3.3.17 Letter 44—North Eastern California Water Association,
Roderick McArthur, Vice President
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3.3.17.1 Responses to Letter 44
44-1

See Master Responses 3 and 4.

44-2

The Central Valley Water Board recognizes the support of three of the ILRP goals as well as a tiered
program that focuses most resources on higher priority areas and will consider the support for this
approach in development of the Long-term ILRP.

44-3

The support for Alternative 2, tiered systems, and suggestions for data sources will be considered in
the development of the Long-term ILRP.

The priority systems described in Alternatives 2, 4, and 6 are intended to help reduce ILRP costs for
areas/operations that do not have water quality problems. Under each of these alternatives, existing
water quality data would be considered as part of the prioritization process. Data sources would
include the current ILRP and data collected under other programs; such as the surface water
ambient monitoring program (SWAMP), DPR, local groundwater management plan data, and other
sources. Because there would be high costs involved with monitoring of all waters receiving
agricultural waste discharges, the ILRP must consider data collected under other programs. The
comment’s concern that data from other programs should not be used may lead to much higher
monitoring costs in order to provide a reasonable measure of effects of agricultural waste
discharges. Also, structuring the ILRP without utilization of existing programs and data is in direct
conflict with the program goals and objectives (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, pages 92 and 93).

44-4

See Comment Letter 123, Response 9; Comment Letter 47, Response 6; and Comment Letter 104,
Response 73. Also see Master Response 5.

44-5

See Master Responses 7 and 17. Also, regarding tiering regulations, see Comment Letter 47,
Response 2.

44-6
See Comment Letter 111, Response 5.
44-7

The Central Valley Water Board recognizes that there are differences among individual growers in
the amount of flexibility they have to respond to the ILRP. These concerns will be considered in the
development of the Long-term ILRP.
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44-8
See Comment Letter 48, Response 2.

Under Alternative 6, third-party groups and the Central Valley Water Board would identify low and
high-priority areas in the development of watershed/area/commodity specific implementation
mechanisms during the 3-year transition period. The Central Valley Water Board intends to use
existing information in this prioritization. However, the program would have the flexibility to allow
third-party groups and other interested parties to provide additional information during the
process.

Tier 1 requirements would be applicable in low-priority areas. The Tier 1 groundwater monitoring
requirement is for growers to participate in a regional groundwater monitoring program one year
every 5 years. Additional monitoring may be required where monitoring identifies a water quality
concern.

44-9

The support for developing waivers of waste discharge requirements for low priority areas, as
described by Alternative 6, will continue to be considered in the development of the Long-term
ILRP.

44-10

Alternatives 1, 2, and 6 include the third-party lead entity structure recommended by the comment.
The Central Valley Water Board would work directly with agricultural operations in Alternatives 3
and 5. Alternative 4 proposes that the Board would work directly with operators unless a legal
entity assumes responsibility for a group of operators. The commenter’s support for the third-party
framework described in Alternative 2, along with increased Board enforcement on non-participants,
will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

44-11

See Comment Letter 10, Response 1 and Comment Letter 41, Response 23.

44-12
See Comment Letter 97, Response 6 and Comment Letter 47, Response 6.
See Comment Letter 47, Response 2.

The individual FWQMP approach is one option for operations to be considered Tier 1. However, the
tier system allows characterization of geographic areas as Tier 1 based on Priority Factors (Draft
PEIR, Appendix A, pages 150-151).

44-13

The support for the proposed requirements will be considered in the development of the Long-term
ILRP.
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44-14

The comment support for the selection of Alternative 2 will be considered in the development of the
Long-term ILRP.

The tier system described in Alternative 6 is intended to work in the way this comment describes. In
geographic areas that do not have water quality problems, reduced monitoring and management
requirements would apply. Areas with water quality problems, where agriculture is contributes to
the problem, would have additional monitoring and management requirements intended to address
and monitor progress toward solving the water quality concern.
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3.3.18 Letter 97—Northern California Water Association/
Sacramento Valley Water Quality Coalition, Bruce
Houdesheldt, Director, Regulatory Affairs
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3.3.18.1 Responses to Letter 97
97-1

See Comment Letter 41, Response 1.

