Mr. Robert W, Johnson
April 22, 2002 Letter - S7
7 Page 7

Flease contact Mr. Russ Engel, Hegional Habitat Frogram Manager, at (928) 342-0081 if you
have any questions regarding this Jetter.

Yy

Duane L. Shroufe
Director

ce: John Kennedy, Habitat Branch Chicf, Fhoenix
Larry Voyles, Regional Supervisor, Region [V, Yuma
Russ Engel, Habitat Program Manager, Region IV, Yuma
TIston Grubaugh, Resources Manager, [mperial Imigation District
Bruce Ellis, Chief, Phoenix Aresa Office, USBE
Curt Taucher, California Department of Fish and Game
David Harlow, Ficld Supervisor, Ecological Service, USFWS
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State of California—Health and Human Services Agency

Department of Health Services L .
Letter - S8. California Health and Human Services

Agency Department of Health Services. Signatory
- Michelle M. Brown.

s

Chlfaing

Cparm=as of
Hekh Setveal
DIANA M, BONTA, R.M,, Dr. P.H, GRAY DAVIS
Ciirgg ke Governor
o I Response to Comment S8-1
Comment noted.
April 26, 2002. gy "9

Elston Grubaugh
Imperial Irrigation District _ NN
333 East Barioni Boulevard e e
P.O. Box 937

Imperial, CA 92251

Dear Mr. Grubaugh:

DRAFT HABITAT CONSERVATICN PLAN - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REFPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE IMPERIAL
IRRIGATION DISTRICT WATER CONSERVATION AND TRANSFER PROJECT
(SCH# $9091142)

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above document, The Dapartment of Hzalth
Senvices, Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Management (DHS) is
responsible for waler supply permits administered under the Safe Drinking Water
Fragram.

In general, the environmental documentation would be considered adequate tor our
considoration under CEQA. If the Imparial Irrigation District completas the construction
and operation of the proposed project, DHS may need to amend the current pamit or
provide a new water supply permit. Flease contact Mr, Brian Bernados al our San
Diego District Office in San Diego al 613/525-4159 for information pertaining to any
questions you may hava regarding permits, permit applications, or permit amendmeants.

Before a permit or amended permit can be issued, however, we will nead a copy of (1)
the resoiution approving the project and adopting/certifying the Habitat Consanvation
Flan = Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (HCP — EIR/EIS),
(2) the adopted/cerified HCP — EIR/EIS, {3) all commenls received and your responses,
and {4) the Notice of Determination filed with the Governor's Office of Planning and

] Research,
El;[}i:lﬁ‘lt " Do your part to halp California save anergy. Ta leam more aboul saving @nergy, visit the folowing web site:
= www.consumerenergyceniar.oryflaxindaxc.html
Division of Drinking Water and Environmental Marasyemant
E01 Morth 7° Straet, MS £2, PO, Box 942732, Sacramento, CA, 8425 A N
Prone #: (916) 223-6111, Fax # (816) 3231362 ~Y ~ 10-170
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Letter - S8

Elston Grubaugh Page 2

Page 2
April 28, 2002

Please contact me at {(918) 327-4659 if you have any queslicns regarding our
environmental review of this project.

Sincarely,

e g Bl P - B s

Michelle M. Brown
Environmental Review Unit

cc:  State Clearinghouse
P.O Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Brian Bernardos, District Engineer
San Diego District Cffice

1350 Front Street, Room 2050
San Diego, CA 92101
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STATE OF CALIFQANIA GRAY DAYIS, Govamar

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE WEILLIAK (BILLE L LYONS, IR .m‘-w
1220 N Street, Room 452 T,
Sacramento, CA 95814 L et S = vt

