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COMMENT F-01. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR OFFICE OF THE

F-01-1

F-01-2

SECRETARY, PATRICIA SANDERSON PORT

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE ShRDETARY
LM of Ersvnoeenenia: Poleey and Complsansy
V1 Jacksar, e, Suble $2
Chak laed, £7A Shall7-4R07

July 29, 2005

Ms. Claire acguemin
Bureau of Reclamarion
2800 Cortage Way, MP-T20
Sacramento, CA DSEXS

B San Luis Dreinage Feature Re-evaluanon Draft Environmental [mpact
Seetement: Comuments from DO! QOEPC Regaon TX

Dear M;. Claire Jacquemin,

The following comments are for your corsideration in determining and
unplementing a prefersed alternative in the Final Envirenmental Impact Statement
and Record of Decision,

We would suppest that Land Retiremen) aliernatives are preferable o Clur-of-Valiey
Disposal alternatives, as land redirement would keep seicnmm. salt, and pther water
guality issues restnicted to agnoulmral land within the 3an Lus Uniz, prevenung
adverse impacts from extending to coastal and marine environments Megative
envirgnmental impacts could be murumazed and more casyy mugated wang ane Lo-
Waliey/Tand Revrement alternative

Please consider the follewing fearures for inclugion tn the Final E15:

1} The Final EIS should edequately analyze adaptive managerment strategies and
principles for selected ahernatives. Adaptive manapemeni car provide a systematic
way of evaluating progress of the drain system by specifically noting the extent and
narure of environmenral impacts as well 45 assuring the drain is fancrioning properiy
|_and performing as expected into furare.

Iy weuld be beneficial we inclade adaptive managemen: practices in the discussion of &
preforred alteraative to speess feacthility smd benebie of consrructing and

implernenong such a sysiem. Including adapaive management in che preferred

alrernacive can lncrease environmental mirigation and be ueeful in mintmizing

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-1
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EMVITORMENIAl impacts. We suggest 3 Comprehiensive analval to measure benelins
| and drawbacks of adaptively managing the San Luss dran

A schedule nesds o b developed for drinage svetem evaluation. Kepular syatem
evaluauon should include inspection of the svstem from an ohjecuve and wechnical
sandpoint and 2 forum for sakehobders to discuss now developmen:s &r concerms

pOTLnInE Lo the dranage system

F-01-3

2] Alrernarives should be invertonisd for Hinone Fropenies and culmral respurces,
F-01-4 | The Final EIS should inciude more information or the protection of possibly-affecred
historic properties.
) Retired lands need long-wenn managemen planning including restomation for

F-01-5 | wildlafe habntat. plans for recrestional use, and miogasoorn for sooic-economic lomses

from the lsnd meriremen

If vou hawe-any gquestions or commen:s please do not hesitate 1o conmact us.

Simeerely,

_f/ ﬂf"’{"'f”"‘“’ //*’*’ >4

Farniria Sanderson Pon
Reglonal Eavironmental Officer

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-01

F-01-1, F-01-2
See Master Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

F-01-3

Adaptive management strategies for the In-Valley Alternatives are described in Appendix J,
Section J6. This strategy will include periodic monitoring and performance evaluation of the
drainage system.

F-01-4

In accordance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act and related California laws, site-
specific cultural resource field surveys are not required at this stage of environmental review.
These surveys would be conducted for the preferred alternative during engineering design.

F-01-5
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to long-term management planning of retired lands.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-2
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COMMENT F-02. U.S. CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, LOIS
CAPPS

LAIS CAFRS

LIRE I ATRET TAL#DHN &

P
Sty B RS L T ot TR i
i RTINS L
3 i35 R0 g el s

(LR TR T

o ez cn Congress of the Tnited States PR

CALLASY Ak COMMERDE
~Ay kg TTEE N THE BLOGE T _ibg ge of BEJEEEB“M“DBS
August 30, 2005

Kitk Rodgers

Regienal Director
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Collage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Director Rodgers:

Thank you for granting niy requ :st to extenc the San Luis Draipage Re-evaiuation Draft
Environmental Impact Statema - (DEIS) comnment penod 1o Sept. 1, 2005, 1 know the
extensicn has given my constin :nts the time they needed 10 fully understand 1he
implications of the Occan Dispe sal alteman-e.

I submit these comments conce ing the DEES in addiion to my previous request for an
exlension {0 thc comment peria .

1 strongly oppose any propesal et includes dumping selenium into the delta or ocean.

F-02-1 | The sclution should be dealt wi 1 al the sowes and not exported 1o other regons of
California by spreading the con amunatoen. [t is inappropria‘e to burden San Luis Obispo
County residents with pollutior problems cr:ated in the Central Valiey.

We have a pristine coastal envi onment unicue to California that supports numerous

srotected species as well as pro - [ding a productive reczeatianal and commercial fishery,

which contributes 1o a vibrant v .urism 1dusiry. The San Luws Obispo County coastline

cannol afford an ungualified s . to (15 habitat, neither environmemaily or cconomucally
F-02-2 | ‘hedraft enviropmental impac statement ir adequately analvses the cost of the project
without assessing the cost of er rronmemntal impacts and mitigations, which | believe arc
| significant, Al the forefront 09« yncerm is the establishment of a pipeline through a
F-02-3 scisnﬁcglly active caastline. _er + DEIS doet: not addre‘:ss seimc acthvily apd Low .
| moaitoring and breakages wi'l e managed. Also not included in the cost 1s the escalation
F-02-4 of cnergy costs Eom pumping (. the coast a3d the decreased costs of new technology on
| In-Valley disposal.

F-02-5 [ Besides the inadequate cost an; lysis, | am ¢ smncemed by the presence of unknown
|_contaminanis in the discharge.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-3
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The assessment assumes (kat or y sclentam »iil be dwnped into Estero Bay and does not
assess wha other toxic discharg -s wiil be mcluded and from the source those substances
Originate.

Agnother environtnental and eco .wmic inpact not properly essessed 15 that affecting our
county farmers. Cwrrently they . ¢ monitored for their agncultural runoff but with an
F-02-6 | added thischarge 1nto the coastal waters farmers justly helieve the standards for acceptable
runorf will be increased. This w 11 have an ir:pact ¢n one of our economic staples m San

Luis Obispo Cournty.

[~ Numerous constituents from the puhlic and ymivate secinrs have contacted my office
F-02-7 voleing their concemns and asse: zaent of thii pro; cet. | have reviewsd many of thewr
comments and come 1o the conc usion the Ocean Disposal zlternative presents 100 many
|__unknawns to be considercd a vi ble alternative.

Thank you for vour consideratic 1 of my conuments to the San Luis Drainage Re-
evajuation DEIS.

Sincerely,

g C

H~OL \aff:.a_)
LOIS CAPPS
Member of Congress

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-02

F-02-1
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-02-2

Appraisal-level cost estimates for construction (including right-of-way and land acquisition),
annual operation and maintenance (including energy), and replacement costs were included for
all alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1. The analysis
of project costs is adequate for an appraisal-level design. Mitigation cost estimates are presented
in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

F-02-3
See Master Responses GEO-1 and SW-15.

F-02-4

See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. Costs
and escalation factors for energy were developed based on accepted practices for Reclamation
projects.
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F-02-5

More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to address the constituents that
may be present in the Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge. See Master Response SW-13 for
additional discussion.

F-02-6

See Master Response AG-1 in regard to the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative
discharge to cause a change in agricultural discharge requirements.

F-02-7
Comment noted. No response necessary.

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-5
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COMMENT F-03. U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, ENRIQUE
MANZANILLA
i °’ UNITED ST
a“(md; ATES ENVI no:;:s;r:t. PROTECTION AGENCY
s ot 75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3801

September 1, 2005

Ms. Claire Jacquemin

US Bureau of Reclamation
Mid-Pacific Regional Office
2800 Cottage Way MP-700
Sacramento, CA 95825

Subject: Draft Environmental [mpact Statement (DEIS) for the San Luis Unit Drainage
Feature Re-evaluation Project, Central Valley Project, California
(CEQ# 200502186)

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced
document pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) reguiations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and Section 309 of the
Clean Alr Act.

Based on our review, we have rated the In-Valley Disposal Altemnatives as Environmental

F-03-1 | Concerns - sufficient Information (EC-2} and the Delta and Ccegn Disposal Alternatives as

| Environmental Objections - Insufficient Information (EO-2). EPA supperts the Bureau of
Reclamation’s (Reclamation) expected selection of a drainage management system that is self-
contained within the San Joaquin Valley and one that is environmentally protective. Please see
the enclosed Detailed Comments for a description of our objections, concerns, and
recommendations. A Summary of EPA Rating Definitions is enclosed.

F-03-2

We commend Reclamation for the expanded analyses of selenium bioaccumulaticn and
ecological risk, studies of innovative selenium and agricultural drainage treatment technologies,
and for the clearly writter: DEIS. We also commend Reclamation for developing a dramage
system, the Deita-Mendota Canal Drainage Collection/Reuse feature, which will eliminate drain
water discharged to the Mendota Pocl and the Delta Mendota Canal that contributes to elevated
selenium concentrations in the San Joaquin River and nearby wetlands.

EPA provided scoping comments in response to the October 2, 2001 Notice of Intent
(NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. These scoping comments incorporated by
reference EPA’s comments on Reclamation’s 1992 DEIS for the San Luis Unit Drainage
Program. EPA rated the 1992 DEIS EQ-2 because the proposed project would discharge drain
water to the San Joaquin River (River) and San Francisco Bay Delta (Delta), perpetuating
discharge of high total loads of selenium into these important water systems and undermining
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incentives to reduce both the overall volume of agricultural drainage and the need for drainage
service. EPA has attended numerous inleragency meetings and workshops since 2001 to share
these concerns and recommendations,

inadequate safeguards against selenium and other toxic contamination of the exposed

Et The Ocean and Delta disposal aliernatives proposed in the current DEIS contain
F-03-03

F-03-04

F-03-05

F-03-06

F-03-07

F-03-08

osystems. Watcr quality in the Delta and San Francisco Bay (Bay) is already impaired by San

Joaquin River selenium and industrial discharges. The DEIS acknowledges that, by increasing

salinity and adding contaminants near water suppiy intakes, Delta disposal would further impair

the quaiity of waters which are a source of drinking water for two-thirds of California. Ocean

disposal would discharge untreated effluent from Point Estero into Estero Bay, which
_encompasses Morro Bay, which, atong with the Bay and Delta, are designated sites in U.S.
EPA’s National Esmary Program, Additional nutrient loading and contamination ceuld impair
the water quality, habitat, wildlife and recrcational values of Morre Bay, which EPA and others
have enhanced through the National Estuary Program,

Although we support an [n-Valley disposal solution, we remain concemed with certain
aspects of the In-Valley Diisposal alternatives because of uncertainties regarding effective and
|_safe treatments to remove selenium from drainage water. As proposed, the evaporetion ponds
can pose a significant hazard to wildlife. Appropriate protocols to mitigate impacis of these
|_ponds have not been established. In addition, the DEIS has insufficient information regarding the
contaminant profile and disposal opuons for the selenium bioeatment biosolids and reverse
osmosis brine, contaminant profile of the drainage effluent, as well as the potential impacts to
|_water and air quality. Despite these concemns, we recommend ncremental implementation of an
In-Valley disposal and land retirement strategy that avoids and minimizes environmental eflects,
includes a comumitment to further pilot testing and technological development, and incorporates
rigoraus water quality monitoring.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. We look forward to working with
Reclamation, other agencies, and stakehoiders in identifying a preferred alternative in the Finai
EIS (FEIS) that meets envirommental objectives and achieves a water and salt balance in the San
Joaguin Vailey. When the FEIS is released for public review, please send two copies to the
address above (tnailcode: CED-2). If you have questions, piease contact me or Laura Fujii, the

lead reviewer for this project. Laura can be reached at 415-972-3852 or fujii.laura@epa.gov.
) mcercly,/_‘ . 7
LT T

s -~
Enriqde Méazanilla, Director
{Communities and Ecosystems Division

1%
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Enclosures:
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
EPA’s Detailed Comments

cel

Michael Nepsstad, Burean of Reclamation, Mid-Pacific Region
Michael Delamore, Bureau of Reclamation, South-Central Califormia Area Office
Steve Dewetler, US Fish and Wildlife Service

Joy Winkel, US Fish and Wildiife Service

Theresa Presser, U.S. Geological Survey

Lester Snow, California Department of Water Resources

John Beam, California Department of Fish and Game

Jim Branham, California Environmental Protection Agency
Celeste Cantu, State Water Resources Control Board

Steve Moore, Regional Water Quality Control Board 2
Gerhardt Hubner, Regionai Water Quality Control Board 3
Rudy Schnagl, Regronal Water Quality Contral Board §

Joe Grindstaff, California Bay-Deltz Authority

Marcia Brockbank, Sar Francisco National Estuary Program
Daniel Berman, Morro Bay National Eswary Program
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1.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Lmpact Statements
Definitions and Follew-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - Lack of Objections

The U.3. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts reguiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes tw the proposal.

EC - Environmental Concerns

EPA review has identified environmantal impacts that should he avoided n order to fully protect the environment.
Carrective measures may requirc changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
these impacts, .

EQ — Environmental Objections

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative {including the no-action alternative or 2 new ajternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU — Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA revicw has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory from
the standpeint of public heailth or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency 1o reduce these
impacts. If the potential unsatsfactory irepacts are not corectad at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for
referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adeguzcy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 — Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available o the project or action. No further analysis of data eollection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clanfying lanpuage or information.

Category 1 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fuilly protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that
ate within the specirum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action,
The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included n the final EIS.

Category 3 — Inadequate

EPA dces not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, or
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are qutside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed
in the dreft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to raduce the potentiatly significant environmental impacts. EPA believes
that the identifiad additiona) informanon, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitde ihat they should have full public
review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental
Policy Act and or Seciion 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available tor public comment in a
supplemental of revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potentiai significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate
for referrai to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy apd Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions limpacting the Environment. February,
1587,
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR SAN
LUIS UNTT DRAINAGE FEATURE RE-EVALUATION PROJECT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, SAN
JOAQUIN VALLEY, CA., SEFTEMBER 1, 2005

Project Description

In response to a court order (Summer Peck Ranch, [nc. et. al. v. Bureau of Reclamation et
al.), the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamaiion) has re-evaluated optiens for providing drainage
service to the San Luis Unit of the Cantra! Valley Project (CVP) in the San Joaquin Valley,
Caiifornia. This region has a 100+ year history of subsurface drainage problems that adversely
affect agriculture, wildlife, and fish from water contamination from salts, selenium, and toxic
metals. The project area includes five Water Districts in the San Luis Unit, including the
Westlands Water District, which have CVP water supply contracts for approximately 1.4 rmillion
acre feet/year (affyr) of water, and the Grasslands drainage area within the Northerly Area of the
proposed project. In this Draft Environmentai Impact Statement (DEIS) Reclamation evaluates
seven action alternanves; one Ocean Disposal, two San Frapcisco Bay Delta (Delta) Disposal,
and four In-Valley Disposal alternatives. Three of the In-Vailey Disposal Alternatives include
various degrees of land retirement, which wounld ¢nd irrigation of dramage-impaired agricultural
land. The action alternatives assume voiuntary on-farm and within water district actions to
install drainage tiles and manage shaliow gronndwater that feeds into the Federal drainage
service facilities.

Proposed Alternatives

Out-of-Basin Disposal Alternatives :
The Ccean Disposai and Delta Disposal alternatives are considered “out-of-basin”

alternatives. The Oceen Disposal Alternative would discharge untreated drainage effluent into
the ocean and the Deita Disposal Altemative would discharge drattiwater that has been treated to
reduce selenium levels. Appendix C indicates that drain water could contain toxic pollutants, in
addition to selenium, at levels exceeding applicable water quality standards. However, the DEIS
does not fully profile contaminants that could be present in discharge water and does not address
the question of meeting applicable water quality standards at proposed discharge points. EPA
discourages reliance on disposal of drainage water Out-of-Basin into the Pacific Ocean, San
Joaquin River, or Delta. We have the following comments and recommendations for the Ocean
and Delta Disposal alternatives:

Ocean Disposal Alternative

The DEIS states that effluent discharged into the ocean would reach levels of 220 parts
per billien {ppb) selenium (p. 2-52}. It 1s probable that the efflugnt could also contain high levels
of nutments and pesticides associated with agricultural use. As proposed, the Ocean Disposal
Alternative would transfer adverse effects from one location to another. Although not noted in
the DEIS, Estero Bay includes the Morro Bay National Estuary Program, which focuses on the

rotection of estuanne resources by implementng a Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan (CCMP). This alternative would directly impact Estero Bay. Additional
F-03-11|nutrient loading and contamination could impair the water quaiity, habitat, wildlife and

1
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F-03-11] recreational values of Motro Bay, which EPA and others have enhanced through the National
cont.| Estuary Program.

F-03-12

F03-13

F-03-14

F-03-15

Recommendations:

The FEIS shouid describe the Moo Bay Naticnal Estuary Program and evaluate
how a discharge to Estero Bay would affect implementation of the CCMP
developed under the Morro Bay National Esmary Program. The FEIS should
specifically identify impacts to the ocean and estuarine resources in Estero Bay
from the Ocean Disposal Aliernative.

Disposal into the Pacific Ocean requires an evaluation of permit requirements,
inchuding identification of contaminants in the discharge water and explanation of
how applicable water quality standards will be met. The FEIS should include this
analysis,

The risk of bioaccumulation of the diluted toxic constituents by marine organisms
in Estero Bay should be analyzed. The Gcean Disposal aliernative relies on use of
3 diffuser to meey existing water quality standards for selenium. However,
dilution of a toxic which bicaccumulates does not resolve issues of potential food
chain tmpacts. Informuation gaps regarding biological resources in the affected
coastal area and food chain processes shouid be idertified in the FEIS.

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative continues to be included as a reasonahie
alternative in the Final EIS {FEI8)}, Reclamation should consult with the U.8. Fish
and Wildiife Service (FWS) and National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
- Fisheries Service (INOAA - Fisheries) for Endangered Species Act compliance
(e.g., protection of sea otters and other threatened marine mampmals and fisheries).
Consultaton should include discussion of, and commitment {o, measures to
mitigate adverse impacts. :

Deita Disposal Alternatives

The disposal of agricultural drainage water into the San Francisco-San Joaguin Delta

(Delta) will potentially increase the sclenium, salinity, heavy metals and pesticide loads to this
water body. The San Francisco Bay and Delta have been part of EPA’'s National Estuary
Program for over a decade and, through CALFED and other efforts, are the focus of extensive
recovery projects. Areas of the Delta and Bay that would receive additional loads of selenium
from this project are already listed as impaired, as defined by the Clean Water Act {CWA), for
this contaminant. State and Federal water quality standards and implementation requirements are
under review and may hecome more stringent. The US Geological Service Luoma-Presser
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mode}! indicates that there would be adverse effects to the Delta from additional disposal of
agricuitural drainage water.

According to the DEIS, the selenium concentration in tke (reated effluent would be
approximatcly 10 parts per billion (ppb) (e.g., p. 2-59), which is double the current California

F-03-16a] Toxics Rule (CTR) standard. We note that while selenium biotreatment reduces the

F-03-16b

F-03-17

congentration of selenium, it also converts selenium to a more bioavailable organic form. The
projected level of selenium loading proposed in these alternatives may not be practicable for the
following reasons:

. EPA is currently working with the Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA-Fisherics, and the
U.S. Geological Service to deveiop selenium criteria for the Bay Delta and for the State
of California. These new criteria are based on the Luoma-Presser model and weould be
protective of wildlife, in addition 10 aquatic life. The projected selenium loads for the
proposed project may not bé compatible with these new criteria.

. The use of a mixing zone for a bioaccumnlative contaminant to meet water quality
standards may noi be feasible. The State Implementation Plan for point source permitting
states that where bloaccumulative compounds are an the CWA 303(d) list, a Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Region Board) shonld consider limiting mass-loadings to
current levels,

B Disposal of agricultural drainage water within the Delta could degrade drinking water

quality for two-thirds of California by increasing salinity and adding contaminants near drinking

water supply intakes. This impact would run counter to State and CALFED objectives o reduce

the loads and/or impacts of bromide, total organic carbon, pathogens, nutrients, salinity, and

turbidity in the Delta (p. 5-28). Reducing and controlling salinity levels is a priority for the
agricultural community, State, CALFED, and many municipal water districts.

Recommendation:

The FEIS should provide information on the potential regulatory and policy

F-03-18] limitations of the proposed selenium discharge levels and how these changes may

affect the alternatives. The FEIS should also explain how the proposed Deita
discharge affects the goals of “continucus improvement in Delta water quality™
adopted by Stare and Federal agencies in the CALFED process.

'Sam Luoma and Theresa Presser, Forecasting Selenium Discharges 10 the San Francisco
Bay-Deita Estuary. Ecological Effects of a Proposed San Luis Drain Extension, Department of
Interior, U.S. Geological Service, Open-File Report 00-416, 2000,

3
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In-Valley Disposal Alternatives

B The DEIS states that Reclamation expects to select an [n-Valley/Land Retirement
Disposal altermative (p. ES-9). EPA supports the selection of an environmentally preferred In-
Valley alternative that includes:

‘Watershed management:
. Reduce downslope impacts of nmoff dunng storm events
(such as on the Pancche Fan)
. Reduce hare soil exposure to minimize adverse effect to air and water
quality
Integrated groundwater management:
. Reduce or minimize degradation of aquifer quality
. Arrest and reduce gccurrence of drainage problem areas
F-03-19] . Use groundwater pumping to manage the shallow groundwater
Land retirement:
. Phased implementation
. Consideration of land retirement on & scale to minimize the need for
gvaporation ponds and concentrated reuse
. Consideration of a full range of altemative uses for lands removed from
irmgation
Development of technelegy:
. Include a commitment to further pilot testing
Protection of wildlife habitat:
. Avoidance of toxics exposure in waters
. Mitigation for habitat losses or other adverse impacts to biota
Protection of water quality:
. Incorporation of rigorous water quality monitoring.

