navy and the District.  Preparation of a National 
Environmental Policy Act document would be required. This alternative would also require the 
construction of a booster station located on NAWS China Lake property where the current 
intertie is located.  Alternative 3 would also result in essentially identical impacts as the 
Proposed Project, they would just be located in a different area.  This issue is addressed further 
in Master Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 25-4: This comment states that the Proposed Project is not needed 
because peak demand was able to be met in 2011, even with certain wells out of service. 
Maximum Day Demand for the WSIP evaluated in the EIR was computed by applying a peaking 
factor to the Average Daily Demand as projected in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 
This peaking factor was conservative, so that the worst-case scenario could be modeled and 
evaluated in the EIR. It should also be kept in mind that the District only produces groundwater 
in response to actual water demands from its customers. It does not have the ability to store 
large quantities of water for which there is no demand. Should the actual Maximum Day 
Demand values in the future be less than the estimate, similar to the demand in 2011, the new 
facilities would only be operated as needed to satisfy the actual demand. Master Response 7 
provides more information on this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 25-5: This comment states that the Proposed Project could affect 
other land uses, and, therefore Land Use and Planning should be evaluated in the EIR.  The 
effect of the Proposed Project on other land uses was completely related to water resources 
impacts, and was, therefore, discussed in the Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of 
the EIR. Section 3.8.3.3 discussions the potential of the Proposed Project to lower the 
groundwater table level so that pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted. 
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Response to Comment 25-6: This comment states that Mitigation Measure H-1 is inadequate 
because the mitigation program is a separate process.  Mitigation Measure H-1 is adequate 
under CEQA because it specifies performance standards that would mitigate the significant 
effect on a project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4). 
 
This comment states that Mitigation Measure H-1 is inadequate because a third-party 
committee is needed to implement the mitigation. The District disagrees that a monitoring 
committee is required to “ensure that it [the monitoring plan]” is implemented, as suggested in 
the County’s mitigation measure 1. Like the County, the District is its own CEQA Lead Agency 
and, as such, is authorized to implement its own mitigation monitoring and reporting program 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15097.  
 
This comment states that Mitigation Measure H-1 does not state how the mitigation options will 
be paid for. As stated in Mitigation Measure H-1, the mitigation options will be installed by 
IWVWD or they may be funded by IWVWD and installed by the owner. 
 
The comment states that Mitigation Measure H-1 is inadequate because it is impractical to 
pump from depths greater than 1,000 feet bgs in small private wells. This comment is 
speculative.  The mitigation actions would be required to install facilities (wells, pumps, etc.) 
that are capable of producing water from appropriate depths to maintain land uses that existed 
at the time the EIR was certified.  It should also be noted that in the southwest area, the depth 
to groundwater is currently approximately 400 feet bgs.  At the projected rate of decline of 2.1 
feet per year for wells within one-half mile of Well 35, it would take over 285 years for the 
water level in the southwest well field area to drop to 1,000 feet bgs.  This timeframe is well 
beyond the life of the Proposed Project and beyond the time that is reasonable to estimate 
impacts in the future.  
 
Response to Comment 25-7: This comment states that the No Project Alternative should be 
selected. The No Project Alternative was evaluated in the EIR and could be selected by the 
IWVWD Board.  
 


