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Califefnia Sporifishing Proteciion Alkance's ILRP Commanis
Geptember 27, 2040
Page 2ol 83

Maonitaring of actual discharge points s importan bacavse upstream walervays i
are disproportienaly important as their increased enargy inputs, higher nvereteate
production, spaming, nursery and reating habdal and lower dscharge make thess
emaller aquatic systema vital to the everall heafth of the aquatic syslem. Larval fish and
their foad supplies found in tnese sreas alen are parteulaty vuinerable to adverse 104-72
impacts of peshicides and ofver polutants. Mordoring at the sdge-of-Neld (8 crocaal for cont'd
evalusling the presence of BPTC and detemmining if recommended managemen

practices are being implementad praparly of if benafis fram adopted praclices are
achually being realeed

2. The “recommended allernative” cannod ensure thal
dischargers will demonstrate that they have implemented Best
Practical Treatment and Control (BPTC) or prevent
degradation of water quality.

The Stalf Repon stales, =, the Regional \Waler Boond sill muss require
discharger to demonstrate that the proposed manner of complance canstitutes BPTC
(SWRCE Order No. W 2000-T)." Stalt Repon, p. 62 And that, *.. implementaton of
the program must work fo achirve sile-specific anlidegradabon requirements through
impismeration of BPTC and representalive manitoring to confiem the effectiveness of
the BPTE measees in prevenbing or minimizing degradalion. Any megulatory program
adopbed will rely on implemantation of practices and teatment lechnologies thal
constiute BPTC, based to the exent poassible on exisling data, and require monitanng
of waler quality o ensune that the selected practices In fact constilule BPTC whene
degradation of high guality wabers is or may be occuning ® Id, p. 88
However, stalls recommended allernative abandens any efon o implement stalfs cwn
pdmontion, See supra, Saction G2 104-73

-1 The “recommended alternative” cannot ensure thal the
Reglonal Board can enforce program requirements.

As discussed above, any enforcement effors by the Regional Board will be
hampered by slaffs recommandation. See supra, Sedion F 2 Staifs concepl thal
enforcamant will be vigorous by ol having infemation available in the faem of
FWOMPs and individual manitonng data to asaisl in proritizing inspechons anad
enforcament cannol be rationalized, Without this information, stalfs enforcement afforis
will b2 858 nominal a8 we have saen for he 58] saven years Insltsad of enfarcing waler
qualty requirements, safl will be lead down a well-papered path of regional coalition
manfofing = none of which will idenlify a single potentsal vislator,

4, The “recommended aflernative” is clearly inconsistent with the
stale"s Non-Point Source Conltnal Policy.

For |he same ressaons discussed above, slaiTs recommendalion fads io comply
with il NP5 Policy Sew supra, pp. Sedion F 2 Like tha PEIR's first four afiernatives, v
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Califefnia Sporifishing Proteciion Alkance's ILRP Commanis
Geptember 27, 2000

Page B0 of 83
A
slafls recommendations falis well shor of all five key elemants required by the NP5 104-72
Pokey. fd cont'd
5. The “recommended alernative” cannot be in the publie

interest,

Staff continues to treal irrigated agricuflure as a privilmged sedor by allowing
farmers to externalize adverse produdtion impacdts by translerring the costs of pallution
from the polluter to the general public. The recommendad atemalive doss nol serde
tha infenasts of Calilornia’s 35 million residents. It arguably does not even serde the
inferests of the discharges’s @ seaks to Immunize from manitoring, reporting and

permitting requirements apphcable b everyone else.

Cantral Valiey Rsheries are axpanencing catasiraphic coliapse. The team af
federal and siale scientisis investipaiing the deckne of fisheries has idendified toxic
polutanis as one of the three major suspected causes of the collapse of the Delta's
pelage fshery, This collapse has cosl the recrealional and commercial fehing
communfies ens upon tens of milllens of dallas

The degraded aqualic ecosysiem in the Defla threatens the reliakilty of the
dedvery sysiem thal supples water to 23 millicn Californians. Polluled watsrs have
farced municipaities io spend hundreds of milllons of dollars o0 Increased wastewator
and drinking water treatment. Degraded vwaters threaten public health and have 104-74
diminished tha aesthelic and recreational anjoymeant of millions of individuats.

Cantral Valley sgrisulture is a relatiely small part of the Galitornia community
Accarding to the July 23010 {revised) employment dals by the Catilormia Employment
Devalapment Deparrmeant, iotal amplayment in ihe 34 Central Valley counbies unoer tha
ILRP and anabjzed in the PEIR's sconomas analysis s 3,500 620, of which taim labor
compeises 237,000 or 8. 758%. EDD, Employment by Indusiry Data st
hittp:/faniow labarmarkelinks edd ca gov/pageidal1B8. Stalewids, lhe agriculluns
production and processing indusiry direclly acoounts for approximately 4,3% of the state
outpul, 3 8% of the jobs, 2 5% of labar income and 2 5% of valee sdded in he sisle
The Measure of California Agrculiure, 2008, Agnculiural Issues Center, Universiy of
California, Chapler 5, Table 5.5, p. 10,

The PEIR's severely deficlent economic analysis with #s unmealisfic assessment
of the cost impacts of petantial managemant maasures, acknowledges that Alarnative
5, despile being burdenad with absurd adménistrative and monitaring requinremends,
wiould be of negligivle cost to the overall economy. In fact the economic analysis
prodicts that, under Alernatiee 5! 1) jobs in the Central Vallisy would increases, 2)
perscnal income and ndustrial cutput would increase in the Tulare Lake Basin, 3)

I income would ondy decreasa by 0.013% in the Sacramento River Basén and by
0.04 8% in the San Joaguin River Basin and 4) industrial oulpul would only decrease by
0.045% in the Sacramento River Basin and by 0.043% in the San Jeaquin Rier Basin.
And the economic analysis inexplicably failed to analyze ihe cost banefits of reduced
polution. Had the advantapes of better water quality bean evaluated, implementation of ¥
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Caldornin Sponfisghing Profection Alkance's ILRP Commants
Seplembar 27, 2010
Page 83 ol 63
16, Onihe other hand, CSPA'S allernative sets forth a reasonable program thal would
comply with sislubory requirements, protect waler quality and, where o & consistent with
ihose two podals, reduce the potentiad burden on the farming communty. CSPA,
respactiully requaests that the Regional Board instruet staff to redralt their recommanded
pigranm, send (he PEIR back o be supplamented with necessary elements and inchude
delailed analysis of an improved stafl recommendation, CSPA's recommendation, and
other reguined elements. We appreciate staffs and the Regional Board's consideration
of thesé commants
Sincaaly,
ki W X en s fiff s
I
Michined R. Lozeau Bill Jenmings
Loreau Drury LLP Caiornia Sponfishing Protection
Allimnce
Encls
Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program March 2011
3.3-133 ICF 05508.05

Final Program Environmental Impact Report



Section 3.3. Non-Governmental Organization
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

An Economic Review of the Draft Irrigated Lands
Regulatory Program Environmental Impact Report

Sepiember 27, 2010
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l. INTRODUCTION

The Central Yalley Vlaber Baoard | Foard) authorioed the preparation of an
Envirommental lnpact Bepord for the brrigaied Lansks Begulatory Program
(ILEFL Thie ILEF regulaties waber di-u.'h.u-gi- frvm unﬁ.\ln.l dpriculieral knde
ILEP goals include preventing agriculiugal discharges from impaising recenving
witbers. Al the Boand's diseclion, consislbants prepansd e Dt frpelal Laads
Frguilateoy Progess I moireencetal et Repert (Deaft FIRE Appemtic & o Lhe
[Praf? ETE i the Dvvafi Techmioal 5amanimdan Comvrmng the Donmmmne Assfysds of
ihe Irrigated Lamls Regulatony Progress (Teckmbal SMane)

Mlichared Lozeaw of Lozeaw Draey 1LY, contracied widly FCOMorthwiest
(ECORIW b revbew and peovide peeliminary conmnsents on the Tecdnical Alsan,
hpﬁ.'ll'h.itl:,. b aakid that we seview the somoiml .ﬂll]:l.‘H.h ekl i the
Tesdanicnl Mmoo, nclebing the analyiical apgrooach, siovplify ing assuampions,
clata, iy aml oo lassoms, b disberrne il i oyl relabile bfonmation
o o e h thee Bouard can base devisions reganding the albernatives described in e
Coraft ETE. In this report we describe owr prelimdnany findings to date,  we are
asked b iy iew addilona] information, of sbibiess addiional lojies, we may
tevise omr orithque ansd findings.

Il. OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

The folknwing discusion sulstaniisies our conclusion that the Tedmicl 5 feee
devieloped im support of the Ui CTE has serioes ennors af omvission and
vesstiaivmsdion Lhiag vi.ulﬂrﬂtrwutly nﬂlrﬂh] slandapids of F*'Hil'lh-ll-l[lﬁ:r
fi this typ=e of ecomomic anabysis. Because of these errom. the report does not
jrovvile a reliable basis fior understambing the full podential seonoimic
cosrguences of vach the five sliemativies the Deefi IR considers. 10also does noi
fally depdct the differenoes i potential sconomdc conseguences among the five
allrrnatives. The varous errom are inlerrelabed bud, b Gacilidabe e disoassdon of
Ih'd'l.'l.h'i‘-l.l")ll‘.l.l.l:l thom Into thess six calegirss:

A, The Analythcal Objectives and Appmach: The sidy’s analyiieal
abectives amd apposich do nol lollew geneeally acoepled gulidelines. The
anabyeis ignored stambands and procetiures develaped by the Califermi
Pepariment of Water Bespuroes spevifically for this rpe of economic
analbveis. The resaliing analyséy bs (lowed ael incompleie, aml hence, il
ekl adpcimban-makems amd stakeholklems wilh bimsed sl uameliible
descriplbns of the evamnmis iuboomes Likely o malerialiee i il Board
werr b implensent anmy’ of the aliermalives in the [eaff CIE.

B Bascline The ecomomic analysis described in the Tacknoal Aene doos pot
qompane The albernatives againsl an apprograle haseline that dsoribes
pratential futare conditions atsent implementation of sach aliernative
Hemer, il provides an fcomplete, Bass! reprmentabion of the
alternalives’ Foopmmic ooPREqUTROES.
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Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program

Final Program Environmental Impact Report 3.3-136

March 2011
ICF 05508.05



Section 3.3. Non-Governmental Organization
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

. Mansgemenl Fractioes: The management practices consideeed im the
et ETE and Tecfrmicsl Aaree do nob reflect ihe fall ramge of options
arvailable 1o trngators. They particulady exclude loscost, liggh-benefil
aplisns Henwe, the sl ETR and Tacdil Mano -pnh‘-hh At hﬂtpbl.r.!
amgd ased representation of ihe choloes that realbsstically are avadlable to
ireagaboms o U Conirol Koard,

M Cids and Benells: The analysis desoribed in the Tecvmioal Alsno
imcorrectly valoulates the cosis of sdopting praciioes that bmgproyve waley
guality. The analysis alep overkoks mapre categorses of Sronomic cosls
wns] benefibs thal would be alfeched by the aliemnakives. Henoe, il provisles
an inconepledv, Mased pepreseniation of the aliermasiives’ sconode cosks

E Risk and Unoertaingy: The Tidical bswo providies o infarmation on
herw wach af ihe fve alierraidves woulk] aliest the risks and usiertainty
facing brrigators and others. Fronomic anatyses of the scale and scope
dlescribed in the Tafouml blmio typically insbude amalyses of sk and
norradndy as a mabler of oo, The apalysty’ Gailure ke |.|I.I'I|'||:p' wilh
this gemerally scvepiod standard of practice gives deosion-malkers aml
sbakebalders inompElele descriptions of the economic significance of ibe
alirrnatives’ outoomes,

F. Regional Impacts: The Tecfomical Somo prowiiles o Tiased am] incomgplele
descriprlion of the Feggonal mipacts of the allermatives. The comlusbons ki
this sevthon smiphasice nega e ouloes amd fgoore the analy ol

assumptions that overstale costy and the resulling negalide osiboomes.
We dessribe each calegory in (e lellowing seclonms,

. ANALYTICAL OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH

The stuhy”’s analytical objectives and approsch do pol folloy generally aocepied
gukbelines, In partsoular. ihe snabhosts ignoted standacds and proomtioees
drvcloged by the Californbi Depariment of Waler Resouroes specilically for ihis
type of promomic shly. The resalting analysis s faowed apd incompdete, and 104-T8
provides decsion-malkers and stakeholders with blased and unrelialbde
deariptions of the ecomomic oaboomes [Sely o malestalioe if the Boand were o
implemiend amy of the five albernatires in the Dofl IR

The Trchmbal Mime gives this description of i1s analytscal obpecin'es and
apgrosch:
“The analysis of evonomic {amd fecal) effects for ilse long: berm Errigated
Lands Regulatory Program ([P} feouses on addeessing the following three 10t-T7
analytical questions.

#  “How onech carrently B being spend annually by growers, ndewnems,
and adminksiering entities in the Central Yalley on compliance wiih the

[EF pollation conbrol impldementation program? W
ECOHGTIpiil  Foonoems: Pessss of fie (el irgaisg |t Pag 'y Frogram R et Reapart &
Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 3.3.137 March 2011
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* “What are the expeoied sddibional costs, bodl lo growers and
ahimimlslering entties, of complinoe with the kong-tenm LRI
alvernalives?