EPA further supports the In-Valley disposal approach, provided that adverse impacts can
F-03-20] be avoided, minimized, or mitigated, and that nceessary water management actions, such as
irrigation water reuse, by the Water Districts (Districts) and water users are pursued. We have
e following comments on key clements of the In-Valley Disposal alternatives as described in
the DEIS: :

Watershed Vianagement

B The DEIS does not analvze the irTigation of upslope lauds as sources of selenium
mobilization into drainage water, [n fact, proposed land retirement would allow a redirectior. of
irmigation water to upslope areas, which could contribute to continued drainage problems (p. 13-

F-03-21] 13). Information cited in the DEIS (p. I-6) and other recent studies of San Joaguin Valley

Drainage Implementation Program (STVDIP) suggests that limitations piaced on upslope

irigation and coordinated management of groundwater are irnportant to a successful drainage

program,
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Recommendation:

The FEIS shouid identify areas that significantly contribute to downslope drainage

problems and selenium hot spots. The FEIS should include a specific

management strategy for minimizing selenium loading from these areas, including

F-03-22 measures o assure that continued or new irngation would be managed to avoid

creating or exacerbating drainage problems. Informaticn from the 1990

Management Plan for Agriculiural Subsurface Drainage and subsequent studies

could be nsed 10 develop this management strategy. The FEIS should estimate the

environmental benefits of adopted management strategies to mimmize impacts

from upslope sources of selenium and selenium hot spots.

Integrated Groundwater Management

= The DEIS states that groundwater recharge has increased dramatically 1o the past 40 vears

as a result of imported irrigation water. Irrigated agnicultare has altered both gronndwater flow

and quality (p. 6-11}. The cumulative effect has been a rise in the water {able and salinization of

F-03-23] soi! and groundwater in this region {p. 6-35). While the DEIS provides infonmation on shallow

groundwaler and considers operation of reuse facilitics as underground regulating reservoirs (p.

2-8), the DEIS does not fully analyze groundwater management as a possible component of a
dralnage service project,

Recommendation:

- The FEIS should evaluate the use of coordinated gronndwater management 1o
address the high shallow groundwater table in crop root zones and the need, at
times, for water to supplement surface water deiiveries. We urge Reclamation
F-03-24 and stakeholders to consider creation of a regional ground water management
disirict w develop and implement a shallow groundwater management plan. The
FEIS should estimate the environmental benefits of ap adopted groundwater
management plan.

Land Retirement
Land retirement can reduce the quantity of drainage water by fallowing fammiand that is
marginal, or overlies difficult-ro-drain soils, or shallow groundwater containing high levels of
selenium or other toxic contaminants. Land ratirement would also benefit severe air quality
conditions in San Joaquin Valley by reducing agricuitura) fugitive dust emissions (p. 11-20) and
could significantly further the goals of the Recovery Plan for Upland Speciers of the San Joaguin
Falley, CA (USFWS 1898), if appropriaie retired land is managed for upland species habitat,
Retired lands may also provide the opportunity to reallocate limited surface water supplies o
those lands and uses that maximize beneficial uses of this limited water source. EPA endorses
F-03-25] land retirement as a means of addressing contaminant hot spots and the quantity and quality of
drainage waler.
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Norttherly Area

The proposed action alternatives do not include land retirement in the Northerty Area.
However, this area has significant shallow, cortaminated groundwater problems. For instance,
the Panoche Water District is known 1o have high selenium levels and is working aggressively o
reduce drainage volume and selenium loads. Retiring lands in the Northerly Area could provice
F-03-26] significant benefits to the envirenment and regionally sustainable agriculture,

Recommendation:
The FEIS shouid specifically evaluate the environmental benefits and costs of a
land retirement option in the Northerly Area, ‘ocusing on areas with significant
drainage and contaminated groundwater problems.
Productive Uses of Retired Lands

Lands removed from irrigation have the potential for a number of alternative, productive
uses, The DEIS identifies wildlife habitat (p. 7-75), dry land farming, controlled irrigation for
grain or feed production (p. I-9), recreation, hunting, cultivation of native plants or non-imgated
agriculture as potential uses of retired lands. Westlands Water District (Westlands) has
sponsored an economic study of land retircment® that consicers more intensive commercial usas.
It is not clear whether the DEIS considered a full range of potential uses of retired lands in its
calculation of benefits and costs of retiring lands from irrigation. Since there are substannal
advantages to reducing drainage production and the need for treatment and disposal by
converting drainage impaired irrigated lands to other uses, a more complete evaluation of
alternative uses of the retired land is appropriate.

F-03-27 Recommendations:

The FEIS should expand the evalyation of retired Jands to include a2 more
complete analysis of potential uses of these lands and the subsequent benefits and
casts. For example, EPA recommends the FEIS describe how the Recovery Plan
Jor Upland Species of the San Joaquin Valley, CA, may be integrated into the
development of management plans for retired lands. The FEIS should consider a)
retirement of dramage problem fanmlands and subsequent restoration of natural
habitat, and b) irnpiementation of a voluntary “safe harbor” program to establish
wildlife friendly habitat areas on active farmlands. A project goal should be the
creation of a contiguous mosaic af existing natral lands, retired and restored
farmland, and active farmlands integrated with wildlife habitat areas (ES-10, FWS
Plannung Aid letters). The FEIS should specify the environmental benefiis of an
adopted land retirernent use strategy.

*Analysis of Economic Impacts of Proposed Land Retirement in Westlands Water
District,” Westlands Water District, May 2003.
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F-03-28

F-03-29

F-03-30

F-03-31

F-03-32

Development of Technology te Treat, Manage, and Dispose of Agricultural Drainage
[Selenium Biooeatment and Reverse Osmosis
Treatment technologies ta reduce water concentrations of selenium o safe levels, which
could be as low as 1 ppb selenium, have only been pilot tested and arc not demonstrated at the
| large-scale proposed in this project. EPA has two concerns regarding the proposed technology:
1} 1t may not be reliable and, as such, may still expose water birds to selenium, and 2} through
the biotreatment and reverse osmosis process, selenium may be converted to the more
bioavailable organic form, raising concerns about safe sludge disposal. The DEIS is not explicit
about the expected concentration or farm of seleninm in the biomass sludge but states that there
would be appropriate disposal (p. 2-21). Based on information in Appendix C, we are concemed
that the selenium concentratich could exceed the 100 ppb threshoid classified a bazardous waste,

p— Recommendations:
The FEIS should include an analysis of the long-term effectiveness and reliability
of the proposed treatment methods. EPA recommends a peer review of resulis of
the pilot projects prior to a commitment to large-scale investment and
implementation of the proposed treatment (echnology. At a minimum, the FEIS
should state whether or not Reclamation will conduct a peer review and commit te
providing this peer review, if there is one, io the public when it is available.

The FEIS should provide detailed information on the expected contaminants and
quantilies of selenium biotreatment and reverse osmosis biosolids, brines, and
process wastes. The FEIS should also describe waste disposal requirements and
aptions, and evaluate the potential effects on landfills or bazardous waste
repositoties. The evaluation should inctude information on storage, monitoring
measures, and potential transportation and disposal costs. The costs of treatment
and waste disposal should be included in the cost analyses for the alternatives.

Evaporation Ponds -

Groundwater, The DELS notes that evaporation ponds and reuse areas would lead to
mcreased concentration of salts, selenium, boron and othier constituents in the groundwater
beneath and downgradiant of these facilities (p. 6-28). Although the extent of contamination
couid be limited by interceptor drains and verttcal cut-off walls (p. 6-29), the State Water
Resources Control Board generally prohibits activities which would degrade groundwater quality
(Resolution 68-16). Furthermare, progressive degradation of groundwater guality, such as

_increasing salinity, reduces the long-term viability of agriculture in the region. Because the north
portion of the project area contains extensive wetlands that rely on surface and groundwater
supplies, all possible steps should be taken to preserve groundwater quality.

Recommendations:

The FEIS should ideatify all feasible mitigation measures to minimize
groundwater contamination effects in the evaporaton ponds and reuse areas. The
FEIS should describe the implernentation of design features that intercept
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F-03-32
cont.

F-03-33

F-03-34

F-03-35

F-03-36

movemen! of degraded groundwater away from pond and reuse sites and

incorparate tnese features as part of the [n-Valley Disposal alternatives. The

location and scale of evaporation ponds should be designed to reduce adverse

impacts to biota and ground water quality. The FEIS shouid estimate the
environmental benefits of adopted measures to minimize groundwater

- contamination effects in the evaporation ponds and reuse areas.

B Potential Impacts to Biota. The proposed In-Valley Disposal alternatives rely upon
evaporation ponds for salts disposal. EPA has sigmficant concems regarding the feasibility and
environmental safety of evaporation pands because of 1) the hazards they pose to wildlife
through increases in selemum exposure and 2) management challenges. The predicted mean
selenium concentrations in dietary tissue exceed the effects threshold of 4mg/kg for all four
evaporation basins during the water bird breeding season (p. 8-51). Thus, the DEIS anticipates
agdverse effects to water birds during operation of evaporation basins (p. I-3, Appendix ]
Implementation of In-Vailey Disposal Alternatives). The DEIS also states that avoidance and
mitigation measures for upland species would reduce, but may not entirely eliminate, the
potential for selenium bioaccumulation (p. 8-51}.

Mitigation and Management. Evaporation ponds present a nuraber of significant
management challenges, including permitting, concentration of coptaminants, and high
maintenance and monitorng costs. Adequate mitigation related to evaporation ponds has been
problematic as noted in Reclamation’s “Draft White Paper: Mitigation Requirements Reiated to
Evaporation Ponds in the San Jeaquin Valley of California, July 2002,” and Appendix M ol this
DEIS.

Recommendations:

The FEIS should fully evaluate the feasibility of evaporation ponds as a long-term
solution to the agricultura! drainage problem, especially in light of cusrrent

knowiedge regarding charactenistics of the influent and potential impacts to biota.

The FEIS should evaluate the presence of contaminants in the evaporation pond

and reuse areas and, if contaminants are present, evaluate possible disposal

options such as disposal in landfills, hazardous waste sites, or in-place. The

evaluation should inciude additional information on the potential effects and

disposal of brines and evaporales, especially those nigh in selenium and metals;
implementation and enforcement protocols (e.g., for wildlife protection

measures); and the permitting process.

The FEIS should also provide a detailed description of long-term requirements for
monitoring and assegsment {0 evaluate actual ecological risk of the evaporation
ponds and to refine mitigation measures. The descnption should include
evaluation of the mitigation measures’ effectiveness with data demonstrating the
ability of the mitigation in reducing exposure of birds and terrestmal species.
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The FEIS sbould include a discussion of FWS s “*Altemative Habitat Protocol and
F-03-37 Compensation Habitat Protocol” (1995) and the status of efforts to expand and
update mitigation protecols. The FEIS should also discuss options for providing
reliable water supplies for substitute habitat.

Safe closure of the evaporation ponds, or other In-Vailey locations where
concentrated materials may be disposed, should be described and evaluated.
F-03-38 Closure often requires u-situ burial, capping, arnd monitoning of the underlying
groundwater. Given that shallow groundwater management i3 an issue in the
project ared, the FELS should address management and monitoring requirements
. 1o ensure “conrainment” ef the buried deposits.

Reuse argas

Conveyance of Drainage Water. The In-Valley Disposal alternatives provide for up to 16
drain water reuse areas, covering up to 19,000 acres (p. 2-10). Design features that minimize
spills and wildlife exposure 1o waters with concentrated contaminants are criticai. On several
occasions in the Grasslands Bypass Project area, wet weather periods have led to spikes of
selenium discharges into Mud slough, Sait siough, nearby wetlands, and the San Joaguin River.
While the exact causes of these events are not certain, they are clearly associated with upland
storm flows entering and discharging from the project site. In some areas, ponding cf reuse
watcr has also posed 2 hazard to biota.
B Recommendartion:

If an In-Valley Disposal alternatve is pursued, it will be necessary 1o design,

manage, and monitor reuse areas 10 ensure drainage is conveyed, applied and held
F-03-39 to avoid the unconirolied ponding and discharge of contaminated water. The
FEIS should describe design measures, management commitments, and
environmental benefits of adopted measures to address unintentional and
. uncontrotied ponding and discharge events.
B Contamination of the Terrestrial Environment. The proposed In-Valley Disposal
Alternatives would reuse drainage water on salt tolerant crops, such 2s eucalyptus trees and salt
F-03-40]&rass. While EPA supports the concept of recycling and reuse of drainage water, we are
concerned that contaminants may be transferred from the aguatic environment to the terrestrial
enviromment.
B Recommendation:
The FEIS should describe the stams of research regarding potential environmental
F-03-41 hazards and management challenges of agroforestry and salt tolerant crops. For
instance, the FEIS should describe issues regarding management and disposal of
concentrated drainage water, transfer of contaminants into plant faliage, and
markezability of agroforesiry products,
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F-03-42

F-03-43

F-03-44

Delta-Mendota Canal Drainage Collection/Reuse

Agriculturat drain water discharged to the Mendota Pool and the Delta Mendota Canal
contributes (0 elevared selerium concentrations in water supplied to nearby wetlands and the San
Joaquin River. Reclamation has developed the Delta-Mendota Canai Drainage CollectionReuse
common feature for ail action alternatives which will address disposal of agricultural drain water
discharged to the Mendota Poo! and the Delta Mendota Canal (pps. 2-8, 2-24).
[ Recommendation:
EPA strongly supports the proposed collection/reuse system and recorumencs the
FEIS commit to implementation of the Delta-Mendota Canal Drainage
- Collection/Reuse component, regardless of the selected preferred alternative,
Ou-Farm and [n-District Vohintary Measures

Tile drain systems are a physical prerequisite of utitizing the Federal drainage service.
Currently, on-farm tile drain systems and irrigation measures to minimize drainage are not
universally used throughout the project area. The DEIS assumes hoth voluntary an-fanm
installation of tile drain systems and implementation of irrigation measures to minimize drainage
quantities. EPA is concerned with these assumptions because they rely on independent actons
that may or may not actualily occur.

Recommendation:

Reclamation should continue to work with the Districts and iwater users to
develop incentives to modify current irnigation and drainage practices to support
environmentaily sound solutions te agricultural drainage. The FEIS should
identify specific, multi-party strategies, at the farm and district levels, to reduce
the quantity of drainage needing disposal and to promatie beneficial reuse of
drainage water. Further, the FEIS should identify the environmental benefiis of

F-03-45

F-03-46

reducing the quantity of drainage water and improving its quality.

Environmental Measaoremen onitoring, and Mitigation
_Qomglctg Contamipant Profile

For all alternatives, there are significant concemns regarding the potential impacts of
contaminants that may be in the agricultural drainwater, selenium biotreatment bicselids, and
reverse osmosis brine, but are not analyzed in the DEIS. Potential sources of pollutants are the
native geology, which may inciude mercury from the new Idrea mine, and agricnltural pracuces
that introduce nutrients, trace metals, and chemicals such as pesticides. These contaminants have
the potential to pollute groundwater and concentrate in agriculturai draimwater.

Recommendations:

The FEIS should provide a complete analysis of contarninants in the agricultural
drainage water before and afler reuse, selenium biotreatment, reverse osmaosis, and
evaporation ponds. The FEIS should state whether information and techuelogy

10
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F-0346
cont.

F-0347

F-03-48

are available to profile contaminants in drainage water, such as trace metals
infroduced from fertilizers or soils, pesticides, and numients. [f information or
detection techniology are not available, describe steps which would be taken to
obtain this information. The FEIS should describe the types of process materials
and waste products gencrated by reuse, reverse osmosis, and selenium
biotreaiment. To the extent information is available, identify expected
concentrations of contaminants in these process materials and waste prodicts,
particularly seleniurz and cther bioaccurmulative toxics such as mercury, nutricats,
| and pesticides.

Momutoning

Long-tertn, systematic menifonug of the drainage probiem and corrective syslems are
essential. Detailed monitoring strategies need 1o be developed for the following: drainage water
quality, water quality 1n reuse areas, evaporation ponds, reatment process residues, and process
water, Monitoring is appropriate for groundwater levels, soil conditions, water quality, quality
and quantity of drainage, effectiveness of source control measures, conditions of evaporation
ponds, affecis on biota, and public health risks. Information on a breader array of potential
contmminants, including organics and metals in fertilizers and other agricultural-use chemicals, is
important, especially in light of recorded toxicity events in the Grasslands drainage project area.
Given the long time frame for implementation of any drainage program (i.e., 50- year project
period), a sustained commitment to implementation and funding of monitoring, research, ard
development of drainage management, drainage freatment, and beneficial reuses of agricultural
drainage is necessary.

Recommendation:

The ¥EIS should describe implementation, monitoring, and funding
commitments. If phased implementation is proposed, we recommend the FEIS, at
a minimum, describe the framework and schedule for providing detailed
information on implementation, monitoring, reatment technologies, mitigation
protocols, and fimding. We urge Reclamation to continue w work with other
entities in developing and impiementing a comnprehensive research and
monitoring program which would address short- and long-term monitoring,
rescarch and funding needs.

[ Miti gation

The DEIS states that specific mitigation measures, such as a Biological Survey Plan,
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, and Compensation and Mitigation Habitat, will be
developed for the preferred altemative (Section 20 Environmental Mitigation). Since a preferred
alternative has no! been selected, the DEIS does not include specific mitigation plans or the costs
for mitigation of environmental effects (p. 2-79, and Tables e.g. p. 2-26).

11
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Recommendation:

Thease specific mitigation plans and other mitigation measures and commitments
should be included in FRIS in either the Environmental Mitigation Section or a3
appendices. The FEIS should estimate the costs and environmenta) benefits of
these mitigation measures. At a minimum, the FEIS should inchide reasonably
foreseeable mitigation measures and an estimate of their costs.

F-03-48
cont.

Air Quality

Conformity Determination
General Conformity. The San Joaguin Valley is nonattainment for particulate matter less

than ten microns in diameter (PM,,), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM, (),
and ozone, and the preferred altemative must conform to the federally approved State
Impiementation Plan (SIP). The DEIS does not descride requirements of Sechion 176 of the
Clean Air Act regarding general conformity, nor does it state de minimus levels that trigger the
need for a general conformity determination.

8-Hour Ozone, The ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) was
revised on July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38836} by promulgating an ozone standard of 0.08 ppm as
measured over an §-hiour period. EPA's final rule designating nonaitainment areas under the
F-03-49]8-hour NAAQS for ozone was published in the Federal Register on April 30, 2004 (effective
June 15, 2004). In accordance with Clean Air Act Section 176(c)(6), the conformity
requirements for projects located withun the newly designated ozone norattainment areas do not
apply until one year from the effective date of the area's designation.” Now that the grace period
has passed, conformity for ozone now applies for the new federal 8-hour vzone standard in the
San Joaquin Valley.

Recommendation:

The FEIS should describe the general confarmity requirements of Seetion 176 of
the Clean Air Act, state the de minimus \evels that trigger a general conformity
determination for each appiicable NAAQS for which the area is in nonattainment,
and whether a general conformity determination is required for the proposed
vroject. The FEIS should include a general conformity deterrnination if it 15
required. Ail such analyses should be done in accordance with applicable general
conformity regulations.

3 The one-year grace period for confortuty determinarions only applies with respect to the National
Ambient Air Quality Standard for which an area is newly designated non-attainmen? and does not affect the ares's
requirements with respeut to all other National Ambient Air Quality Standards for which the area is designated non-
attainment or has been redesignated from non-atzinment to attainment with a mamtenance plan pursuant to secton
175A of the Clean Aur Act (including any pre-existing natiomal ambient 2ir quality siandard for a poliutant for which
a qew ar revised stapdard has been issued).

12
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Particnlate Matter

PM,, The DEIS states that emissions associated with the large evaporation basins,
reverse osmosis plants, and land{illing requirements of the In-Valley Alteruatives would have
significant effects on air quality compared 1o No Action (p. 11-19). Installaton of the drainage
collection system including pipelines and installation of tile drains, could also gererate
significant amounts of PM,,

Recommendations:

The FEIS shoeuld include a thorough analysis of impacts from the consiruction and
operation of the proposed alternatives. The analysis should include projected
monitoring requirements, any anticipated exceedances of NAAQS, and estimates
of all critena pollutant emissions and diesel particulate matter (DPM).

EPA recommends the following mitigation measures be included, where feasible,

in the Coastruction Emissions Mitigation Plan developed for the selected

preferred alternative in order to reduce impacts associated with emissions of PM,,

and other toxics from construction-related activities:

. Use particle traps and other appropriate controis to reduce emissions of diese]
particulate matter (DPM) and other air pollutants, Traps control approximately 30
percent of DPM, and specialized catalytic converters (oxidation catalysts) control

F-03-50 approximalely 20 percent of DPM, 40 percent of carbon monoxide emissions, and
30 percent of hydrocarbon emissions;
. Visible emissions from all heavy duty off road diesel equipment should not
gxceed 20 percent opacity for more than three minutes in any hour of aperation;
. Minimize conswruction-related tips of workers and equipment, including trucks

and heavy equipment and establish an activity schedule designed to minimize
traffic congestion arcund the construction site,

. Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model) and utilize low
sulfur fuel {diesel with 15 parts per million or less);
. Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment

is properly maintained at all times, is tuned to manufacnurer's specifications, and is
not modified to increase horsepower, except in accord with established
specifications;

. Coardination with the San Joagquin Valley Air Pollution Control District to: 1)
identify a construction schedule to minimize cumulative impacts from multiple
development and constmiction projects in the region, If feasible to minimize
cumuiative impacts, and 2) adept appropriate construction dust control
proceduras;

. Locate construction equipment and staging zones away from sensitive receptors
such as children and the elderly, as well as, away from fresh air intakes to
buildings and air conditioners.

13

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-22



Appendix P3
Federal Agency Comments and Responses

F-03-50
cont.