Letter - S9. California Department of Food and

5 o s A TEN )
E‘;j][glsglaﬁis'ﬁﬁm? I R i_ihl_‘ﬂ Drug. Signatory - Steve Shaffer.
AR5, 2008 e Al ¢ I!':]" Response to Comment S9-1
Mr. Elston Grubauch 1 -—-~.'.':.—r~"" Comment noted. Responses to the specific comments made in your
Imparial Irigation District W et letter regarding these issues are provided.
333 East Barioni Boulevarg L. -
P.O. Box 937 Response to Comment S9-2
impeddl Ca 2220t Refer to Table S9-2 for data on Imperial County crop acreage as a
Dear Mr. Grubaugh: percentage of California totals for the year 2000.
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Repert/Environmental Impact Statement {DEIR/S) The quantity and priority of water rights held by IID are discussed in
and Draft Habitat Conservation Plan for Imperial Irrigation District (D) Water Chapter 1, Section 1.4.3, of the Draft EIR/EIS. The socioeconomic
Consgervation and Transfer Project — SCH 41999091142 impacts of the Project, assuming the maximum amount of affected

acreage, are presented in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The California Department of Food and Agriculiure (CDFA|] has reviewed the DEIRSS for

the referenced water transfer projest. The Depariment's mission is the protection and The specific conservation methods to be implemented under the
promation of agriculture in California, We offer the following comments on the projact's Proposed Project have not been determined. As noted in the Draft
potential agricultural impacts for your consideration. EIR/EIS in Section 2.2.3.1, the conservation program could include a

potentially broad and varying range of conservation measures to
provide maximum flexibility to the 11D Board to adopt the program to
changing circumstances, methods, and participants over the lengthy
Project term. From the standpoint of socioeconomic impact estimation,

CDFA finds that the document could bettar address several potantially significant
agricultural resource impacts and mitigation cpporunities. We recommend that the final
EIRMS be revised 1o more adequately address the following points of analysis.

Environmental Setting and Project Description the important factor is the total reduction in planted and harvested

- acreage, and the location where the reduction occurs within the [ID
The unigue combination of California’s warm Mediterranean, productive soils and high quality water service area is not relevant. (Impacts to agriculture as a result of
water has given this State's agricultural economy world stature, California is by far the non-rotational fallowing may vary depending upon the status of fallowed
Mation's lezding agricultural state (327 billion in annual sales) and its number one agricultural land as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance. These
exporter. The State produces approximately 350 different crops and employ’s ona out of impacts are described in the Agriculture Resources section of the Draft
every ten Caiifornian workars. |n 1998, Imperial County produced over 81 billion in famgate EIR/EIS, Section 3.5.) For modeling purposes, it was assumed that if
sales, placing it in California’s lop ten agricultural counties. The most recent crop reports still fallowing is implemented, there would be reductions in the harvested
show the County producing over a billion doliars in sales, even though it is no longer a top 10

acreage of the full complement of non-permanent crops historically
grown. Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics/J Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in Section 9 of

county.

We recommend that the DEIRSS provide additional dotumentation of the agricultural satting in

the watar source area, Specifically, the final EIR/S should include: this Final EIR/EIS for additional information on this assumption. The
socioeconomic impacts of fallowing different crop groups are also
1. The significance of crop production loss in 1erms of the percentage of the crops grown in presented in this Master Response.

the affected area relative to the stalewide production of those crops;
From an agricultural resource viewpoint, the worst-case impact would
be from non-rotational fallowing, which could result in significant,
adverse impacts to agricultural resources as described in Section 3.5 of
the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S9-2 (continued)

Table S9-2
Imperial County Acreage as Percentage of State Total Acreage by Crop Type
Imperial County State Total Imperial County as
Crop Name Acreage Acreage Percentage of State Total
Asparagus Unspecified 5,575 33,121 17
Broccoli Fresh Market 11,349 89,415 13
Cabbage Head 908 9,971 9
Carrots Fresh Market 7,420 9,986 74
Carrots Processing 11,130 13,574 82
Cauliflower Fresh Market 3,943 29,580 13
Corn Sweet All 5,921 25,676 23
Cotton Lint Unspecified 9,295 108,696 9
Cottonseed 9,295 23,306 40
Dates 1,013 6,508 16
Field Crops Seed Misc. 932 25,072 4
Field Crops Unspecified 13,799 185,582 7
Fruits and Nuts Unspecified 519 37,479 1
Grapefruit All 951 15,476 6
Hay Alfalfa 182,451 1,352,068 13
Hay Other Unspecified 42,059 205,552 20
Hay Sudan 55,045 77,540 71
Lemons All 2,605 50,256 5
Lettuce Head 14,766 122,787 12
Lettuce Leaf 7,688 75,910 10
Melons Cantaloupe 12,421 58,117 21
Melons Honeydew 2,293 16,670 14
Melons Watermelon 1,254 11,658 1M
Onions 10,962 46,445 24
Oranges Valencia 515 71,235 1
Pasture Irrigated 144,500 1,035,161 14
Potatoes Irish All 2,109 42,062 5
Salad Greens Nec. 616 8,304 7
Seed Alfalfa 26,462 60,641 44
Seed Bermuda Grass 29,383 30,498 96
Seed Other (No Flowers) 20,975 29,046 72
Seed Veg and Vinecrop 3,812 31,913 12
Sugar Beets 31,475 97,974 32
Tangerines & Mandarins 356 6,399 6
Tomatoes Fresh Market 547 38,650 1
Tomatoes Processing 316 297,631 0
Vegetables Unspecified 4,332 136,532 3
Wheat All 55,504 577,624 10

