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3.3.13.1 Responses to Letter 100
100-1

See Master Responses 4, 7, and 17.

100-2

See Master Response 14.

100-3

This comment will be considered in development of the Long-term ILRP.

100-4

See Comment Letter 95, Responses 2 and 7. Also see Master Response 12.

100-5

See Comment Letter 100, Response 41.

100-6

See Master Response 17.

100-7

The characterization of groundwater basins in the study area as provided in the ECR represents the
varied groundwater basin conditions that exist in the program area. The Long-term ILRP would not
regulate discharges to groundwater in the same manner throughout the entire program area. The
program would involve further determination of which irrigation management practices would be
most appropriate to implement in individual areas based on site-specific conditions.

100-8

See Master Response 17.

100-9

See Master Responses 7 and 18.

100-10

The management plans would be regional plans developed to address water quality concerns and
would have similar elements regardless of the alternative chosen. The triggers for management
plans, however, would be different under Alternatives 1, 2, and 6. Because the management plans
would be similar (e.g., regional plans developed by third-party groups with similar required
elements) it is reasonable to use the same term throughout the PEIR. The difference is whether the
plan would be required for exceedances only (Alternatives 1 and 2) or in areas with trending
degradation/exceedances/vulnerability (Alternative 6).
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100-11

See Comment Letter 46, Response 6. The Draft PEIR Figure 2-1 provides a map indicating the area
included in the impact analysis. Also see Master Response 7.

100-12

See Master Response 17.

100-13

While CEQA does not require an economic evaluation of the proposed project, the Central Valley
Regional Water Board has prepared a cost analysis of its project alternatives in a separate document
(Draft ILRP Economics Report). This report has been made available to the public on the Central
Valley Water Board website and will be considered by the Board before taking action on the Long-
term ILRP (see

<http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/centralvalley /water_issues/irrigated_lands/long_term_program_develo
pment>; click the Draft Environmental Impact Report - July 2010 tab). Also see Master Response 17.

The Central Valley Water Board has identified alternatives that do not expand the current
groundwater monitoring program and other alternatives that would require more extensive
monitoring than currently conducted. The impacts of these various options are discussed in Chapter
5 of the Draft PEIR. Depending on what direction is provided by the Board, staff may develop further
information on the methods that would be used to determine whether groundwater monitoring
would be required as part of the Long-term ILRP.

See Master Response 12.

100-14

The Draft PEIR, Appendix A evaluates whether each of the alternatives is consistent with the
program goals and objectives (see pages 102 and 163). In this evaluation, Alternatives 1 and 5 were
not consistent with Objective 3 because all irrigated agricultural operations would be subject to the
same requirements. Under these alternatives, the incentive to minimize waste discharge ultimately
would be connected to whether an operation is complying with established requirements.

Alternatives 2-4 and 6 provide the following incentives:

e Alternative 2: reduced water quality monitoring for operations participating in an area or
watershed management objectives plan.

e Alternative 3: certification that operations are implementing practices that are protective of
surface and groundwater quality.

e Alternative 4: tiered system that would establish reduced requirements and/or monitoring for
operations with low-threat nutrient and/or pesticide use.

e Alternative 6: prioritization system that would allow reduced monitoring, fees, and
management requirements in lower-priority areas. Implementing water quality management
practices would ensure that areas are or would continue to be low priority.
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100-15

As noted in the Draft PEIR (Chapter 5, Section 5.11, page 5.11-1), it is unknown where land use
changes would occur as a result of implementation of the ILRP. Further, the assessment presented in
the Draft PEIR is programmatic and it is speculative to discuss future urban development in a
project-specific manner. The Central Valley Water Board believes the statement in the Draft PEIR is
accurate. The Board acknowledges that urban growth into foothill areas has occurred, however,
further analysis of that growth is outside the scope of the Draft PEIR.

Also see Master Response 7.

100-16

The management practices included in the Draft PEIR are those presented in the ECR. Although the
term “Pressurized Irrigation System” is not used in the ECR, the concept is presented in Chapter 5,
Management Practices (ECR page 5-6). Further, the ECR is incorporated by reference into the Draft
PEIR.

100-17

The Agriculture Resources analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.10, evaluates this impact (Draft PEIR
beginning at page 5.10-5)

100-18

The agriculture industry is large when viewed in terms of total dollars. Although it may not be as
large as other sectors of the economy in the Sacramento Valley, it is a highly valuable industry.

100-19

The primary input into the Cosumnes is snowmelt. However, in the lower elevations, direct rainfall
and storm water runoff are also large sources of flow for any river/creek, including the Cosumnes
River.

100-20

The statement is accurate as a generalization. The presence of some dams in higher elevation
locations does not impact the environmental analysis presented.

100-21

See Master Response 17.

100-22

There is evidence that a significant acreage of marginal land is being converted to higher value crops
in California as money is available to invest in the infrastructure. Orchard and vine crops are
examples of crops that are expanding into less productive areas or in areas where lower value crops,
such as cotton, were once grown. The Draft PEIR’s use of the word majority on page 5.10-6 may be
an overstatement of likely outcomes; however, the eventual use of specific parcels of land that may
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be removed from production is unknown at this time and has not been estimated for either
economic or land conversion impact purposes. There is no quantitative analysis of this reuse.

