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Mr. Bruce D. Ellis fia Fax: (602) 218-4006
U5, Bureau of Reclamation

Phoenix Atea Office

P.0. Box 81169

Phoenix, Arizona 850651169

2222 Wast Dunlap Avenue, Suite 100

Phoenix, Arizona 85021-2801

Mr. Elsten Grubaugh, Manager Via Fax: (T60) 339-9009
Imperial Imigation District

Resource Planning & Manzgement Department

PO Box 937

Imperial, California 92251

333 East Barioni Boulevard

Imperial, Califormia 92251

RE: IMPERLAL IRRIGATION WATER CONSERVATION AND TRANSFER PROJECT,
DRAFT HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN-DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, CALIFORNIA

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the “Impenial Imgation District Water Conservation
and Transfer Project Oraft Habtat Conservation Plan-Draft Envirenmental Impact
ReporvEnvironmental Impact Statement”. The commenis of the California Environmental
Protection Agency (CalEPA) are comprised of the attached comments from the Air Resources
Board, the Office of Ervironmental Hea'th Hazard Assessment, and the Apnil 18, 2002
comments previously submitted by the California Regienal VWater Quality Control Boarg,

Colorado River Basin Region.

Woe laok forward to canhnumg to work with you Lo identify and resclve an'ﬂmnmnntnl iEsURsE
related to the border region and its surrounding environment.

Quastions related to the review comiments may be directed to the CalEPA, Bardar Affairs Unit,
at(916) 324-7316 and the approprizte CallEPA Boards, Depariments or Office, which originated

the comment.
Sinceraly,

[ 3
Ricardo Martinez

Assistant Secretary for Border Alfairs

[ See next page.
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Mr. Bruce D. Ellis
Mr. Elston Grubaugh
Apnl 26, 2002

Fage 2

[=o5 M3, Mary Nichols
Agency Secratary
Resources Agency
14186 - & Street, Suite 1311 .
Sacramento, Califomia 85874

Mr. Michael Spear

Deputy Secretary

Resources Agency

1418 - §™ Street, Suite 1311
Sacramento, Califomia 95814

Mr. Bob Hight, Director
Department of Fish and Game
1416 - 9" Street, 12" Floor
Sacramento, Califormia 95814 -~

Alan C. Lloyd, Fh.D., Chairman
Air Resourcas Board

1001 | Street, 25™ Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr. Val Siebal

Chief Deputy Direclor

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
1001 | Street, 25 Floor

Sacramento, Celifomia 95814

Mr. Philip Gruenberg
Executive Officer

Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board:

T3-T20 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100
Falm Desert, California 92260

Mr. John Robertus

Executive Officer

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
9771 Clairmonl Avenue

San Diego, California 52123

Ms. Celeste Cantu

Executive Director

State Water Resources Cantral Board
1001 | Street, 25 Flaer

Sacramanto, Califomia 95814
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AIR RESQURCES BOARD
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON IID WATER TRANSFER
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Contact: Sylvia QOgy (916) 322-8279

The Califomnia Air Resources Board {ARE) has reviewad the Draft Environmental Impact
ReportEnvironmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRJEIS), State Clearinghouse

Number 85081142, for the transfer of 300,000 acre-fect per year (afly) of conservaed
water from the Imperial Irrigation District {1ID) to $an Diego County Water

Authority (SDCWA) andfor the Coachella Valley Water District (CWWD). The transfar
will facilitate efforts to reduce Califermia’s Colorada River waler consumption to its
allotmant of 4 4 million acre-feet per year. ARB is concerned that the proposed transfer
agreement and the associated Draft EIR/E|S do not adequately address or provide for
the air quality Impact that may occur if the transfer resulls in a decrease in amaunt of
water flawing into the Salton Sea.

Adequacy of the CEQA Review, The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
mandatas that an EIR/EIS identify feasibla mitigation maasuras to alleviate the
enviranmental impacts identified for a proposed project. The Draft EIR/EIS estimates
that 50,000 acres of lakebed could be exposed as a result of the proposad transfer.
The Draft EIR/EIS does not provide air quality mitigation oplions for exposed lakebed at
{he Salton Sea, but instead identifies air quality impacts as "potentially significant
unavoidable impact”. The Draft EIR/EIS does include a Habitat Conservation

Plan (HCP) to address the incidental taking of endangered species habitat, pursuant to
Section 10(a){1){B) of the Endangered Species Acl. Appraach 2 of the HCP proposes
fallowing farmland to supply enough water to the Sallon Sea to maintain the baseline
elevation. HCP Approach 2 is the only aption presented that would mitigate air quality
impacts from the exposaed lakeshore at the Sallon Sea caused by the 1D water transfer,
The Draft EIR/EIS should consider and present mitigation options spacifically directed at
resolving air quality impacts. Mitigation options are further discussed |ater in this
analysis.