97-2

See Comment Letter 41, Response 9.

97-3

See Comment Letter 41, Response 10.

97-4

The support for a geographically based tier system will be considered in the development of the
Long-term ILRP.

97-5

The support for regional water quality plans will be considered in the development of the Long-term
ILRP.

97-6

The comment’s concern that all irrigated agriculture would automatically be in Tier 2 areas is not
the intent of Alternative 6. The tier system is intended to allow the Central Valley Water Board and
agriculture operations to focus their limited resources in areas with water quality concerns. The
quoted example indicates that areas under surface water quality management plans in the current
program would be high priority, or Tier 2, under Alternative 6, as long as irrigated agricultural
operations are a contributing source of the water quality concern. Where agricultural operations are
not a source of the water quality concern, these areas would not be considered Tier 2.

Continued development of the Long-term ILRP’s implementing mechanisms will include expansion
of “tier” definitions to clarify their applicability across watersheds and groundwater aquifers.

Also see Comment Letter 102, Response 10.
97-7

See Comment Letter 97, Response 6; Comment Letter 52, Response 6; and Comment Letter 41,
Response 14.

97-8
See Master Responses 3 and 4.
97-9

See Master Response 15.
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97-10
See Comment Letter 95, Responses 2 and 7 and Master Response 12.

Also see Comment Letter 52, Response 6; Comment Letter 46, Response 4; and Comment Letter 87,
Response 4.

97-11

See Comment Letter 41, Response 10 and Comment Letter 52, Response 6.

97-12
See Comment Letter 1, Response 23.
See Comment Letter 52, Response 6.

See Comment Letter 41, Response 14.

97-13

See Comment Letter 123, Response23. See Chapter 4, Revisions to the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report, page 4-31 in this Final PEIR.

97-14

See Comment Letter 10, Response 3 and Comment Letter 52, Response 6.

97-15

See Comment Letter 96, Response 11; Comment Letter 50, Response 14; Comment Letter 45,
Response 20; Comment Letter 111, Response 24; and Comment Letter 61, Response 3.

97-16

No response needed.

97-17

See Master Response 13.

97-18

See Comment Letter 41, Response 23.

97-19

See Comment Letter 41, Response 24.

97-20

See Comment Letter 1, Response 48.
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97-21

See Comment Letter 123, Response 3.

97-22

See Comment Letter 1, Response 48.

97-23

See Master Response 13.

97-24

See Comment Letter 41, Response 29.

97-25

Comment noted.

97-26

See Master Responses 18 and 12.

97-27

See Master Response 17.

97-28

See Master Response 17.

97-29

See Master Response 17.

97-30

See Master Responses 7 and 17.

97-31

See Master Response 17.

97-32

See Master Response 17.

97-33

See Master Response 17 and Comment Letter 111, Response 5.
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97-34

See Master Response 17 and Comment Letter 111, Response 5.

97-35

See Master Response 12 and 17.

97-36

See Master Response 17.

97-37

See Master Response 17.

97-38

The current State Water Board Agricultural Waiver fees are $0.12 per acre. See Master Response 17.

97-39

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

97-40

See Comment Letter 41, Response 45.

97-41

See Master Response 17.