* “How s bmgpusition off s sdiliBional orsts v pecied o affedt the
rcomonss viability of Grming in the Central Valley T {Tecliman! Alame p., 1

o fosowsingg o jasd thisse thaee questions, e sbudy's anthors pestrcted thels
amalysis ko a subsel af the economnds Bsues the Boand mus) comsider o salisfy is
ablipaticons. Henoe, the Tachinel Sane canmol provide an aclegeetie basis for te
Toard's oomskleration of these issars. The Boarnd's responsiiahities extend well
ey the marrow set of cvsls dessribsl im the el Yewe. For esample, ihe
Haand's websile describes il mission as, “To preseroe, enbamoe, aml iestore e 104-17
quality of Califormia’s waler resowrces, ansd emsure their proper allocton and Tond
rfficeni e fir the benefil of present and fabire peoevations.” ! feophasis slded]
The Boand can assoss the exbent toowhicl ibe Deaft DTR s sliermatives rruiie
eificient waler use ondy i it weighs all of ther relevant sconomdc costs and
beneiibs, ol just those ihal ane llve oo of e Teomoad Mo,

The Bosand s welsite als Hais the siralegi goals ke Caldemia’s nine waler
boasds, incduding the Central Yalley Roard. These goals ingclude;
= "ol |« The Boands' organizalkons are ellevieve, Inmowvative and
response”
= "eial L = Sorface walers ane sale for dbrinking. fishing. swimming. and
wapport healiby ecosysiems and other beneficial uses.”

* “apal 3 - Groasdwater s salie for drinking and obher beonifoid e

* “al & - Wader qualiny s comprehsnsively measueed G evaluaie
protection and restoration effors."

Froam am eoonaomic perspective, the apahysis dessribed im the Tockelaal Alawe
netther #flfeoctive nor dmnovatlve glven ik sbindy’s limited and lrl.mmrlﬂl Tosirs
relative b the generally accepied puidelines for these bopes of coonomic
analyses. We describer these guidelines. below., For example, the stady igearestbe | jo4.08
svonomis benofies of the Dl CTE s alieenabi es on deinking water, fidhing,
swilmming. eoosysiems and other bepeficial uses. A comprehensive assessmenl
of ibe changes in waber guality broughi aboul by s Da? CIR aliermatives

swisi bl ine bude thewe und othes relevant costs ansd benefigs. L'
0 ki Bortiin W et Toards wroh sils
B e o ey o g P Pt 1 [ b gl it Tl o g B il ek B
arvwanen] Septsmier TY A0
bR W e el e s
- L i -
aieied faperatey T2 2 0L
ECONGITRwEEE  Foonoeme: Nesss of fve el iriguiesd | archy Pagaaony Fr o em Fos orevar sl imgasch Papar a
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.lupn.'l,i‘ln.' Lia e uu:d:.- Al s, (e Criafi g Comditions Beport (£ RN Lomilinr il
referended Eheougbout ibe Teomion Moo, describes the regullatory selting for
il exonionie analyils ad foles e primpose of waler guality regulations
Califormia:

“Waider quality regulation ans| permitting prooeses are designed to lini the
discharge of pollutants to the enviroemsend in an effort o achivve the highesi
surfsce waber amd ground waber qualiby, protect Giak amd wilillife and their
habitats, s prodect etber benolicial wes (o, doowstie and agriculisral
wialersupply and recreatsomal resources) ™ [ ity Coulitiong p. 210

The stisly’s analy tical approach fovees o & nasnow sibsel of e Dall range of
protemblal economic outoomes of the D® IR s allernatives, and, benoe, provides
limited ansd Mased information regarding the proposed regalations” overall
eoiniis costs anild Benefit, Board mesnbers aml olhers intesestmd in furiberng
ihe Bard’s goaks will findd Hiile usedul informatbon in the economde analysls
desacribed in the Tecfrmias! M. This study does nol ssrve thess groups well

Thoss interested in an unbissd asd congprehensive ssessment of the sconcimi 104-78
autvimmnes of alapiing the Dt CIR aliecnatives will fimd e stady's deflcemcies cont'd
espectally iroubling, given U lacl ibal the study area incdudes a Lerege part of
Calilormia. Illluln:hdnlhn'nq:!rllru{lhr:r.ﬂr u irwipated langl. The study
frarves uncowniod many of the coopombc vosts and berecfits that woukl ocour
isroaighoi much of the state with U adaption of e D't CIR allernatives. The
Eniabing Comdilioms desivibees ibe geographic exient of the Boanls responsibilites.

“The jermsdiction of the Califormia Eeglonal Water Cualine Costsol Beanl,
Cenlral Valley Region . exiends from Uhe Cregon border 1o fhe noribern ligp
of Lo Angeles Commty and incluides all of par of 3 of tie Sake's S8 ool
s The three basins [major watersheds incloded in the study area| cover
asrut H1% of (e fistald &rea of the Skaile amil approsinudely 75% of e
irrkgatnd acrrage foitation amitied] ™ (Fobinng Comdifbss page F5-1)

An coonomic study of ihis magndtude should conform o generally acorpied
analyiical puidelines. Many such gpubsdedines apphe here® The Califomia
:L'Iq-u.rtu'uuia.r Water Besowrves Dovmwsic Aoyt (oundedosd, {(Giilelenl ), s
parthcularky relevant. given the study anea and lopdc. The Gindabood mobes,

| Dr-puu-p-rn b ol Waler Resources { W) s a F-uﬂn- that all econoaise
mlj-'lﬂ sanelactid for b internal gse o programs anad progeces be
fumilamenially consisient with the federal Eomanios aml Exremmestal ¥

' Enamples i lsle Cabinmis Dypartmend of Wber Resounes. X000 Do sl yes Garklirbool,
Lanuary; U5 Sroey Corps of Engpreems, 1980 svmmeni i) il Fasirsmmrinda] P jler sl Cislelyins
B e ! Pl [l il Pirwtissips [aplemyetativon; Frindes, S lash = el 7009 Diralt 1 pulates 115
Ervipawnertl Mevkaniis ety 20 Celiine iy Pwpameg Lo dratyecs [7 A 28R
T For sty
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Prinvipdes amf Glakdalises for Waterand Brfrted Lamd Ressurces hmpdmnasiatiog
Stanliew ("5 .

10 i s LW iy b0 adopi. matnbein, and perssdically update il own
Esonemics Analysis Cudilebook, which s consistenl with the P&EL buf can

alsa e crpairabe inney atlve metbinds and ook when appropriate”

“The Ecenomic Amlysts Gatildbook (Goidebook) was developed bo assist IMYE

exumomisis in performing economic anabyses " Gisdebeol. povii)
Comypraring the approach desaribedd in the Tecknical &lmae with the Cubleloel's

recommended apprasch shows the exlent af the stusdy s snalybical deficiencim.
For esample, llse Gaidefvol escribes geneally acorpied methods of condecling

evoneme analyss of public polices that affect water. The Cuiifebool desornibes
ihren metlnds al sconmmbc analyvsis (Gasddwol o 125

= A cost-elfectiveniss sbimly identifies the least cost methed of achieving
e shaled poals. The analysis im the Techmio! e s mol a cost-
elfrctivencs analvsis becasse, as the dawee states, The analysis did not

imclude fnfrrmation on e dfectiveness of e management praciios in

ithe Draft ETR albemnatives.

= A& benehi-cosd (=C) analysis compaees Lhe soclal benefiis of o proposed
action with the scial voats. The sconomic analysis al fssue B not & B

analveis because b comsicderad only a suleel of pelevant cosis apd beneflie
This maerrow focus vechlsa Blased aml incomplele description of the dirmct

o mbtlal senensc aubmes of slopting the D IR albersiiives

= A sockeeconomic impact (51) analysis describes a brosder set of impacts

(han o Bl shsdy becamsy | comiders pegiona] or imadimec i s ds
alelibiom to ddirect benefibs and costs. Given thal an 51 analysis is more

o tham a B-C analysis, the eoomonmide analysis in the Tedvol

cenmijrrehetniy
Sl falls ar short of the generally acceptad standards for 51 anabvees.

The approach descritusl m the Tachmo! Slame dises nol sstisly tle Goaldebool s
skinilarids The Tecfealm! .’I.Lm':nh-lfliﬂ,lnp il amalytical methosls alsy Lioks

frumdabion or citabion i relrvant coomonaic [dera bere thal suppors the approach,

IV. BASELINE CONDITIONS

The Techrseonl N brses doses mil CoAnpare e albrrmakives agasnsl an appreprale

haseline ihai describes poteniial fufene condillons alsent lmplemsntaiion of each

aliernative. Hemoo, pm-!.'h.lu an incomplete, Mased representaison of the
allemnatives’ sronamic (omseguemses

':.:l'l'll'l'llﬂ:r ln:rplld standards .l."rpli.nlli:l | this comteut ime Bude III.IHI'I-hH'IEi
haseline apaivs which analyets compare ibe sconomic outoomes of palicy
allematives. Analysis caloulate the amount of ecomomic chamge aliritaied boa
policy by cumparing economdc conditions thal would resali with ibe policy
against baseline eeonomic eonditions. A properky defined baseline ke inte
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ACTOLEM mm.w:rhugul.h.ﬂwﬂun:urlﬂ mnﬂurlhm.l}u[mllq
aliemnative. Analyses that lack a baseline, or wse an improperly dedined baseline,
el Briased esullls bevaise cobls of beiefibs Uil would have otheswlse oociarred
ure mislakenly altribuled o the pobicy alieenadive. The Giddrbool desorilses fhe
inmportance of establishing a haseline using & wiph amd wrthour analytical

appivach

“The odjetive of soonomis analysis is o determine i a project represenis
ihe hest wee ol pesmgroes over the apalysis period

The be=st of evonenmidc feasibiling b passed §f the 104al beneefies that
peniill Froem D poogict exoeed Do wihich woiilld sociee wilhisul the
profcl byt an amounl in exorse of Use profect costs. 18 s bportant thai
the comparison be with and witheut rather than before ans] aftor
bevaime many ol the afler eflevts may sven ecoer withoul the progect
ansl can thes not properly be geed in project jastiffcation. .~
{Gmbiddheal p 5

The Tehmiom) 5l Licks g clear amd conelss dﬂﬂl,ll-l.ln:m ol Baseline ciomd | Elons
The available informatin mdicates that snabysts dil not contiol B lactors other
il ik Dirafl 106 aliernakives thal can alfect ierigabors” cosls of managing
waber quality. For sxample, the amabysis imcorrectly altrifbsles cosls of
manageinent practioes provicasdy aplemented 1o tbe fatiee costs of adopting
s Dl TR s albernatives, This overstalio the costs of adoplion

“Alshsagh Alermative | represesis the condimast implesmentagion of
currrnt Cemtral Valley Water Boand polices, lmsted information was
availalle 1o determine Lhe extenl of management praclice implemenlation
o gladee, Fuiribeer, the sxisiing comdilians mformathen ased as & hassline for
amalysis dates from the eardy 20005, As a result, changes from Altemative
I melative Ws evisting comslitions die nol caplure Emplementaison that has
already cxcurrmd al i e of this peport, and thas likely overstate the
Iimpacts of farther implementation of Alemative 15 [ Tedmisal Alsse p. 1
1)

The anilysis alus i.n-.-l.mn'l]r ailnrilles .uhpl.l-.m ombs Lo thie Deaf CIE s
aliernatives im cases wherne % adopd managrmend pracisces lor reasons
oibier than the allermatives. The authers secogniee thee inaporianoe of dcoosnbing
for cusis abimbutable o olber o

* Enisdimg vomditions correspomis b e bevel of waber gualily msnsgrisend
prractiioes thal are im the baseline. W s acknowledged that mosd pracikoes ane
nal kneplenventes) 1o improve waler quality bul rather to provigie for anoiber
agromaimic of poomamiv meed, . Theoelore sljustments wene iale s besd
capture costs attributable tnly o improvements in waler quality,

s (Toctemical Momp p. 2-13
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Here they describe the adjustnent;

“Palential tosl savings of olher benefils from the kerigation system changes
alsi were cormilered, These inchided estiimates of savings @ grower s st
fer wealer, Fertilizer, anid labor anid revense increasss resallimg froms mprovisd
wrwp ekl and qualily, Theee beaelis were subtzached fron ibe
implemestation cost of the irrigation wstem of management changes, s the
amalysis copskdered onlby the el oot o growers of inplementing a clangse ™
(Technival Mamnp. 31}

This “adyustment” however, ignones the fact that the manapement practioes at
isiiat e dibipled for roasosr o fan the Diagt CTR aliernatives. Such changes
Trbong im b baseline comditions and ned the Do CIE allermatives. The authons
provide no citations fe economic lierature or other relevant sources thak support
wisch am dalpusiment. The resuliing asljastvd cous overstabe the e costs of the
aliernatives.

et axilbicquo of the Tecical blane’'s treatmeal of the allemnatives’ costs (ser
Felows ) motes that the analvels seleoted some of the D] e e siTe 11 na e
aliemmatives availabde, Assimming for the sake of argiisent thal we agree with the
drscribed adjusimeni — which we do nol - ming poee rralistic adoplion costs
wisibil yiekl kvwer or negatlve “net” costs of adopiing the practices im the [afi
EIR alinmatives.