Source: California County Agricultural Commissioners Data, Year 2000
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Mr. Grubaugh
April 26, 2002
Page 2

=

The impact that the affected acreage currently has on the local and regional economies
terms of jobs and aneillary business (using cconomic multipliers to capture the full impact):
3. Avdescription of the various water rights that may exist in the affected agncultural area.
More information on the nature of proposed rotations 1F land fallowing 1s used:
i Acompanson of the proposed rotation with current crop rotations, 1F any, both in terms
of the kind and extent of fallowing to be practiced;
FFrequency of rotation;
Dwration of rotation:
Soil-building and conservation practices to be emploved on fallowed land; and,
Quality of specitic agriceitural land affected if faliowing 1s used (e.g., USDxA Land
Capability Classification, Williamson Act class, crop potential, California Department of
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monionng Program class, ete.).

foon T

Envimmmmaal Inpacts

The conversion of agniculural land to non-agricultural uses is generally recognized as one of the
serious resource problems stemming from Califorma’s rmapid population growth, The Califomia
Department of Conservation reports that between 1996 and 1998, the State lost about 40,000
acres of mostly top quality agriculwral land to urbanization and other causes. As the State
arows, nat only do expanding cities directly convert agriculiueal land, but the resulting pressures
on wetlands and other habitat lands have lead o further conversion of agrculiural lands for
hahitat metigation and restoration, Finally, as our population grows, the competition for water
sharpens, resulting in the redirection of water away from agriculturz] lands for urban and
environmental uses and the “fallowing” of productive farmland. The net result is a significan
comulative impact on agriculiural lands.

Therefore, it is imponant that environmental impact documents fully disclose the implications of
projects on the continmng viability of regional and statewide agricullural resources, To improve
the effectiveness of this DEIRSS with respect to documenting the environmental impaets of the
jroposed water transfer, we secommend that the final EIR include the following information.

1. Agriculre is working (o educe particalate aie pollution by changing agronomic practices.
The fallowing of agricultural figlds could actually increase agrculturally denived dust i an
area of the State already elassified as failing w attain PM- 10 dust standards. Therefore, the
DEIRSS should address the potential air quality impacts from the following sources:

a. Dust from fallowed felds;

b, Increased pesticide and herbicide use 10 comrol weeds and pests on fallowed fields:

. Loss of carbon dioxide sequestering capacity if fallowed ficlds are not left with a
grecn cover erop; and,

d. Lake-bed dust as decreased agricultural runoff to the Salion Sea results in a lowering

of the Sea’s depth and a greater exposure of shoreline area.
Impacts on water supply, including:
a. Effects of transfer on groundwater recharge, panticalarly if water [1ID members switch o

groundwater wse i liew of ransfermed waer;

Table of Contents

(%)

Letter - S9
Page 2

Response to Comment S9-3
The impacts of the Proposed Project and alternatives on agricultural
resources, including the potential conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use, are described in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S9-4
Please refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality—-Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Air Quality—Air Quality Issues
Associated with Fallowing, and Biological Resources—-Approach to
Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S9-5
The sole source of water to the 1ID water service area is the diversion of
Colorado River water at Imperial Dam. Groundwater within the IID
water service area has TDS concentrations ranging from 2,500 mg/L to
over 15,000 mg/L (Montgomery Watson 1995). In general, water with
TDS concentrations above 1,000 mg/L are unsuitable for either
domestic or agricultural uses.