97-42

See Master Response 17.
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3.3.19 Letter 115—Pacific Institute, Eli Moore, Senior Research
Associate, Eyal Matalon, and Matt Heberger

Commenl Ledles L7115

PACIFIC
INSTITUTE

Vig Elecoromic Mol

ILEP Comments

Ms. Megan Smath

&30 K Zrrest, Swibe 400
Sasramienta, CA 5414

Hez  Comments on the Central Valloy Hegional Water Quality Cantral Board s
Etaf T Recommemded Long Term Drrigatol Lands Begulatory Program and Draft
Technical Memorandom Concerning the Evonomic Analysis of the Irrigated Lands

Hegulatery Program

September 27, 2010

[rear Bs Seith

We commend the State Water Board and staff For devel oping altérnatives 1o the Irngared
Land Repilatary Program and are exoated 10 see potential solubons to address a key
sotiree of the ngmbemt enviroamental health problem of mbrate confmmnabon of ground
WALer

We gre plaased B subput the aneleiad comments pertaanmg to the Tachnical

Mem arandism Concermng the Economic Analyns of the Imgated Lands Begulatory
Frogram. Pacific Instinte iz currently conducting prim ary and secondary research on the
health, zecial and economie etfects of nitrate contamination ef drnlang water in the San
Jomquain Valley. Cur comments drae from thds research and the nearly 23 years of
previous wWork on waler resues in Califorma

By modktieng the Irngated Lands Begulateny Progran. the Board con take & majpor step
forward towrard addressing a peraistent and detnimental problem affecting our sass 1151
mtrate contammation of dnaking water. Pitrate contmmnaten of ground water drawe by
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rrvate and public waler svslems corrently adds sigmificant ¢xpenses to already strapped
water boards, local aml etale agencics, private well owners, and consumsers. According to
an atalysi of publiv water system monitoring data by Balaes (2009), there were 93
syaleris i the San Joagidn Valley serving 1.3 million comsumaens it ad nirate levels
above the ML dunng af léast one quarter between 2005 and 2008 [see Appendix 1) The
Croundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessmient Program estimintes that 10% of the
LR private domesdic wells in the stste ane also sbove the begal limat for nitrales,
aflecting another 169,000 rexidenis '

Shsdies lave found exposure toonitrates 1o resull moserios diness and death, inchsding
signilicant ereased risk ol newral tobe defects, premaiure bind, immuterine growih restriction,
anencephaly, increased methemoglobin levels causing pregnancy complications, central nervous
avatern hinh defecie. and conpenital malformations.” Nitrate exposure af excese levals can came 11541
methemoglobinenia, also known as “Blue baby syndrome”, a cause of illness and death in contd
milams. Additional ks oF mqm:ml heahh elfects include: respiratary tract infiections in
children, thyroid dlnmptlnn. pancreatitis, sudden infand death syndeome (SIDS) and cancers of
ithe digesiive wsl.:m

Becatme Califismia has no systemaths mondtoring of rn-oll and ground water guality, it is
difficule 1o estimate the ¢aent of pitrate contamination atributable 10 agriculural activitics.
However, several studies pomi Lo a wadespread and severe problem with nitrake comlmmmmstion
from agricultural sowrces. UC Davis rescarcher Thomas Horer analyeed the wse of fertilizers on
Californen (s g 2007 and estonaied Ut on average more than B0 I Niacre vear may keach
intis the groundwater beneath irrigated lands, usually o= nitrate, " Haner concludes thot “withoul
attenmetion, B hs N ecre vear would kead 1o groamdwater WO3N concentrafions st the waler
Lable that are two b four bmes highar than the MCL.™ Even though subsurlace atlenistion docs
oocar in sonse arcss, this s a remarkably high amount of mabsorbed nirate relcased on imgaied
aus,

Ceenernl Comments an the Economie Analyvsis of the TLRF

The cumment draft Economic Analysis ignores several categornies of costs and underestimates
olbers. producing an artifisially low fndmg of overall economic mopast. Revisions 1o e
analytical approach and the use oF adifitional data soures can remedy this, Methods for the
revised approach can be adapted from previous studies by the U, S, EPA, the USDA, and loading
scientists. o