Had the amalysts wsed a wdfh ve wy ot analytical agrprosch they could have
iscilatm] the extent b which brripatias alopt management practioes that have
waber-quality impadcts, bul were adopted for other rrasons, For example, they
mary change irrigalion practices from flood o drip or sprnkler srsbems mol e
fimprive waber quality bull o reduge theis fertilioer and pesticide costs. The
analysts ackniw bedige ibe lilelibood that ireigators make such changes for
jrrpses adber than s scoomplish he RBoand's waler-quality poals. Bl they iben
el il avownd for thse chaiges e maneer ihal viekls an aocusaie, enldass]
repeeseniation of the costs of the allematives being considered by the Board.

A whmilar coneclusion agrplies bo the Tedriod Lbene's invatment al varfous s
il alfesct drvigators” behayios. Chapier 2 of the Ditsiong Comlifioms report. for
example, nodes ikat the Federal Endangened 'il:lrrlﬂ Ak (ESA ) coubd adfect ot
irehgalion practiors. The Techmial Mano, howeves, males s provision for il
pelembial impacis of the ESA or otber Laws and regulations on irmgation methods
and cosls Imstesdl. it altributes all futare rrigation ¢hanges and costs b Lhe Dwafl
LI aliwmnatives. A ool v sdthou? analytlcal approseh woidhd sk ledge that
regualations other than the Draft EIR aliermatives can indluence irrigators’

o bices aned cosis in e Fubiere.

V.MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

The mamnsgrmen pracioes oomsbibered inothe Dt EIE and Tocfmion Sfeme do
nu-lwl'l:-cillu-ﬁdlrm# ul'nphum avatlalde o irTippaioT Insiwad, they comsider
seven practioss thal emphasize high-cost optiors and exclude kw-cosl, high-
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e fil options. Hensr, the [ PIR and Tecemwoal Yana pmuu;li 1] J-.'m'p;l:wll-l.r
anid Blased representation of the cholors tha realistically are available o
irhgalars wid Uhe Conthol Hoand.

The Techmimal Merms ilentifies il managemeni prastioes in the amalysis bat
prrewiles o fustification for how the analysts seleded thes practioes,

“Althowgh a wide varsety of managemmmi practioes could be used jo reduoce
impacts on waber quality. this saife [ithe seven pracioes selected and lisbed in
Talile 2.1 ol munagement e i abewdir] sudih el fren a4
Programmuatic poind of vicw o enoompass | o path and management
needs Uil il be addiessed 1o mduce impacts am waler quality,” (Teoheal
Memo p, 22§

Thee Tochmisl Mo provides no ascssment of how these practioes wiee
“deemed sullicbent” for he analvsis. Mo fusiblamentally, the anthors provide
mi limcussdion ol selection ariteria thy appliad g wach Uheir condusion. Wilhaoui
this information, e Board, other decision-makers and slakeholdern cannel
assess the approprlileeess of e selected practioss. This b especlally mporiant
wiven that, as we describe in owrorblgue of ailisption costs, i se leviel praitsoms
are some of the mosl expensive available,

A describes] i the Cvsfing Comditions report, over 100 practioes exist with
proven pobential to bmprove waler quality,

“This sectiom provides o summmary Hﬂwmmml wnil harfwaie dxtions
ihai have heen proven o proviile a water quality beneiil .. The skngle mosi
comprehensive reference for indnvkdual management practioes is the BMECS
[cikataon amidbesl]. This website lists over 100 proven practioes, fhal provicde
infurmation for plasical sctions ihai apply o wveral of e managemeni
imvedsiere categories. Altheugh the NECS paides wers developsd for peneral
use, they conbain sulficlent guklance: for beal implementation ™ (Fosting
Canditians p. 53-5)

Withoul information on the “decmnd sailickent seleciion crileria, the chodoe of
msinaygEmeil practions. appedrs arbitrary, and Lacks analvtical rigor.

The Techmios! e alse proyikles no inlormation on the effectivenes of the
mmana gl practios in the amalysis

“Managemenl pracikoes weee assuned o be 108 percenl effecbive ™ (Tediicl
Neme P 1

Assamming compilete effectiveness strays oulslde Lhe bonds of rational
enpeciations The aralysis make tis assamEmption w TR st oF cllation ko
relevant studies, The assumpbon thes appears arbitrary and devaid of analytical
vty
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Laven these consideraisona, the standard analytical approach applicable w the
et ELE amd Techmios! 5o woold enbail describing the full range of options
befare the Roand and thebd respective oonsequenoes, The Dol EIR anad Taskmical
Mo exleibst neifher of hese characirnstios. Consequently, ey dbo ol and
camnal} provide s relishle hasis for the Boand io make decisions that will satisfy
ilsobligalions w0 “proserve. enhanon, ard pestore he quality of Calslormda’s waber
prnourors, and ensine Usetr proper allocalion and eificeent we For the benefil of
prresent ansd falure generations™ o

Vi. Costs

The Techrdoal Afeme inconmectly calowlates the costs associaimd with borigators
adopling prractioes thal reduse thelr impacts an waber quality, The analvsis alo
crverbinelon muipor categorkes of soonomid cosls and bensflis thal the Deafi FTE
iliemnatives would alfecl Hencw, il provildes an incomplete; biasnd
ieprescibbon of Uie albermatives” overall oopainic oonds

The Tahrdoal Mo descrilees thiad thoe management jracthos in the Daf EIR
aliesnatives are “relatively oxpessive.” The report provides ae information abou
s crileria Lhe aulbors used 1o reach ks jsdgment, ne evalsation of the extend o
shich the projecis nchaded in the Diesfi EIE ame moe ox pensive than (hese
cxchuded from W apd no justfication for why thse who construcied the
allematives selecied fhe mare expensive projecis. The bnclesion of nsiee
eupummsive projeots and exclesion of bss expemice ones has an ngortani mpac
on the evomomic analysés ard hases (s conclusions, insofar as the lasge mujority
of the scres im the sbudy produoce fiekd. forage. prain. and olber onopes s boss
vabug is loswver than orops in other categories. By selecting mone sxpeanive
g, the analysks also incrrases the aumber of acees that growers lake oul of
rvesl e Bioan s axperrating, combs increase

“Some key analytical sssumpiions and data limitaton contribabed so the
relatively large estimaled change inm acreage.

“Misre importanily, management practoes assanied b be nplensenbed fie
ke wnahsgs are relatively scpenstve, sspecially for lower-revoenae crops .
An i il crops sach as irrigabed pasisre, hay, and swoine small grains
il have difficalty sepporting such costs. The analyvsls Indicated Large
resducons in iheir soreages in the regions where thoss oosts wene inoammed. ©

“lrrigated pastore. hay, and other Geld corps . accomnied for naoee than %5
percend oof the acreage redsciions showm in Tabile 37, To te extent growens
of these erops could Rlenbiy bess-expensive wiays o somphy, such o avakling

0 a0 e il e il

el T Tt T AN
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B use of cedlain pﬂuﬂ:lﬂ. the m‘mﬂr;ﬂm‘rnwwumh [ &
substaniially redwced.” (Taohimics! Meme p 3-8, 359)

"o acEEAE Prvemie and med inceme changes were relationly sastdive be the
pnpilemmendrlnm cosd gasmnpdions. The same generall conchaskomn applies e the
resalis fur all aliernatives. I jowess can ilentily aml implement mone omst- 104-82
edfective meilvods to comply with ILRI" requirenvenis, impacis on production | cont’d
amd Encome can be reduced substantially, sspecially for lowervaloe el and
Tonrapye crope ™ |emphusis aadded] {Teaokmicd Mmoo p 3209%)

With this cond lusion, the asuthors. themseboes, acknow ledge the anderhing faes
amid buasses i Use ookl Mo, Tl chatacieration tenaded ik amd B Gndings
s itable & o hasks for decision-making by the Boand, or ame otk entiiy,

The analvsis who condecied the cconomic work described im the Todmanl S
aggarenally ignomsl evisting maodels that descrile soonomic auboonses of dhanpes
inwater gqualily, The Ciddalon describes bwo ssuch moslbels specific o waier-
quality assessments in Calilornia;

“The maintenance of good water quality b= an fmportand project objeciive
Jamd the focus of e slisdy al fsies b ot oritijue]. The State Waler
Frsources Control Poard (SWECK) and the Metropaolitan Water Distrct of
Somthermn California (MW in cooperaton with the LS Burean of
Beglansation {(Hurvan) and olber agencks have devebopsd sconomss molels
I aswse=s Ehe nTlpﬂ.'h--l.rl' changes in waler qulll}'.' o st il L8 b |

o GRWCH Lisd Hemsedboba] Use Yaluie Caloulalor estisiades the losd
bemefils sitributed to diminshed water qualaty.

* MWD Salinity Foononskos lnjsacts Madel estimates reglonal ecomomic | 104-83
Impacts of changes in salimity of waser sohd by the Metrogpaolizan
Waier [Huirict of Southern California, {Griddest p. 37)

The analyvsis in ibe Tachmold blame also overlooks major cabegories of cosis and
heerwedits thait Ehe Dinifl IR aliermatives willl affech Given the Boand's mission snd

goalks fwhich we cibe above ) regardiog eifickent wse of wealer and profeciing
heneficlal water uses, this amission comstitutes o foksl deficiency in the shudy

lisgreo kg, water quality may inctease ifrgaton’ cosbs rolative 1o baseline

vl s = Ilu-u@ an we nle above, Lhe lu]ph im Wi Tehimiom! oo

v erslaties these costs — but 1 will alwo geerate sconamic berefits for otlher water
users by leeveing the costs ey lacur from water polluted by Grm ranoll, The
carrent analysis ignares these benefits. For example, improving waber guality can
seduce (iliration somts boe divistream wsers. Recreatiomal-water users, including
sport and commerncial fabking miersts, can abso beneflt from anproved wales
quality . Board membem and other mberested parties will fingd no information in
e Technicnd Mems om these scosomic benefis of e Dinil TR aliermtives W
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Hraders ran ook mo fustbyer than the Central Yalkey Il.lgll:rn'lmvm Watrr l'_|'|l..|!|L:|.I Ly

Control Plan {1%an) for imformation oo the significance of bene Golal waber use.
Chuapier 1ol thi Plan desoribes these e

“Henefi ial wees are crithcal e waber quality managemend in California. State
Lo sl beneficial wses of Califomia‘s wabers thal sy be peobecind
againsd quality degradation jo inchodo {and pot be mited jo) . Jdomesbic
i ipal; agrsaliural and imdusiial sopplhs power geserabion; peoneation:
aesihetic onprymenl navigation; amd preservation and enhamoement of i,
wildlife, amd other aguatic resowrces of preserves’ [cotation crabed)].

Firabes tion amd snhancement of existing and potential benefoal eses o
perimary poale of water qualidy lannbag ™Y

The Techmical Alome provides a Mased and imcomplete sssessment of ihe
erinoiis oulvomes af sdoplmg any of the Dl EE alematioes. Theis =
especially trae reganding the eoonomic benefids of the alternatives. Comideration
af et benefils is essemtial, preen the “priman poal” of waler quality plannimg.
i ibesoribed by the Central Yalley “i“,hl.lL P sttt iF i lave s, Bosml
mermdhers canmot not rely on the anabvsie and concbusions in the Tachman! Moane
fir & balenced, comprehensive. or informed assessient of the relevant sconamis
outcomes af the Deaft FIR alleratives

Vil. RISK AND UNCERTAINTY

The Tochmal Alewns provides no information om hiw each of e five alsmatives
wionlbd affect the risks and anceraingy fecng irmigatons and others. Foonomic
analyses of the scale ansd soope describod fn the Todmioal Ao tyopscaly inclade
amalyses of pek and unistaingy ds 3 matior of coame, The snabysts” failuse o
compdy with this generally accepied standard of pracisce gives decision-malkers
anud stakebidden ivomplete descriptions of te econamic signdficance of the

allFmmatives’ outcomes

The Guifebol ibsiribes Uhe lmpseclamce af aoeuntimg for tak ansl uncerlanty in
evnmimie analyses of paliches thal affec water managemesi.