As described in Section 1.4.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, IID holds legal title
to all water rights in trust for landowners within the IID water service
area. Neither the IID/SDCWA Transfer Agreement nor the QSA will
result in any transfer or termination of IID's historic entitlement to
Colorado River water. These agreements provide for the long-term
transfer of the use of specific amounts of water, not the water right or
entitiement, to SDCWA, CVWD, and/or MWD. After expiration or
termination of the term of each transfer, the right to use the water will
revert to [ID. These agreements also include a contractual forbearance
by 11D of total annual Priority 3 diversions at 3.1 MAFY, subject to
certain adjustments and the availability of the IOP for payback of
inadvertent exceedances. This aggregate Priority 3 limit includes the
amount of conserved water transferred by I[ID to SDCWA, CVWD,
and/or MWD. This contractual limit terminates upon expiration or
termination of the agreements. The water transfers included in the
Proposed Project are charged against 1ID's Priority 3 Colorado River
water entitlement, although water applied pursuant to the QSA to
Miscellaneous and federal PPRs (an amount of 11.5 KAFY) can be
charged, at IID's option, to its Priority 6, 7, or 3 right, as available.
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Mr. Grubaugh
April 26, 2002
Page 3

b, Ramifications of agreement on agricultural users” water rights (for example. how will
appropriatve water rights, which are based on use, be impaired if cumment users forcgo
wse for Th-vearsT);

¢, Effcets on the priority of water rights of 11D for Colorado River water, That i, will the
transferred water be from the first or later priority water rights to [[0D7?

Indirect Environmental Impacis

Deseribe how the proposed fallow:ng of up to 50,000 acres of productive agnicultural land could
affect the critical mass of agricuitural screage necessary o support local agnicultural
infrastructure, e.g. crop shipping and processing plants, and fertilizer, seed and irrigation
suppliers, etc.. In turn, describe how a loss of critical support industries could adversely affect
the profitability and use of the remaining agriculural lands in the [ID,

Crowth-Inducing Impacts

L. Will the delivery of this new supply of water for municipal uses remove a barrier to growth
that will lead to the conversion of agricultural land in the delivery area? If =0, what are the

potential future sources of water to support the new growth beyond the temporal terms and

quantities of the proposed agreement?

Are there urban growih pressures in the water source region that could result m agrnculiural
land conversion if agricultural land values drop due to the project’s diversion of agneultural
warter supply?

b

Cumnulative Tnpracts

The loss of imporant agricultural zegions in California has been incremental. Within a lifetime,
the County of Los Angeles has gone from the State's number one agricullural county (o its 25",
Theretore, perhaps the most eritical environmental analysis that should take place when
assessing the impacts of a project on agriceltural land is the cumulative impact analvsis. The
DEIR/S should address this impact by including the following information,

1. Will this project contribute to a pattern of agricultural lend retirement or fallowing for the
purposes of water diversion to non-agricultural uses in the project area? The DEIR/S should
charactenze the cumulative sereage of agneultural Jand retired by past, n-the-ppelme, and
fereseeable water diversion projects in the project area and on a regional seale (ic., Riverside
and Imperial Counties).
Similarly, the DEIR/S should provide general documentation of the statewide trend in water
translers away from agriculral wses, For example, the Central Walley Project Improvement
Act, the Palo Verde Trmeaton District water transfer, and the CALFED Bav-Delim projects
have idled, or have the potential to idle significant agricultural acreage, How would this
project contribute to o potentially significant cumulative land resource impact”
3. Belated o the preceding cumulative impact is the cumulative agncultural lond conversion to
urban uses. The DEIRSS should document the combined impact of water transfors and

<~
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Letter - S9
Page 3

Response to Comment S9-6
It is not anticipated that fallowing associated with the Proposed Project
or alternatives would impact the viability of agricultural support
industries to the extent that they would not be able to continue servicing
the remaining agricultural operations or that it would adversely impact
the profitability of the remaining agricultural operations.

Response to Comment S9-7
In response to your comment regarding growth inducement in San
Diego, please refer to the Master Response on Other/7 Growth
Inducement Analysis in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS for a discussion
of the potential growth inducement impacts in the SDCWA service area.
The Proposed Project would not provide new water for new
development in the San Diego region, but would only secure more
reliable water supplies for existing customer demand. In addition, the
Proposed Project does not involve construction of any new SDCWA
facilities and no new water pipelines or aqueducts are proposed. The
water transferred from IID would be transported via the existing MWD
Colorado River Aqueduct and other existing transmission facilities. No
new delivery systems are proposed that would provide water to
currently undeveloped lands.