F-03-51

F-03-52

PM,,. EPA issued revised standards for PM, s in July 997 The fine particulates
NAAQS was established on July 18, 1997 (62 FR 38652). The standards include an annual
standard set at 15 micrograms per cubic meter (based on the 3-year average of annual mean PM, g
concenirations) and a 24-hour standard of 63 micrograms per cubic meter (based on the 3-year
average of the 98" percentile of 24-hour concentrations). Possible sources that may contribute to
high levels of PM, , emissions inciude consmuction equipment, mobile sources, and high
volumes of diese! truck traffic. San Joaquin Valley is designated a PM, , nonattainment area.
The adverse health effects of PM, ; are well known.

Recomimendations:

The FEIS should evaluate the potential of the proposed project o release
significant amounts of PM, .. The Air Quality section should inciude a
description of the PM, ; standards, their health effects, and disclose what, if any,
monitoring has been done in the project area for this pollutant,

The FEIS should idepnfy sensitive receptors. These include children (scheols,
preschools, parks, playgrounds), elderly (retirement homes), infirm (hospitals),
and athietes (gymnasiums, tracks, pools}).

We encourage mitigarion to the maximum extent possible. Mitigation measures
may include air emission credits, implementing scasonal control programs,
investigating opportunities to minimize land clearing, and implementation of the
contruction ermssions mitigation plan discussed above.

Clean Water Act Section 404 Requirements

Propoesed action alternatives, especially the Out-of-Basin alternatives, could potentially
affect waters of the United States, For instance, for the Ocean Disposal Alternative, the DEIS
states that there could be 102 stream crossings in the coaveyance alignment (p 7-46), Specific
acreages of potential impacts are not provided for the major crossings such as the Salinas River,
Paso Robles Creek, Estrella River, and Cholame Creck.

Recommendation:

The FEIS should provide a more detailed evaluation of poteniial impacts 1o
jurisdictional waters of the United States from all components of the proposed
project (e.g., evaporation ponds, ¥euse areas, COnveyance sysiems, pipeiines,
treavment facilitics). Identify impacts to water, floodplains, and wetlands,
including identification of Section 404 Clean Water Act (CWA] requirements,
and management and mutigation proposals to ensure compliance with these
requirements. Wetlands and wildlife refuges are defined as “special aquatic sites”
under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. As such, they are provided with additional
proteciion under the law,
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F-03-53

F-03-54

F-03-55

F-03-56

Cumulative Impacts Anglysis

Federal and Non-Federal Actions

Although the DEIS describes elements common to ail action altemnatives including on-
farm, in-District actions, land retirement, and federal drainage service facilities, it does not
provide an environmental evaluation of other federal and non-federa! actions that would
contribute to an overall drainage service solution for the San Joaquin Valley. Under NEPA, the
cumulative effects analysis must consider the incremental impacts of an action when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foresceable actions, regardless of who undertakes those
actions {40 CFR 1508.7).

Recommendations:

The cumulative impact analysis should include a description and evaluation of
relevant past, present, and reasonsbly foreseeable actions which could affect the
ability o address the San Joaquin Valley drainage problem. For example,
although op-farm, in-District actions may not be part of the federal action, they are
integral to a compleie drainage service alternative (pg. ES-3). Thus, the FEIS
should evaluate the ‘ndiract and cumulative irnpacts and benefits of these
clements.

The FEIS should consider the potential cumulative impact of changes in water

L quality, quantity, and eireulation. The FEIS should further enalyze these effects

on fish and wildlife and the transport of the selenium discharged into the San
Joaquin River and other waterbodies. Actions to consider are elemems of the San
loaquin River Water Quality Group’s draft proposal, such as the West Side
Regional Drainage Plan and managed refuge releases, CVP contract renewals, and
conjunciive surface-groundwater management plans.

San Joaguin River .

Implementation of drainage service has impacts on the San Joaquin River, improving
certain aspects of water quality but reducing flows. The FEIS does not identify and discuss
cumulative impacts of other conditions and actions which could affect water quality and flows in
the San Joaquin River.

Recommendation:

The FEIS should evaluate and describe the potential cumulative impacts to water
quality and flows in the San Joaguin River from: sediment removal from the San
Luis Drain, rerouting drain water under the varfous alternatives, mercury loads
coming from sources such as the New ldria Mine located in Panoche watershed,
and, {0 the extent nformation is available, other actions being considered by water
users in the San Joaquin River Basin {0 address water quality impairments.

15
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Gengral Comments

Ful! Project Costs

The DEIS provides preliminary estimated present value and annual equivalent costs for
the major facilities of the proposed alternatives. To clearly define the alternatives for informed
decisionmaking, it is important to provide the complete cost of the project, inciuding
management, disposal opiions, nutigation, and monitoring requirements. EPA has consistently
supported using a “beneficiary pays” approach to allocating project costs and benefits, where
those who benefit from the Federal project help fund the project.

Recommendation:

The FEIS should provide a full accounting of the costs and benefits of the
F-03-57 actions-regardless of the cost aliocation—so that choices are clear to decision-
makers and the public. For instance, the FEIS should describe and evaluate the
costs and benefits of the proposed actions, describe principles for distinguishing
between federal and other {e.g.. local) costs, and describe mechanisms for paying
for these costs. Specifically include costs of mitigation for reuse areas and
evaporation ponds, disposal of byproducts and waste, energy for the seleniumn
biotreatment and reverse o0smosis, monitoring and adaptive management, and
other reasonably foreseeable mitigation measures (e.g., mitigation for wetland
impacts of Qut-of-Basin disposal alternatives).

The FEIS should address the applicability of its “ability-to-pay” policy and recent
Congressional mandates for CVP cost recovery for any chosen alternative.

Section 7 E €T ecies Act Consultatio

The DEIS states that Reclamation will complete Endangered Species Act Section 7
consultation with the FWS prior ta signing the Record of Decisions (p. 20-15). Reclamation will
develop and implement appropriate avoidance measures, conservation protocols, construction
Best Management Practices (BMPs), and construction monitoring procedures ta avoid ar
minimize potential adverse effects to lisied and protected species (p. 20-15). In addition, the
DEIS states that additional studies and monitoring will occur on potential adverse exposure of
upland species to selenium bioaccumulation from elevated selenium in preferred dietary items
due o reuse areas and increased selenium in soiis (p. 8-51).

Recommendation:

The FEIS should include a deseription of the status of FWS and NOAA Fisheries
F-03-58 Section 7 consnltations. Provide additiona} information in the FEIS on next steps

and poiential reasonable and prudent measures 1o address potentiai effects to

threatened and endangered species.

16
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F-03-59

San Luis Unii Long-Term Contract Renewals

Reclamation and the San Luis Unit are currently negotiating the long-term renewal of the

San Luis Unit water service contracts for CVP water. We understand that Reclamation will
reissue 2 revised DEIS for Renewal of Long Term Contracts for the San Luis Unit Contractors,

Recommendation:

The San Luis Unit CVP contract renewal and drainage feature re-evaluation
DEISs should be consistent so that the public can clearly understand the
relationships between the two actions in terms of Reclamation policics, water
management, and environmental impacts. We recommend the San Luis Unit
Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation FEIS describe how it ts consistent with the San
Luts Unit CVP Contract Renewal EIS regarding the existing environment, and
baselines used for water use, land retirement, land conversion from agriculture to
urban, water quality, and water conservation. Long-term contract renewal terms
and conditions should be consistent with the need to ensure a long-term
sustainable salt and water balance in the San Joaquin Valley in order to support
sustainable agriculture in the San Luis Unit.

17
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-03

F-03-1,2
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-3

The potential for Se and other toxic contamination to ecosystems is discussed in Master
Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 for the Ocean Disposal Alternative and Master Response SW-
2 for the Delta Disposal Alternatives.

F-03-4

See Master Response SW-11 for a discussion of nutrient loading under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-13, SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-10 in regard to
effects on water quality, habitat, wildlife, and recreational values of Morro Bay.

F-03-5

Comment noted. See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of treatment options
and technologies.

F-03-6

Appendix J of the Final EIS has been updated to include additional information regarding
mitigation and adaptive management for evaporation basins. Also see Master Response MIT-2.

F-03-7

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the contaminant profile and disposal options for the
Se biotreatment biosolids and RO brine. Additional data on water quality from the Northerly
Drainage Area have been included in Appendix C, Table C2-7a.

F-03-8

The comment is noted. Reclamation’s plans for pilot studies, evaluation of technologies, and
monitoring are described in Appendices B and J. Additional information about phased adaptive
management for the In-Valley Alternatives has been included in Section 20 and Appendix J of
the Final EIS.

F-03-9

See Master Responses SW-13 and SW-3 for additional information on constituents in drainwater
and compliance with water quality standards for the Ocean Disposal and Delta Disposal
Alternatives, respectively.
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F-03-10
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-11

See Master Response SW-11 for a discussion of nutrient loading under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-10 in regard to effects on
habitat, wildlife, and recreational values of Morro Bay.

F-03-12

See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 in regard to effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on ocean and estuarine resources in Morro Bay. A discussion of the Morro Bay
National Estuary Program and Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan has been
added to Appendix L, Section L-3.1.

F-03-13

See Master Response REG-1 for a discussion of permit requirements and water quality standards
that may apply to the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Master Response SW-13 provides additional
information about constituents in drainwater.

F-03-14

See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 for detailed discussions of the diffusion zone and the
potential for bioaccumulation.

F-03-15

Reclamation has completed consultation under Section 7 of the ESA for the In-Valley
Alternatives. The findings of the Biological Opinion have been incorporated into the Final EIS,
and the opinion is included as Appendix M2. There is no requirement under NEPA or ESA for
Reclamation to conduct consultation for all alternatives retained in the Final EIS. If, and only if,
Reclamation intends to select the Ocean Disposal Alternative, will Reclamation complete the
necessary consultations on it prior to signing the ROD.

F-03-16a

As discussed in Appendix G, Section G5.2, a study conducted by Amweg et al. (2003) indicated
that Se bioavailability may increase during treatment. However, as noted in this section, this
study provided limited information, and the design of the treatment system has been modified
substantially since then. Reclamation is currently conducting a new pilot study of the treatment
system as well as bioaccumulation in evaporation cells. Results of this study will be incorporated
into the Final EIS. See Master Response SE-2 regarding the bioavailability of organic and
inorganic forms of Se resulting from biological treatment.
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F-03-16b

See Master Response REG-3 in regard to the compatibility of Se levels under the Delta Disposal
Alternatives with new Se criteria and the use of a mixing zone to meet water quality standards.

F-03-17

Modeling results predict that any increase in contaminant concentrations from the proposed
project would be negligible compared to the existing concentrations, and the EIS analysis has
concluded that effects to drinking water quality would not be significant. See Appendix C and
Master Response SW-3 in regard to the quality of effluent water that would be discharged under
the Out-of-Valley Disposal Alternatives and Section 5 for water quality modeling results.

F-03-18

See Master Response REG-3 in regard to compliance of the Delta Disposal Alternatives with the
Se-based TMDL.

F-03-19, 20
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-21

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is primarily downward, resulting from the
combined response to deep percolation of irrigation water and pumpage from deep water supply
wells. From a drainage study areawide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical
direction than horizontally, and groundwater level and quality impacts in any given field occur
primarily as the result of irrigation of the field. In general, the Draft EIS analysis and current
hydrologic understanding of the system indicate that irrigation of upslope lands is generally not a
significant source of dissolved constituents to drainwater collected in the downslope drainage-
impaired area. In fact, the lateral downslope movement of groundwater is very slow. However,
hydraulic pressure effects can affect groundwater levels and drainage volumes in downslope
areas. In this way, redirection of surface water previously applied to proposed retired lands to
upslope areas may affect downslope groundwater levels.

The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model to analyze how
shifts in applied water and land use potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in upslope and
downslope areas. From a drainage study area perspective, the extent of upslope acreage that can
be irrigated without impacting downslope lands is determined primarily by the irrigation water
source. For example, irrigation with local groundwater can have beneficial effects relative to
shallow water table conditions. The extraction and consumption of local groundwater increases
the forces driving groundwater movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases the total
volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water table. In
contrast, upslope irrigation solely with imported surface water reduces local groundwater
consumption and can exacerbate shallow water table conditions.

For areas that do not receive sufficient surface water, pumping is the only (or supplemental)
source of irrigation water. For alternatives that include a land retirement component, the Draft
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EIS analysis assumes that local groundwater use remains constant, regardless of whether or not
surface-water supplies are redirected within the districts. In this way, the pumping benefit is
maintained and total applied water necessarily decreases as lands are taken out of production.
More intensive groundwater management was considered during development of the
alternatives, but after deliberation it was concluded that there were too many uncertainties about
the quality of the pumped water to assess its appropriate use. Inclusion of groundwater
management as part of an alternative requires commitments on the part of local entities to accept
and use the groundwater. Lacking more extensive field and pilot testing for the development of
optimal pumping and delivery relative to groundwater quality constraints, groundwater
management was not considered a proven technology and was not included in the alternatives. It
should be noted that a separate groundwater pumping project is currently being pursued by the
local agencies.

F-03-22

To our knowledge, no plans exist for new lands to be irrigated. The Draft EIS used a three-
dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model (originally developed by the U.S. Geological
Survey [USGS]) to analyze groundwater levels and flow in upslope and downslope areas. In
general, model results and current hydrologic understanding of the system indicate that
continued irrigation of upslope lands will generally not cause increased adverse affects on
downslope retired or drained areas because the primary groundwater impact in any given area is
irrigation and artificial drainage of that area. The results of our analysis indicate that additional
drainage service, reduced deep percolation, and land retirement will reduce the area underlain by
shallow groundwater. Se hot spots in Westlands are identified for retirement in the Land
Retirement Alternatives.

F-03-23

Groundwater management was considered in the Draft EIS development at some length. The
primary uncertainty is groundwater quality; salinity, boron, and Se are the primary constraints on
use of pumped groundwater. After some deliberation, it was concluded that additional data
collection and analysis would be required to fully develop a project that effectively integrates
extensive groundwater pumping into current water management practices. Proposal of
groundwater management as part of the action alternatives requires commitments on the part of
local entities to accept and use the groundwater. Additional deep well installation, exploration,
and water yield and quality analysis is needed to determine pumping and delivery strategies
relative to the groundwater quality constraints. Local agencies are pursuing these analyses as a
water supply project.

F-03-24

Coordinated surface and groundwater use was incorporated into the Draft EIS to the extent that
the project assumes that local groundwater use remains constant at the safe yield of 175,000
acre-feet per year (AF/year). The remaining irrigation need for lands in production after
inclusion of groundwater pumping is covered by available surface supplies (up to 70 percent of
contracted delivery rates). As lands are retired the total surface supply needed to irrigate lands
remaining in production decreases. Irrigation with local groundwater can have beneficial effects
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relative to shallow water table conditions. The extraction and consumption of local groundwater
increases the forces driving groundwater movement into deeper portions of the aquifer, decreases
the total volume of water storage beneath the subsurface, and lowers the elevation of the water
table.

More intensive groundwater management was considered during development of the action
alternatives, but after deliberation it was concluded that it was not a proven technology (see
Responses to Comments F-03-21 and F-03-23).

F-03-25
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-26

Land retirement in the Northerly Area was evaluated in the PFR. See Master Response ALT-L2
for additional discussion.

F-03-27

An expanded analysis of potential uses of retired lands and related benefits and costs would
require separate environmental analysis, as described in Master Response ALT-L3.

F-03-28

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies.

F-03-29

Reclamation is currently investigating the Se concentration in biomass sludge as part of the pilot
testing program. Results of the testing are presented in the Final EIS. For the purpose of cost
analysis, the biomass sludge was assumed to require disposal at a Class 1 landfill. It should be
noted other sludge recycling and management strategies will be investigated as a part of the
adaptive management strategy.

F-03-30

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of water treatment options and
technologies. Reclamation plans to develop and implement a demonstration-scale Se treatment
system and to conduct a peer review of the Se treatment technology as part of the
implementation of the technology.

F-03-31

See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of treatment options and technologies.
Recent pilot data collected through December 2005 are included in the Final EIS and include an
evaluation of biotreatment sludge and disposal requirements. For the purpose of cost analysis,
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the biomass sludge was assumed to require disposal at a Class 1 landfill. It should be noted other
sludge recycling and management strategies will be investigated as a part of the adaptive
management strategy.

F-03-32

Design features for reuse areas and evaporation basins are described in Sections 2.3.2.3 and
2.4.1.3. Reuse areas will be drained to capture subsurface groundwater and convey it to the
treatment facilities. Evaporation basins will be sited and designed to minimize seepage losses
and in most cases will be surrounded by reuse areas that would serve as an additional means to
recover seepage losses. Groundwater monitoring wells would be included in the designs to
monitor seepage.

F-03-33

See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins on migratory waterfowl
and other species.

F-03-34
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-03-35

Potential effects of evaporation basins on biological resources are evaluated in Sections 7 and 8
of the Draft EIS. For additional discussion, see Master Responses GW-1 and BIO-3. Sections 7
and 8 of the Final EIS have been updated to include changes in project design features to avoid
impacts and a revised estimate of mitigation requirements.

F-03-36
See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning for biological and other resources.

F-03-37

The Final EIS has been revised to include a discussion of the Service’s 1995 Alternative Habitat
Protocol and Compensation Habitat Protocol in Appendix J and the revised Service Coordination
Act Report (which includes a discussion of efforts to update protocols) in Appendix M1.
Reclamation would need to purchase water supplies for mitigation habitat similar to any other
project implemented by Reclamation.

F-03-38

Containment, closure, and monitoring of evaporation basins are described in Section 2.4.1.3 of
the Final EIS.
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F-03-39

Section 2.3.2.3 provides a description of reuse facility operation and control measures to
minimize ponding. These measures include infrastructure improvements, climate and soil-based
irrigation management, drainage systems, tailwater recycling, and monitoring systems. Storm
event management will be developed as part of the Implementation Plan. Also see Master
Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

F-03-40, 41
See Master Response GW-2.

F-03-42

All action alternatives include constructing conveyance facilities to transport drainage to reuse,
treatment, and disposal facilities from the Firebaugh sumps that currently discharge to the Delta-
Mendota Canal.

F-03-43

Although actions to address the required source control measures are up to the growers,
Reclamation will not accept more drainage than is discussed in the EIS.

F-03-44

Reclamation will continue to work with districts to encourage implementation of cost-effective
source control measures to control drainage. However, implementation of source control
measures is a local action, and the specific actions that are implemented are up to the local
agencies and landowners. Note that the EIS included costs to support irrigation system
improvements on non-drainage-impaired lands as a further means of supporting source control
and water use efficiency.

F-03-45, 46

See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13 for additional information about contaminants in
agricultural drainwater.

Waste products from the reuse, treatment, and disposal systems are limited to spent granular
activated carbon (GAC) from bioreactors and regenerate solutions from the reverse osmosis
system. RO systems are established technology and have predictable waste components with
established methods for handling and disposal. As such, discussion of RO waste handling is not
needed for the environmental analysis. Review of other full-scale biotreatment facilities
indicates that GAC has a long useful lifetime and would only be replaced every few years.
Reclamation conducted preliminary waste characterization testing on GAC from bioreactors as a
part of the pilot testing program. Results of the characterization are presented in Appendix B.
Reclamation and the ABMet patent holder are currently evaluating methods to reuse and recycle
GAC.
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F-03-47

See Master Response MIT-2 in regard to long-term monitoring of project facilities. Funding of
the action alternatives is discussed in Master Response ALT-M1.

F-03-48

Additional information on mitigation planning has been added to Section 20, and mitigation cost
estimates are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS.

F-03-49

Section 11.1.4 of the Final EIS has been revised to include a discussion of Clean Air Act (CAA)
Section 176(c)(1) and the requirement for Federal agencies to assure that their actions conform to
applicable implementation plans for achieving and maintaining the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for criteria pollutants. See Master Response AIR-1 in regard to the need for a
conformity determination. Future permitting for the selected and funded alternative would be
required to comply with CAA Section 176(c)(1).

F-03-50

See Master Responses GEN-1 in regard to the level of analysis in the EIS and AIR-1 in regard to
emissions estimates for the construction and operation of the project. Analysis of potential
effects of project alternatives on air quality was conducted in a qualitative manner to allow
comparisons among alternatives.

F-03-51

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline alignments. If an Out-
of-Valley Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility
and final design studies would provide more detailed information about crossings of waters of
the United States and other waterbodies.

F-03-52

As stated in Section 7.2.8.2 of the Draft EIS, once final conveyance alignments and related
facility locations have been selected, preconstruction wetland delineations and other
requirements, pursuant to Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA, would be completed on all
wetlands, stream crossings, adjacent riparian habitat, floodplains, and other waters of the United
States likely to be affected by project construction.

F-03-53 - 56
See Master Response CUM-1 in regard to the analysis of cumulative impacts.
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F-03-57

Appendix N includes the National Economic Development analysis of costs and benefits of the
project alternatives. See also Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

F-03-58

See Master Response BIO-2 in regard to the status of agency consultations and assessment of
potential effects to special-status species.

F-03-59

The comment is noted. Assumptions used in the Long-Term Water Contracts Renewal EIS and
this EIS have been reviewed and made as consistent as possible given each project’s different
purpose and need. See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to water contract renewals.
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COMMENT F-04.
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SANCTUARY ADVISORY COUNCIL, MONTEREY BAY
NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY, DEBORAH STREETER

Sanctuary Advisory Council

Monterey Bay Nafional Marine Sanciuary
2692 Foarn Street
Monterey, CaA 93940

(831] 647-4201
August 25, 2005 Lol DI
Ms. Claire Jacquemin ’:’E{) = g; /L
Bureau of Reclamation i I ?.?:% 3:39 °5
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700 ',1"\ P
Sacramento, CA 95825 1o LTI

FAX: (916) 978-5094 | ~ o
Email: cjacquemini@imp, usbr.gov : B

RE:  San Luis Unit of the Central Vallev Project

Public Comment o the Draf* EIS
Dear Ms. Jacquemin,

At the August 5, 2005 meeting of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
Advisory Council, members learned of a plan proposed by the Bureau of
Reclamation to discharge agricaltural drainage from the San Luis Unit of the
Central Valley Project into Estere Bay at a site 13 miles south the Sanctuary’s
southern boundary. The Sanctuary Advisory Council heard public comment from
staff for a federal congressional representative and county supervisor and from the
local estuary director and general public members, atl of whom expressed deep
concern for the ecclogical impacts of the ocean discharge, Sanctuary Advisory
Council members also expressed concermn for the potential ecological impacts
hased on their knowledge and expertise of ocean health and water quality issues.