“Although it is impossible v scooant for all sores of uncentainty and risk tna
Flanming study, there are echabgues thal can be used to acknow badge their
rbsbenoe ansl o assiyn some quaniitative importance o them in the anabysis.
Thess techmigues include ...~ (Calddool, p. A-1T)

The coonanuic analysis decnbed in the Tachmoad Alawe violales genenally
uviepind standarnd by ool assessing how ihe Dt CIR aliemnatives affec e fsks
amd ancertadnty that irfigators and other waler osers face,

" alinrria Ragteehal VW aler Cuisny Coseirl Boasl Cantfal Vel Reges, D000 Tha T sler Cuaslity
Cirptrvl Pl (Tl Flan) o v Cabiiomie Ragiomas] ¥ ales Qualny Comied Doand Cersradl Valiey
Bagioa Founh Fdinisn Page B-100
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Vill. REGIONAL IMPACTS

Thie Trehmbol 3o jrroviddes a based ansd fnoomplete shescriplion of the regiinal
unpacts of the allernatives. The comclusions in this seclon emphasior negatiee
oniomies and kgmore the analytal assamphbons (sl mversdale costs amd e

resul g negative culiimmes
104-85

Im spite of the fact that the analveis desmibed in the Tecfoiol Alomp overestimates
ihe comin of adopting the aliernatives in ibe ILEP. Albernaliboes 3, 4 amd 5 vield
sief pties mpacts on employment and personad isconse. Acconding bo the
Trctanicd &lone, total personall income and total regional eorployment woakd
it wilhi Uhe adoption of Alletratives 3 4 o 5 (Tochmtor! Mo i, 4-35)

Tha Coi busions sutwestion of the Begienal Impacts partion of the Teovinoa!
Moo describes Frasons why ithe anabvsis likely underestimated the met advorse
eiliecis ol e aliernatives, which overslaies the positive impacs on employmend T044-58
amil peramal imconee. A more halanesl summany of this postion of the anals
wonld aleo comament on the reasons why the anadysis lkely overstabes = perhaps
algnilcanily = the estbiated oot of ihe allernatives

The analvsls porseiil Uit IMPLAN sssesseent of feglonal dmpuacts willes)
disclosing the limidations of these by pes of maltipler nasdels, or the inplica s
af these limitation for their condusbons. For example, IMPLAN and ciber npai-
oulpul sedelks assume 4 slabic evonomy, oF an coomamy il capnol pesppd o 104-57
eviminme forcrs and rends, e g isoreasing markel pressure o improve
irrigation e lficleny by swlhing from (kas] o sprinkber ierigation, I ibis
ewanupde, the AP LAN lmitation compeund the delsosencles associated with the
!I:l.ld':-"'l. haseline, which we descnibe aboyve.
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SWAPE| (i bt s Everet

23408 EwwrbladT Dr, Swile 208

Mewpont leach, Caldmis Ulndo
P {9 7170008

Abant |
Tl iy BRTAXHLL
Friad et e i

Soptembey 37, 2004
M Michael Loreay
Lozenn | Drary L1.P

1516 Chak Sires
Alameds, Califormia 94501

Sulsfect Ciognmends on the Dimf} Frogmm Envaroesmesital limpact Rapord (o the
Long-tenm Irrigated Lanls Regulstony Progrsm

Dear Mr. Lovsan:

1 bver peviewsd the “Draft Program Emironmeniol [mgiact Report (PEIR) for the Long-
eexm Irrigaied Lands Regulatony Progsan (1LEF) within the Central Valley Region™
(“PEIR™) {(dudy 28, 20000 | have also reviewed the “Imgated Lands Reguladorny Program
Lirng- T Program Developenend Stafl Repont (Iuly 20100 and the “Drall Teckmical
Memorandhim Coicerming (he Economic Analysis of lbe [migaled Lands Regulstory
Program™ (luly 20000 | lave prepaied conmments on the FETR that address progeosed
surface waler and greandwaler monitoring and management proctices

1. The Altermatives are nod Adegquately Evabasted

The PEIE doms. mot evalmis ihe relaiive affactivenses of the five pliermabives in the
contred of comfamnaied discharges. from agriculhiral operations i the Centr] Valley
Fizrthennone, the PEIR pronvides no quinititative analysas ol the sinount of corgsnimimn
lisaitergg 1o susfiace waler and gronmschia fer thest wisild resalt from immplementation of ihe
altematives. These are Findamental Bews of the PEIR that lasve the reader with no bhags 104-E8
o midige 1he ments amd shorcomngs of the sllematives. Becmtie contaminant |oads age
mcel cpuani G, e ool atrve impact (o waler quolity carmof e predicied, as duscisaed
i Cormment {71 below Finally, the FEIR Exls & prosade o basis fo detenmine best
pracieables control or technology {BPTC) as requored by Resolubion Mo ¢8-16 (Ogt. 28,
1908}

Oy beiel qualytative snalysis of the altematives is s follows
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Alermative 1, bocamse o s the status guo vwooulid faal ko redoee contanmam oads and
iy wwador paality mod, becanse i relics on reglonal or walershed scale mondiaring.
worialel ol allow for & determimatbon of BIMTC. To determing WPTC, monilorng and dsia
comparson i necessary wpgradient and dovmgradient of points of contral, i.e., where T10ad=f15
micasures ane implemented im the Deld. Becasse of 1he reliance on corment mumagemaend
practices and becaiime only régiomal memiormg is 86 be ised. Allamative Taoidd nal
resilt hnﬂuuq.ll‘rlrim‘unﬂ Biv ywsler qualiy amd in l'l.n:l!'-.ul:ﬂ'l'l:p‘lhu'd.epnlll.hitn
o water ipaalsy

Alernative 2, which includes smme groumbwaier managgment practices, would not
demumstralbly reduse comaminant lossds and improve waler quality. The groandwsicr
muamagemeni praciices inclsde onby ioken wellbesd protecson messures involive onby' the
placeenent of dirt in berms adjacent 1o the welthead to prevent movement of surface wales
io {he wellheal  These minor myprovesnents are alneady reguired under Tile §,
Californis Code of Regulstions Division & (effective May 27, 2004) for sreas where
p-rﬂ-.whimnmﬂ.ﬂmﬂ md mml

i 3 geninfol™EE pdily Implementation of 104-80
Ih-h-.-mmm-mrrrc hl‘ﬁl-dh' (T nﬂlfhn'rl.llmllhlyrlnrﬂdlmumlrm wales

quality gaios Becauss the herma would enly marginally prolect against pesticide and
iirale iranspon | stormawater in the arcas where wellheads ane locatod amd would st
adibress subwurioce tramspen of peaticédes and nitrale,

Mo Fermi-scals mpniboring roqueirereis are included under Allernative 2 aned ihenelore a
determmenation of BFTC s pol possihle. Becamse only tokon wellhead prodection
mcastires &re 1o b underiaken, Allemative 2 like Ahemative 1, would nol result m
micanurcable waber quality improvements and may be jusi e likeby bo rensll in waler

aality degradition.

Alternative 3 requires farm plans that e=e a tered approach to address waler qualiy
concerma. Thas allernatioe m an mprevemont and may resudl m some gams m walst 10481
puality s hovvever, hecause mo surfsce waler of groumdwater momionng s regquired, the
implemeoniation of this afiemative would not resuall in measurcahle improvenent o waler
imality and the lsck of monisorng docs not allow for BPTC detarmmations.

Alermatbive 4 provides for metriem mamagemend andd regronal or mdivislual mons cning
umder a tiered hierarchy. Whereas use of lienng s scoeplable n detenmmnmg the nlenany
of monitormg. (e option 1o participale i regiomal soule nenioning would nod allow for
ke determinstbon ol BMP eflectiveness nor PIFTT. Cosls mder Alsmnative £ could alss
b reduced by moorporating groundywater ity infmmation From pobSic water soppdy
wyiberia imlo & datshase (o complimen the dats obtaimed from Tier 3 and Ther 3 larms that
wolild be reguired o participate in regionall groandwmer moniforing. As with Allemative
1. Alemative 4 sy pm'nd-: ml,l'rul.n I'.Ilﬂ'l.rl.l..'l'l'!,:;_ however, thoss gaims would nod
b measiarahles becsame anly reghonal moniloring | reqeined

10452

Abernative 3 requires surfice waber anid grousdwater moniioning & midividual fams and

wertdld Bleby b most protetive of water quality.  Decaine discharper-acale monitoring T
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contritmited 1o dowmtreans waler bodics, mcludimg the Delta and e San Francisco Ray, &+
po predict cammlative impacts fom Central Yalley rrigated agriciRiaal opaations

Cumidainee effects are essential io conaider, given the mpest of poor water gualilty om
derwnstrenm ecologese receplors.  For example, pelagic organmms such & tho delta smeh
are in dechine in the upper San Franciseo Estuary.  The dectine is not only becae af’
abirescl sench H-ﬂﬂ.l]l_’. Troumy ewvirmimmsent of pop riokes b glso becmise of eyposure of
|.|'r|¢+l mdi.n:ll |'|I|'ﬂ1nl.n-|.‘h:l.n'|d|1|lmgn

mwmmum

condamimanis, incheling pesticides, Iumtbemld:ﬂdhﬂuia:l-ufdrqud bxss i the

Upper Sacramento River

D sesemicedaily con'neleases J008 12081 NEIHSEA0 him, Cumulstive impacts
are alen mmportan o comider in the decline ol madremous fish, whers comaminamis sre

e [actor comirihiing b significas popalation reductions (see, for example PEIR p 10483
5.5-20) cantd

Cumidatineg bmpacts ane alss impomant te consider in inspacits on redteation. Fes
axample, the growih of water hvacinth { Eichbomia crassipes) in the Sacramento-San
Jﬂqlm River [hbia l.l.ll'h:l.ll ul‘lnmu-dd I'I.ll'lnl loiidn :w andd phosphefus)

: i The rapid growth of
n—u.:rhgn.:nh ru:rum.rdium'mum hu-m:uﬁmuuhulmm impedng
vl mavigsnom amd SWTTIIIR

Despide these and other well-known and signalicant impacts, the PETE fails 1o dsouss
ewmslative impscts i water juality, Naheries, mnd recrzatson fom implememation of the
fMive mliernatives. The (il b comsider cumualalive ompacts sbams From ibe fact thai
comamine and nuirient |eads were mot quentified in the PEIR, by ahemative, s noted
im Commient 1. The PEIR neads 1o condoal s tharoisgh assssament of cummalstive impacts
sl will melhade comsidleration ol contmminans cominbudions from rrigated apn csliad
lamds o sisiice water smd growndwaster usder ench aBemative

A Serface Water Mondtoring Required unider Alernatives 4 and 5 b Vague
The PEIR lacks fumidamonial deis] regarding those altematives whene farm-acals sorfac
waleT monitoring nay be conduded (e, Altematives 4 and 53 The PEIR describes Tier
3 asul Ther 1 monsiogang for Alcrmative 4 s fallows (p 319

Ther 2 Individies] {sabwater, stormwaler, tile drsnage monitonmg for comslilssnls 10420
ol comsern | vear of every 4 veam

Thear 3. Indivdiheal faalwater, stermaaber, tile drasnage momitorn g for comtifisanls

al sonerm
Tha PEIR describes surface water momdonng under ABemative 3 an fulbows v
d
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Unider Aerative 3, each opemation wosild be reguired 1 condia the fallowing &
mumitoring and rmcking for each field mnd submi the results 1o the Central Valley
Wator Bomrd anmually,
s Ihscharge momlanng e cmstituengs of conern
s Twilwaier discharges momibly
e Sporm waber dischorges disnng Lhe find event of The wel season (bebasen
Oictober | omd Nay 315 and once diormg the peak storm seseon (hpcally
Febmaary),
e [scharpes of whaurfsce (1le) drainage cysicms snually. (FEIR, p, 3-2%)

The PEIR is vagin on how sirface waler monilonng practices and resuliant data would
e reviewad slaling only ihai the Regronal Board would review and approve moniontng
plans of thind pariies amd kegal omtatics and would feview memsormg wepons (PEIL p -
21k The PEIR docs mot spectly criliona thal would deling scooplable practicas for
i o g, el mg oo of approprate A, e of slale-certifiod lnborsiomes,
methodology for szlection of condituents of comcern, and requaned kocaiions For
shormwaler samplmg {Le., upgradenl downgradient, pre= and post B P We nderstand
ihe PEIR &= o progromamatic EIR: kowever, some level al dataal 18 needed m o revised
PUIR bo evnloale the effectivensss of the farme=scale surface waler momitoring hai &
proposed m Adlenestives 4 and 3,

4. Publie Health Impacts from Exposure (0 Conimminated Croumdwster bs not
Comshideral

More than baa siallion Califomisns have been exposed 1o hamslil leveh of pitrales in
dewnking water aver the past |5 vesrs and the population of those exposed keeps growing,
The PEIR achoonw kedges (e extent of nitrate conlamination asd mclude, s Figure 3.9-
17, a map thai slows nitrale cofitaminstion o be conmemealed in the Central Valley,
Incredibly, however, the PEIR masles po atlenapt snalves by nitrogen-hasad Fartilicer
application i the Central Valley resules in significsm exposure of the public 1o
comatiiizatod proundwatear, the health mipacts of thal exposipre, of low mplementilicn
of aery ol the five aliematives would redisce or imcreane exposisne, other than to vy, fo 104-07
Altermative 1

Mutrien| manapoment would ingprove hoth surface waler quality and greandw nier
quality by mpreciag Bia e of chemacals anil vk improviel application
techniqises, and by lsmateng the ke of nigriests as fertilizer that could poboniaally
e Lo proamdwater aid pdkd netrate 1o the grounsdwatar table, (PETR. p. 5.9-14)