The commenter has not cited specific sources that would allow the Central Valley Water Board to
investigate this issue further and report it in the Final PEIR. Because it does not change any impact
conclusions or create the need for new mitigation, the topic is not discussed further.

100-23

See Master Response 10.

100-24

See Master Response 17.

100-25

Irrigation water management is a practice. The cost to implement this practice is for additional labor
to ensure that the objective of reducing runoff or deep percolation is achieved. Also see Master
Response 17.

100-26

See Master Response 17.

100-27

See Master Response 17.

100-28

See Master Response 17.

100-29

See Master Responses 7 and 17.

100-30

See Master Response 17.

100-31

See Master Response 17.

100-32

See Master Response 17.

100-33

See Master Response 17.
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100-34

See Master Response 17.

100-35

See Master Response 17.

100-36

See Comment Letter 41, Response 36.

100-37

See Comment Letter 78, Response 4 and Comment Letter 100, Response 24.

100-38

See Master Response 17.

100-39

See Comment Letter 50, Response 14 and Comment Letter 95, Responses 2 and 7.

100-40

One of the first regional water quality management plan steps is to determine whether agricultural
operations are a source of the water quality concern (see Element 3 for SQMP/GQMPs, Appendix D,
Draft PEIR, Appendix A). Where agricultural operations are not a source of the water quality
concern, further management plan development would not be necessary.

The recommendation to require a source identification report as a first step will be considered in
the development of the Long-term ILRP.

100-41

That a specific geographical location is not within a groundwater basin recognized by the California
Department of Water Resources does not mean that groundwater is not present in that area.
Groundwater is often present at the base of the alluvium or residual material that makes farming
possible in these areas. Groundwater is also present in fractures within the underlying bedrock and
is a source water to wells within the region. Because fractures within a hard rock system must be
open to allow water movement into a well, the fractures also function as conduits allowing rapid
migration of salts, nutrients, and pesticides into groundwater. Accordingly, these areas are
considered under the ILRP.

The comment’s recommended periodic assessment monitoring relying solely on gathering existing
[groundwater] monitoring data from other sources and reporting management practices from
growers in those areas is similar to that described under Alternative 2 for groundwater. Therefore,
the Draft PEIR has identified this consideration.
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100-42

See Master Response 17.
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3.3.14 Letter 78 —El Dorado County Farm Bureau,
Merv de Haas, President
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3.3.14.1 Responses to Letter 78
78-1

See Comment Letter 100, Response 41.
See Comment Letter 48, Response 2.

See Comment Letter 37, Response 1.

78-2

See Master Response 17. The requirement for groundwater monitoring wells is based on areas that
are vulnerable to leaching or runoff to groundwater. Most of these areas are not in the mountain
regions.

78-3

See Comment Letter 22, Response 1 and Comment Letter 46, Response 9.

78-4

See Master Response 17.

78-5

The recommendation to continue the Pilot Program will be considered in the development of the
Long-term ILRP. This recommendation is similar to concepts articulated in Alternatives 2, 3, and 6.

78-6

Alternative 6 provides the incentive for operations to minimize waste discharge through a
prioritization system that would allow reduced monitoring, fees, and management requirements in
lower-priority areas. Implementing water quality management practices would work to ensure that
areas are or would continue to be low priority. Alternative 6 also provides the option for individual
operations to develop and implement a certified water quality plan. Operations with certified plans
would be subject to reduced monitoring requirements.

78-7

The Central Valley Water Board agrees that ILRP requirements should be coordinated with other
programs. See Comment Letter 45, Response 20.

78-8

The Draft PEIR analysis repeatedly recognizes that the jurisdiction of the Long-term ILRP contains
widely varied physical conditions. It is this variety that led to development of the programmatic
CEQA analysis approach. As development and implementation of the Long-term ILRP continues, the
Central Valley Water Board will endeavor to ensure the Program appropriately addresses the
variations the comment mentions.
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78-9

See Master Response 17.
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3.3.15 Letter 126—Glenn County Farm Bureau, Jim Jones,
President
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3.3.15.1 Responses to Letter 126
126-1

See Master Response 17.

126-2
See Master Response 17.
126-3

Reduction of assessment monitoring in low priority areas will be considered in development of the
Long-term ILRP.
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3.3.16 Letter 125—Kings County Farm Bureau, Tyler Bennett,
Director
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3.3.16.1 Responses to Letter 125
125-1

See Master Responses 4 and 7.

125-2

See Master Responses 3 and 4.

125-3

See Comment Letter 1, Response 59.
125-4

See Comment Letter 1, Response 4.

125-5

The water quality information for San Joaquin River Basin watersheds presented in the Draft PEIR
was compiled from a number of sources, including coalition monitoring studies and Central Valley
Water Board programs during preparation of the ECR. This data represents the baseline for
evaluation of effects potentially caused by implementing one of the proposed ILRP alternatives. Also
see Master Response 1.

125-6

See Comment Letter 111, Response 14.

125-7

See Master Responses 4 and 17.

125-8

See Master Response 2.
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