The Sanctuary Advisory Council agreed tc voice their strong and serious concern
about the proposai to discharge these wastes into the ocean. Specifically, the
Sanctuary Advisory Council wishes to convey the following concerns:

* The export of historically retained agricultural runoff from one water basin
to another is inconsistent with the obligation of regional responsibility i .
impcosed on agriculture by the California State Water Quality Cantrol T
Board. The adverse impact of accumulated selenium, known for its Trar
toxicity to wilélife, as well as other possible agricultural runoff, poses a

| threat to the marine environment.

* The population growth of the Southern Sea Otter, a threatened species
under the Endangered Species Act, is sluggish and uncertain due in large
measure to elevated mortality. Contaminants and disease contribute
significantly to this mortality. O —

o
. : - S )AL
id gy Bl o NdD o 3aZ Mariaag 53;11,:1{%?
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F-04-3

F-04-4

F-04-5

F-04-6

F-04-7

= Nutrient loading is known to lead to locally enhanced primary productivity
that can lead 10 hvpoxic conditions in the vicinity of the effluent.
Conmaminanty in this effluent can be bicaccumulated in the marine food
chatn and be transterred to migrating marine mammals, birds and fish
impacting marine ecosystems far bevond the point of discharge.

«  The central coast agricultural community has demonstrated their very
strong conunitment to maintaining and improving water quality in
nearshore marine ecosystems in particular in the Monterey Bay National
Marine Sanctuary. The proposed discharge could overwhelm and undo the
very positive outcomes of this partnership.

In conclusion, the Sanctuary Advisory Council expresses its strong and serious

concerns over the potential impacts this project will likely have over our

Sanctuary end marine resources far beyond the point of discharge,

We request an extension of time t0 make further public comument on this project,

| Please keep us informed about deadlines for public participation with this

proposed project. We strongly encourage the Bureau of Reclamation te fully
evaluate the potential impacts from ocean discharge of this drainage, including
but not limited to the serious concerns we have identified above. We also
encourage you 1o explore aiterndtives to ocean discharge of the San Luis Unit of

the Central Valley Project drainage.

Sincerely,

Deborah Streeter, Chair
Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary Advisory Council

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-04

F-04-1

See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9 in regard to the effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on the discharge vicinity and the potential for bioaccumulation and ecotoxicity

effects.

F-04-2

Potential effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on the southern sea otter are discussed in
Master Response SW-12.
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F-04-3

See Master Response SW-11 for a discussion of nutrient loading under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative. Also see Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, and SE-1 in regard to the effects of
Ocean Disposal Alternative discharge on water quality in Estero Bay and bioaccumulation in
marine life.

F-04-4

The comment is noted. No water quality changes are expected to result from the Ocean Disposal
Alternative that would affect agricultural discharge requirements for Central Coast farmers. See
Master Response AG-1 for additional discussion.

F-04-5
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10.

F-04-6
See Master Response GEN-4.

F-04-7

As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
differentiating alternatives based on their environmental effects. The alternative selection process
is described in the PFR.
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COMMENT F-05. U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, MICHAEL HOOVER

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Cffice PN A e LAMATION ]
LECopY
2800 Cortage Way, Room W-2603 RECEIVED
Sacramento, Califorma 95525-1846 SEP n
[0 reply refer to: SEP 61 2005 0 2 2005

Memorandum

To: Regional Director, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,

Sacramento, Cal:;omi.a ‘F-——J i
From: Q‘S_Acting e upervisor, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office,
S

acramento, California

Subject: National Environmental Policy Act Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Project

This memorandum transmits U.S. Fish and Wildlite Service (Service} comments on the U.S.
Bureau of Reciamation’s (Reclamation) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation (SLDFR), dated May 20035, The Servige provides
these comments under authority of, and in accordance with, provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)40 CFR Part 1500), our role as a Cooperating Agency under
NEPA, and associated guidance {rom the President’s Council on Environmental Quality. Our
focus is to assist Reclamation in its efforts to *“...make decisions that are based on understanding
of envirenmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the
environment” (40 CFR Part 1500.1]c]).

The focus of these comments are meant primarily to supplement cormments already provided via
previous Planning Aid Memoranda and NEPA comment letters (which appear in the DEIS as
Appendix M); hawever, some of the most salient peints from these documents may be repeated
tor emphasis herein.

TAKE PR} +
INAMERI{:A%>
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Reglenal Directer 2

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

Reclamation currently envistons the proposed project beginning with on-farm, and m-district
drainage reducticn actions to include subsurface drainwater recycling, shallow groundwater
management, and canal seepage reduction. On-farm. and in-dismct actions would be followed
by interception and collection of drainage (from farms), drainage reuse (at regional reuse
facilities), drainage treatment (reverse osmosis followed by selenium removal), and finally
disposal in evaporation basins—all operated, funded, and managed by Reclamation.

The DEIS describes three primary drainage service options: 1) [n-Valley disposal (varving
acreages of evaporation poads), 2) Sacramento/San Joaguin River Delta (Celta) discharge, and
3% ocean discharge. We believe that terrestrial, marine, and/or freshwater aquatic habitars,
including the Bay/Deita ecosystem, could be significantly affected, directly ar indirectly. by
mmplementing any of the current altematives.

F-05-1

Selection of a Preferred Alternative

The DEIS docs not tdentify a prelerred action, but ail current alternatives have a partial or
complete focus upon drainage service. The DEIS states that its purpose is directed by the
“Sumner-Peck’ lawsuit {Firebaugh Canal Co. v. L.S. Dept. of Intertor, Nos. 95-15300 and
95-16641 [9th Cir. 2000]; D.C. No. CV-833-00634-OWW) court order to provide druinage
servige to the San Luis Uni: (SLU). However, as mentioned in the DEIS, the lawsuit decision
does not climinate non-interceptor drain selutions to the drainage probler, under the discretion
of the Department of Tnterior (Depariment).
Uiven the partial 1o total reliance on interceptor drainage service (i.e., drainwater disposal) within
F-05-2] 41 presented alternatives. we believe the current investigation is not consistent with other on-
| going state-wide efforts to protect, enhance, and restore Jealthy ecosystems in Califomia. In
addition, we believe many of these efforts to improve aquatie, terrestrial, and marine
environments could be compromised, to varying degrees, by each of the presented alternatives. Tt
F-054 [ Is our view that no current project alternative adequately provides equal consideration of fish and
_wildlife resources with other project purposes, nor meets the project objective to minimize
F-05-5] adverse social andror environmental effects. We believe selection of any of the existing
aiternatives would not mest our understanding of the extent of the directive in NEPA to .. take
F-05-6 actlons that protect, restore, and enhance the environment” (40 CFR Part 1500.1{c]).

F-05-3

DISCUSSION

The Service ts encouraged to sce the DEIS include land retirement as a drainage reduction tool,

F-05-7] We affinm that retirement from irrigated agriculture is 2 real and permanent sotution to the
drainage problem, since 1t funcnions as 4 drainage avoidance measure that acts at the source of
the |5suc
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F-05-8

F-05-9

F-05-10

F-05-11

F-05-12

F-05-13

F-05-14

Regional Director 3

Becuuse NEPA directs lead agencies 1o, *|Include reasonable alternatives not within the
jurisdiction of the lead agency” (1302.14{e]), we believe a more prudent range of reasonable
alternatives should nelude, 10 the best of our abilities, a range of options spanning the court
directed action.

We believe the projzct EIS should not unnecessarily restrict the range of alternatives to meet the
identified purpose and need. I[nclusion of a drainage elimination alternative that completely
retires all dratnage impaired tands would not only remove the drainage need, but would also
avoid. to the maximum possible extent, the negative environmentai conseguences of subsurface
agricultural drainage.

We believe nclusion of thus broader range of drainage management options is more in line with
the intent of NEPA, would meet the court directive, and would provide the decision maker a
more complete range of alternatives to evaluate through the detailed environmental review
[process. Further, the Service believes an alternative that retires all drainage impaired land is
consistent with the project purpose, aligns with provisions of the San Luis Act, the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA), goals of CALFED Bay Deitz Program (CALFED),
and may be environmentally and economically superior 1o the other altematives eonsidered in the

DEIS.
Relationship to Other Environmental Initiatives and Regulations

The DEIS does not sufficiently include other related actions and decisions. Actions involving
allocation, use, and (potentially) disposal of water have a bearing on related actions within a
miven watershed. Al the scale of the curremtly proposed SLDFR project, we believe the influence
upon, and from these other actions is significant,

[t is the Service’s view that the impacts of this project are not limited to those associated with
subsurface drainage management, but also include possible allocations and use of “retired” water
made available by the permanent cessation of Federal water delivery to up to one half of the

current Westlands Water District (WWD). To date, Reclamation has not explicitly identified

Tow water freed up through “he retirement of lands withnn the WWD would be allocated. Table

12.3 of the DEIS mentions that “the In-Valley/Drainage-lmpaired Area Land Retirement
|_Alternative results in water that can se available for uses heyond the Unit’s irrigation needs.”
Reclamation should address how this water would revert to the CVP for allocation o other

beneficial uses as identified under authorities like the CVPLA®.

The CVPIA directs the Department to provide “substartial deterence” o the SIVDP recommendarions
(Section 3405(e)(3) - Wuater Conservabon Standards).

© “Overall, the CVPLA “secks to achieve a reasanable balance among compenng demands for use of
[CVP] warer, iaciuding the requirements ot tish and wildlife, and agricultural, mumcipal and industrial,
and power contractors,”™ (Implementation of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act Ten-Year
Repor:. Fiscal Years 1993-2002, Oct 2002, 1.5, Deparmment of the Intenor),
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F-05-15

F-05-16

F-05-17

F-05-18

F-05-19

F-05-20

F-05-21

Regional Direcror 4

[The reallocation of SLU water whether this reapportionment is irternal or external) represents a
signiticant project mmpac: when compared to the No Action Alternative and should be fully, and
explicitly evaluated. Table 12-14 of the DLIS lndicates that the economic value of this warter
(calculated as a project benefit through avoiding the cost of providing supplemental water)
renders the maximal retirement option (presented in the DEIS at 308,000 acres) the most cost-
effective. The potential environmental benefits of appropriate reailocation of this water, when
wetghed against current and future critical shortages State-wide, would make such an alternative
all the more attractive. This benefit would be amplified in the circumstance of a full retirement
scenario. We therefore would like to see this alternative fully evaluated in comparable detail to
| the other In-Valley alternauves.

Eecological Monitoring and Mitigation

The DEIS is currently lacking in detail regarding the specific elements of the Adaptive Operation
and Monitoring Plans associated with project mitigation for both evaporation basing and reuse

| faciliies, We acknowledge that these will be prepared in future consultations with the Service,
California Central Valley Regional Water Quality Centrol Beard, and Cainfomia Department of
Fish and Game; and that tining and other project particulars have delayed detivation of these
specific elements to the level of detail that all parties would have preferred. We expect that all
alternatives n the DEIS would require extensive ecological monitoring programs on at least the
same scale as that necessary for the Kesterson Program, Grassland Bypass Project, or the CVPIA
[Tand Retirement Demonsiation Program. Moreover, additional research is warranted to
document the incidence of adult diving duck mortality asseciated with proposed evaporation

| facilities (an endpoint that has not been adequately quantified to date). We note that the costs of
ccological monitoring will likely be substantial, and ideally should be incorporated in the O&M
cost estimates for each altemative at the earliest possibie date.

The planning process should also anticipate contingencies for adaptively responding to episodic
events {such as severe individuai storms or signiticant “El Nino™ seasons) that could resuit in

| ephemeral surface pooling of water over large areas of the reuse sites. It has been previously
stated that these waiers would be pumped to evaporation pend facilities (i.e., that no surface
ponding of reuse water would be atlowed). To date, it is not clear that thus aspect of the project
has besn adequately analyzed. The Service encourages Reclamation 1o iniliate and/or complete
the necessary hydrologic modeling, as well as engineering studies io determine the final volume,
convevance and pumping capacity needed to ensure that groundwater will not migrate to the
surface during extreme {lood events.
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Regional Director 5

Coatingeucies

F-05-22] The Service remains concermed, as a cooperating agency, about the level of uncertainty
associated with various project clements. To date, mitigation protocols and plans are not
F-05-23 dnalized, and final commitments have not been presented to interested ageneies and the public.
F-05-24] The AbMet® selenium treatment process remams in the infancy of evaluation, and very limited
hard data are yet available for agency and public review. Additionally, pond design elements
F-05-25] may vary widely from established evaporative systems, and this may significantly alter wildlife
use patterns. Even given sutficient time to finalize the snvironmental nsk assessment, it 18 clear
that considerable uncertainty will be associated with implementation of this project that only
F-05-26 monitoring and adaptive managerment will begin 10 resolve.
The risk assessment will use the best available science to derive an estimate of required
compensatory mitigatiorn, but a careful assessment of the information used in the medel finds that
our best estimate is bracketed by a fairly large margin of error. This may result in either an
overestimale, or underestimate of mitigation acreages. In the case of the former, it would be
simple 10 not implement “excess™ project mitigation. If, however, it tums out wildlife losses are
underestimated, it may prove exceedingly difficult and costly to meet mitigation ohjectives.
The Service therefore recommends that Reciamation include detailed mitigation contingency
plans should additional adverse effects be encountered; and that these be included as a pan of
adaptive management. Such plans should outline: 1) the upper linzit of clean (low selenium)
mitigation water (including reliability estimates) that could be provided as part of compensation;
F-03-27] 2} the upper limit (acreages) and general location of mitigation wetlands that could be provided;
3) discussion of financial resources required to provide such mitigation habitat, and the
associated cost of operation and maintenance for these facilities.
F-05-2g] Lastly, some discussion and consideration regarding the possibility (and associated expense) of
|_ceasing or modifying alternative implementation should be included. If further iterations of the
Service protocols (post-project) indicate that project compensatory mitigation requirernents
exceed Reclamation’s ability ‘o provide such habitat, would some other aiternative be sought to
|_meet the court directive? This possibility argues for considerable caution in selecting any
alternative. The probability of fatlure should be seen as a considerable cost (associated risk)
F-05-30] connected to each respective alternative. The greater the uncertainty associated with the
environmental consequences of each respective alternative, the less certamn the cost estimates will
be for subsequent morutoring and management, and the higher the likelihood that project
Tnitigation may prove economically or environmentally infeasible. Accerdingly, the Service
F-03-31] suspects that full land retirement would prove the least risky of alternatives.

F-05-29

Public Review

Due to the environmental significance of the project, we believe that critical information is
needed prior to selecting a preferred allemative, und more nformation and design elements must
be determined before a full plan of action can be proposed. The court deadline norwithstanding,

F-05-32
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Reglonal Director 6

F-05-32] we recommend that Reclamation prepare 2 supplement to the DEIS for public review and
comment that includes the final sk analysis, formulated monitering plans, mitigation
contingencies, and associated cost estimates. The supplement would be a practical vehicle for

nclusion of the “Retire All Drainage lmpaired Lands” Alternative which the Service believes
shouid be included in the planning process. Presumably, by this time Reclamation would have

F-05-33] selected and identified their preferred action. and could present this within the supplemental

DEIS.

cont.

SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

[ in summary, the Service recommends that Reclamation prepare a supplemental DEIS for public
review as soon as practical, detailing:

[} A preferred altemative selected among the available options.
2) A complete risk assessment and mitigation plan, including more specific mitigation
F-05-34 IOUItOring components.
3) An empirical assessment of the performance of the selemum pre-treatrnent.
41 Provisions and discussion about contingency plans given the inherent uncertainty in the tisk
assessment to ensure that mitigation will be feasible even under a worst case scenario.
Further, the Service believes that the planming process should fully evaluate the drainage service
F-05-35] opuon that encompasses retirement of aff drainage impaired acreage within the project planning
area. We believe this alternative would likely represent the most efficient and cost-effective
|_means of completely avoiding fish and wildlife resource impacts.

For further information, follow up, or questions. please contact Mark Littlefield (316) 414-6520,
Steven Detwiler (916) 414-6538, or John Brooks (916) 414-6726.

ce:
Caltfornia/Nevada Office, Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, CA
William Luce, Bureau of Reclamation. Fresno, CA

Alan Candlish, Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramente, CA

Jerry Robbins. Bureau of Reclamation, Sacramento, CA

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-05

F-05-1

The comment is noted. Impacts to terrestrial, marine, and freshwater aquatic habitats are
discussed in Sections 5, 7, and 8 of the Draft EIS.
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F-05-2

The purpose of the project is to provide drainage service, as required in the authorization of the
San Luis Unit. One objective is to avoid adverse environmental effects of the project; however,
restoration and enhancement are not part of the project purpose and need.

F-05-3

Known conflicts have been identified. If others exist, Reclamation is not aware of them, nor does
the comment identify them.

F-05-4

See Response to Comment F-05-2. The development of alternatives included consideration of
potential impacts to biological resources, as described in the PFR. Protection, enhancement, and
restoration of ecosystems are not part of the purpose and need for the project.

F-05-5
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-05-6
See Responses to Comments F-05-2 and F-05-4.

F-05-7
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-05-8 - 10

The PFR and PFR Addendum describe the development of the project alternatives. The
retirement of all drainage-impaired lands was considered but screened out, as described in Draft
EIS Section 2.11.4.1. Retiring these lands from irrigated agriculture would not avoid negative
impacts because uncontrolled flows and seepage would still occur that could result in adverse
effects to water quality and wildlife. See Master Response ALT-L2 for additional discussion.

F-05-11
Responses to comments about specific actions and decisions are provided below.

F-05-12 - 15
See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of excess water.

F-05-16

Adaptive management strategies for mitigation of evaporation basins are described in Appendix
J, Section J6, of the Final EIS. Also see Master Responses MIT-1 and GW-1.
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F-05-17, 18

The need and plans for ecological monitoring of the evaporation basins are described in
Appendix J, Section J6, of the Final EIS. Also see Master Responses MIT-1 and GW-1.

F-05-19

The costs for ecological monitoring of the evaporation ponds are included in the total project
costs. Mitigation cost estimates are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS. Also see Master
Response MIT-1.

F-05-20

Storm event management will be developed as part of the Implementation Plan. Also see Master
Response MIT-1 in regard to adaptive management and monitoring.

F-05-21

The Draft EIS utilized a three-dimensional numerical groundwater flow model (originally
developed by the USGS) to analyze groundwater levels and flow in the drainage study area. The
model uses mean annual recharge and pumpage data to project long-term (49-year) changes in
annual water table elevation. The drainage-areawide modeling analysis did not address extreme
flood events as it was beyond the scope of the analysis and model capability. Flood control is not
the intended purpose of the drainage program. Other programs such as the proposed Panoche-
Silver-Creek Detention Basin are addressing flood control issues. It should be noted the
Grassland Bypass Project includes storm event operational plans intended to minimize the
potential effects of flood events on drainage discharges.

F-05-22
The comment is noted. Specific concerns are addressed in the responses below.

F-05-23

Additional information about mitigation and adaptive management is provided in Section 20 of
the Final EIS. Also see Master Response MIT-1 for a discussion of adaptive management and
monitoring.

F-05-24
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

F-05-25

The EIS recognizes that uncertainty is associated with pond design elements and wildlife use
patterns, and has made predictions based on the best information available. See Master Response
MIT-1.
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F-05-26, 27

The comment is noted. See Master Response MIT-1 for a discussion of adaptive management
and monitoring. Appendix J provides a monitoring and mitigation plan for the In-Valley
Alternatives, including monitoring elements and contingency planning. Appendix O provides
preliminary cost estimates for mitigation actions for all alternatives. Detailed mitigation
locations and costs are included in the Feasibility Study.

F-05-28

No implementation of drainage service would be the No Action Alternative, which is discussed
in Section 2.2 and evaluated throughout the EIS. The potential for incorporating alternative or
innovative technologies is addressed in Appendix J of the EIS. See Master Responses MIT-1 and
ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive management and monitoring and the evaluation of treatment
technologies, respectively.

F-05-29

Post-project evaluation of environmental impacts will be performed using actual field data in
accordance with the adaptive management strategies described in Appendix J of the EIS. Also
see Master Response MIT-1.

F-05-30

The comment is noted. Reclamation has developed alternatives using proven technology and will
include an adaptive monitoring and management plan to assure and evaluate progress toward
achieving the project objectives.

F-05-31
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-05-32

NEPA allows Reclamation to use the best available information attainable without exorbitant
cost (40 CFR 1502.22) so long as, where information is lacking, the relevance of the information
to the decision is stated. The Draft EIS contains such information. Additionally, a supplement is
appropriate only when there is a substantial change to a proposed action or there are significant
new circumstances or information (40 CFR 1502.9(1)). Since no change is proposed and no new
information has been provided, a supplement is not appropriate at this time.

F-05-33

See Response to Comment F-05-32 in regard to the need for a supplement. Retirement of all
drainage-impaired lands is discussed in Master Response ALT-L2.
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F-05-34
See Response to Comment F-05-32.

F-05-35
See Master Response ALT-L2 in regard to retirement of all drainage-impaired lands.
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COMMENT F-06.

F-06-1

F-06-2
F-06-3
F-06-4
F-06-5
F-06-6

F-06-7

F-06-8

MILLER AND ELLEN O. TAUSCHER

@ongress of the nited States
Washington, BT 20515

Via Fax, US Mail, and e-maijl
September 1, 2005 -

Ms. Claire Jacquemin
Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700
Sacramento, CA 935825

RE: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-¢valuation and EIS

Dear Ms. Jacquemin:

U.S. CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, GEORGE

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
OFFICIAL FILE CO®Y
RECEIVED

SEP € 7 Aoos

CODE | ACTION r‘sum

L7 /7'/51'

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Burean of Reclamation’s proposal to provide
drainage service to the San Luis Unii of the Central Valley Project. We submit the foliowing
comments as representatives of the Bay-Delta region; our constitients have a direct interest in

& possible construction of a drain to the Delta. Such 2 drain would have substantial negative
impacts on our state’s drinking water quality, and i would likely degrade the health of the Delta
estuary and its fisheries. This scosystem has already suffered severely in recent years, including
tatastrophic population declines of pelagic fish populations; contaminants have been identified

as a leading probable contributing factor in these declines.