The musertion thal ongoing mitrien mangement @flons wouald somebow mmprove water
qeiality t= not home osf by recent daia. In fact, the stalim qeo, as proposed m Alermative
1. han resubled in an morcass, ststewads, m the mimber of wells thal excceded the bhealih
hmlfmnﬂl‘ﬂﬂ.[mmmmlﬁﬂhﬂsh{.mﬂ T —" s
; : E=a gl 1 slgms ) OF 13,157
ml];nnﬁmﬁu. I Dﬂmwmdnnﬂnﬁ-lim;ﬂm-mn-hw W
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cmmnm nl'rul:rm |hcw e lhnlurg waber -Im:hrd ':-H"- mg/L

t.mml:_l.' (1 I:II.II'I H]""n- ul';mmbu domestic nw:w-:l]uxr:udl:lr wikel
mlﬂdﬁxntrﬂmhmwmﬂtnwmﬁ of natribe :mmdmuuqrp:u b s i thee

Cantral Yalley. s 3
nﬁmﬂmhymuﬁhﬂ.hnmhﬂhﬂimmmdlhndnnkmgml:r
ﬁnhldhnﬂti-ﬁmwunwmhgeufdlnumdﬁmm

] i ; = Il el O gl Cleasly the stafiss quis is el
whm mlutuimultnnmmt’ﬂmunn! aned 2 would Tikely lead fior flaher
P i) mitrals drinkig waler violations in the Central Valley

Healih eMects of expoaire tomrmbe most notably resuls in meihomeglobmemia of
bl balry syndrome ™ Tome alfects of iethemeglobinetins oocui whes bacteria in the
il stnnsch comven mmifabe o moehe Woxic mitnte, @ process (bat imerferss with the
backy” s ability 10 canvy fecvgen Do body Hasues. Bnfunts with these symgdons need
prenediats medical care since the condiion can l=ad o coma urdn'ml'mﬂ}'m
Pregram women ang susceptible 1o metlemoglobinemin and should be s that the
rutrake concentraacns in ihesr domking waler are ol safelevels.  Addtonally, some
scientfic stixlies sugpest o lindage between high mbats levels in dnnkmg weter with
hmmfmmwn l‘!:-wlﬁfim

The PEIR shoudd be rewriblen to include on sssessment of (e polential for the juablic 1o
b exposed fomimies modnnkaig wiksr from agricalfural practicss in the Central Valley,
Thi gssestrnent of cach altermative shonild incliada an sstimate of mitrogen losding 1o
flabda; ratrcsgan fate and transpont in sodl, surface water, o groundwater, nitroge

AT lering, and & sEnimary miregen degees o walss spplies. Linking momtonng o
mneasigemient of gach of the aliematives is catical. An arminl sssessment of ihe
perfosnmiee of the allermative (hat |8 sdocted shonild be fequined and iss of the 13,000-
weell Califorma Depastmat of Pubtic Health database shoald be reguined e3 a fo i
evahiniion of mirake trends

104-87
ennid
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Steven Bond ond Associotes

, Cosnuning Cealogists, Croundwmer and Waier Qualay Expers

iy, '-:_'l"i.. I8 B P, Rt v L FSERL & LG A% TR h L - 1ELF | el i e

27 September 2010

Bill Jennings, Executive Director
Callfornla Sportilehing Protectlon Alliance
3536 Rainior Avohuo

Stookton, CA 95204

Subject: Monitoaring Requiremsants for Compllianes with
the Irrigated Lande Regulatory Program.

You'wve asked me my oplnicn in the form of aeveral
fguentions about water quality monitoring. Thoae
gqueationa are within the context of the Irrigated
lancds regqulatory program bBhat deals with farmland
and the water ruonoff from these landm inkto receiving
waters in the State of California.

I am a professional geclogist specializing in water
chesistry, water guality, groundwater, and
anginearing geology. I hold professional licensens
and certifications ismsoed by the State of California
for these practlces, aml oparate a private
coneglting business providing these services. I have
mors than twenty=five years oxperlonce evaluating
patural and contaminant water chemistry probless and
ippues. Elevan of thoso years wero working for the
California State Reglonal Water Quality Control
Board on water guality lesues related to the impacte
and remedies of water pollutlon from Industrial and
coltural activities. My exparlence includes the
development, preparatlon, and roviow of hundreds of
watar gquality -mlitﬂ.l:'j.nq programa involving surface
watar as well ap groundwater systems. A true and
carrect copy of my curricolum wita im attached.
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Stewen Bond and Associates, Inc,
o e ek, (e

‘I B Y i"‘ o e FORNL B i S e R e R - Lhs o]
h

26 May 2003

Ar. Robent Schnader

Chairman, Central Valley Regional Water Cuaadity Convrol Board
T4 Boutier Road, Suite A

Sacramenio, A UEIT- MY

Subject: Conditions] Waiver af 'Wste Discherge Beguirensemis for Dechanges from
Irrigated Lamds vithin ihe Central Valley Region 24 April 3000

Chairman Schmeider amd Members ol sy Hosnd.

1 burve reviewed the proposed Monntoning and Reporting Programs (MBS for the
Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges from Irigated
Lamls withmn tlie Central Yalley Region wiiich wan prepansd for the 14 April 20010
Fegiomal Poard hesring. | prepaned this kefler on 23 May JHEY bert soas umahle 16
trarermil bocanss | bched varsous infonmation available only on the Kegeonal Waler
Chualily Cemire] Board Web Sibe, which was mmavallable ab ikal fime. | was
mbonmed boduy that the deadling For comments was exiended due 1o lechmical problems
with thal wch ale. | am saibunitisng thas better on behadlof the Delakecper and Walcr
Kwpern of Nonham Californas

| find st the proposed MEF snd sssociated Uumality Assmrmnce Progect Plan ame
mnpiessive dovuments witl ey positive clements to aller for the protection of
walker gquality. Hovwever, i corlam rapocts the proposed MRP B too general and
prrovedes loop hobes thal may resull m boss than adeguate monitonng dsta.

1 am a profesisonal geodopist specaalizmig in waler chemisry, wmer gasliny,
proundwater, and engimeering geclogy, | hold profesional licenses sl certifications
mmsmedd by the Stabe of Califiorda For these practices, and opurale a privale consaliing
busaness providang these services, | e dghtesn years expenience evaluting naiursl
and coniaminen water chemestry problems mnd ssies. Eleven of ihose yoams were
wiathing for the Californis Siste Regional W aster Chaality Comteol Boand on water
ipuality fssises relaled 1o e impacts anel rensedics of water palhition Crom sl
and cublumal sctivibies. My experiencs inchinkes the development, prepamation, and
review of humdreds of water quality moniormg programs involvimg sarface waler as
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3.3.9.1 Responses to Letter I1L104
104-1

Since initiation of the current ILRP in 2003, the Central Valley Water Board and third-party groups
have (1) enrolled over 25,000 growers in the program; (2) collected over 250,000 water quality data
points in over 400 Central Valley waterways that receive irrigated agricultural waste discharges;
and (3) required the development of regional water quality management plans to address
exceedances of water quality objectives for 546 water body-constituent combinations (see Draft
PEIR, Appendix A, Table 3, page 26, and Figure 10, page 27).

Concern over whether there have been any reported improving trends in water quality associated
with the ILRP.

Third-party regional water quality management plans are currently being developed and many are
in various stages of implementation throughout the Central Valley. Once approved by the Central
Valley Water Board, third-parties and irrigated agricultural operations are required to implement
the plans. Improvement in water quality should follow implementation of management plans. It will
also take time to collect enough data points to verify whether any visible trends are real, or an
artifact of variability or other uncertainties. The Board is also concerned and must evaluate, as plans
are implemented and new data collected, whether water quality is improving under the ILRP. It is
too early to associate changes in water quality (trends) with the current ILRP, given that
management plans have not been fully implemented. However, a number of plans have been
approved as “complete,” either because source identification efforts have eliminated irrigated
agriculture as a source or sufficient time/ sampling events have taken place with no further
exceedances.

Central Valley Water Board may not have any idea whether farms have implemented
management measures.

While it is difficult to determine when management practices have been implemented, it is clear that
practices are being put in place. For example, Table 2-2 of the Draft ILRP Economics Report
indicates that nutrient management is in place on over 60 percent of citrus and subtropical,
deciduous fruits and nuts, and truck, nursery, and berry crops. Staff concurs that the current ILRP
has not provided adequate tracking information on management practices. Alternatives 2-6 require
management practices tracking to ensure that this data gap is filled in the Long-term ILRP.

Because of reliance on regional monitoring, the Board may not know whether implemented
management measures are effective or whether they would be considered BPTC.

The concern of whether regional monitoring is appropriate to confirm whether management
practices are in place and effective must be considered. As described on page 141 of the Draft PEIR,
Appendix A, regional monitoring can be used to determine whether there is a water quality concern
and whether implemented practices are effectively addressing the concern (at the regional or
watershed level). This is because regional monitoring results should reflect the overall
implementation of practices in place within the watershed to protect water quality (as long as
monitoring locations are representative of irrigated agricultural waste discharges). If watershed
monitoring is unreflective of management plan implementation, then the practices are ineffective.
Therefore, review of watershed-based regional monitoring along with tracking management
practices implementation will provide the Board with information regarding the implementation
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and overall effectiveness of management practices and allow for evaluating whether the practices
within the watershed reflect BPTC, where appropriate. Staff has proposed to include more specifics
in the Long-term ILRP regarding when site-specific or field studies must be conducted. Also see
Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

Farm-specific monitoring and information have not been collected.

Farm specific monitoring has not been collected under the current program. As described in the
Draft PEIR, Appendix A, regional monitoring and management can be used to meet program goals
and objectives and other state policy requirements (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, pages 162-172).
Development of the Long-term ILRP will consider requirements for additional individual regulation,
including collecting farm-specific information, if regional efforts are not leading to improvements in
water quality.

Third-party groups do not have enforcement authority to require members to implement water
quality management plans.

In general, third-party groups may not have the authority to require that members implement water
quality management plans. Consequently, where a third-party is unable or unwilling to require
members (irrigated agricultural operations) to implement management plans, the Central Valley
Water Board’s only recourse would be to enforce requirements individually as the lead entity.
Third-party groups provide coordination and help to leverage local expertise (e.g., Agricultural
Commissioners, other government entities) in addressing water quality problems, thereby allowing
the Board to reach tens of thousands of operations with minimal available staffing. The Central
Valley Water Board has considered these benefits along with the mentioned enforcement concerns.
The result of this consideration being that continuing the third-party lead structure in the Long-term
ILRP would be acceptable as long as the ILRP provides the mechanism for the Board to enforce
requirements individually, or where third-parties are noncompliant, replace the third-party as lead
entity. For example, in order to ensure that third-party water quality management plans are
implemented by operators, Alternative 6 requires that individual water quality management plans
be developed where “...objectives are not met, improvements in water quality do not occur within
the approved time schedule for implementation, or where irrigated agricultural operations are not
implementing requirements in SQMPs/GQMPs.”

104-2
See Comment Letter 104, Letter 1.

Alternatives 3 and 5 require individual farm water quality plans and all of the alternatives, except
Alternative 3, include some form of water quality monitoring. Accordingly, these recommendations
have been considered in the Draft PEIR. Also see Comment Letter 104, Response 3.

The comment’s recommendations will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

104-3

Major components of the alternative described in this comment can be summarized using the
program components described in the Draft PEIR, Appendix A (pages 136-141) as follows:

Implementation mechanism: WDRs or conditional waiver of WDRs.
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Lead entity: Central Valley Water Board as described under Alternatives 3 and 5 (see
Appendix A of the Draft PEIR, Appendix A for a description of the alternatives).

Program organization: Tiered requirements similar to those described under Alternative 4.

Water quality management plans: Individual water quality management plans similar to
those described under Alternative 5.

Monitoring: Individual monitoring, similar to Alternative 5. The comment proposes that the
individual monitoring could be prioritized to address areas with recognized water quality
problems (e.g., surface water management plans under the current program).

The suggested alternative also describes inspection requirements. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, evaluated
in the Draft PEIR include inspection requirements.

The suggested alternative is built from the components of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft
PEIR and is best characterized as Alternative 5 with prioritized individual farm monitoring. The
ability to construct a proposed alternative utilizing elements contained within the existing Draft
PEIR’s alternatives, demonstrates that the Draft PEIR provides the Board with a reasonable range of
alternatives to the current ILRP.

The following response elements correspond to the numbering in the comment letter.

1: The alternative described in the comment does not involve third-party lead entities, which is the
same as Long-term ILRP Alternatives 3 and 5.However, there are no state or federal requirements
precluding the involvement of third-party organizations in NPS programs (see discussion of the
State NPS policy, Draft PEIR, Appendix A, page 10.)

2: This comment implies that the State Water Board’s NPS Policy requires all irrigated agricultural
operations to develop individual farm water quality plans, while the quoted language clearly
suggests discharger assessment as an important first step. This assessment is described as part of
individual farm water quality plans (required under Alternatives 3, 4, 5) and regional water quality
management plans (Alternatives 1, 2, and 6). Regional water quality management plans would
require growers to report (and, accordingly, assess) the practices that they are implementing to
protect water quality. Such a farm specific assessment will be considered during development of the
Long-term ILRP.

3: A tiered approach would help to reduce costs and provide focus for regulatory requirements.
Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 each provide means of focusing regulatory requirements on problem areas.
The Central Valley Water Board will consider incorporation of a tiered approach based on threat to
water quality and available data during the development of the Long-term ILRP.