In response to the comment regarding agricultural land conversion in
the Imperial Valley, the IID/SDCWA transfer is intended to allow IID
farmers to irrigate the same amount of land with less water through
efficiency improvements. In other words, payments from urban partners
would be used to implement system and on-farm conservation
measures within the District, thus developing the water for transfer
while at the same time increasing overall water use efficiencies. Under
such a conservation approach, land values would either be unaffected
by "the Project's diversion of agricultural water supply" or would
potentially increase due to the value of the conservation improvements.

Under a fallowing type of transfer program, the water supply to and the
values of lands not fallowed would either not be affected by the Project
or would potentially increase in value if a fallowing program reduced the
overall supply of available farmland. The impact to the value of lands
included in a fallowing program would depend on the type of fallowing
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Response to Comment S9-7 (continued)

program implemented: either rotational, long-term, or permanent. For a detailed discussion of the impacts on property values, please refer to the Master Response on
Socioeconomics/[J Property Values and Fiscal Impact Estimates (particularly the discussion of impacts on agricultural land values within the 11D water service area) in Section 9 of this
Final EIR/EIS.

In general, Imperial County has the lowest per capita income of any county in California, and consistently has one of the highest unemployment rates of any county in California. Local
economic development agencies are actively seeking to broaden the County's economic base to include other industries in addition to agriculture. Since Imperial County's urban
population centers are all within the 11D water service area, and since the IID water service area has no developable raw land left, municipal and industrial growth will inevitably displace
some agricultural acreage, regardless of this Project. This Project will neither hasten nor slow the conversion of agricultural farmland beyond that which would occur absent the
Quantification Settlement Agreement or any of its component transfers.

In response to your comment regarding agricultural land conversion in San Diego, the IID/SDCWA water transfer will only replace imported water supplies that SDCWA has relied upon
in the past from MWD, and will not create additional water supplies. The SDCWA 2000 Urban Water Management Plan indicates that the need for additional future water supplies will be
diminished by ongoing and future conservation efforts, and additional water will be developed mainly from local sources (i.e., recycling, groundwater development, and desalination). No
discussion is made of agricultural land conversion to provide additional future water supplies in the San Diego region.

Response to Comment S9-8
The Draft EIR/EIS notes that approximately 20,000 acres are fallowed on a rotational basis each year in the Imperial Valley without the Project. In the entire state of California, between
1996 and 1998, almost 100,000 acres of land categorized as Prime Farmland were converted to other land use categories (including other farmland classes). Almost 87,000 acres of
land were converted to urban and built-up use from other land use categories over the same period. Of this total, just over 27,000 acres were converted from irrigated farmland. The
largest share of this conversion occurred in the San Joaquin Valley region (49 percent), followed by the southern California region (27 percent), the Central Coast region (8 percent),
and the San Francisco Bay region (8 percent). It is likely that this pattern will continue.

Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR/EIS recognizes that the Proposed Project, if implemented in conjunction with the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis, may have a combined
cumulative impact on the amount of agricultural land in Imperial County and in California in general. Unless non-rotational fallowing (i.e., fallowing for more than 4 years) is not employed
as a conservation measure under the Proposed Project, this impact will remain cumulatively considerable.

4/\/ zb 10-176
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Mr. Grubaugh
April 26, 2002
Page 4

urhanization on the conversion of agricultural land in the project arca, e Riverside-lmpenal
agricultural rezion, and stalewide,

Mirization Measures and Alicmatives

. CDFA recommends o thorough consideration of alternauives thar use on-farm conservation
practices mther than fllowing, Increasing conservation practices, technology, and
knowledge will be more effective in light of the growing need for water throughout the state.
Fallowing is a shor-lerm solution, but congervation can provide long-term success, For
example, on-farm conservation could be supported by:

a. Mitigation fees from the urban water users that could, in tun, support the cost of
installing on-farm conservation measures: and,

. The purchase of agricultural land conservation easements on HD land to provide
additional farm revenue in support of soil conservation-dnven fallowing and wiler
COMSCTVILLION.