Everyone involved in California water policy has known for decades of the severe drainage
problems of the San Joaquin Valley. What to do with the drainwater from the area — which
makes farming more difficult and is harmful to the enviromment — has been the subject of reports,
plans, evaluations, legislation, and litigation. It ig not a simple probleny, and there is not a.simple

solution, but several general principles are clear..

firm.

The problem needs to be addressed locally, without exporting seleninm, salts, and: otlrer
agricuitural drainage to the Delta or to the ocean. The Burean of Reclamation has done
[Californians a disservice by not identifying an agency-preferred alternative in this EIS. Given the
|_state and federal interest in the health of the Delta’s ecosystern and the protection of our coast, it
makes no sense 1o continue to explore the transportation of selenium and other contaminants to

the Bay-Delta or to the ocean. Citizens of our state - and our congressional districts — vatue qur
[ pristine coastline and the fisk and wildlife resources of the Delta, and failure to safeguard against
their contamination t$ unacceptabie. The combination of land retiremnent, treatment, reuse, and
[ similar local projects is the only responsible solution to the drainage problems in the San Joaguin
|_Valley, and an in-Valley disposal altemative should be prompily selected as the preferred
alternative. Congress has unequivocally rejected the idea of 2. Delta drain for decades, and it will
continue to do so, und state and federal opposition to an ocean discharge alternative is equally

San Luis Unit drainage policy must be implemented in the context of broader water polivy
|_comcerns. Every alternative considered in this EIS appears to inclade changes to the-application
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F-06-9

F-06-10
F-06-11
F-06-12

F-06-13

F-06-14

F-06-15

F-06-16

F-06-17
F-06-13};
F-06-19

F-06-20

September I, 2003
RE: San Luis Drainage Feature Re—evaluanon and EIS
Page 2

_and treatment of the millions of acre-feet of water represented by the Bureau's contracts with San
Luis Unit contractars. As that water is owned by the citizens of the state, it is vitally important
that the Bureaun implernent its chosen alternative so that it achieves the broadest possible public

- benefit. Specifically, reduced land use should not go hand-in-hand with status quo water

| _contracts; when water districts farm less land, CVP contracts should be adjusted accordingly. In

addition, the Bureau rmust ensure that its drainage program is fully reimbursed as required by

| _federal law, and does not interfere with its CVP repayment target date. The Bureau should use

" the current renewal process for long term water contracts with the San Luis Unit contractors to

ensure that these issues are resolved.

Similarly, the Bureau should not allow land retirement and faliowing programs to go forward

_without first detertnining whe would own the land, and what should happen to the CVP water

formerly applied to it. The water no longer used to irrigate contaminated lands should be applied

| to other beneficial uses such as those outlined in the Central Valley Project lmprovement Act of

[ 1992. Moreover, the Bureau should determine who may be allowed to use treated and recycled

water; San [uis Unit contractors have suggested that this water could be used to meet the

outstanding needs of municipal users in the San Joaguin Valley.

The preferred alternative must minimize environmental damage. The theusands of”

waterfow! deaths and deformities caused by the partially-completed San.Luis Drain‘at the-

Kesterson National Wildlife Refuge was a national scandal, and the public and private-expense

commifted to undoing the damage was enormous. Similar problems have been caused:- by otlier

contaminated evaporation ponds in the San Joaquin Valley, leading to additional expenses;and
mitigation. The more comprehensive the land retirement progran, and: the less: confaminated:
drainwater is created in the first place, the greater protection is provided against hasi: to fisk and.
wildlife resources. The Bureau must be extremely careful that its solutiofs—including:

Tevaporation ponds, reuse facilities, and other treatment methods—de not allow selenium, berox,

salts, and other contaminants to accumulate i the food chain.

We are encouraged that the farmers and water districts of the westside are devising a local
| _solution to the drainage problem, and we are pleased that the Bureau of Reclamation appears to

_have concentrated on in-valley solutions in this EIS. But the Bureas failure to identify a
preferred alternative, and its failure to coordinate this effort with the CVP contracts with the San

~Luis Unit, provides continuing reason for concern. Between the regional efforts and the Burean

of Reclamatior’s program. we hope this problem can be solved without placing additional burden
|_on the Delta, the environment, or the taxpayers.

C%,M&rm

MIELER ELLEN Q. TAUSCHER
Member of Congress Member of Congress
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-06

F-06-1

Impacts of the Delta Disposal Alternatives on drinking water quality and the Delta estuary and
fisheries are presented in Sections 5 through 8.

F-06-2
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-3

NEPA does not require identification of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. The agency-
preferred alternative is described in Section 2.15 of the Final EIS.

F-06-—4, 5

All alternatives have been given the same level of analysis in the EIS. Impacts of the Delta and
Ocean Disposal Alternatives to the resources described in the comments are discussed in
Sections 5 through 8.

F-06-6

The comment is noted. An In-Valley Alternative has been identified as the preferred alternative
in the Final EIS, as discussed in Section 2.15.

F-06-7
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-8
The comment is noted. See Master Response P&N-1.

F-06-9
CVP water contracts are addressed in Master Response GEN-6.

F-06-10
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs.

F-06-11
See Master Response GEN-6 in regard to water contract renewals.
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F-06-12, 13

Land retirement can be accomplished through placement of non-irrigation covenants on the lands
and does not necessarily imply a change in fee title ownership of the lands nor require
identification of ownership.

See Master Response GEN-2 in regard to use of excess water.

F-06-14

Reclamation will identify appropriate users of reclaimed water in the final design phase of the
selected alternative. Identification of users will take into account water quality and quantity and
the availability of conveyance facilities to deliver water from the RO facilities.

F-06-15
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-16

The comment is noted. See Master Response GW-1 in regard to the effect of evaporation basins
on migratory waterfowl and other species and MIT-2 in regard to mitigation planning.

F-06-17, 18
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-06-19
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative.

F-06-20
Comment noted. No response necessary.
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COMMENT F-07. MONTEREY BAY NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY, WILLIAM
J. DOUROS
§ M % |UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
i %f d. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
‘a.,J * # | NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE
i Monterey Bay Natlonal Marine Sanctuary
299 Foam Street -
Manteray, California 93940 TR e
He g vy
SEP 0 6 2005
September 1, 2005 o T T
eptember M 377657
Claire Jacquemin _——L e
Plarming Division I
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation — Mid Pacific Region SN U S
2800 Cottage Way, MP-700 P e e
Sacramento, CA 95825 ‘_";'” j{%
RE: San Luis Drainage Featurc Re-evaluation Draft Environmental Impact Statement o

Dear Ms, Jacquemin:

Thank you for the opportunity 10 review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation Project. We understand that
the’ proposed project would be located approximately 10 miles fom the southern boundary of the
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS), however, we remain concerned about the
F-07-1a | potential impacts of such a project discharging agricultural drainage water into the marine
: environment of the central California coast.

We understand the purpose of the San Luis Drainage project is to provide agricultural drainage
service to the San Luis Unit and that four objectives were used by the Bureau of Reclamation to
. identify the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS:

1) Drainage service will consist of measures and facilities to provide a complete drainage
solution from production through disposal and avoid a partial solution or a solution with
undefined components

2) Drainage service must be technically proven and cost effective

3) Drainage service must be provided in a timely manner

4) Drainage service should minimize adverse environmental cffects and risks

We also understand that proposed action must fulfil} the requirements of the February 2600
Court Order niling that the “Department of the Interior. . .shall without delay, provide drainage 1o
the San Luis Unit, pursuant to the statutory duty imposed by section 1(a) of the San Luis Act.”
The DELS evaluates seven action alternatives in addition to the No-Action alternative: In Valley
Disposal, In-Valley/Groundwater Quality Land Retirement, In-Valley Water Needs Land
Retirement. In-Valley/ Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement, Ocean Disposal, Deijta-Chips
Island Disposal, and Delta Carquines Strait Disposal,

The ocean disposal alternative includes the common elements of a drainwater co tlection system,
regional re-use facilities. use of the Fircbaugh sumps. regional reuse facilities in addition ro-

- \ RV 2
Ciassincatien =AY -I0.xa- J
L i

Qe

s Chrmmr
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$an Luis Drainage Feature DEIS Commerits
September 1, 2005
Page 20f9

» Conveyance System — The drainwarer aqueduct for the ocean disposal alternatives would
include 211 miles of buried pipelinie, with three tunnels through the coastal range and 23
pumping plants and sumps.

+  Qutfall with up to 70,000-AF/year drainage volume including one diffuser, jocated 1.4
miles off of Point Estero with .71 miles suspended pipeline and .73 miles of buried
pipeline (approximately 10 miles south of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sancmary).

We have reviewed the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation DEIS, and while we are
concerned about potential impacts to the Sacramento Delta and San Francisco Bay Estuary
habitat, flora and fauna, our comments are focused on the proposed ocean disposal alternative:

GENERAL ISSUES AND CONCERNS

F-07-1b | !n general, we are concerned that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) does not

o |adequately describe the construction and operauon of the ocean disposal alternative in order to
F-07-2 accurately evaluate the environmental consequences of. the proposed project. The DEIS does not
| include adequate figures showing the constriction rouates in the coastal and marine environment.

; Spem fic identification of the construction cotridor and arsas of disturbance are necessary o
F-07-3 | discuss potential impacts which makes the reviewer unable to consider the merits of the analy51s
and an informed decision regarding the various alternatives is thus unattainable.

F-074 | Moreover, the analysis of impacts ffom discharge of the polluted water into the marine
| environment is insufficient. The MBNMS regulations prohibit discharge from outside the
F-07-5 sanctuary that subsequenily enters and injures sanctuary resources. This alternative’s discharges,
-] being so large in volume and toxicity and relatively close to the MBNMS; may harm sanctuary
- | resources. However, the incomplete dnalysxs of marine impacts doesnot allow the Bmeau of
F-07-6 | Reclamatioti 1o’ demonstrate there will not bé harm to sanctuary TESOUrCes.

Lack of Consideration of a Biological Seleniim Treatment in Ocean Disposal Alternative
The DEIS does not include an alternative that allows for treatment of selenium or concentration
reduction prior to discharge into the ocean. The treatment alternative must be evaluated in the
F-07-7 | DEIS. The addition of selenium treatment sumlar © the Delta-Cthps and Delta Carquinez

: disposal alternatives would raise the-cost of the “project by $108:1 million to a totat cost of
$670.8 million. The annual operating costs will also increase by including reatment before
ocean disposal. [f vcean discharge is to be considered as an option, the wreatment svstem must be
ionsidered in the EIS.

Monterev Bav National Marine Sanctuary’s Efforts to Address Polluted Apricultural Runoff
The proximity of'the MBNMS to the California coastline makes it vulnerabie to pollutien
problems in the watershed ureas that drain 1o it, including contaminants such as sediments,
nutrients. fecal bacreria. pesticides, oil. grease. metfals. and detergents. Recognizing thar water
guality is kev o ensuring protection for ali sancruary resources, federal, state and local agencies,
as well as public and private groups have worked together 1o develop a2 Water Qualtiv Protection
Program ( WQPP) for the sancmary. This partnership is dedicated to protecting and enhancing

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-54



Appendix P3
Federal Agency Comments and Responses

San Luis Drainage Feature DE.ISCO'mmL_:.ﬁts
September 1, 2005
Page 30f 9

i _' water quahty in the sanctuzry and-its watersheds and, as part of the WQPP, the MBNMS is
_workmg 0 address polluted runoff from over 4,000 square miles of agriculture and rural’ Iands

The MBNMS's L\gncultural and - Rural Lands Plan includes a unique agreement with the Farm
Bureaus representing the gxtensive agricultural community in coastal central California to
establish industry-led working groups to reduce runoff of sediments, nutrients, and pesticides
through management practices. The many partners in implementing this plan include agriculture
industry groups, federal, state, and local agencies, technical experts, environmental organizations
and university resedrchers collectively known as the Agnculture Water Quality Alliance
(AWQA). The AWQA organizes watershed workmg groups, increases technical assistance and
education, increases funding and provides economic incentives for management practices,
develops permit coordination programs and improves management practices for rural roadways
_and pubhc lands

.7 The. 'VEBWS a.nd 1he agncultural commumty have worked hard to cooperauveiy reduce
pollutmn ﬁ'om agnculturai runoff through these management practices including retention of
i -sedi ' nd. pestmdes ox; the farm or ranch. The implementation of these’ practu:es
. have successfuﬂv reduced runoff of sedxments, notrients, pesticides, herbicides, and pathogens
from farm and ranch opérations in a program that the VIBNMS, partner agencies, and the.
. -agrieultural industry consider a natiohal example of cooperative agricultural and marine resource
" _conservation. After cooperative development, funding and implementation of these programs, we
are naturally diswressed-that the Bureau of Reclamation is considering a project alternative
F-07-g| Whereby the solution 10 an agricultural drainage problem in the central valley is collegtion and
‘untreated: disposal of po]luted agncultural runoﬁ' in the ocean just bevond the MBNMS
boundanes o

e CONSTRUCTION-RELA;fED ISSUES AND CONCERNS

F-07-9 Inadequate Description of Outfal]l Project and Surrounding Environment

™1 The DEIS:does not' adequatelv dcscnbe the ocgan outfal! project and subsequent environmental
| consequences. Lsmg a GIS'database, MBNMS attempts to approximate the location of the

_p_1pe11ne indicate that 4 1.4 rmIe arc trom Pt..Estero does not reach a depth of 200 feet (see,.
attached figure). The lack of precise deseriptions for the outfall and discharge areas is indicative

F-07-10] of the inadequacy of the project description and analysis for public review, comparison of

| alternatives, and decision-making. Section 7.2.8.2 of the DEIS provides a cursory description: of

impacts associated with coastal and undersea construction and concludes that most construction

related effects would be remporary. However, this description is inadequate to make this finding.

F-07-11 [ The Bureau of Reclamation must describe and provide figures thart specifically identify:

L * The convevance pipe corridor between Point Estero and the subsea diffuser location
F-07-12] . The subsware and marine environment in which it is 1o be constructed
F-07-13 | *  Areas in which the conveyance pipe will be buried
F-07-14 *  Areas where tlie convevance pipe will be suspended
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F-07-15

F-07-16

F-07-17
F-07-18

F-07-19

F-07-20

F-07-21
F-07-22
F-07-23
F-07-24

F-07-25

F-07-26

F-07-27
F-07-28

San Luis Drainage Feature DEIS Comments
September 1, 2005
Pagedof 9

lnadeguate Description of Environmental Consequences of Convevance Pipe Installation
The methods and routes of installation of the 42 inch HDPE pipe must be described in an
adequate manner 1o understand the impact on the marine mammals, invertebrate communities,

_{ish. and their habitats. The EIS does not adequately describe this construction and subsequently
how fauna and flora of the nearshore marine environment will be affected by installation of a 42-
inch pipe that wili be either suspended or buried in this area. For instance, the kelp bed habitat
surrounding Point Estero supports the threatened southern sea otter and thousands of invertebrate
species while serving as nurseries for juvenile rockfishes at vulnerable stages of their lifecycle.
The alternative describes the project as suspending (.71 miles and burying 0.73 miles of 42-inch
HDPE pipe between the coastline and the point of discharge. The alternative does not describe

| the location or the construction techniques to be employed to complete this project. Does the
project require trenching and refilling in hard substrate and kelp beds at Point Estero? If so, the
project description does not include a description of how hard substrate can be replaced to bury

the pipe in the nearshore area.

Section 7.2.8.3 of the DEIS inadequately identifies the range of special-status species that may

|he affected by construction of the ocean dispoesal project. Any construction in the intertidal area,
kelp habitat and ocean has the potential t¢ affect marine mammals including the southern sea
otrer, harbor seals and northern elephant seal, marine birds including the California brown
pelican, fishes such as boceacio and canary rockfish, and invertebrates such as the black abalone
or owl lifnpets.
The Burean of Reclamation cannot consider a conelusion that “no significant effects to aquatic
and wetland resources are anticipated” without an EIS that includes:

*  An adequate description of conveyance pipe route and installation techniques in the

coastal, rocky intertidal and subsea habitat

« Identification of specific construction activity necessary to permanently install the pipe

and diffuser

Identification of the duration and timing of the construction activity

A detailed biological evaluation of the nearshore and subsea ¢orridor

Identification of seasonal oceanographic conditions at the construction locations

Identification of, and potential impacts to threatened, endangered, and other special stats

species known to- inhabit the coastal and marine construction area

Unjustified Need for 42-inch Diameter Pipe

The DEIS does not deseribe the need for a pipe of such volume. The capacity of a 42-inch pipe
| exceeds the proposed volumes described for discharge in the ocean disposal alternative. The

axcess diameter would cause unnecessary disturbance during construetion and allow for
|_increased vohumes of discharge in the future. If the Bureau of Reclamation insists in using the

+2-inch pipe. the impacts from discharge of the maximum volume of pollnted runoff must be

analvzed.
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San Luis Drainage Feare DEIS Comments
Sepiember 1, 2005
Page Sof &

F-07-29We are concerned that the used of high density polyethylene (HDPE) pipe is not adequate to

ithstand the strong ocean forces associated with major storm events on the Pacific Coast. If the
F-07-30 pipe is to be suspended in the surf zone, how will the pipeline be secured to prevent upset in
high-energy wave activity which is common in the nearshore environment? Will the pipeline be
F-07-31 quipped with check-valves or similar preventative measue to reduce the likelihood of

discharging high volumes of untreated efftuent into the surf zone? An adequate DEIS must

describe how the pipe will be constructed and the engineering measures to be incorporated 10
F-07-32|prevent upset at the various focations where the pipe would raverse or be buried in sensitive
habitat. Will the pipe be actively monitored at the pumping stations? Will the pipe be designed to
be “fail-safe™? That is, if an upset occurred and the pipe broke in the nearshore or subsea area,
F-07-33]would the pumps automatically shutdown or continue pumping the polluted warer into a ruptured
or broken pipe and subsequently into the environment?

DISCHARGE-RELATED ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Inadequate and Inconsistent Description of Pollutants Associated with Agricultural Drainage
The DEIS does not adequately describe the constiments that are intended to be discharged into
the raarine environment as part of the ocean disposal alternative. The ocean disposal alternative
describes the average concentrations of selenium and total dissolved solids at the point of
discharge but does not provide any description of other concentrations of nutrients, pesticides,
herbicides, bromide, metals, or pathogens likely to be associated with this discharge. Neither the
Delta or acean disposal alternatives include a discussion of pesticides and nutrients. All of these
chemicals are found in virtually all agricultural discharge in California. This is a significant
| omission in the analysis of a project that is draining irrigation from & cultivated agricultural -
operation. : ' ' :

F-07-34

The umureated discharge of fertilizer or mutrient rich agricultural drainage may also contribute to
or cxacerbate harmful algal blooms (HABs). HABs produce biotoxins and impacts of HAB
F-07-35] phenomena include mass mortalities of wild and farmed fish and shellfish, human illness and
death from contaminated shelifish or fish, death of marine mammals, seabirds, and other
animals, and alteration of marine habiiats or trophic structure, The potential for additionral HABs
in the central California marine region where HABs have occurred in the past and may be
exacerbated by additional nitrate discharge must be analyzed as a part of this cnvironmental
document.
F-07-36] The Bureau of Reciamation must assess:
«  The considerable adsorption to sediment particles by pesticides, herbicides and associated
- agricultural chemicals
F-07-37 * Impacts associated with the high loads of persistert pesticides including DDT thar would
- be unreated prior to discharge into the marine environment.
F-07-38/39 Effects to water quality, marine sedimenis. wildlife and hurnans.

F-07-40 * Impacts associated with the bromide concemtrations as described in Delta disposal
alternatives
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San Luis Drainage Feature DEIS Comments
Seprember [, 2005
Page6of 9

F-07-41 E * The potential for untreated discharge of fertilizer or nutrient rich agricultural drainage to

F-07-42

F-07-43

F-07-44

F-07-45

F-07-46

F-07-47

F-07-48

cause or exacerbate periodic harmfut algal blooms (HABs)

Insufficient Description of Selenium Fate After Discharge

The ocean disposal alternative describes a discharge volume of up to 69,957 AFY (22.8 billion
gallons per year) into the ocean at 200 feet below sea tevel. The FIS estimates that resuitant
plume of water with a selenium concentration above 15 micrograms per liter would reach a
maximum height of 20.5 to 41.0 feet, a length of 75 to 167 feet and width of 6.5 to 13 feet
depending on the type of diffuser. At an jnitial concentration of 220 micrograms/liter, this
maximum volume of discharge could result in the discharge of up to 114 pounds of selenium per
day into the ocean, which equates to 20.8 tons or 41,610 pounds of selenium every year. The
fate of the selenium is not described beyond the description that it would be diffused to 2 point of
15 micrograms per liter at points beyond the mixing zone.

The Bureau of Reclamation must assess: 7
« The fate and distribution of selenium for the life of the project — where does it go into the
- ocean?
+  The bioavailability of the seleninm after discharge — how do organisms “use” or ingest
selenium
» The fate of the selenium after the project discharge is halted

Bioaccumulation of Selenium and other Pollutants
The DEIS uses 15 ppb selenium as a goal for dilution of the selenium concentration after release
from the diffuser. Although this meets the California Ocean Plan concentration maximum, much
lower levels in San Francisco Bay/Delta resulted in significant bioaccumulation in mollusks from
the San Francisco Bay and from birds feeding on these mussels. Specifically, ambient selenium.
levels in San Francisco Bay/Deita water were 0.3 ppb but were concentrated as high as 20 ppb in
mussels in the Bay and Delta. This is almost a 70-fold bioaccumuiation ratic at this level. (See
Linville et al. Aquatic Toxicology, 57 (2002} pp. 51-64). The DEIS should consider that while
the ambient selenium level of 0.3 ppb was below the California Ocean Plan acceptable limit in
| _this area, the consequences were deleterious to invertebrates and birds. Naturat levels in ocean
water of selenium are 60-80 ppt {parts per trillion). [f dilution were achieved from the diffuser
ports, the level outside of the mixing zone would be 13 ppb. This would result in a significant
increase in ambient levels of selenium of almost 6000~fold (assuming 70 ppt ambient and diluted
values of 15 ppb). Given the past examples in California, we believe the most probable
consequence of marine disposal of selenium is that the proposed disposal and discharge will
result in significant bioaccumulation in marine organisms in the Estero Bay area.