152

| Samie Wiy Resousves Boand, Groundwater Ambsent Wonmiormg, & Acsessmers Program {35010}, Swmmary of
I‘-hmn'lu.-l.ﬁm-rn.fhﬂw Im&mhrd CRdAEA Powmestic Wl Peofert Acoessad on Seplember 20 3074
Tircan
* Manmanmm, Dearm M., Lormine Ii‘ T'Ild.:r. iined Drtorash A M| (20600 A Review of Migalia m Dnking
Watcr, hasdernml Fogposure amd Adverss Repeoductve smd Developmental Cucomies i Eimvaron Hialih
Pornpaenven, | 1433327, dai |0 ] 26 ehp 54907 gvailahle vis hapeids doceg! [Onlme 3 Movember J005]
" Varwnn, sor fof example Wand, Mary 11, Theo AL deblok, Patnek Levallois, Jean Drender, Jabnel Gubs, Bernard
I Molar James Vanlbershoe {2003 ) Wiarkgroop Keport: Dyedang: Waler MNrinate and Hemlih-Kecent Fincdmgs amd
Huﬂdt\uﬁ Emvronmarntal Meolth Pargpaotives, Val 113, Ba 11 (How, 20043, pp 160021614

* Hmer, Thomeas (2009 Agnculsuml bmpacts on Grosndwater Sane. Sowtvear Hsbology, volums 8, numbss 4
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To fuilly assess the costs of the awrent [LIP and proposed aliematives, the analvticeal approach
of the Econoime Analyss must inclode severl key costs, including the osts to all affected
public drinksng water systems, dnnkang water consamers, and private well oomers, A nch
Iiterature has documented the range of potential costs. The USDA report, The Bereflie of
FProtecting Rural Water Qualiy, An Engrirical daolyris, provides a succinet summmary of the
types of benefits from improving nirml water quality (se= Table 2),

Table 2. Types of benefits frean improving nual water quality”

[ In-streim Receational wes, sucl a8 swanmmng, bosing, sl hahing
Valug | seraces Commercial municipal gtes, sich o fishing, nragation, and waler stomge
faciliiies

Consaigtive | Doinkang water [ons matmcipal wiler syslenis aad prvate wells:
services Iirigation and other sgriculturl vses
Aust bt b Mear-waler recrealion, such as pleniching and sightseemg.
will i Progesty vilue enlaticenien).
Ecoaysten Presorvation of wildhifs haliiol smd proomotion of eceavstem divemsiny
witl e

Memmsa | Vieanous Valog place on enlsnced use of chean water by athers.

Vilie | conssmion
COplion value | Desire o preserve oqppeamimniy (o enjoy cleun waler o some finre ime,
Sewardship | Protection of esvimommeniad quabity md desine to impmove woler quality for
vulue future genemiticis

The analytical spproachin the ILRP /A
Teclnical Meamo focuss solely on the
costs to Growers and Land Crmers,
and Admmnastrative Costs of the
Program. Whle an assessme of each
of the above types of benefits as they
refate to the [LEP mey not be
necessary, we unge staff to at least
inegrate the costs related 1o
eoRLmmmEve services, gives e
prosfonnd bmplicaions for pridic

Kealth merd quiality of ife of millions of
Carltformian resitchents impacted by dhis
pregram, To do so, the analytical
approach should be revized 1o includs
the following question: Wiar are the
R fy wler systeny opreroiors, wall
omiErs i drtnking Wianler cORITRTIES
due fo agricialioenl aefivities podeetially,

Urvigrd Ly Hegulstsry Progr ms

b

¥ Uested Sies Departmend of Agrinaiure Economss Besearch Service (1995, M Neoefiy of Proter s Rural
Weabew Chracality. Are Eryjaivic cal Aneaherds, A evsod Sqptemder 20, 2001 from
it e pre uesda gos T lati oo AER T 00

Tigwe 1, e ggereied Hey lslon ie [ osssmin i-.ﬂ] s gk i iy

h

1184
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reguilated wmider loag-term [LRP alisroatves? A

Addreising this question would allow stofl to coimate savings ssocisted with ILRP altematives,
saich as the pofential spvings to dankng swaler svsiems po longer having to ivest m mitrsde
imitigation. These savings are both fscal, such as i the case of grante made by the Califomis
Diepartment of Pulslic Haalth to mitigate nitrate contammation of ground water, and they are
evonomic, such & the case of consumerns with unsafe drinking who may no onger have 1o
purchase bokiled water in addiion o paving (1o fees for Lap water, Figure | here represents o 1154
revized version of the diagram of the analytical approach to the sconomic anabysis on page 1-1