2. If fallowing 1s imevitable, we recommend consideration of ather miligation measures that will
lessen or climinate the project's impacts on the loss of agneuliural water supply, land, and
overall production capacity. Measures that could be considered include:

a. Use of cover crops to reduce seil erosion and pestfweed propagation on fallowed
agriculiural Tand;

Iv.  Lamit the amount of land fallowed 1o a locally agreed upon level that will not
significantly impuar the agoeultural support infrastructure in the [0

¢ Rely on a combination of conservation tllage, soil conservation fallowing and water
conservanon priactices to achieve the desimed waler savings:

d. Purchase of sgricultural land conservalion casements as nevessary o prevent the futume
conversion of agrculiural land in the TITY (agricultural land conservarion easements
should alse be considered to off-set the unavoidable conversion of agricultural land in
both the water source and delivery areas of the project);

d. Use short-term, temporary fallowing rotations in order to protect apprepriative rights and
provide greater certainty 1o agncuhural users i an unceriain water market:

e, Reduce the fallowed land management burden on agricultural producers through cost-
sharing on conservation practices. and regulatory reliel with respect w weed control.
fugirive dust control and water quality management;

f.  Identify criteria for selecting which acreage and crops should be fallowed including, for
exarmple:
1y Cuality of soil (10 avoid fallowing of Prime Farmlands); and,
2y Employment impacts (1o avoid fallowing lands with highest potential job loss);

g. Create buffer zones if fallowed land takes oa a non-agneultural use, m order to reduce
potential effects on swrounding agricultural land, and;

h. Provide indemmities against surprises 1o farmers from claims o mitigate or pay for
impacts to people, property, or the environment resulting from good-taith fulfillment of
the contraciual obligations.

<~
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Letter - S9
Page 4

Response to Comment S9-9
Many of the measures proposed in the comment are already included in
the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.7, Air Quality, under Mitigation Measure
AQ-3.

As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, depending on the eventual
implementation of the water conservation program, there could either
be beneficial or adverse impacts to the regional economy. If water is
conserved using on-farm and water delivery system improvements, it is
anticipated that there would be beneficial effects to regional
employment; therefore, there would not be any adverse effects to
mitigate. If fallowing is used to conserve all or a portion of the water to
be transferred, there would be adverse effects to the regional economy
and farm workers as identified in the Draft EIR/EIS.

The 1ID Board will consider whether to implement socioeconomic

mitigation measures when it considers whether to approve the
Proposed Project or an alternative to the Proposed Project.
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Mr, Grubaugh
April 26, 2002
Page 5

We understand the tremendows pressure on water users in Imperial and San Diego Countics 1
reduce their dependence on Colorado River water. However, CECHA requires that secondary
impacts deriving from the mbigation of primary impacts also be matigated. In a sense, that is the
situation here. The transfer of water from agricultural vses in Imperial County to urban uses in
San Dicgo County will help 1o address the impacts on upstream watzr users of California water
demands. Hewever, this mitigation will result, in our estimation, in a permanent loss of the
agricultural land base in one of Califemia’s most productive agnculueal regions. We
recommend that this impact be accurately and fully documented and mitigaed.

Thank you for the opponunity to review and comment on the DEIRS for this project, 10 you
have questions on our comments, or reguire information or assistanee in responding to them,
please call me at (916) 6537-4956.

Steve Shaffer, Director
Agrculiure and Environmental Policy

ce: Stephen L. Birdsall
Impenal County Agnicullural Commissioner
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Response to Comment S9-10
The potential range of impacts to agricultural land resources and
associated mitigation measures are presented in Section 3.5,
Agricultural Resources, in the Draft EIR/EIS. Changes to the text are
indicated in Section 3.5 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Gray Davis, Governo?
ok srate of California = The Resources Agency .

: Rusty Areias, Direstar
7 DEPARTHENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION .

Letter - S10. California US Department of Parks
TP and Recreation The Resources Agency. Signatory
Ynbfon - David H. Van Cleve.
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Colorade Desart Distnct
200 Palm Canyon Drive
Borego Springs, CA 92004

]

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Response to Comment S10-1

Comment noted.

i ooz
o8 2 Response to Comment S10-2

Refer to the Master Response on Other/7 Relationship Between the
State Clearinghouse Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 9

Rale of this Final EIR/EIS.
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

To Whom It May Concerm:

Re: Impernial Irmigation District VWater Conservetion and Transfer Pragram, Draft Response to Clomment S.1.0-3 .

