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Letter - R1. San Diego Water Authority. Signatory
- Maureen A. Stapleton. 

Response to Comment R1-1
Comment noted.

Response to Comment R1-2
Comment noted.

Response to Comment R1-3
Comment noted.

Response to Comment R1-4
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.
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Letter - R1
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Response to Comment R1-5
Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in Section 9 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment R1-6
Comment noted.
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Letter - R1
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Response to Comment R1-7
The suggested changes have been made and are reflected in
Sections 1 and 5 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment R1-8
Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in Section 9 of
this Final EIR/EIS.
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