4: The suggested alternative includes tracking: nutrient, pesticide, and management practices.
Alternatives 2-6 include mechanisms for tracking implementation of management practices.
Alternatives 4 and 5 also include nutrient tracking mechanisms. It is important to note that nutrient
tracking alone would not provide the information necessary to evaluate potential water quality
impacts. For example, climate, soil type, depth to groundwater, type of irrigation practice, crop type,
and nutrients removed during harvest are all factors that must be considered in evaluating nutrient
use and potential impacts to water quality. DPR currently tracks pesticide use and that information
is available for evaluation by the Central Valley Water Board, third-party groups, and dischargers.
Also, see response to item 2, above.

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 3.3-163 March 2011
Final Program Environmental Impact Report ! ICF 05508.05



Section 3.3. Non-Governmental Organization
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

5: The individual surface water quality monitoring described by the comment is similar to the
tailwater monitoring described under Alternative 5. However, the comment also suggests that
individuals should monitor influent and effluent for areas with implemented management practices
to determine the efficacy of said practices. This information is not generally collected for any other
Central Valley Water Board regulatory program, unless specific standards have been developed (e.g.,
publically owned treatment works biochemical oxygen demand [BOD] removal standards, industrial
pretreatment standards). The suggested internal waste stream monitoring would be expensive and
would only provide data for surface water that exists on the farm, not groundwater that exists
beneath the farm or water quality in surface waterways that may or may not receive surface water
discharges from the farm. The Board’s authority to require monitoring reports, Section 13267 of the
California Water Code, requires that: “The burden, including costs, of these reports [monitoring] shall
bear a reasonable relationship to the need for the report and the benefits to be obtained from the
reports.” The requirement for each individual farm to monitor internal waste streams would be
difficult to justify under Section 13267. This type of monitoring would be useful and justifiable on a
selective basis to demonstrate whether a new practice would be effective, and could be performed
as part of research projects or selective demonstrations. Receiving water monitoring at strategically
placed locations and/or tailwater monitoring could be used to evaluate the impacts of NPS
discharges associated with irrigated agriculture, consistent with NPS and Antidegradation
requirements (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, pages 107-116,[Alternatives 1-5], 165-168 [Alternative
6]). Development of the Long-term ILRP will consider the usage of field studies of management
practice effectiveness if improvements in water quality do not occur. Such studies may not be
necessary, if water quality is improving or objectives are met.

6: The individual groundwater monitoring described by the commenter is similar to the individual
monitoring described for tier 3 operations under Alternative 4, but would cover essentially all
Central Valley operations as in Alternative 5 (it is estimated that an insignificant number of
operations would apply for Tier 1 due to the burdensome site-specific information necessary). The
comment also recommends that each operation should be required to survey nearby public supply
well monitoring results for the presence of pesticides or other pollutants. This recommended
monitoring would provide growers with information regarding nearby groundwater quality, but it is
unclear how the information would be relevant to an individual farm unless a determination of the
source of the impact can be made (what direction is groundwater flow, how old is the water in the
public supply well, how is the well constructed [depth of perforated interval], or whether the
pesticides detected have been used in the farming operations). As described above, California Water
Code Section 13267 requires that the costs for reports must bear a reasonable relationship to the
need for and benefits to be obtained from the report. In this case, it is difficult to see how the public
supply well information would be used by individual growers and what benefits would be derived
from the burden associated with gathering the information.

The Central Valley Water Board has the authority to require regional monitoring, but does not have
the authority to establish fees to fund the Board to conduct such a program. The legislature would
need to authorize such a program and the State Water Board would establish any fee schedule.

The Central Valley Water Board will consider including an option for the Executive Officer to request
such site-specific monitoring in the Long-term ILRP. However, information related to nutrient
budgeting will provide more timely data on changes to waste discharges to groundwater versus an
extensive annual monitoring program. Groundwater aquifers can take many years to respond to
changes in overlying land management.
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7: This suggestion is similar to the framework described under Alternative 5, where operations
would be required to develop an individual farm water quality plan, and submit the plan to the
Board upon request.

8: Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 contain prioritized inspection requirements similar to those described by
this comment.

9: The merits of establishing a regional monitoring program based on fees collected from all
dischargers are outside the scope of the Long-term ILRP. The purpose of regional monitoring and
the role of individual monitoring are discussed in the alternatives. Also see Comment Letter 123,
Response 32.

10: Funding requests for the Central Valley Water Board will originate with the California EPA. The
Governor will determine whether to include any such request in his proposed budget that he
submits to the legislature. The Central Valley Water Board does not make decisions on where
program funding originates or the level of funding available for the irrigated lands regulatory
program.

104-4

See Master Response 10. In addition, CEQA does not require identification of the proposed project.
However, each alternative received greater level of analysis due the lack of a proposed alternative.

104-5

The comment describes that the PEIR assumes that similar types of practices would be implemented
under Alternatives 1 and 5. It is partially correct that Alternatives 1 and 5 would lead to
implementation of similar types of practices to protect surface water quality, working to meet Basin
Plan water quality objectives. However, in contrast to Alternative 1, Alternative 5 requires the
protection of groundwater quality and specific farm-based nutrient planning requirements. Because
Alternative 5 would require that irrigated agricultural operations reduce waste discharge to
groundwater, the Draft PEIR assumes that additional groundwater quality management practices
would be implemented (e.g., nutrient management) -when compared with Alternative 1. As shown
in Table 17 of the Draft PEIR, Appendix A, the estimated costs of management practices under
Alternative 5 are nearly twice the estimated costs estimated for Alternative 1. Also see Master
Response 8.

The Draft PEIR estimates the types and associated environmental impacts of practices that may be
implemented by irrigated agricultural operations in response to ILRP alternatives. The Central
Valley Water Board'’s authorities do not extend to requiring specific types of management practices
(California Water Code Section 13360). Therefore, none of the ILRP alternatives describe practices
that must be implemented. Instead of requiring specific practices, each alternative requires that
Basin Plan water quality objectives be met in waters receiving irrigated agricultural wastes. In
developing the programmatic analysis, the Board has assumed that operations would implement
management practices in areas throughout the region to address water quality concerns.

See Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

The concern over the effectiveness of the current program is addressed in Comment Letter 104,
Response 1.
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104-6

Comment noted, no response solicited or required.

104-7

See Master Response 10. In addition, CEQA does not require identification of the proposed project
however each alternative received greater level of analysis due the lack of a proposed alternative.

104-8
See Comment Letter 104, Response 71.

See Master Response 10 and Comment Letter 104, Response 3.

104-9

In drafting the Draft PEIR, staff did not intend to imply that it lacked a duty to maintain applicable
beneficial uses if the beneficial uses are deemed “inappropriate.” In response to the comment, the
language has been revised to read, “Restore and/or maintain applicable beneficial uses established
in Central Valley Water Board water quality control plans by ensuring that all state waters meet
applicable water quality objectives.” See Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report, page 4-25 in this Final PEIR.

104-10

Resolution 68-16 does not require BPTC for all waste discharges; only those that could degrade a
“high quality water.”

The second objective to “Encourage implementation of management practices that improve water
quality in keeping with the first objective...” (Draft PEIR, page 1-2) is intended to encourage operators
to implement practices that would minimize their waste discharge. This objective must be
considered along with the other goals and objectives. The concern that this objective diminishes the
Central Valley Water Board’s mandate to establish requirements that implement or be consistent
with water quality control plans is not supported considering the following goal and objective:

Goal 2: “Minimize waste discharge from irrigated agricultural lands that could degrade the quality
of State waters.”

Objective 1: “Restore and/ or maintain appropriate beneficial uses established in Central Valley
Water Board Water Quality Control Plans by ensuring that all state waters within the Central
Valley meet applicable water quality objectives.”

Objective 2 does not supplant or supersede Objective 1. Although not required by Resolution 68-16,
the Board could determine that “BPTC” is the standard that should be met to minimize waste
discharge to all waters regardless of quality.

104-11

The objective to “Provide incentives for agricultural operations to minimize waste discharge to state
waters from their operations,” is intended to encourage operators to minimize waste discharges. This
objective must be considered along with the other goals and objectives. The concern that essential
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water quality protection and monitoring would be traded as incentives to minimize waste discharge
is not supported considering Goal 2 and Objective 1 require that waste discharge that could affect
the quality of state waters be minimized and that beneficial uses be protected (Draft PEIR,

Chapter 1, Summary, page 1-2). Also see Comment Letter 104, Response 10.

104-12

The comment that regional efforts have been ineffective cannot be responded to due to lack of
specificity.

The program goals and objectives were developed and adopted, through consensus, by the
Stakeholder Advisory Workgroup. Objective 5 requires that the ILRP promote coordination with
other programs associated with irrigated agriculture (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, page 103).

Irrigated agriculture operations are nonpoint sources. Many of the water quality concerns facing
irrigated agriculture have multiple sources that may only be effectively controlled through a
combined effort. Examples include nitrate sources from irrigated agriculture, dairies, septic systems,
and municipalities; pesticides from cities, golf courses, and irrigated agriculture. Coordination with
other programs in a watershed-based model will facilitate coordination with other waste control
programs.

104-13

See Comment Letter 111, Response 56.

104-14

See Master Response 8.

104-15

See Comment Letter 104, Response 1 and Master Response 8.

104-16

See Master Response 5.

104-17

The Central Valley Water Board disagrees that farm-specific implementation and monitoring is the
only way to meet the requirements of Resolution 68-16. The Draft PEIR, Appendix A programmatic
evaluation adequately analyzes the ILRP alternatives with respect to the Antidegradation Policy.
Orders developed under the ILRP program will include findings with regard to the consistency with
the Antidegradation Policy. It must also be noted that not all operations would be required to
implement BPTC; only those with waste discharges that could cause degradation of a “high quality
water” are subject to the Antidegradation Policy.

104-18

Each of the alternatives has been evaluated for consistency with applicable state policy and
requirements, including the NPS and Antidegradation policies. In the evaluation, only Alternatives 4,
5, and 6 were found to be fully consistent with the NPS and Antidegradation policies.
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See Comment Letter 104, Response 17.

The comment also outlines concerns over whether regional monitoring can be used to provide
feedback on whether changes in farm management are resulting in changes in water quality. The
benefits and drawbacks of regional monitoring compared with farm-based monitoring have been
considered in the Draft PEIR, Appendix A (page 95). Water quality objectives apply to the receiving
waters. Therefore, regional, watershed-based monitoring of receiving waters is a reasonable
approach to determine whether receiving water quality objectives are being met, including
antidegradation requirements. This information can be linked to management changes within the
watershed. Therefore, watershed-based monitoring can be used to provide program feedback as
required by the NPS Policy, and provide information to evaluate implemented practices, on a macro-
or watershed-scale.

104-19
See Comment Letter 104, Responses 17 and 18.

The Draft PEIR and Draft ILRP Economics Report discuss the types of management practices that
may be implemented for all of the alternatives. Alternatives 4 and 5 require the development of
individual farm water quality plans, while Alternative 6 requires the development of regional water
quality plans. Regional water quality management plans would be used to assess irrigated
agricultural operations, provide grower education, and develop a description of the types of
practices that need to be implemented. In Alternative 6, these plans would be linked to watershed,
or regional, water quality data and practices tracking, effectively targeting problem constituents in a
watershed area and providing information on watershed-based efficacy of practices implemented.

The Central Valley Water Board agrees that representative field monitoring can provide valuable
information on the effectiveness of management practices. However, monitoring of every field is not
a requirement of the NPS Policy.

104-20
See Master Response 13.

To the extent that the comment indicates that the time schedules set during ILRP implementation
should be no longer than reasonably necessary to achieve water quality objectives, Central Valley
Water Board concurs.

104-21

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 3 and 18.

104-22

Potential consequences for failure to achieve ILRP objectives are presented in the Draft PEIR,
Appendix A (page 113) and include iterative additional monitoring/ practices, enforcement action,
and submittal of report of waste discharge. As described in the report, “...staff will ensure consistency
with Key Element 5 by including...potential consequences in the adopted long-term ILRP alternative.”

In addition to the consequences described on page 113, Alternative 6 requires individual water
quality management plans where third-party developed regional plans are ineffective.
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The Central Valley Water Board agrees with the comment that dissolving a non-compliant third-
party would also place difficulties upon the Board. Especially where no general order is in place for
individuals not enrolled in a coalition. However, this action is necessary where a third-party group is
not fulfilling ILRP requirements. Accordingly, any recommended ILRP will include the development
of WDRs or a waiver to be implemented in areas where either no third-party exists or it has been
dissolved, or for those individual discharges not in compliance under the third-party framework.

104-23

See Master Response 10.

104-24

See Comment Letter 104, Response 1.

104-25

The project analyzed in the Draft PEIR is not agricultural operations in the Central Valley; rather,
existing agricultural operations are part of the baseline of the analysis. The ILRP alternatives include
a number of management and eventual regulatory actions that are designed to identify and reduce
the adverse effects of runoff or percolation of water from irrigated agriculture. The anticipated
effects of all alternatives are beneficial to water quality, including groundwater, in that none of the 6
alternatives will worsen water quality. There are indirect effects of implementing modified farming
practices as a result of the program that are potentially adverse; these have been discussed in the
Draft PEIR.

Also see Master Response 6 and Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

104-26

The support for Alternative 3 will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP. See
Comment Letter 104, Responses 3 and 28.