This appeoach lo assessing costs and benefits was undertaken in the 2002 LS. EPA analysis, The
Bemefits of Reducing Nitrate Contaminmtion i Private Demestic Walls Under CAFQ Regulatory
Ciptions. For each regulatony option bemg considered, e EPA reported the Expected Reductions
in Number of Households with Well Nitrste Concentrations abave 10 mg 1. In this case, staff’
el existing rescarch on Willimgness to Fay for such dnnking water quality improvements to
extimate the economic benafit to these householde ® In the following saction we adapt thic
mecthodology to estimate the costs of the ILRP 1o drinking water consumen.

ILRP Costs to Domestle Well Owners

Acconding to the Groundwater Ambient Moniforing & Assessment Program, there are an
estimated 600,000 private domestic wells in California and 10 percent of those tested have
nitrate levels above the begal limit. According 1o the USGS, there is a population of 813,390 | 1157
Central Valley counties who relv on domestic wells (See Table 33" The percemape of will
confaminated per county in the Central Valley ranged widely, from less than 1% in Tehama to
4w of those tested in Tulare County, The extent to which contamination origmates from
agricaltural run-aff s not knotwn, in part due 1o a lack of svstematic monitoring of run-olT and
groaimel water quality. Mod researchers agres that :ylw]lur:- i the leading wource of niirate
contamination of groand water in the Central Valley.” W

Table 3. Po ion Served by Domestic Wells in Central Valley Counties

1158
Aa peraenduge ol

19, W

U5 EPA (20T The Bevaeriin of Bechicing Neirate Comtainalion in Privale Domistc Belly Dinder CAFD
Regwlaiory Dpioey Accesed onlme September 20, 2070 From
btte A cpagos npskeapabntals beesll miste pb
Haie Waier Kesourcos Poand, Grounsbwuter Ambnend Soniorng & Assessmon Program (20100, Swewwrry of
Eerrmm Atere @ Dvinkirg Wator Sramkivol (TAMA Domsestic Well Paogect. Adocnod on Sepember 20, 2010
v bty L wwrch ou o i omeest_well shiml

’ LR (20 Fslemated |lse of Wilor m the Umitesd States County -Lavel Tista for 2000 Cnline w1
Hlipe e umggs g wmdreAata 2000 index beml

* Uinsed Smies Geologieal Sy {19695 Watior (Paaaaliny oo thiat Soaew Jooguer. Thbare Basin, Cafifooma, f@92.23
Accossnd of Sipteaster 20, 2000 (o Tigr s wegs gov gie T 150 e fnmi
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3.3.19.1 Responses to Letter 115

115-1

See Comment Letter 123, Response 105.

115-2

See Master Response 17.

115-3

No response needed.

115-4

See Master Responses 8 and 17.

115-5

No response needed.

115-6

See Master Response 17.

115-7

See Comment Letter 123, Response 81.

115-8

No response needed.

115-9

The Central Valley Water Board shares the concern regarding the need for clean drinking water.
Objective 1 in the development of the Long-term ILRP is to restore and/or maintain appropriate
beneficial uses established in Central Valley Water Board Basin Plans by ensuring that all state
waters within the Central Valley meet applicable water quality objectives including drinking water
standards. However, the cost of remediation of polluted domestic groundwater supplies is not
attributable to implementation of the Long-term ILRP.

115-10

See Comment Letter 115, Response 9.

115-11

See Master Response 17. Also see Comment Letter 104, Response 83 and Comment Letter 96,
Response 18.
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115-12

See Comment Letter 123, Response 81 and Comment Letter 6, Response 1.

115-13

This comment refers to a table; no response needed.

115-14

This comment refers to a table; no response needed.
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