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Response to Comment 3-1:  Comment 3-1 requests a closer examination of all alternatives, 
particularly Alternative 3 – Additional Water Production from Existing NAWS China Lake Wells.  
Master Response 9 addresses this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 3-2: This comment requests that the Additional Water Conservation 
Alternative, which was considered and rejected in the Draft EIR, be considered. A specific 
suggestion for water conservation is provided. Master Response 10 addresses this comment. 
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Response to Comment 4-1:  This comment states that the project is not needed because 
current pumping capacities are adequate for existing and future demand for up to a decade 
because of conservation, a poor economy, and fewer new jobs at NAWS China Lake. Master 
Responses 7 and 8 addresses this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 4-2:  This comment states that other alternatives that do not involve 
pumping, particularly outdoor conservation and water efficiency methods, should be evaluated 
and selected.  Master Response 10 addresses this portion of the comment. 
 
This comment also states that pumping alternatives will cause the IWVWD to acquire debt and 
raise rates.  Master Response 11 addresses this portion of the comment. The IWVWD Board will 
consider many factors when determining whether or not to approve the Proposed Project, 
including the project cost. Project cost was included as part of one of the project objectives: 
provide a cost-effective, safe, and reliable source of domestic water supply for the IWVWD’s 
customers.  Alternatives were selected for evaluation that met this project objective. 
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Response to Comment 5-1: This comment states that the mitigation measure proposed for 
water level impacts (Mitigation Measure H-1) is inadequate because it only provides for well 
monitoring. Mitigation Measure H-1 also provides mitigation options that will be negotiated 
between the IWVWD and the well owner so that the owner does not experience a loss of pre-
Project land use.  Master Response 4 addresses this issue in more detail. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2:  This comment states that the District is not entitled to 
additional water. Master Response 12 addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3: This comment states that the District should implement other 
alternatives, including aggressive conservation, blending, saline water recovery, water 
reclamation, and water importation. These alternatives were considered for the Proposed 
Project, but were rejected because they could not be implemented in the time frame of the 
Proposed Project and/or because they would not be cost-effective. It should be emphasized 
that these alternatives were only rejected as alternatives to the Proposed Project. These 
alternatives could still be considered for future projects, although separate environmental 
analysis would need to be conducted. It should also be noted that one of the reasons Phase 3 
(construction of new well 36 at Victor and Las Flores) was eliminated was that some of these 
alternatives may become feasible in the future and could be implemented. Master Response 10 
further addresses this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 5-4:  This comment states that no additional capacity is needed 
because demand has fallen in recent years.  Master Responses 7 and 8 address this issue. 
 
The comment further states that alternatives, such as additional conservation and the purchase 
of water from the Navy using the existing intertie should be adopted.  These alternatives were 
discussed in the Draft EIR. The additional conservation alternative was considered and rejected 
and the alternative of water purchase from the Navy was examined, and could be adopted by 
the District’s Board.  Master Responses 9 and 10 address this issue. 
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Response to Comment 6-1: This comment states that the project is not necessary because 
water use is declining. Master Responses 7 and 8 address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 6-2: This comment states that water should be purchased from the 
Navy using the existing intertie, or rationing should be implemented (as would occur with the 
No Project Alternative)  if maximum day demand could not be met. Both alternatives of 
purchasing water from the Navy and the No Project Alternative were examined in the EIR. 
Master Response 9 further addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 6-3: This comment states that implementation of the Proposed 
Project would cause water level drops in nearby wells. This impact has been discussed in the 
EIR, and mitigation has been provided for the impacts. Master Responses 1 and 4 address this 
issue. 
 
Response to Comment 6-4: This comment states that other alternatives should be selected, 
such as desalinization or water conservation. Master Responses 9 and 10 address this issue. 
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Response to Comment 7-1: This comment states that the project is not needed because 
water consumption is lower, and also that the project is too expensive.  Master Responses 7, 8, 
and 11 address these issues. 
 
Response to Comment 7-2:  This comment states that Alternative 3 should be selected. 
Alternative 3, obtaining water from existing Navy wells, is analyzed as an alternative to the 
Proposed Project in the EIR. The District’s Board could choose to adopt this alternative, 
although the Navy has indicated that adoption of this alternative could take several years with 
no guarantee of approval and would require the completion of a National Environmental Policy 
Act document by the Navy.  Additional information is provided in Master Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 7-3:  This comment states that the Proposed Project would be too 
costly. Master Response 11 addresses this issue. 
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Response to Comment 8-1: This comment states that more water storage tanks should be 
used to provide water during peak demands.  The construction of more water storage to 
provide supplemental water supply during equipment outages on maximum demand days was 
considered and rejected in the EIR because the large tanks that would be required 
(approximately 8.4 million gallons of storage for a 7 day supply) would not only be costly 
(approximately $10.5 million), but the water stored inside would be subject to stagnation and 
other water quality problems. Master Response 10 further addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 8-2:  This comment states that the IWVWD would not mitigate for 
the effects of the Proposed Project on water levels. Mitigation H-1 provides mitigation for those 
wells that would be affected by the Proposed Project. Master Response 4 provides additional 
detail on mitigation for water level changes from the Proposed Project. Master Response 5 
provides additional information regarding cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity in the 
basin. 
 
Response to Comment 8-3: This comment states that the Proposed Project would affect 
water quality in individual wells.  The EIR discusses effects to water quality in Section 3.8.3.3. 
Master Response 6 provides additional information on this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 8-4:  This comment states that the Proposed Project would affect the 
water levels in nearby wells. The potential for impacts to water levels in local wells are 
discussed in Section 3.8.3.3 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that the operation of Well 35 
would have the potential to affect water levels in wells within 2 miles of Well 35. Mitigation has 
been provided to ensure the current land uses supported by these wells can be maintained. 
Master Responses 1 through 5 provide additional information on the water level analysis and 
mitigation. 