104-27

The recommendation that FWQMPs be developed within 6-12 months instead of 2 years will be
considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP. The shorter time frame is likely impractical if
the requirement is applied to all 35,000 irrigated agricultural operations. However, a shorter
timeframe may be appropriate if the requirement for individual FWQMPs has more limited
applicability. In addition, because management practices would often have effects on both surface
and groundwater discharges, any farm plan would likely address both issues—there would not be
separate plans with different submittal deadlines.

104-28

Alternatives 4 and 5 include the requirement that individual FWQMPs be developed, without a
condition that the Central Valley Water Board would review and approve the plans—as suggested
by the comment. The recommendation has been evaluated in the Draft PEIR as part of Alternatives 4
and 5.
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California Water Code Section 13223 describes delegation authorities between the Central Valley
Water Board and Executive Officer. There is no legal requirement that the Board review or approve
individual FWQMPs. Because the review of individual FWQMPs is not legally required it follows that
the Board has discretion to set conditions under which the Board would not review the FWQMP. The
suggested approach to utilize a third-party certifier could be implemented by setting a condition
under which the Board would not review the FWQMP.

104-29

The Central Valley Water Board recognizes the support for site inspections on a certain percentage
of operations each year, individual water quality plans, and tailwater monitoring.

See Comment Letter 50, Response 14.

104-30
See Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

The concerns expressed regarding the limitations of visual monitoring will be considered in the
development of the ILRP. However, the NPS Policy recognizes photo monitoring as a useful means of
monitoring.

104-31

The support for a tiered program as a way to focus limited resources on the more significant
pollutant issues, development of individual farm plans, and individual monitoring will be considered
in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 3 and 93.

104-32

See Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

104-33

The support for monitoring onsite wells for nitrates and pathogens will be considered in the
development of the Long-term ILRP. The use of existing site wells to monitor groundwater impacts
due to irrigated agricultural activates requires specific information on the well construction. See
Comment Letter 9, Response 10.

Wells contained within the California Department of Public Health public drinking water supply list
are generally large diameter wells that have long screened intervals and have been constructed to
avoid known areas of groundwater contamination (drilled deeper to be below impacted depth or
not screened opposite impacted interval). It is common practice during drilling of a public supply
well to sample groundwater from various depths in the open borehole to investigate water quality.
Based on this sampling, a decision is made to go deeper (below impact) to construct the well around
the contaminated interval (seal off contaminated interval and only draw water from un-impacted
intervals).

The well depth and length of screened interval are critical to any evaluation of groundwater data,
particularly nitrate. Shallow (installed in first encountered groundwater) monitoring wells
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constructed with short screen lengths provide the most accurate means for determining water
quality impacts. As a general rule, the deeper a sample is collected within the water column the
older the age of the water. While nitrate impacts are first detected in shallow wells, intensive
pumping can result in a vertically downward contaminant migration. This downward migration of
nitrate may result in increasing concentrations in the deeper domestic and public-supply wells over
time.

104-34

Alternatives 4 and 6 allow for 1 year every 5 years monitoring in low priority situations. Alternative
5 considers annual monitoring. Generally, low priority operations or areas are those where there are
no identified water quality problems associated with waste discharge from irrigated agriculture and
the operations are not located in an area where surface/ groundwater is vulnerable due to types of
operations or geophysical conditions (soil types, rainfall, etc.). The lack of identified water quality
problems suggests that a much lower frequency for water quality monitoring is justified and would
be consistent with California Water Code Section 13267 requirements.

The support for the individual monitoring described for Tier 3 operations under Alternative 4 will
be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

104-35

As discussed throughout the Draft PEIR, Appendix A, there are important advantages to be gained
through the use of coalitions rather than direct regulatory oversight of tens of thousands of growers.
However, the Central Valley Water Board acknowledges that enforcement options on third-party
groups are limited. Any shortcomings on the part of the coalition or their member growers in
addressing water quality problems can lead to delays in reducing or eliminating identified water
quality impacts. Therefore, additional clarifying language will be considered for inclusion in the
Long-term ILRP to describe when the Central Valley Water Board will step in to directly regulate
growers in areas where sufficient progress has not been made.

104-36

See Comment Letter 104, Response 37 and Comment Letter 104, Response 93. The support for
Alternative 5 will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

104-37

Not all operations would be required to implement BPTC, only those with waste discharges that
could degrade a “high quality water.”

Alternative 5 includes monthly tailwater monitoring of “constituents of concern.” The comment’s
suggestion that Alternative 5’s monitoring frequency (e.g., monthly tailwater sampling) is too
comprehensive will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP. Also, as described in
the comment, a reduced individual monitoring frequency has been considered as part of
Alternative 4.

Page 2-19 of the Draft ILRP Economics Report provides a cost estimate for monitoring basic
parameters (e.g., pH, EC, nitrates, E. coli) and up to 20 constituents of concern (organics, boron,
selenium). These costs were used to estimate the potential costs of individual monitoring. The
comment describes that the parameters, or constituents of concern, estimated in the Draft ILRP
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Economics Report for Alternative 5 monitoring go well beyond what is necessary for protecting
water quality objectives. A recommended list of constituents for individual monitoring was provided
in Comment Letter, Comment 3. The list includes: flow, toxicity, total nitrogen, nitrate-nitrite, total
ammonia, total phosphorous, soluble ortho-phosphate, temperature, turbidity, pH, EC, coliform,
applied pesticides, metals. Table 3 of the Draft PEIR, Appendix A lists the constituents for which
management plans are required in the current program. There are 7 metals and 13 pesticides in this
list. These 20 constituents are essentially the “high threat” constituents of concern for the ILRP.
Depending on the number of pesticides used at an individual operation, the estimate of 20
constituents of concern shown in the Draft ILPR Economics Report is reasonably consistent with the
comment’s description of necessary parameters (basic parameters + pesticides used + metals),
notwithstanding the additional monitoring for toxicity described by the comment. Generally, the
costs for toxicity monitoring are much higher than chemical parameters. Therefore, the monitoring
parameters proposed by the comment would likely be more costly than the estimate provided in the
Draft ILRP Economics Report.

104-38

Alternative 5 would require installation of groundwater monitoring wells. However, the alternative
does not specify that every operation would be required to install monitoring wells. The alternative
specifies that monitoring wells would be required “...if requested by the Executive Officer. Locations
chosen for groundwater monitoring will be prioritized based on Central Valley Water Board staff-
developed vulnerability factors.” (Draft PEIR, page 3-28) Regardless, the support for utilizing existing
wells for monitoring will continue to be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP. For
example, Alternative 6’s regional groundwater monitoring would encourage utilization of existing
wells and networks for groundwater quality monitoring.

See Comment Letter 104, Response 33. Public supply wells with their long screened intervals and
perforated intervals positioned far below first encountered groundwater are generally not effective
as a means of monitoring impacts due to irrigated agricultural activities. This is particularly true
when using public water supply wells for evaluating management practice changes made to address
a water quality concern. As a general rule, the deeper the water below the water table, the older the
water. Impacts occur on the shallowest groundwater first and over time, these impacts move deeper
into the aquifer.

104-39

See Comment Letter 104, Response 27.

104-40

Alternative 3 includes a requirement for individual FWQMPs to be submitted to the Central Valley
Water Board. The comment’s recommendation has been evaluated in the Draft PEIR as part of
Alternative 3.

To the extent FWQMPs are a part of the Board adopted program, this request that they be submitted
electronically to the Board for internet posting will be considered in the development of the Long-
term ILRP. As the comment describes, there are several benefits to having such ready access to
FWQMPs.
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104-41

See Comment Letter 52, Response 2 for a discussion of the potential complexities involved with
individualized ILRP requirements (e.g., Alternative 5). Alternative 5 is based on the Central Valley
Water Board's Dairy Program (similar requirements and framework). Staffing needs, expressed as
staff:facility ratios are expected to be similar. Accordingly, the projected staffing needs for
Alternative 5 have been calculated using current Dairy Program staffing ratios (see pages 119 and
120 of the Draft PEIR, Appendix A). The Stormwater Program has been considered in the
development of the ILRP (see page 86 of the Draft PEIR, Appendix A). It is important to note,
however, that there are differences in complexity between the Stormwater Program and Alternative
5 that prompt the need for higher staffing ratios. See Comment Letter 104, Response 69 for
additional discussion of these complexities.

104-42

See Master Response 2.

104-43

The Long-term ILRP alternatives and scope for the environmental analysis were developed
cooperatively after consideration of extensive and thorough public involvement. In compliance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(2), the Draft PEIR discusses known areas of controversy in
Chapter 2, Section 2.6.4, page 2-8.

104-44

CEQA requires a lead agency to disclose to the public adverse impacts to the environment that may
result from their discretionary actions. As explained in In re Bay-Delta, an EIR is not required to set
forth alternatives and mitigation measures that go beyond reducing project impacts and seek to
solve preexisting environmental problems. In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report Coordinated Proceedings, 184 P.3d 709 (Cal. 2008).

The ongoing impacts of agricultural operations in the Central Valley are part of the environmental
baseline of the ILRP program analyzed in the Draft PEIR. The comment mistakenly argues that a
failure of the Long-term ILRP to “significantly reduce pollution discharges from irrigated lands”
would represent an impact of the alternatives. Such an outcome, while unlikely, would result in
continued discharges from irrigated lands, and maintenance of the baseline physical condition.
Reduction of the pollution discharges the comment mentions is the primary goal of the ILRP.
However, a failure to do so would not be considered an adverse impact of the program under CEQA.

The Draft PEIR addresses potential impacts of the program alternatives to recreation, aesthetics,
public health and cultural resources.

The potential for recreation impacts is discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.11 (page 5.11-2); the
analysis indicates that implementation of a Long-term ILRP would not adversely affect existing
recreation facilities or limit recreation opportunities.

Aesthetic effects are also addressed in Section 5.11 (page 5.11-1); the discussion states that any
changes in agricultural operations generated by implementing the program would occur on active
agricultural lands and would not adversely affect scenic resources.
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The principle public health effects resulting from irrigated agriculture are related to transport, use,
and subsequent water contamination from pesticide and herbicide use. Implementation of any of the
Long-term ILRP alternatives would be expected to reduce human health risks associated with these
activities (see page 5.11-1).

In addition, the Draft PEIR addresses potential impacts to cultural resources in Chapter 5,
Section 5.3.

104-45

The Draft PEIR analyzed water quality impacts for all six alternatives, and determined all
alternatives were likely to improve overall water quality throughout the jurisdiction of the ILRP.
Therefore, the Central Valley Water Board determined there will be no significant water quality-
related impacts to recreation or aesthetic resources.

104-46

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 44 and 45.

104-47

The Central Valley Water Board appreciates the California Sportfishing Alliance’s (CSPA’s) concern
regarding the quality of water as it relates to bacteria levels. One of the primary objectives of the
ILRP is to improve water quality in the state, especially within the Central Valley region, including
implementation of irrigation management practices that would facilitate reduction of bacteria levels
in receiving waters.

104-48

Water quality is the top priority of the Long-term ILRP.

104-49

The analysis focuses on potential changes from baseline conditions, as it should. Baseline (existing
effects) is given in considerable detail. See Master Response 1 regarding the use of baseline in the
Draft PEIR. As the commenter notes, contaminants are acknowledged as an issue in the DEIR. The
changes that could arise from the program alternatives are given. The changes would be expected to
be beneficial as surface water quality would be improved. Therefore, effects on traditional uses of
salmon or other fish should also be positive compared to existing conditions.

104-50

Water quality improvement is of the utmost concern to the Water Board and is the primary
motivation for the development of the ILRP. This comment will be considered by the Central Valley
Water Board in development of the Long-term ILRP.

See Comment Letter 87, Response 1.
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104-51

Water quality improvement is of the utmost concern to the Water Board and is the primary
motivation for the development of the ILRP. This comment will be considered by the Central Valley
Water Board in development of the Long-term ILRP.

See Master Response 1.

104-52

Water quality improvement is of the utmost concern to the Water Board and is the primary
motivation for the development of the ILRP. This comment will be considered by the Central Valley
Water Board in development of the Long-term ILRP.

See Master Response 1.

104-53

See Master Responses 6 and 8.

104-54
See Master Responses 7 and 8.

CEQA directs government agencies to disclose to the public adverse effects of their discretionary
actions. As such, the Draft PEIR does not discuss in depth the relative degree of likely beneficial
impacts of the ILRP alternatives. Although some EIRs do discuss the relative merits of alternatives,
the focus required by CEQA is on potential negative or adverse effects.

Also see Master Response 5 and Comment Letter 50, Response 14; Comment Letter 123,
Response 17; and Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

104-55

See Master Response 8. Additionally, it is noted that all program alternatives would have beneficial
effects on water quality and all operational changes likely to be stimulated by the program
alternatives would have effects on fisheries that can be reduced to less than significant by mitigation
measures proposed in the Draft PEIR.

104-56

See Master Responses 6 and 13.

104-57
See Master Responses 8 and 9 and Comment Letter 104, Response 49.