En;rirc-rirnanta' impact Repor,, SCH #1989091142 In the absence of the Proposed Project, the salinity of the Salton Sea is
) ' projected to continue to increase, with consequent changes in the

ecological dynamics of the sea. Water conservation and transfer under

Staft of the Goloraco Desert District {CDD) of the Califarnia Dopartmant of
Parks and Recreation (COPR) has raviewed the subjct document and we have

; _ > S et the Proposed Project would accelerate the occurrence of these
a number of concerns concerning this project. In part:chlzar. :::tg:ﬁrc;; Lt changes but would not result in different effects than would ultimately
to impact the natural resaurces within Saltan Sea %t;; g s occur in the absence of the Proposed Project. Implementation of the
(SSSRA), ene of the saven umts'tmag:f:.% g:fréf; 'Deseer gtnate Park® and HCP component of the Proposed Project (see Appendix C to the
Califerrua ‘IF;wO ?thg;l:;:;im;md also be potentialy afected by this project. present document) would avoid or mitigate the effects to biological
s10-1 Cuyamaca Rancha ' resources of the Salton Sea that are specifically attributable to water
CDPR is a Trustee Agency as provided for in the California Environmental conservation and transfer.

Quality Ast, and has a legal responsibility to protect resources held in trust for the
paople of the State of Caifornia. Trustee isues that ardinarily concem us
inelude impacts of proposed projects upon recreafional, cultural, natural and

L water rezgurces on the lands we marage.

rirmary concemn regarding the present proect is with the effacts of
rad uce{n:j}li:rfrﬂpmus tgihe Salton gea and with resulling impacts on the recraational
\alue, selinity, avifauna, and fishery of the Gea. We believe that it is _—
B102 inappropriate to preclude soma ¢f the allernatives fur the Saltan Sea Res;urat.un
Preject in the adoption o an EIR/EIS fer this project, n_-larely by stating thist
“Implermentation of ihe Froposed Preject is not :nmns:stﬁr'li with subssguent
implementation of a restoration project for the Salon Sea

[ Reduzing inflows to the Sea will directly affect the avifauna and fishery of
the Sea, two of the main reasons pesple visit Salton Sea State Recraation Area.
The EIR states that this increased salinity will reach !c,weh that are toxic 1o 1 !sln
species in the S2a et some pounl in the future. This impact on the ishery will
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have negative impacts on the millions of birds in tha Pacific Flyway that rely upon
those fish for food. It will also have a negalive impact on the hundreds of
thousands of people who visit the Sea each year to fish and bindwatch.

In addition 1o impacts on the naiural resources, there will be impacts on
S555RA's infrastruciure and facilities, COPR has invesied millions of dallars over
the past 40 years to build and maintain facilities at the Saltan Sea for camping,
fishing, picnicking, education, boaling, and sightseeing. The Preferred
Altgrmative will result m major reduction of replanishment to the Sea, which will in
turn drastically shrink the perimeter of the Sea. Many of the Recreation Araa's
facilities, including haroor, launch ramp and boat-in camps, will be rendered
uszlass as the shoreling retreais.

This shrinking of the Sea will frigger another set of problems for COPR
and for residents of the region, including impacts lo culiural resources, air quality
and aesthetics, Speciicaly, we are concemed that;

+ that shrinking of the Salton Sea will expose fragile cultural resources to
damagae and unauthanzed collaction;

»  windblown cust and possibly hazardous matedials along lhe newly
exposed shoreling will cause major impacts to air quality and puklic
heallh; and

* the general results of the shrinking Sea and reducing of waler quality
will have negalive impacts on the visual aesthetics of the region,
further degrading the recreafional experience of SSSRA's visitors.