The MBNMS is particularly concerned abowt bioaccumulation because central Catifornia is a
highty diverse and productive region. The Bureau of Reclamation must assess the
bicaccumulation of selenium in marine fishes, especially those harvested and caten by humans.
"The DEIS inaccurately dismisses ocean, commercial, and sport fishing as a beneficial use of
notentially atfected surface water {DEIS Table 5.1-10). These fish cat invertebrates and are saten

Sv birds and marine mammals that are common in this area and that move north in the MBNMS.
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Therefore, mazine Wﬂdhte are a likely-conv evance mechanism 1o transport selenium into the
SANCTUATY, Marine wildlife is also considered a sanctuary resource in and of itself.
The Bureau of Reclamation must assess:

»  The bioaccumulation of selenium in invertebrates, marine fishes (especiaily those

harvested and eaten by humans), marine birds and marine mammals.

« The bicaccumulation in marine organisms of ail pollutants that will be discharged from
F-07-50 this project
[nadequate Description of Impacts of the Freshwater Plume
The DEIS does not discuss the effect of the freshwater plume thar would result from the
discharge of more than 22 billion gallons per year of freshwater that would be much warmer than
the ocean. Discharge of freshwater inio the marine environment can cause changes in recruitment
F-07-51| and growth patterns of marine tife and the rise of the water in the water column would likely

' bring the potlutants to the surface where plankton and krill concentrate. This modeling for this
massive volume of discharge assumes the adjacent water, presumably salty ocean water, mixes
with the freshwater from the dxscharge “However, with such a high volume, coptinuous
discharge, the adjacent water for mixing becomes the freshwater itself. Eventually, the phime is
likely to continue to grow, especially in periods of calm ocean conditions. If the dzscharged
water reaches the surface, it may subjected to greater movement from the wind, which could lead
10 the discharge reaching back into shore at Esterc Bay,
F-07-52 The Bureau of Reclamation must assess:
+ Species that are found in the area of discharge and discuss their tolerance 10 changes in
' salinity and temperature-that will result from the discharge- -
F-07-53 *» The dlstance from dxscharge at which the: freshwazer plume would approash amblent
E 'bahmty at maximum discharge in calm water conditions
+ The potential increases in turbidity throughout the water column that may be a result of
discharging such a large amount of water into a potentially sandy or silt covered benthos

F-07-49

F-07-54

Inadequate Mitigation. Monitoring, and Reporting Plan '
F-07-55] The environmental mitigation described in the DETS does not adequately address coastal and

: marine impacts associated with construction and: operation of the ocean disposal alternative
T project. The mitigation and monitoring plan must describe in detail what the construction
procedurcs site management and operating controls will be in order for the public, a document
F-07-56 reviewer or decision-maker to understand. The DEIS only states that “appropriate construction
procedures, site management and operating controls™ will be implemented to reduce potenual
mvuonmenml impacts to less than significant levels. The project must include a marine water
F-07-57 uality monitoring plan to identify changes in the water column to track biolegical consequences

associated with coustruction and operation of the project.

F-07-58 The Bureau of Reclamation must develop an adequate water quality monitoring pian that

incjudes:
»  Water sampling at the surface iaver. middle of the water column and at the sea bottom

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-59



Appendix P3
Federal Agency Comments and Responses

San Lais Drainage Feature DEIS Comments
September 1, 2005

Page 8 of 9
- *  Marine orgamsm sampling, from varicus locations at the point of disposal and extending
F-07-59 out up-coast, down-coast, and offshore including plants and algae, benthic invertebrates
- such as mollusks, crabs and worms, marine and coastal birds, and marine mammals
*» Sediment sampling from the benthic layer on a regular basis to track accumulation of
F-07-60 selenium and other pollutants discharged from drainage pipe; again, stations must be at
the point of discharge, up-coast, down-coast, and offshore of the discharge
F-07-61 The project must include a construction monitoring and mitigation plan that includes:
»  Avoidance of marine mammals during constructiou activities and use of qualified
| biologists as on-site or on-ship monitors
F-07-62] - Avoidance of kelp habitat and hard substrate during marine construction activities
F-07-63 |+ Identification of construction vessel anchoring points to aveid sensitive habitats
F-07-64 »  (Control measures at the nearshore and intertidal zone to prevent future erosion
The project must include a systems operation monitoring plan 0 1denufy proper functioning of
F-07-65] the conveyance; discharge and dlspersal systems At a minimum, the mitigation and menitoring
plan must include:
* Regulari mbpecnon of proper diffuser operatton to ensure adequate dispersal and lack of
| clogging of various diffuser ports
F-07-66 * A comprchensive pipeline inspection program to ensure prevenUOn of leakage or upset
| in the high energy but sensitive rocky shores and keip habitat
F-07-67 = An emergency response plan to address clean up in the event of leakage or upset in an
environmentally sensitive habitat

F-07-68

F-07-69
F-07-70
F-07-71

PROJECT REVIEW BY MBNMS’s RESEARCH ACTIVITY PANEL

The ‘vIB’\iMS is supported by a workmg group of sclentxsts ﬁcom 19 reglonal marine science
institutions that meet to discuss research issues concerning marine and coastal resources of the
greater Monterey Bay region and work to advise the MBNMS on regulations and research
proposals. This working group, the BNMS Research ‘Activity Panel, also provides advice to
the MBNMS Advisory Council who, on August 5, 2003, received testnnony from concerned
citizens regarding the San Luis Drainage project during its general pubhc comment petiod. The
Sanctuary Advisory Council requested that the Research Activity Panel review the project. In a
consensus statement, the Research Activity Panel provided the following comment and’
recommendation:
B The ocean discharge alternarive described in the DEIS for the San Luis Drainage
Feature Re-Evaluation poses significant known and unknown risks to the marine biota of
the Estero Bay region specifically and of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary
and the Central California nearshore marine ecosystem more generally. The panel
recommends against diversion inlo the waters south of, or having any chance of entering,
- the Sanctuary. Given the scope of this project and numerous problems seen in all
alternatives. we recommend that any disposal of this drainage material should be dealt
- with in the central vailev, where it originated. [n uddition. we recommend that the

dlfernative of retiring ol agricuitural land in 1his selenium/boron contaminated area be
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F-07-71

cont.|_

F-07-72

F-07-73

F-07-74

F-07-75

F-07-76

F-07-77

San Luis Drainage Feamre DEIS Comments
Seprember [, 2005
Page 9 of 9

given highest priority. This is also the conclusion of US Fish and Wildlife and we concur
with this view.

SuMMAaRY

We do not believe the ocean disposal alternative has been described in a manner that allows for
|_an adequate review of the environmental consequences associated with the construction and

operation of such a large drainage, conveyance and discharge project. This project would clearly
alter the marine environment during installation of a large pipe and diffuser, and neither the

|_construction project nor environmental consequences have been adequately described. The

project will result in discharging multiple pollutants, including persistent pesticides, into the
marine environment, yet the DEIS does not disclose these pollutants,

Therefore, with regards to the ocean disposal altemative, additional deseription of the proposed
project, the affected environment, and the environmeantal consequences must be provided and
analyzed if thie'document is to be used for the purposes of maknig an inforned decision to

| _addressthe dramage needs for the San Luis Unit. We recognize the legal requirements set forth
by court order, which constrain the timing of consideration of additional altemnatives. However,
we feel any decision must be based on a thorough description and public disclosure of the
proposed alternatives, mcluding a complete project description and adequate analysis of each
alternative 160 make the best decision. Unfortunately, for the purposes of discussing a project that
would clearly have significant effects on the marine environment, this document is insufficient.

[An alternative for the Bureau of Reclamation to consider, if external deadlines are too tight to

properly evaluate the ocean disposal alternative, is to drop the alternative from the EIS and from
further cons1derat10n for drammg the San Luis Unit. '

Thank vou for the Qpportumtv to comment on t!us project. If you would like to find out more
about the Agricultural Water Quality Alliance and our efforts to work with the farmers and
ranchers of California’s central coast to protect the water quality of the MBNMS, please visit our
website at www.awga.org or monterevbav.noaa.ggv If you have any questions about this letter
pledse contact Sean Morton at (831) 647-4217 or me at (831) 647-4201.

Sincerely,
/ 77

[

i

WitLiaM J. POURCS
Superintendent

cc: MBNMS Advisary Council
Peter Douglas, California Coastal Commission
Paul Thaver. Califormia State Lands Commission
Roger Briggs. Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Victor Holanda, San Luis Obispe County
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-07

F-07-1a

The comment is noted. It should be pointed out that the discharge of agricultural drainwater to
the Central Coast would take place under the Ocean Disposal Alternative, which has not been
identified as the preferred alternative.

F-07-1b

Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1.

F-07-2, 3
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route and design.
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F-07-4

Additional information about the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on the marine
environment is provided in Master Responses SW-8 (discharge environment), SE-1
(bioaccumulation), SW-9 (ecotoxicity), and SW-13 (water quality).

F-07-5

As discussed in Master Response SW-13, water quality impairment of the MBNMS is unlikely
given its distance from the outfall and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs immediately after
discharge. Also see Master Responses SW-9 and SE-1 in regard to the ecotoxicity and potential
size of the discharge plume.

F-07-6

The Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary is located approximately 10 miles from the
proposed discharge location under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. As shown in Master
Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, and SE-1, any effects that occur are expected to be very
localized (within about 100 meters of the discharge point).

F-07-7

The need for Se treatment was considered during the formulation of alternatives. Based on the
existing analysis of environmental impacts of the Ocean Disposal Alternative, Reclamation does
not propose to add Se treatment to the Ocean Disposal Alternative at this time.

F-07-8
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-07-9

The comment expresses concern that the level of detail provided in the Draft EIS is inadequate to
conduct an analysis of the environmental impacts of constructing and operating a outfall offshore
of Point Estero. Figure P-1 in Master Response SW-8 provides additional details for the location
and water depth of the diffuser at the planned outfall location. This level of planning detail is
adequate to assess environmental effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

F-07-10
See Response to Comment F-07-9.

F-07-11

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the pipeline corridor
would be defined in a later design stage, as described in Master Response GEN-1.
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F-07-12

For the offshore section of the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline, construction methods and
costs were developed from similar projects. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for
further consideration, additional information on field conditions would be gathered as necessary
to develop feasibility level and construction level designs, as described in Master Response
GEN-1. See Master Response SW-8 for additional information on the marine environment in the
proposed outfall vicinity.

F-07-13, 14
See Master Responses GEN-1 and ALT-P2.

F-07-15

The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level
of detail of the pipeline route and design.

F-07-16

See Master Responses SW-8 and SW-12 for additional discussion of effects of the Ocean
Disposal Alternative on flora and fauna in the outfall vicinity.

F-07-17

See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline design. The ocean
segment of the pipeline would be 18-inch diameter HDPE for the 29.1 cubic feet per second (cfs)
discharge.

F-07-18

The Ocean Disposal Alternative design calls for trenching and refilling of the substrate. If this
alternative were to proceed, details of the route in the area would be addressed in a later design
stage. The use of directional drilling and other excavating techniques would be considered. See
Master Response GEN-1.

F-07-19

See Master Response SW-12 for additional discussion of effects of the Ocean Disposal
Alternative on special-status species.

F-07-20 - 22

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, a precise pipeline
alignment would be selected and a detailed review of these resources would be conducted in later
design stages, as described in Master Response GEN-1. The impact assessment presented in the
Draft EIS is adequate for comparison of alternatives and selection of a preferred alternative.
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F-07-23

See Response to Comment F-07-21. Also Master Response SW-8 in regard to the marine
environment in the outfall vicinity.

F-07-24

Seasonal oceanographic conditions at the outfall location were accounted for in the Draft EIS
analysis. A substantial quantity of ocean current data (over 200,000 data points) were collected
and utilized in the Draft EIS analysis, including data for different seasons. Temperature, salinity,
and current velocity data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge
diffusion analysis (see Section 5.2.2.1).

F-07-25

Additional information about potential impacts to threatened, endangered, and other special-
status species in the Ocean Disposal Alternative vicinity are described in Master Response SW-
12. Also see Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 in regard to the discharge location environment
and the potential for bioaccumulation effect. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as
the preferred alternative, ESA consultation would be initiated during the final design and
permitting phases.

F-07-26 - 28

The Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline diameter would be 36 inches or less. The text of
Section 2.8.1 has been revised to reflect this. See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of
pipeline design.

F-07-29, 30

HDPE pipe should be excellent for this use and has been used in other outfall projects. The
Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline would be buried where high-energy waves occur.

F-07-31

The current level of design (see Master Response GEN-1) does not include check valves or other
devices. Future designs would likely consider an isolation valve near the shore, but this valve
would not serve the purpose of automatically closing if a leak were to occur. See Master
Response SW-15 for additional information on leak detection.

F-07-32

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were to proceed, then subsequent designs should reasonably
accommodate sensitive habitats. The pipeline operators would monitor the pumping plants for
pressure changes that could indicate pipeline breaches, as discussed in Master Response SW-15.
The final route and exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the Ocean
Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration and subject to a feasibility-level
design assessment. The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the environmental impacts
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of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative. If the Ocean Disposal
Alternative were advanced for further consideration, additional environmental review would be
conducted as necessary.

F-07-33
See Response to Comment F-07-31 and Master Response SW-15.

F-07-34

See Master Responses SW-11 and SW-13 in regard to the constituents, including pesticides,
herbicides, and nutrients, that could be present in drainwater discharged under the Ocean
Disposal Alternative.

F-07-35

See Master Response SW-11 in regard to stimulation of algal blooms from the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

F-07-36

See Master Response SW-13 in regard to adsorption to sediment particles by pesticide,
herbicides, and associated agricultural chemicals. Evaluation of existing water quality data
indicates that pesticides and herbicides are generally not present in drainwater.

F-07-37

The commenter states that Reclamation must assess impacts associated with high loads of
persistent pesticides including DDT that would be untreated prior to discharge into the marine
environment. See Master Response SW-13. Evaluation of existing water quality data indicates
that pesticides and herbicides are generally not present in drainwater.

F-07-38
Master Response SW-13 provides additional detail about water quality and marine sediments.

F-07-39

Additional information about the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on wildlife and
humans is provided in Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, SW-9, and SW-10.

F-07-40

Water quality impacts relating to bromide concentrations for the Delta Disposal Alternatives are
described in Sections 5.2.9 and 5.2.10 of the Final EIS.
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F-07-41

See Master Response SW-11 in regard to the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to
stimulate algal blooms.

F-07-42, 43

Master Response SW-8 describes the environment of the outfall vicinity, and Master Response
SE-1 discusses the diffusion of the discharge with specific regard to Se levels and the potential
for Se bioaccumulation.

F-07-44

The comment questions the fate of the Se in waters discharged under the Ocean Disposal
Alternative after the discharge into the ocean is halted. During the 50-year project planning
period, assuming that the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative,
the discharge is not anticipated to be halted. If the discharge were halted, the Se that had been
discharged into the ocean would circulate and possibly be redistributed into ocean sediment
according to oceanic circulation patterns and specific biogeochemical properties for Se in the
oceanic environment.

F-07-45, 46
See Response to Comments F-07-42, 43.

F-07-47

See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1 in regard to Se bioaccumulation and Master Response
SW-10 in regard to bioaccumulation-related human health effects.

F-07-48

This omission has been corrected in Table 5.1-10 of the Final EIS, as described in Master
Response SW-10.

F-07-49
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10.

F-07-50
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-13.

F-07-51

First, the discharged effluent would not be substantially fresher than the surrounding seawater.
Seawater has an average salinity of approximately 33.5 parts per thousand (ppt), and the
proposed discharge would have an average salinity of 19 ppt. According to diffuser plume

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-67



Appendix P3
Federal Agency Comments and Responses

modeling, the plume would be diluted to approximately ambient salinity at the edge of the zone
of initial dilution (ZID), under all conditions, even when ocean currents are zero. Second,
differences between ambient and effluent temperatures would not be significant. As discussed in
detail in Master Response SW-14, differences between ambient and effluent temperatures would
not be significant for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Third, even if salinity and temperature
differences were more significant, the initial momentum of the effluent when discharged from
the diffuser drives initial mixing, and buoyancy (governed by density differences related to
salinity and temperature) is a secondary (and minor) driver of mixing for this discharge. A
preliminary sensitivity analysis shows that if discharge temperatures are assumed to be
equivalent to seasonally averaged ambient air temperatures for Morro Bay (12°C in winter and
15°C in summer), mixing conditions in the ZID would be virtually unaffected and temperature
differences at the edge of the ZID would be negligible for both locations and seasons. Therefore,
dilution is relatively insensitive to expected density differences between the discharge and the
surrounding ocean water. Finally, long-term time-dependent effects of the plume were not
explicitly accounted for in the steady-state plume modeling undertaken. Because stagnant
conditions are infrequent and short in duration, little potential exists for discharge buildup in the
discharge vicinity. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as the preferred alternative in
the Record of Decision, a more detailed analysis of the time-dependent effects of the plume
would be conducted.

F-07-52

Species in the discharge environment are discussed in Section 7 of the EIS. As described in
Sections 2 and 5, salinity of the drainwater is expected to be similar to that in the ocean.
Therefore, a discussion of species sensitivity to salinity changes is not necessary.

Discharge temperatures from the Ocean Disposal Alternative, particularly once mixing has
begun, would not approach upper temperature tolerances for fish, as discussed in Master
Response SW-14.

F-07-53

The plume would approximate ambient salinity no farther from the diffuser than the edge of the
Z1D, even under maximum discharge and stagnant ocean current conditions. Further, as noted in
the same comment response, the agricultural drainwater is relatively saline (19 ppt) and, thus,
cannot be characterized as “freshwater.” Also, initial mixing from the diffuser is driven primarily
by momentum and not by buoyancy differences between the discharge and surrounding ocean
water.

F-07-54

Turbidity could result from the discharge in three different ways, none of which are expected to
be significant. First, turbidity could result from high discharges of TSS into the water column,
which could cloud the water directly. Given the relatively low expected TSS discharge
concentrations (average of approximately 23 milligrams per liter [mg/L]), we do not expect TSS
to be a significant source of ocean turbidity. Second, the flocculation that sometimes increases
turbidity in estuaries (such as the Delta) when freshwater mixes with saltwater is not expected to
occur for this ocean discharge. Typically, estuarine flocculation occurs at a salinity level of
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approximately 2 ppt, much lower than the salinity of the Point Estero ocean diffuser discharge.
Third, turbidity could occur if the high-momentum diffuser jets disturb loose sediments (i.e.,
sand and silt) in the ocean-floor area surrounding the diffuser. However, since the diffuser ports
are expected to be located a significant distance above the ocean floor, this effect is not expected
to occur. Furthermore, even when such effects have occurred near other diffusers, they are
generally associated with the initial diffuser start-up. After a few hours of operation, any loose
sediments that might have been disturbed will have migrated from the diffuser area and settled
again, and the diffuser quickly reaches equilibrium with its surrounding environment. Overall,
then, the ocean discharge is not expected to significantly affect ocean turbidity, even near the
diffuser.

F-07-55

See Master Responses MIT-1, MIT-2, and SW-8 in regard to adaptive management and
monitoring, mitigation planning, and water quality effects associated with the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.

F-07-56 - 67

If the Ocean Disposal Alternative is selected, a monitoring, implementation, and adaptive
management plan would be developed.

F-07-68
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-9.

F-07-69

Water quality impairment of Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary is unlikely given its
distance from the discharge site (10 miles) and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs
immediately after discharge into the ocean, as discussed in Master Response SW-13.

F-07-70 - 72
Comment noted. No response necessary.

F-07-73

The analysis of effects from the construction of the Ocean Disposal Alternative offshore pipeline
and outfall uses existing information where available. Section 7.2.8.2 discloses the potential for
effects on resources as required by NEPA. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as
the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final design studies would be conducted to
identify the habitat types and species potentially affected and appropriate mitigation.
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F-07-74

The commenter states that the Draft EIS does not specify the pollutants, including persistent
pesticides, that would be discharged into the marine environment. See Master Response SW-13
for a discussion of constituents in the drainwater and related water quality impacts.

F-07-75, 76
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-9, SE-1, SW-11, and SW-10.

F-07-77

The comment is noted. The level of analysis presented was determined by the level of design of
the Draft EIS (described in Master Response GEN-1) rather than by external deadlines as the
comment suggests. The Draft EIS includes an adequate evaluation of impacts in accordance with
NEPA to enable consideration in selection of a preferred alternative.
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COMMENT F-08. U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, JAMES F. DEVINE
United States Department of the Interior - _1_;,;,005
L 8. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY i Rl i
Reston, VA 20192 : 1
In Reply Refer To: "
Mail Stop 423 :
SEP 01 2005 [
1
MEMORANDUM
To: Jerry RoBbins, Project Manager f’r

Burcau of Reclamation, Sacramentg, CA

From: JamesF. Devine

")

Senior Advisor for Science Applications

Subject: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has reviewed the draft environmental impact statement
(EIS) on the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluation, dated May 2005, and offers the following

COMIMEnts.