The CEQA analysis must determine what adverse effects the program alternatives would create over
and above those present within the baseline condition. Thus while, as the comment correctly notes,
the water quality and fisheries impacts of allowing discharges of irrigated lands waste is known, this
condition is part of the baseline. The alternatives would improve, not worsen this condition, thus no
adverse impact is identified. Thus, implementation of one of the proposed program alternatives
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would not contribute to cumulative surface water quality or fisheries effects. (Draft PEIR, Chapter 5,

Sections 5.8 and 5.9).

104-58

See Master Response 9 and Comment Letter 104, Response 44.

The program alternatives that are analyzed include a number of management and eventual
regulatory actions designed to identify and reduce the adverse effects of runoff or percolation of
contaminated water from irrigated agriculture. The anticipated effects of implementing one of the
program alternatives are generally considered beneficial to surface and groundwater quality as
compared to the baseline. Consequently, the effects of adopting one of the proposed program
alternatives would not result in significant adverse direct or indirect effects nor contribute to a

cumulative adverse effect on water quality.

104-59

See Master Response 17.

104-60

See Master Response 17.

104-61

See Master Response 17.

104-62

See Master Response 17.

104-63

See Master Response 17.

104-64

See Master Response 17.

104-65

See Master Response 17.

104-66

See Master Response 17.

104-67

All the alternatives, including Alternative 1 (current program), have been evaluated for consistency
with program goals and objectives, state policy, environmental and economic impacts. Thus, the
Central Valley Water Board has appropriately disclosed the benefits and potential shortcomings of

each alternative.
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104-68

See Comment Letter 104, Response 1.

104-69
See Comment Letter 104, Response 1 and Comment Letter 52, Response 2.

Staff agrees with the comment regarding the success of the storm water program and notes that
Long-term ILRP Alternatives 3 and 5 both contain the Central Valley Water Board lead structure and
individual water quality planning/ monitoring structure given in the storm water program.

There are similarities between the storm water program and ILRP and some distinct differences. For
instance, the Long-term ILRP would include groundwater management and monitoring and ILRP
monitoring includes a complex list of pesticides, toxicity, and other constituents while the storm
water program does not include groundwater management and generally uses indicator parameters
in monitoring (e.g., pH, chemical oxygen demand [COD], oil and grease).These differences lead to a
significant increase in the complexity of the ILRP when compared with the storm water program,
ultimately requiring more resources for program implementation (e.g., costs, staffing, expertise).

Each of the ILRP alternatives has been evaluated for consistency with program goals and objectives,
State policy, costs, and environmental impacts. Alternative 6 includes the third-party lead entity
structure. This conclusion has been arrived at based on the consideration of all evaluation measures
(see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, Sections IX and X).

104-70
See Comment Letter 104, Response 18.

The comment’s characterization of the Rice Pesticide Program is not accurate. Water quality
monitoring is conducted on a regional scale at locations downstream from tens to hundreds of
thousands of acres of rice fields (e.g., Colusa Basin Drain, Butte Slough, Sacramento Slough).
Outreach efforts by the rice industry and county agricultural commissioners are conducted annually
and inspections by the commissioners are conducted to ensure compliance with pesticide permit
conditions. However, neither individual field monitoring nor development of individual farm plans
are required. Pesticide loads have been reduced by over 90% and only infrequent exceedances of
performance goals have occurred.

Another program, the Grasslands Bypass Project, which is regulated under WDRs, primarily relies
on regional monitoring and planning (no individual farm plans or farm monitoring are required).
That effort has resulted in an over 60% reduction in selenium loading to the San Joaquin River and
compliance with all selenium objectives, except in limited reaches that have little to no dilution flow.

By comparison, these other regional efforts have been ongoing for 15-20 years, and the regional
plans developed under the current ILRP have been in place for a little over 2 years. Accordingly,
drawing broad conclusions (either positive or negative) on the efficacy of the ILRP plans in
addressing water quality problems is premature.
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104-71

The Long-term ILRP goals and objectives were developed and adopted through consensus by the
Stakeholder Advisory Workgroup. Considered together, the goals and objectives provide a balanced
approach to evaluating ILRP alternatives See Comment Letter 104, Response 11.

The Draft PEIR, Appendix A evaluates whether each of the alternatives is consistent with the
program goals and objectives, California Water Code, NPS Policy, and Antidegradation requirements.
This evaluation considered protection of beneficial uses, state policy, costs, and environmental
impacts.

In general, the California Water Code requires that, in developing waivers/WDRs, the Board
implement Basin Plan requirements, consider past/present/probable future beneficial uses to be
protected, the water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose, other waste
discharges, the need to prevent nuisance, environmental characteristics and available water quality,
water quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through the coordinated control of all
factors that affect water quality in the area, economic considerations, the need to develop housing in
the region, and the need to develop and use recycled water [Sections 13263, 13269, and 13241]. In
addition, the California Water Code requires that costs be considered in the development of any new
water quality control program for agriculture [Section 13141]. The goals and objectives are
consistent with the requirements of the California Water Code—to consider other factors in the
development of regulatory requirements, while ensuring those requirements will result in
protection of water quality.

There is also concern that the use of the term “appropriate” in Objective 1, “...maintaining
appropriate beneficial uses...” would not be adequately protective of beneficial uses. See Comment
Letter 104, Response 9.

See Comment Letter 104, Response 11.

See Comment Letter 104, Response 12. The Grasslands Bypass Project has helped reduce selenium
discharged from the Grassland Drainage Area by 61% (from 9,600 to 3,700 lbs). The load of salts has
been reduced by 39% (from 187,300 to 113,600 tons). Prior to the project, the monthly mean
concentration of selenium in Salt Slough was 16 parts per billion. Since October 1996, the
concentration has been less than the water quality objective of 2 parts per billion (see Draft PEIR,
Appendix A, page 81). This reduction in loading shows that the Grasslands Bypass Project has been
effective.

Alternative 5 includes an edge-of-field monitoring program such as that described in this comment.
The costs of this program were considered, along with the benefits of individual farm monitoring
versus regional monitoring (Draft PEIR, Appendix A, page 95).

Universal farm-based monitoring was not recommended considering the extensive costs and
complexities involved. and that the monitoring will not answer whether agricultural discharges are
affecting receiving waters (e.g., effects of multiple bio-accumulating sources on a single waterway.
See Comment Letter 52, Responses 2 and 4.

The ILRP is a nonpoint source program and cannot be easily compared with point source waste
discharge program requirements where a single effluent location can be determined and controlled.
Feedback monitoring needs to indicate how changes in management are impacting the overall
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health of receiving waters. Therefore, regional watershed-based monitoring has been
recommended.

104-72

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 1 and 18.

104-73

See Comment Letter 104, Response 1. Not all irrigated agricultural operations are required to
implement BPTC, only those that could cause degradation of a “high quality water,” (Draft PEIR,
Appendix A, page 66).

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 17 and 18.

104-74

The Central Valley Water Board acknowledges the concerns expressed by these comments, and will
consider them in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

104-75

The support for including groundwater protection requirements, individual farm plans, and
individual monitoring will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

See Comment Letter 104, Response 3; Comment Letter 104, Response 33; and Comment Letter 104,
Response 93.

104-76

See Master Response 17.

104-77

See Master Response 17.

104-78

See Master Response 17.

104-79

See Master Response 17.

104-80

The ECR provides the baseline condition for the study. See Master Responses 1 and 17.

104-81

See Master Response 17.
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104-82

See Master Response 17.

104-83
See Master Response 17.

The purpose of the Draft Economic Report was to assess the costs of regulations on growers under
the ILRP alternatives, not to evaluate or estimate the costs associated with water quality
improvements (Draft ILRP Economic Report, page 1-1).

104-84

See Master Response 17.

104-85

See Master Response 17.

104-86

See Master Response 17.

104-87

See Master Response 17.

104-88

See Master Responses 7 and 9. Also see Comment Letter 104, Responses 44, 58, and 95.

104-89

Watershed-based monitoring can be used to provide information to evaluate whether implemented
practices, on a macro or watershed scale, are achieving BPTC (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A,

pages 107-116 and 165-168). Not all operations would be required to implement BPTC, only those
with waste discharges that could cause degradation of a “high quality water.”

Under Alternative 1, operations would be required to implement management practices to solve
surface water quality problems. The alternative does not describe that current practices are
adequate, in fact, in the Draft PEIR and Draft ILRP Economics Report, management practices under
Alternative 1 were estimated to be partially implemented (see Section 2.2.1.2 of the Draft ILRP
Economics Report). The implementation of management practices under Alternative 1 would
benefit surface water quality, just as implementation of similar practices would benefit water
quality under other alternatives.

104-90

The Draft PEIR is programmatic in nature and did not include a list or detailed consideration of all
possible agricultural practice changes that may be taken in response to the Long-term ILRP. Other
management practices, including those adopted by DPR, may be used to improve groundwater

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 3.3-180 March 2011
Final Program Environmental Impact Report ! ICF 05508.05



Section 3.3. Non-Governmental Organization
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

protection at irrigated agricultural fields. The changes in management practices that would be
undertaken if Alternative 2 is selected would result in beneficial effects on surface and groundwater
quality. Also see Master Responses 7 and 19.

104-91

The assessment of Alternative 3 provided in this comment is generally consistent with the Central
Valley Water Board’s analysis found in the Draft PEIR, Appendix A, Section [X. However, all
operations would not be required to implement BPTC, only those with waste discharges that could
cause degradation of a “high quality water.”

104-92

See Comment Letter 104, Response 18. The support for nutrient management and the tiering system
under Alternative 4 will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

104-93
See Comment Letter 104, Responses 18, 37, 38, and 89.

The suggestion to utilize a threat-based tiered scheme for individual monitoring requirements
(similar to the scheme included in Alternative 4) will be considered in the development of the Long-
term ILRP.

The comment’s support for Alternative 5 will be considered in development of the long-time ILRP. It
is appropriate to note that Alternative 5 costs are estimated to be much higher (about 176%) than
those under the current program and an order of magnitude greater than the other Long-term ILRP
alternatives. A large part of the costs for Alternative 5 would be related to the individualized
monitoring requirements. While considering the potential benefits of increased monitoring, the
possibility that increased costs could cause operations to divert resources from management
practice implementation to individual monitoring must also be considered.

104-94

See Master Responses 7 and 8.

In the Draft PEIR, Appendix A, and Draft ILRP Economics Report, the Central Valley Water Board has
programmatically evaluated whether each of the alternatives is consistent with the program goals
and objectives, California Water Code, NPS Policy, and antidegradation requirements (comment’s
discussion of BPTC), and considered the environmental impacts and costs of the alternatives. In
these reports, the Board has considered the elements required by state policy and law.

104-95

See Master Responses 7 and 9. Also see Comment Letter 104, Responses 44 and 58. Further, it is
noted that the improved water quality conditions would be expected to have a positive effect on
downstream ecological receptors; these effects would not contribute to a cumulative adverse effect
on downstream resources.
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104-96

Development and evaluation of the proposed ILRP alternatives is currently being undertaken at a
programmatic level. The specifics regarding development of monitoring and reporting program
plans, reporting requirements, sample collection, constituents of concern, sampling frequency,
monitoring points, quality assurance and control requirements, laboratory methods and detection
limits are all components of a monitoring and reporting program order which will be developed in
conjunction with the chosen regulatory mechanism selected for implementation of the Long-term
ILRP (general WDRs, conditional prohibitions of discharge, or conditional waivers).

Also see Master Response 7; Comment Letter 5, Response 1; and Comment Letter 50, Response 8.

104-97

See Comment Letter 104, Response 50.

104-98

Other feedback mechanisms (e.g., visual monitoring of waste discharge, inspection), the type of
discharge (are wastes visible—sheen, color, solids), in combination with the beneficial use to be
protected, all must be considered prior to drawing the conclusion of whether monitoring state
waters is necessary to protect beneficial uses. For example, where a waste discharge can be
recycled, thereby ceasing the discharge to a state water, only visual monitoring of the technology
that is recycling the waste may be necessary. Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 require some form of surface
and groundwater quality monitoring. Also, Alternatives 1 and 2 require surface water quality
monitoring.

104-99

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 3.

104-100

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 3 and 18.

104-101

See Comment Letter 104, Responses 1, 3, 18 and 98.

104-102

The Central Valley Water Board agrees that the limited availability of historical data make it difficult
to assess trends and causes of any decline in water quality. The monitoring goals established in
Alternative 6 are meant to guide any monitoring efforts to ensure collection of the data necessary to
assess water quality and evaluate the effectiveness of the ILRP.

104-103
See Comment Letter 104, Responses 3 and 18.

The Central Valley Water Board agrees that a well planned and executed sampling program is
essential in producing high quality data that can be relied upon to assess water quality and the
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attainment of ILRP goals. The frequency of sampling, choice of monitoring locations, specific
watershed characteristics, the parameters monitored, the quality assurance/ quality control
measures, as well as a fundamental understanding of agricultural crops, management practices, and
costs are all necessary for a successful monitoring program. The comment’s suggestions will be
considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

3.3.10 Letter 105—California Sportfishing Protection Alliance
and California Water Impact Network, Michael Lozeau,
R. Lozeau Drury LLP and Bill Jennings, CSPA

This letter is approximately 500 pages of supplemental and informational reports with no specific
comments.

3.3.10.1 Responses to Letter IL105

105-1

No response needed.
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