Az we mentioned earlier, we are also concemed about polential impacts
o Anza-Borrego Desert and Cuyamaca Rencho State Parks, specifically with
ragard to waler transter systems. H this draft EIR/EIS is certified, it is important
to ensure that any proposed roules for a delivery system bebwesn Imperial
County and San Diego County do not traverse either of these State Parks.
CDPR is cpposed to any proposal which will estabish new delivery sysiems on
State Parks property, and such routes should not be considered, even as an
alternative

Im conclusicn, we support the adoption of Alternative 4, Fallowing as
Exclusive Conservation Measure. Wa furthar suppart the adoption of HCP
{Salton Sea Portion] Appreach 2. The adoption of this Allemative and this
Approach have the best chance for minimizing the negative impacts to, and
providing for restoration of the Sea. As stated in the EIR. “the use of fallowing
ds a conservalion measure would minimize the impact of reducad flows to the
Sea under the Praposed Project, as well as minimize related impacts that could
potentially occur in relation to reduced flows 1o the Sea” We alse agree that
fallowing is the best alternative for the endangered species that rely upon the
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Response to Comment S10-4
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology /7 Approach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
Implementation of this approach will avoid impacts to the sport fishery
and birdwatching activities which were previously attributed to the
Proposed Project.

Response to Comment S10-5
Please refer to the Master Response on Biology 7 Approach to Salton
Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS.
Implementation of this approach will maintain the elevation at Baseline
levels until the year 2030. Subsequently, the elevation of the Sea would
decline with continued implementation of the Proposed Project.
Stranding of recreation facilities due to elevation declines attributed to
the Project would be mitigated by IID as described in Section 3.6 of the
Draft EIR/EIS (Mitigation Measures R-7 and R-10) and paraphrased
here:

Boat launching and camping facilities and access to them must be
relocated as the Sea declines to provide ongoing boat launching and
camping opportunities. The relocation of these facilities may be
temporary and ongoing until the Sea reaches its minimum and stable
elevation (approximately -240 msl), at which point permanent facilities
must be provided.

Note that with implementation of the Conservation Strategy of the
Salton Sea, the reduction in size of the Sea is limited to approximately
16,000 acres or 25 square miles - one-quarter of what was previously
anticipated under the worst case scenario for the Proposed Project as
described in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S10-6
Comment noted. Responses to the specific comments made in your
letter regarding these issues are provided.
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Response to Comment S10-7
A shrinking Salton Sea could result in exposure (and possible looting) of archaeological sites. However, it is believed that more than 80 years of silty water inflows to the Sea will have
deposited a thin layer of silt on top of the existing archaeological sites, possibly making their detection (by looters) less likely. Implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy (see Master Response on Biology/7 Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 9 of this Final EIR/EIS) would offset this potential cultural resources
impact until Year 2030. In addition, Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, in the Draft EIR/EIS considers impacts to cultural resources from exposure of Salton Sea shoreline to be potentially
significant. However, the mitigation measures included in the EIR/EIS have been designed to provide assurances in the event that if cultural resources are encountered during the
Project term, they will be handled appropriately. With implementation of these mitigation measures, potential impacts to cultural resources are considered less than significant.

Response to Comment S10-8

Refer to the Master Responses on Air Quality—-Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and Air Quality—— Health Effects Associated with Dust Emissions in Section 9 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S10-9
With the implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy, the elevation of the Salton Sea would not begin to decline until some time after 2030, and the ultimate
elevation of the Sea under the Proposed Project in the year 2075 would be about -240 ft msl, reducing the surface area of the Sea by about 16,000 acres (about 25 sq miles). Aesthetic
impacts at this elevation are reasonably represented by the visual simulations in the Draft EIR/EIS shown for Alternative 4 (which had a projected Sea elevation of -241 ft msl). These
aesthetic impacts are still considered to be less than significant.

Response to Comment S10-10
The Draft EIR/EIS on the Water Conservation and Transfer Project does not consider the construction of any additional conveyance system. Alternatives that considered additional
conveyance systems were considered, but eliminated as described in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S10-11

Comment noted.
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Sea. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. If there are any
S questions ragarding our comments, please contact acting Salton Sea Sector
Superintendent Roland Gasbert at (780) 363-2480

Sinceraly

—;mz:é‘”-ﬁ“'}bﬁg

David H. Van Clave
District Superintendant

cc.  DPLA Erwirenmental Review Urit, California Department of Water
Resourcas
Matural Resources Division, Calfomia State Parks
Roland Gasbert, Salton Sea Sector
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