GENERAL COMMENTS

F-08-1 Enalysis of selenium exposure and impact for the Delta-Chipps Island, Delta-Carquinez Strait,
and ocean disposal alternatives is of main concern in the USGS’s review of the draft EIS.
Significant adverse environmental effects to aquatic resources because of selenium
bioaccumulation are predicted for all the action alternatives outlined in the draft EIS (Table ES-
10 beginning on page ES-22 and in Table 2.13-2 beginning on page 2-83). Notable among these
effects are population-leve} effects to migratory waterbirds and individual-levei effects to listed
speciul-status species (e.g., green sturgeon) in the affected areas of the San Joaquin Valley and
San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary, Re-use areas, a common component to Bay-Delta and ocean
disposal alternatives, are predicted to adversely affect San Joaquin kit fox, Swainson’s hawk, and
greater sandhill crane due to increasing exposure (o elevated selenium in preferred dietary items.
The significant adverse effects to waterbirds and green sturgeon are further noted in the draft EIS
as unavoidable (pages 19-6 to 19-11). The no-action alternative analysis {(e.g., not providing
drainage service) also predicts adverse effects to aquatic teceptors related to changes in selenivm
bicaccumulation, mainly because of the magnitude of continuing irrigation supplies affecting
secpage and migration of selenium into ecosystems.

It is stated on page ES-21 of the Executive Summary that “most of these significant adverse
effects can be mitigated to not significant as shown in Tuble 2.13-2." However, mitigation is
considered only conceptually (Section Twenty) in the draft EIS and feasibility pians for the
action alternatives ure pending. Ecosysiem effects are expected [rom the release of selenium at
the concenurations to be discharged into the Bay-Delia (10 ug/L} and the ocean (220 pg/l)
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(Table 5.2-1) (Luoma and Presser (2000). Treatment and disposal options for wastewaters
containing clevated concentrations of selenium (480 pg/L, page 5-38) and are problematic and
costly as is the handling of by-product concentrates. Likewise, there are complexities involved in
mitigating for selenium effects to fish and wildlife. The application of the best available
scientific understanding is therefore essential to the public’s evaluation of all the action
alternatives. If best available science is not considered, there can be a lessening of predicted
severity of effects to aquatic resources and an inaccurate estimate of the total cost of remediation.
For example, the scientific anelysis in the draft EIS would significantly benefit from:

1. Application of comprehensive selenium exposure. For example, Luoma and Presser (2000)
developed a Bay-Delta Selenium Model, which 1s highly relevant to these assessments. The main
conclusions presented in this report are:

» Enhanced biogeochemical transformations to bioavailable particulate selenium and
efficient uptake by bivalves and then predators characterized the San Francisco Bay-

F-08-2 Delta Estuary system.

» Vulnerable species include white sturgeon, Sacramento splittail, starry flounder,
Dungeaess crab, surf scoter, greater scaup, and lesser scaup.

s If these biogeochemical conditions continue to prevail, forecasts of loading scenarios
from the San Joaquin Valley to the Bay-Delta suggest the risk of adverse effects will be
difficult to eliminate under an out-of-valley resolution to the selenium problem.

F-08-3| 5 accurate comparisons to existing data for food webs.

F-08-4| 3. Addition of scientific information on the potential exposure and risks from direct ocean

disposal.

4. Assessment of recent data complied for re-use areas dedicated to managing agricultural

F-08-5| drainage. These data show the immediacy of food web appearance, the magnitude and duration

of selenium contamination of ecological landscapes, and effects on birds as measured by

selenium concentrations in bird eggs (i.e., thresholds for substantive risk are exceeded by up to
6-fold).

Incorporation of best-available science in the analyses of alternatives will provide more accurate
assessments of potential environmental effects and support detailed environmental and
|_engineering analysis of the feasibility of potential remedial actions,

F-08-6

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Base Map

The map provided for the Bay-Deita in the draft EIS has changed from previous versions. The

location of the Deilta (e.g., Figure 8-1) is incorrectly given as encompassing Suisun and Grizzly
Bays. Traditionally, the estuary delta encompasses the freshwater areas of the San Joaquin and
F.08-8 Sacramento Rivers. Corrected and more detailed muaps would be useful in helping to illustrate

the legal and ecological boundaries of the Bay-Delta.

F-08-7

SLDFR Final EIS App_P3_Federal P3-72



Appendix P3
Federal Agency Comments and Responses

F-08-9

F-08-10

F-08-11

Section 5.1.6.3, Waste Discharge Permitting Program, Pages 5-39 to 5-45

™ Concentrations of selenium are less than | pg/L in the Bay-Delta, which is below regulatory
guidelines compiled in the draft EIS. However, selenium in food webs is sufficient to be a threat
to sorne species and a concern to human heaith if those species are consumed (Luoma and
Presser (2000). In terms of regulatory guidance, Luoma and Presser (2000) state:

The Bay-Delia is probably best suired for site-specific Se guidelines and the Bay-Delia
Selenium Mode! could provide a framewaork for developing new protective criteria. If
waler quality criteria are io be employed in managing Se inputs, then consideration
should be given o the elevated Se concentrations currently occurring in clams and fish of
the Bay-Delta, even though waterborne Se concentrations in the Bay-Delta are less than
recommended criteria.

We conelude that credibie protective crireria should be based on 1) contaminant
concentrations in sources, such as particulare material, that most influence
bivavailability; and 2) concenrrations in media and organisms relevant 1o vulnerable
food webs., Existing criteria for water, particulate material, and tissue of prey and

predators should be used in-combination to evaluate risk or hazard.

Section 8.1.4, Delta Disposal Alternatives Area, Page 8-4

[ The draft EIS includes the statement, “Se speciation and fate in the Bay-Delta Estuary are not
well established.” Hawever, the following reports and the bibliographies contain within them
provide insighis into specific research to establish a clearer understanding of selenium exposure.

* Luoma, S.N. and Presser, T.S., 2000, Forecasting Selenium Discharges lo the San
Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary: Ecological Effects of a Proposed San Luis Drain Extension,
U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-416, 358 p.
hitp:/fpubs.water.usgs. gov/ofril-4 16/

¢ Presser, T.S. and L.uoma, S.N., 2004, Linking Selenium Sources to Ecosystems; San
Francisco Bay-Delta Maodel: U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 2004-3091
(htpzf/water.uses.zov/pubs/fs/2004/3091/)

* Presser. T.S. and Piper, D.Z., 1998, Mass Balance Approach to Seienium Cycling
through the Sen Joaquin Vailey, Sources to River to Bay in W. Frankenberger and
R.A.Engberg, eds., Envircnmental Chemustry of Selenium, Marcel Dekker Ing., New

York., p. 153-182.

Section 8, Selenium Bioaccumulation

[ Pages 8-10 to 8-12 describe the data analysis used to predict selenium exposures in the Bay-
Delta. The uncertainty in these predictions is high. For example, it is staied in the draft EIS thal:

+ “Correlation plots of Se concentrations in tissue versus Se concentration in sediment,
dissolved Se concentration in water, and total Se concentration in water did not dispiay

any significant trends”.

» [fthe selenium concentration associated with particulate phase is estimated from toral and

- dissolved seiensum, then “in some cases, the SPM Se concentration was negative.”
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e Carrelutions between SPM selenium concentrations and bivalve tissue concentrations
“were generally weak (£2<0.15).”

¢ .. .because the RMP data exhibited no good correlations between Se councentrations in
bedded sediment and tissue, the BSAF developed with SPM data was used to predict
tissue concentrations from both the SPM Se concentration and the bedded sediment
concentration...However...not enough data were available to assign BSAFS to specific
regions. Therefore, the BSAFs ... were averaged to calculate a BSAF for the eatire Bay-
Delta Estuary.”
The methodology used by Luoma and Presser (2000) addresses the complexities of correlating
diet (food web specifics) and effects on vulnerable predators. The Bay-Deita Selenium Model is
# linked bicaccumulation model that includes consideration of selenium speciation in both water
and sediment, concepts absent from the analysis in the draft EIS. Tf such links are not developed
or links skipped, then great uncertainties result. In essence, the links for ecosystem scale
F-08-12] modeling are: concentration developed from source loads and volume at specified location;
biotransformation including speciation and partitioning; particulate concentration; particulate
form; foed webs including kinetics and assimilation efficiency; bioaccumulation in dietary items;
and cffects analysis for predators based on risk from food and tissue,

If information for each of these links is considered in the draft EIS analysis, concentrations in
dietary prey could change substantially, thus affecting prediction of predator effects from
selenium,

As noted in the attached technical conunénts, dated August 19, 2003:

In the Plan Formulation Report, the highest predicted mussel or ayster concentration is
3.4 ug Selg, far below those Se concentrations in clams found in the estuary during
sampling from May 1995 to June 1997 (average, 12.94 +0.75 ug Se/g, dry weight). The
1995-1997 mean concentration in P. amurensis exceeds the dietary threshold {10 ug
Se/g) for predarors that has a high certainty of producing adverse effects in predators.
The USDOI (U.S. Department of Interior) hus defined marginal risk to aguatic life from
diet from 3-7 ug Se/g and substantive risk at dietary concentrations > 7 ug Sefg (USDOI,
1998). More recent data show Se concentrations in clams in Suisun Bay are currenily
higher than in previous studies, although some loads to the estuary have been reduced.
Results from the Plan Formulation Reporr also show much lower concentrations of
particulare Se (0.3 to 0.8 ppm) than actually measured in the Bay-Delta (Luoma and
Presser, 2000). The range of particulate Se concentrations determined in surveys of the
brackish Bay-Deita is 0.5 1o 3.0 mg Se/g, dw and ar the head of the Bav-Delta is 0.5 to
8.0 mg Se/g, dw. Results from the Plan Formulation Report modeling would benefit from
fleld validared 1o verify that the chosen modeling is accurate in forecasting the range of
particulate and consumer organism bioaccumulation in the different species and water
habitats of the estuary.

{1.5. Depariment of the Imerior (.5, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Reclamagion, (1.8, Geological Survey,
Bureau of Indian Affairs), 1998, R.A. Engberg red), Guidelines for imerprewation of the biological effects of
selected constituents in bioia, waier. and sedimenr: National [rrigadion Water Quality Program, USDOI, 80R.
Denver, Colorado, p. ' 39-184.
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F-08-13

F-08-14

F-08-15

F-08-16

F-08-17

F-08-18

F-08-19

For comparison, the analysis in the draft EIS predicts mean exotic bivalve tissue concentrations
(4.8 tc 6.7 g Se/g based on spatial 6-month June-November average for four regions of Bay;
6.04 to 6.22 pg Se/g based maximum 30-day average over time periods of highest concern and
spatial averages closest to discharge points) (pages 8-15, 8-30; 8-37). Native clam tissue is
predicted as lower (1.6 10 2.2 pg Se/g 6-month June-November average; 2.01-2.07 ug Se/g
maxirmum 30-day average. A]thau_h the selenium concentrations for exotic bivalve tissue are
noted to be above the threshold adopted by the draft EIS for adverse reproductive effects (¢ pg
Se/g), these selenium concentrations are 2-fold below average measured concentrations of
selenium in the exotic clam P. armurensis in the North Bay.

[ The data used in the draft EIS to predict selenium concentrations are not provided; only the
results are provided. Including these data and the spatial averaging would be helpful in assessing
|_the overall uncertainties of the predictions. Seasonal variability, flow periods, and length of

[ temporal znalyses steps (month versus 6-month period} all affect predictions. Hence, analyses
need to be presented in the context of San Francisco Bay to help understand the overall effects of
selenium sources, loading events, biotransformation opportunities, and hydrodynamics, For
example, both sets of analyses show clam tissue selenium concentrations for the South Bay (also
see Figures 8-7 and 8-8) higher than that for clams in the affected northern areas of the estuary,
where the discharge occurs (Tables 8-5 and 8-6). Incremental changes shown in Figures 8-4 and
8-5, however, are higher in the area of discharge. In Table 8-7 and 8-8, the South Bay
comparison has been eliminated.

The Environmental Effects Summary for the Delta Disposal Altemnatives {Sections 8.2.12.7 and
8.2.12.8, pages 8-53 and 8-54) states that “the highest predicted average bivalve concentrations
are well below 4 mg/kg” and further states “that localized effects have the potential to occur.”
Generalized analysis and statements in view of availabie measured data and specific information
identifying food webs as the drivers of risk to vulnerable species are of little use in analyzing
|_protection of predators through diet (Luoma and Presser, 2000). Also, the statement,
“bicaccumulation typically does not fluctuate on this short of a time scale” on page 8-15 also
should be substartiated.

A comprehensive risk analysis specific to the Bay-Delta is not included in the draft EIS. The
analysis performed for the Bay-Delta Disposal Alternatives (e.g.. page 8-38, evaluation of
potential effects to shorebirds and fish) refers to toxicity data for birds in Appendix G that has
been developed for the In-Valley Disposal Alternative {Appendix G, Ecological Risk

| _Assessment In-Valley Disposal Alternative). The effects analysis uses an endpoint (a greater

[ than 10% change is a significant effect, page 8-7) unsubstantiated in biological relevance, and
does not assess effects to fish. Consideration should be given to revising the analysis to include
methodologies that reflect the state-of-the-science in regards to risk assessment.

Finally, it should be noted that the 6-month modeling period from June through November 1997
was chosen to exhibit the highest selenium concentrations in clams. However, referring to 1997
as a dry year is incorrect. Although the latter part of the year was dry, 1997 was remembered for
record-setting Delta outflows into the San Francisco Estuary and is classified as a wet year by the

California Department of Water Resources.
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Sections 8.2.2.3 and 8.2.8.2, Ocean Disposal Alternative

The draft EIS concludes that there are no predicted effects to aquatic rescurces from the ocean
disposal alternative. For example, it states on pages 8-10 and 8-27: “As discussed in Section
5.2,8, no significant increases in selenium concentrations in surface water or sediments are
predicted under this alternative. Therefore, no significant increases in selenium bicaccumulation
would be expected, and no quantitative bicaccumulation modeling was conducted.” In terms of
analysis of effects, the water-column selenium conceniratious are meaningful when linked to
F-08-20 food web§. Therefore, it is difﬁ_cult to draw meaningful effectg concl_usiOns without an analysis
of ocean food webs in the vicinity of a proposed discharge. Stimulation of plankton growth as a
F-08-21| result of nutrient disposal warrants consideration, as well us speciation, potential recycling, and
F-08-22| hydrodynamics. A literature search most likely would vield relevant data and information.

In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Area Land Retirement Alternative

[~ A summary of recent data (Table 1 below) from accidental floodin g of a re-use area dedicated to
marnaging concentrated agricultural drainage (60 to 200 ug Se/L) in the Panoche Drainage
District is relevant to remediation planning. Analysis of these data is provided according to bird
species (stilt, avocet, killdeer, and blackbird) and site categorization (accidentally flooded re-use
area; the remainder of project re-use area; project reference; and rice field reference). In
addition, overall project versus reference averages are given. For comparison, risk thresholds
based on egg haichability (dry weight) are: low risk, <6 pg Se/g; marginal risk, 6-7 pg Sefg; and
high risk, >10 ug Se/g. The accidental flooding event shows the immediacy of food web
appearance and selenium effects in birds as measured in bird egg selenium concentrations (i.e.,
thresholds for substantive risk are exceeded by up to 6-fold). Further concem is warranted
because selenium concentrations in bird eggs from identified reference site were as elevated as
“rest-of-project site” eggs, suggesting that the entire landscape used by birds in the vicinity of
agricultural drainage re-use areas contains elevated concentrations of selenium.

-08-23
F-08 Table I San Joaguin River Quality [mprovement Project average Se (g Sefg, dry weight) for bird eggs collected i
April, May, and June, 2003 (San Joaquin River Water Quality Improvement Project, Phase I Wildlife Monitoring

Report: Harvey and Associates, 2004}. Number in parentheses = number of eggs.

stilt avocet {stilt and avocet) kifldeer blackbird
Flooded Project 46.6 | 68.6 60.8 15.3

)] &) (14} (11)
Rest-of-project 199 | 122 17.3 11.4

{4) (2) (6) (9}
Rice Fields Reference 5.4 — 54 41

e | [$00)] 93
Project Reference {excluding rice field data) 25.3 106 i8.4 44

{6y 4) (10) (ay
Project {total} 33.2 | 404 41.7 13.4 6.1

(9) (an (20) (20 (20
Reterence (total) 1580 | 106 124 4.25 54

U3 (4 20 (20 {20)

Continued monitoring of invertebrates from Kesterson Reservoir during spring nesting season,

F-08-24] ‘~hen ephemeral pools form, also provide insights into the magnitude and duration of selenium

|__contamunation witinin ecological landscapes {(Reclamarion’s Annual Reports, 1985-2001; 2001
Risk Assessment. and 2005 monitoring data). Preliminary resuits frem recent monitoring, 20
vears after remediation of Kesterson Reservoir, show selenium concentrations in invertebrates
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ranging from 3.8 ug Se/g, dw to 80 ug Se/g, dw. The average of 19 ug Se/g exceeds the
substantive risk threshold for selenium dietary items (7 pg Se/g, dw),

Section 12, Agricultural Production and Economics

The draft EIS describes project soil and ground-water conditions affecting agricultural
production over the 50-year planning period. It indicates that various predictive models
(Reclamation’s IRDROP, USGS’s MODFLOW) were used to help determine salinity, seleninm
concentrations, and drainage within the proposed [n-Valley Disposal or Qut-of-Valley Disposal
Alternatives (page 12-3). Table 12-6 (Long-Term Yield Effects of Soil Salinity in the Drainage-
Impaired Area) identifies some agricultural crops considered viable under action alternatives,
Crops mentioned are cotton, grains, sugar beets, alfalfa, tomatoes, most vegetables and field
crops.
However, although the draft EIS acknowledges selenium is an essential micronutrient' under
normal enviroemmental conditions, there is no indication in the document that the San Luis
selenium waste streamn could become an agricultural resource — providing co-contaminants of
concern were mitigated. That is, as erosion and decreasing pH have a tendency to decrease the
bicavailability of soil selenium to vegetation, a source of supplemental soil selenium might be
useful (Lyons et al, 2003). The following discussion is offered as background in support of
turming this waste product into a resource. The actual bioavailability of soil selenium from any
given scenario would have o be addressed (Kabata-Pendias and Pendias, 2001) and possibly
moditied.

The following discussion focuses on human dietary selenium requirements, unmet throughout
F-08-25| much of the world. The Food and Nutrition Board Recommended Daily Allowance (RDA) for
adults is 55 pg Se per day (Food and Nutrition Board, 2000). However, the United Kingdom’s
Reference Nuirient Intake (RNI) recommends between 60-75 pg Se per day (gender specific) on
the basis of optimal expression of antioxidant (blood glutathione peroxidase {(GPx), 95 ug Se/L)
activity. Medical research indicates that dietary intake of 200-600 ug Se per day could be
instrumental in enhancing antioxidant protection, chemoprevention, and immune enhancement
(Allen et al. 1999; Clark et al. 1996; Rayman, 2004). Figure 1, below, provides a schematic to
depict general selenium nutrition dosage (Combs and Gray, 1998). Nonetheless, humans living
in seleniferous areas have not been found to suffer selenium intoxication at 700 ug Se per day
{Leongnecker et al. 1991), but may have reached blood saturation at 800 pg Se per day {Yang and
Zhou, 1994}, By comparison, dietary intake in populations throughout much of Europe range
between 11-67 pg/day (45-90 pg/L Se in blood) (Rayman, 2000); populations in low-selenium
areas of China, Central America, and Africa (Zaire) have blood selenium concentrations of [2-23
rg/L, substantially lower than the 95 ug Se/L required for optimal GPx activity (Diplock, 1993}.

" That is. over 100 stractural selenoproteins and catalytic selenoenzymes have been identified in human metabolism.
Tts function in cellular antioxidation and anti-inflammation is weil established. Selentum alse participates in thyroid
hormone production, DNA synthesis, and spermaiogenesis. lts roles in chemoprevention {Clark et al. 1996) and
immune function, for exampie, against HIV und AIDS (Baum et al. 2004, Xu et al. 2002), are increasingly
recognized. Nutritional selenium depietion aiso has beep corretated widh the occwrrence of cardiovascular disease,
cirrhosis, and diabetes (Navarro-Alarcon and Lopez-Martinez. 2000). Despite the metabolic virmues of selenium,
many soils and much of the globaj population is netritionally deficient in selenium (Diplock, 1993, Rayman, Z000).
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Nutrients, including selenium, are generally acquired from food stuffs; primary dietary sources
of seleniom in the U.S. diet are seafish; whole grains and grain products; nuts; garlic; and meats
and broccoli raised on selenium-enriched media. Agricultural crops accumulate selenium
according two factors: bioavailable soil selenium (Kabata-Pendias and Pendias, 2003) and the
bivaccumulation capabilities of plant families and species (Jacobs, 1989); good accumulators
include cruciferous broceoli and rapeseed, the garlic and onicn (allium), the legumes clover and
peas, and sunflower; poorer accumulators include lettuce, wheat, and carrots. Though wheat is
classified as a selenium non-accumulator, it is nearly a global foodstuff, and in seleniferous
regions of the U.S. (North Dakota), under conducive soii conditions, whole-wheat grain can
contain more than 2 mg Se/kg (Combs, 2001). Mining selenium through selenium-accumulating
food crops, for example, allium (Whanger et al. 2000}, whole grains including wheat (Lyons et al
2003, Slavin et al 2001}, broceoli (Finley et al. 2000), and beef fed on high selenium forage
(Hintze et al 2002), might have the potentiai to reduce disease. Rayman (2004) has suggested

also boosting dietary selenium through the consumption of selenium-enriched yeast to 600 ug
Sefday.

F-08-25
cont.

fcsponse

“e I . ; m&
Se dose range

Figure 1. Two-stage model for the roles of selenium in cancer prevention (Combs and Gray,
1998), adopted here to depict general selenium nutrition dosage.
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Appendix A, Section 3.2.5, Delta Disposal, Page 19

1t is stated that, “Reclamation reviewed and considered the information from the Luoma-Presser
report when assessing the feasibility of the Delta Discharge.” The methodology used in Luoma
and Presser (2000) is much more detailed than that used in the DEIS. For example on page 8-13,
reference is made to similarities to predictions made by Luoma and Presser (2000): “The average
of the above BSAFs (biota-sediment accumulation factors) is 4.2, and this number was used as
the Baywide BSAF for this evaluation. This BSAF is sirnilar to the predictions made by Luoma
and Presser (2000), using a kinetic bioaccumulation model. They predicled that selenium
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concentrations in bivalve tissue (mg/kg dry weight) would be 8 times greater than selenfum
concenirations in particulate marter for organo-selenium, the most bioavailable form, and 2 times
greater for elemental selenium, the least bioavailable form. The BSAF of 4.2-used for this
evaluation falls in between these values, as would be expected.”

The BSAF concept was not used by Luoma and Presser (2000) in the Bay-Delta Selenium Model.

The USGS provided technical comments to Reclamation and its contractor, dated August 19,
2003 (attached), on the San Luis Drainage Feature Re-Evaluarion Plan Formulation Report.

The important difference between Reclamation’s modeling for the Delta disposal alternatives

and the Bay-Delta Selenium Model are outlined in these comments:

The Bay-Delta Selentum Model considers the enhanced biogeochemical transformations
to bivavailable particulate Se and efficient uptake by bivalves that characterize the Bay-
Delta sysrem. The Plan Formularion Report uses a BSAF (biota to sediment
accumularion factor) and a BCF (dissolved to bivalve tissue bioconcentration factor) to
model Se concentrarions in the environment. The flaw of this approach is that it does not
allow consideration of effects of speciation in water or of particulate material on
bioaccumulation. Bioaccumulation factors can vary by as much as 50-fold for a given
species in different environments, and much more than rthat among species. The
approach used in the Bay-Delta Selenium Model, the Dynamic Muiti-pathway
Bioaccumulation Model or DynBaM uses different experimentally established uptake
F-08-26 rates for different forms of dissolved and particulate Se, along with environmental
concentrations of these forms, to determine bioaccumulation in tissues (Luoma et al.,
1992, Luoma and Fisher, 1997, and Schlekat et al., 2002). One advantage of this
approach is that bioaccumulation can be derived for different speciation regimes. The
speciation consideration is important because speciation will change as sources change,
and relations with rotal Se or individual species of Se will also change. Another
substantial advantage of the approach is that mode! predictions can be verified by
comparison to analyses of Se in tissues of resident species. Additionally, the tissue
concentrations used to develop the BSAF in the Plan Formulation Report are
questionable because the mussels and oysters sampled were deployed, rather than being
resident bivalves. Linville et al. (2002) shows that the condition index of the bivalves
declined in all transplants, suggesting the deployed bivalves were not feeding normally.
As noted above, concentrations in the modeled mussels and oysters were much lower
than in samples of P. amurensis taken during the same time interval,
Thus, predicted incremental changes in the concentration of selenium in suspended particulate
F-08-27| matter (SPM) that appear inconsequential in the Delta disposal alternatives analysis (e.g.. page 5-
105), become more significant when considered in light of selenium speciation conditions and in
the context of how efficient selenium biocaccumulation is in a productive estuary like that for San
|_rancisco Bay.

The attached technical comments also call attention o data for feod webs and selenium
concentrations for clams in the Bay-Deita (also see Stewart et al., 2004 at
hip:/Awwwreamnlwr.us gs gov/tracel/hibliography. htmi#2004). These data provide relevance for
existing conditions and are very useful for cumulative effects anaiysis that could address
seleninm loading from all sources. including from oil retineries in the vicinity of the North Bay.
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Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this draft EIS. If you have any
questions concerning our comiments, please contact Lloyd Woosley, Chief of the USGS
Environmental Affairs Program, at (703) 648-5028 or at [wooslev@usgs.gov.

Artachment

USGS Memorandum, From T.S. Presser to J. Phillips and M. Delamore, Bureau of Reclamation,
and S. Hoottins, URS Corp., dated August 19, 2003; Technical Comments on San Luis Drainage
Feature Re-evaluation Plan Formulation Report, December 2002

Note: Reclamation acknowledges the receipt of comments previously submitted on the PFR and
PFR Addendum and has already considered those comments in the development of the Draft
EIS. Because the remainder of this submittal does not address the Draft EIS, it is not included in
the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project and is available
upon request.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-08

F-08-1
The comment is noted. See Master Responses SW-2, MIT-1, ALT-T1, SW-8, SW-4, and GEN-1.

F-08-2

The comment is noted. Site-specific data on Se uptake are discussed in Section 8.1.4, and these
data were used in the EIS analysis. Luoma and Presser's (2000) Bay-Delta Selenium Model was
reviewed and is included by reference in the Draft EIS. Information from this report is cited in
the Draft EIS.

F-08-3

The EIS includes discussion of historical and recent data on Se concentrations in food webs, and
site-specific data were used in the analyses (see Section 8). Additional recently collected data
have been added to the Final EIS.

F-08-4
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1.

F-08-5
See Master Response GW-2.

F-08-6
The comment is noted. See responses to specific comments below.
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F-08-7

The Delta averaging area used to calculate tissue Se concentrations included Suisun and Grizzly
bays. Section 8.2.2.4 of the Final EIS has been modified to reflect this.

F-08-8
Figure 8.1-1 has been revised to correctly label Suisun and Grizzly bays and the Delta.

F-08-9

The comment is noted. It is recognized that existing Se levels in the Bay-Delta are above
identified toxicity thresholds (see Section 8.2.9.2).

F-08-10

Section 8.1.4 describes the affected environment of the Bay-Delta for the two Delta Disposal
Alternatives. The first sentence states that “Se speciation and fate in the Bay-Delta are not well
established; however, several studies have investigated the matter.” This section then goes on to
describe studies that provide data on Se speciation and fate in the Bay-Delta, and references
more than 10 sources of information specific to the Bay-Delta, including Luoma and Presser
(2000) (the first reference cited in the comment). More recent data on Se concentrations in white
sturgeon have been added to this section. The other two references cited in this comment (Presser
and Luoma 2004; Presser and Pipaz 1998) were reviewed. Presser and Luoma (2004) is a brief
fact sheet that summarizes information presented in Luoma and Presser (2000). Presser and
Pipaz (1998) provides information on Se speciation and bioaccumulation in the drainage areas,
tributaries, and San Joaquin River, but the focus of Section 8.1.4 is on the Bay-Delta
environment.

F-08-11

The comment is noted. As discussed in Sections 8.2.2.4 and 8.2.2.5, it is recognized that
uncertainty exists in the predictions of bioaccumulation.

F-08-12

In the absence of information to predict changes in speciation in the Bay-Delta due to projected
Se discharges, the analysis in the EIS assumes that Se speciation and bioaccumulation rates in
the Bay-Delta would remain consistent with historical conditions. As discussed in Section
8.2.2.6, this assumption is identified as an uncertainty in the results. Even if information on Se
speciation in the treated effluent were available, it is likely that the speciation regime would
change significantly by the time the effluent discharges in the Bay-Delta, and would change
further due to ambient conditions as water moves through the Bay-Delta.

The Luoma and Presser (2000) model is a mechanistic model that accounts for changes in Se
speciation regimes as well as differences in distribution coefficients and particulate
bioavailability. This model was used to generate forecasts under three different hypothetical
regimes: high, moderate, and low bioavailability. Several different values for Se assimilation
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efficiencies for bivalves were also used in predictions. Using these scenarios, a range of
predictions is presented. However, without additional information on factors such as Se
speciation, no good way is available to narrow down the range of predictions. It is agreed that if
site-specific predictions of Se speciation and particulate bioavailability could be made with a
reasonable level of accuracy, a mechanistic model such as the Luoma and Presser model may
help to generate a more accurate prediction. However, absent this site-specific information, using
unsubstantiated predictions about changing speciation and bioavailability is considered
speculative.

F-08-13

As referenced in Section 8.2.2.4, the Regional Monitoring Program data were used to develop
the biota sediment accumulation factors that were used to predict Se concentrations in bivalves.
The RMP data are publicly available on the SFEI website.

Spatial averaging methods are also described in Section 8.2.2.4, and water quality modeling
methods are described in Section 5.2.2.

F-08-14

Site-specific data for Se biotransformation in the Bay-Delta are discussed in Section 8.1.4, and
Se sources, loads, and hydrodynamics are discussed in Section 5. As noted in Section 8.2.9.2,
Tables 8-7 and 8-8 focus on predicted increases of Se in bivalve tissue in the discharge area,
because this area is where the incremental, project-related change is highest.

F-08-15

The comment is noted. Sections 8.2.12.7 and 8.2.12.8 are meant to concisely summarize the
information presented in Section 8.

F-08-16

A reference to Appendix G, Section G3.1.3.3 was added to support this statement in Section
8.2.2.4.

F-08-17

Although the risk assessment in Appendix G is focused on the In-Valley Alternatives, the
toxicity data presented in Appendix G are also applicable to the Delta Disposal Alternatives.

F-08-18

The commenter expresses a concern that the endpoint used for the effects analysis is
unsubstantiated and does not include effects to fish. The method used to determine whether a
decrease in reproduction of 10 percent or more would occur is based on toxicity data for the
mallard, because adequate dose-response data exist only for this species. However, a review of
the available literature indicates that Se toxicity thresholds for fish are similar to those for birds,
although variability is considerable even within the same orders.
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Ecologically relevant toxicological endpoints for risk assessment are typically those that affect
population stability and, thus, sustainability of populations. However, population stability is not
readily measurable, and it is usually evaluated using surrogate toxicological endpoints. A variety
of surrogate toxicological endpoints are typically measured in controlled experiments (i.e.,
bioassays). At the species level, effects on survival, reproduction, and growth endpoints clearly
have the potential to adversely affect populations.

Ecological populations are most often defined as the “breeding population” (Menzie and
Wickwire 2001) whose sustainability is classically measured using birth and death rates (e.g., the
intrinsic rate of population increase, r). Understanding that the breeding population is
ecologically relevant for maintaining a particular species population and that the birth rate is a
dominant feature associated with the stability and integrity of the population is fundamental in
interpreting toxicological data. The relevant lifespan within an evaluation of potential ecological
risk is not an individual’s longevity (as often reported within the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry profiles) but an individual’s reproductive lifespan. The importance of this
concept is that an individual’s survival has little impact on the sustainability and integrity of a
population if the individual’s offspring successfully reproduce. Thus, individual survival and
longevity are not necessarily relevant in the context of adverse ecological impacts to populations
of receptor species. This concept is inherent in the EPA’s guidance in the use of “short-term
chronic” bioassays and the Disease Registry’s methods in which organisms are exposed during
the most sensitive (i.e., critical) lifestage (i.e., embryo-larval or gestational), as these types of
studies directly relate to reproductive success.

Because of the difficulty in relating effects levels to effects to fish and wildlife populations some
conventions have been developed in administering environmental regulations based upon the
ability to detect a population change using conventional laboratory and field methodology.
Without detailed information on specific populations over several years it is impossible to use
specific thresholds for the amount of change that a population can experience without becoming
unstable. Even then, the magnitude of change that would destabilize a population could vary in
time and by area.

As reported by Cook et al. (1999), “A 20% or greater reduction in one of the endpoint properties
measured in the field or a 20% reduction in survivorship, growth, or reproduction in a toxicity
test is considered to be potentially significant. The figure 20% is the lowest level of effects that
standard field and laboratory techniques can detect with conventionally acceptable confidence. It
is based on an analysis of EPA and Tennessee regulatory practices.”

In a related paper Suter et al. (1999) explain, “In addition to defining the assessment endpoints in
terms of environmental entities (the fish community) and properties of those entities (species
richness and abundance), it is necessary to identify a level of effect on those properties to
provide a benchmark for design and interpretation of studies. A 20% or greater reduction in one
of the endpoint properties measured in the field or a 20% reduction in survivorship, growth, or
reproduction in a toxicity test is considered to be potentially significant.” They add, “This was a
policy judgment concerning values, not science.”

Other environmental regulatory agencies have also considered changes of less than 20% or even
50%, in the case of terrestrial organisms on industrial or commercial sites, to not result in
significant effects at the population level. As dicussed by the British Columbia Ministry of
Environment, Land, and Parks (1998), “However, for environmental receptors such as plants or
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animals (i.e., not humans), the goal is not to protect each individual from any toxic effect, but
rather to protect enough individuals so that a viable population and community of organisms can
be maintained (provided other habitat factors are suitable). Therefore, a toxicity reference value
is chosen from the concentration-response curve that provides reasonable protection for a
specified percentage of the organisms. For terrestrial organisms on commercial or industrial
sites, this is the ECsp, or the concentration that affects 50% of the organisms exposed (for
residential sites it is the ECy). For aquatic organisms at commercial, industrial or residential
sites this is the ECyo.™

A review of relevant scientific studies indicates that a threshold of 10 percent decrease in
reproduction would be adequately protective of most species. In a review of 41 studies that
included a total of 28 species and 44 toxicants, Forbes and Calow (2002) found that in 81.5
percent of the cases considered (out of a total of 81), individual-level variables were equally or
more sensitive than population growth rate. In a study by Gleason and Nacci (2001), a
population model indicated that the population growth rate for the European kingfisher (Alcedo
atthis) would experience decline when reproduction decreased by 10 to 30 percent, and that the
population growth rate for the least tern (Sterna antillarum browni) would experience decline
when reproduction decreased by 30 to 65 percent. The results of a sensitivity analysis indicated
that survival would be more important than fecundity for maintaining population of k-selected
species (long-lived, low fecundity, late age of reproduction), and that the reverse would be true
for r-selected species (short-lived, high fecundity, early age of reproduction).

F-08-19

The text in Section 8.2.2.4 has been revised to refer to Water Year 1997 as a wet water year.
Note that calibration was conducted during the dry season of 1997 (June to November), during
which time minimal rainfall was recorded.

F-08-20
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1.

F-08-21

See Master Response SW-11, which discusses the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to
stimulate phytoplankton growth.

F-08-22
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-11.

F-08-23, 24
See Master Response GW-2.

1 An ECy0r ECs, is an Effects Concentration that affects 50 or 20 percent of the test population, respectively. It is
an endpoint that is typically used in bioassays.
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F-08-25
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies.

F-08-26

The comments received from the USGS (dated 8/19/03) were considered by Reclamation. See
response to Comment F-08-12 regarding the Se speciation issue. In addition to the biota-
sediment accumulation factor predictions using deployed mussels and oysters, a biota-sediment
accumulation factor 3 times higher for Asian clams was used in the analysis, based on the
Linville (2002) results (see Sections 8.1.4 and 8.2.2.4).

F-08-27

See Response to Comment F-08-12 regarding Se speciation. Because the biota-sediment
accumulation factors are based on site-specific data from the Bay-Delta, the analysis does take
into account conditions specific to this estuary.
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COMMENT F-09. U.S. CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WILLIAM

F-09-1

F-09-2
F-09-3

F-09-4

F-09-5

F-09-6

F-09-7

THOMAS

Meeting Summary
Congressional Briefing
Congressman William Thomas

Briefing Date: Thursday, August 18, 2003

Purpose: Provide landowners information regarding the potential pipe alignment for the
Ocean Disposal Alternative identified in the Draft EIS so that they can better understand
the project and provide comments.

Briefing Requestor: Congressman Thomas, in coordination with the local Farm Bureau
Location: Templeton CA
Project: San Luis Drainage Feature Re-evaluation, Draft EIS

Participants: Mike Whiteford, Congressman Thomas’ office; Greg Haas,
Congresswoman Lois Capps’ office; Debbie Arnold, Assemblyman Blakeslee’s ofﬁce
Joy Fitzhugh, California Farm Bureau; Jeff Oliveira, Planning Department, San Luis
Obispo County; and 8 land owners

Reclamation Participants: Gerald Robbins and Sam Cervantes; via conference call Bill
Thempson and Scott Irvine

Summary: The major concern expressed by Congressman Thomas® office is that the
estimated construction cost for the Ocean Disposal Alternative, which is the least costly,
| wasn’t sufficient and an accurate assessment/analysis of the alternative is warranted.
Their overall concern is that the cost estimate is so low that as this goes to Congress that
the selected alternative could switch from In Valley to the Ocean alternative. In addition,
concerns were raised regarding the timing/need for a feasibility level study.

Major Landowner concerns are that the analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative is

| grossly inadequate, particularly the seismic analysis; and that the pipeline is being “over
sized” to allow others to use the pipeline to dispose of additional drainage concerns in the
future.

Following is a list of concerns expressed by the landowners:

e Concem that the pipe is oversized and would allow for future use by others; will
the pipe be designed to carry more than the volume projected for the drainage
problem; why is it anticipated that the amount of drainage would increase over
time, is this why the pipe is “oversized?”

s Environmental document doesn’t adequately analyze the Ocean Disposal
Alternative.
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F-09-8

F-09-9

F-09-10
F-09-11

F-09-12

F-09-13

F-09-14

F-09-15

F-09-16

F-09-17

F-09-18

F-09-1%

*

Why aren’t we looking at using existing pipe routes, i.e., Chevron and Unocal
pipelines?

Concern that drainage water go through tunnels without pipes or lining; concern
that in instances where concrete is being considered to line tunnels, concrete isn’t
the proper material for areas with seismic issues;

Concern that the environmental document doesn’t adequately analyze seismic
issues, asked if seismologist are reviewing/participating in the analysis and in the
process for selecting the final alternative.

Concern with slipping and slide areas.

Questions were asked of the flow rate; size and location of pump houses, will
pump houses be above or under ground, will there be a need for power lines; size
of and process for obtaining rights-of-way, multiple uses of the rights-of-way;

Landowners insisted that sites visits are necessary to adequately analyze the
locations for the pipeline and offered to join crews on visits, as well as provide
information of the area.

Several individuals express concern that, given the current water shortage issues
in the state of California, that the focus should be on trying make the drainage

water “re-usable” rather than spending money on ways to dump the water.

Concern that the “southerly drift” and impacts to the ocean haven’t been
adequately analyzed.

Currently farmers and required to meet certain water quality standards. It appears

" that the farmers in the valley, via the Ocean Disposal Alternative, are not required

to meet the local standards. Why would valley farmers not be required to operate
to the same standards as local farmers?

‘What happens if the pipe ruptures, will it be a landowner problem/responsibility?
What methods will be used to detect leaks and what methods will be used to
prevent them?

What other elements are in the drainage water?

What are the estimated costs for pumping and is the Department of Energy
involved in the analysis?

Materials Distributed: None
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT F-09

F-09-1
See Master Response GEN-1 regarding appraisal-level cost estimates.

F-09-2

Reclamation has identified the In-Valley/Drainage-Impaired Land Retirement Alternative as the
preferred alternative in Section 2.15 of the Final EIS. The selection of the In-Valley/Drainage-
Impaired Land Retirement Alternative was based on the National Economic Development
(NED) Analysis (see Appendix N) conclusion that it would provide the greatest net benefit to the
economy. Costs for all alternatives were developed at an equivalent level of analysis (appraisal
level; see Master Response GEN-1).

F-09-3

A Feasibility Study will be conducted after Reclamation identifies a preferred alternative. See
Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the levels and sequence of project design.

F-09-4

As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
assessment of environmental effects. In response to questions from commenters, Section 9.2.8 of
the Final EIS has been revised to include additional information on geologic effects of pipeline
construction and potential mitigation measures, and Section 9 and Appendix H have been
updated to include discussion of the San Simeon earthquake and its effects.

F-09-5, 6

See Master Response ALT-P3 for a discussion of the pipeline size and other users of the
pipeline.

F-09-7

As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for
assessment of environmental effects.

F-09-8

See Master Response ALT-P1 regarding the use of existing rights-of-way for the Ocean Disposal
Alternative pipeline.
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F-09-9

Tunnels lined with concrete hold up well when subjected to seismic loadings. Unlike
aboveground structures that have inertia and resonant frequencies, tunnels move with the ground.
Problems can occur if a tunnel passes through an active fault. In that case, an internal flexible
pipe can be used inside the tunnel to prevent breaches.

F-09-10

Section 9 has been revised to include potential design features and mitigation measures to
address fault displacement, landslides, and liquefaction along the Ocean Disposal Alternative
route. If selected, the design of this alternative would emphasize preventing pipeline failure
rather than merely responding to it. See Master Response GEO-3 for additional discussion of
mitigation.

F-09-11

Section 9 has been revised to include potential design features and mitigation measures to
address fault displacement, landslides, and liquefaction along the Ocean Disposal Alternative
route. If selected, the design of this alternative would emphasize preventing pipeline failure
rather than merely responding to it. See Master Response GEO-3 for additional discussion of
mitigation.

F-09-12
The maximum flow rate of the pipeline would be 29.1 cfs.

The exact sizes and locations of pumping plants were not determined as part of the appraisal
level of design used for the Draft EIS (see Master Response GEN-1). In addition, the locations of
the pumping plants would probably change if the Ocean Disposal Alternative advances to the
feasibility level of assessment. Most of the pumping plants would be underground, but they
would have aboveground structures. The plants would need power lines.

The right-of-way for the pipeline would probably be 75 feet wide during construction and 30 feet
wide for ownership and maintenance. See Master Response ALT-P1 regarding multiple uses of
the rights-of-way.

F-09-13

As described in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of
design, which does not typically include site visits or collection of new data. However, project
designers did visit the earlier pipeline routes, allowing them to see the slopes and the general lay
of the land. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, the
pipeline alignment would be analyzed in depth and appropriate geotechnical data would be
collected.
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F-09-14

The In-Valley Alternatives would use RO treatment to recover 50 percent of drainage from reuse
facilities. This recovered water would be available for agricultural reuse.

F-09-15

See Master Responses SW-4, SW-5, and SW-13 for detailed discussion of effluent diffusion, far-
field effects, and water quality impacts under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

F-09-16

The comment is noted. More extensive runoff controls are required for in-valley farmers than for
coastal farmers. The proposed project would collect subsurface drainage rather than surface
runoff. As discussed in Section 2, extensive source controls are required.

F-09-17

See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for discussion of the potential for pipeline ruptures
and leak detection and monitoring, respectively.

F-09-18

See Master Response SW-13 for a discussion of the constituents expected to be present in
drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative.

F-09-19

The cost of energy used to convey water for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is included in the
Annual Project Expenditures shown in Table 17-5. Reclamation consulted with appropriate
Federal agencies to develop the alternatives and the EIS.
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