CEQA Section 15126.6{d) requires that "an EIR shall inciude sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and companson with
the proposed project” The Draft EIR/EIS does not include a cost comparison for the
transfer scenarios or mitigation options presented, akhough the [ID ransfer agreement
limits total environmental mitigation spending. It is unclear that the alternative scenarios
wolld be within [1D0°s limited envirenmental mitigation funding parameters. An estimate
of the enwvironmental mitigation costs for each allernative scenario should be presented
for the reviewer's consideration.
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Response to Comment S4-1

Comment noted.

Response to Comment S4-2
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-3
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-4
The level of analysis of alternatives under CEQA is subject to a rule of
reason. See Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents
(1988) 47 C3d 376, 406. CEQA does not require cost comparisons of
the alternative projects or of various mitigation measures analyzed in an
EIR. See No SLO Transit, Inc. v. City of Long Beach (1987) 197
Cal.App. 3d 241, 248 fn 3.
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Responsibility for Mitigation, The proposed water transfer agreement appears 1o
provide up to $30 million for environmental mitigation for all meda, including associated
research and monitoring. Meither the Draft EIR/EIS nor the proposed water transfer
agreement identifies how responsibility for environmental mitigation costs that exceed
this amount will be apportionad. It s instructive 10 note that air pollution research and
mitigation efforts at Owens Lake are estimated to have cost approximately $300 million
to date, excluding water costs. The projects included in this estimate mitigate an
estimaled 50 to 60 percent of the approximately 30 square miles that contribute to
FPM10 exceedences at Owens Lake.

Mitigation Options. 1D should investigate mitigation aptions to reduce air quality
impacts at the Salton Sea before the water transfer or associated reductions in the lake
level take effect. Ideally, effective mitigation measures would be in placs and available
to implement immediately upon any lake lavel decrease. The United States
Erviranmental Protection Agency has identified managed vegetation, shailow flooding,
and gravel cover as best available control measures in its approval of the State
Implementation Plan for Owens Lake. Other measures that were evaluated but rajectad
for use at Owens Lake, such as sand fences, could prove to be effective at the Salton
%@a and should also be considered. Emissions from Mono Lake are being reduced by
increasing that lake’s water level, options that would reduce the draw down from the
Sallon Sea or maintain the Sea al its current elevation should also be considered as
potential measures o mitigate air paliutant emissions from the proposed transfer,

Baseline Elevation. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies the baseline elevation of the Salton
Sea as 235 feel below sea level (-235), although the Salton Sea's current elevation is
2227 lo-228, The Draft EIR/EIS attributes the lake level difference to other processes
expected to lower the Salton Sea elevation. No evidence is provided to substantiate the
seven-oot difference in elevation, which is expected to expose an additional

16,000 acres of lakebed sediment. Using this uncenain future elevation as a baselina
could over time present unclear accountability for miligation of environmental impacts
associated with the exposed lakebed. In addition, the transfer would likely expose
|akebed at a much faster rate than the natural process, which could affect potential
amissions. The Draft EIRVELS should provide an annual estimation of lakebed exposure
attnibutable to the 11D transfer versus the exposure attributable to other processes,

Owens Lake Comparison. The air qualily chapter of the Draft EIR/EIS includes a brief
and incomplete comparisen of the Saiton Sea and Owens Lake, Soil and water
chemistry, metecralogy, and recession rates are cited as factors that might make the
Salten Sea less prane to wind blown erosion than Owens Lake. The guelitative analysis
provided in this section leads the reviewer to belisve that the lakebed would not be a
significant source of PM10. Itis reasonable to assume that the éxposed lakebed
sediments would vary areund the Salton Sea as they do around Owens Lake, 11 is also
impertant to ncte that the potential area of lakebed exposed at the Salton Sea could be
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Response to Comment S4-5
The $30 million amount is not a minimum or a maximum level of
required mitigation. The limits on mitigation expenditures establish
contractual thresholds which allow the IID or SDCWA to cancel the
IID/SDCWA water transfer. See the response to Comment G11-1. It is
anticipated that the 11D Board will evaluate anticipated mitigation costs
and the commitments of other parties to fund portions of these costs at
the time it considers whether to approve the Proposed Project.

Response to Comment S4-6
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-7

Please refer to the Master Response on Hydrology /7 Development of
the Baseline in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-8
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality/7 Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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twice as large as the dry portion of Owens Lake, and thal the exposed portion of the
Salton Sea could cause exceedenceas of the federal air quality standards even if it emits
only a fraction of the PM10 emitted at Owens Lake.

Impact of Water Quality. The Salion Sea has been fed by agricultural runeff, which can
be expected to contain fertilizers and pesticides, as well as waste waler from Mexico.
The Draft EIR/EIS should address whether these contaminants might be a component
in the emissions generated from the exposed Sallon Sea lakebed.

General Conformity, The Clean Air Act mandates that any action requiring federal
funding or approval must conform ta the State Implementation Plan. At prasent, the
State's air quality plan does not anticipate addilional PM10 emissions that might ocour
as a result of tha 1D transfer. Additional PM10 exceedances resulting from the transfer
will need 1o be mitigated to comply with general conformity requirements.

Environmental Justice Advaerse health impacts attributed to PM10 exposure include
premature death in adults and infants (shortening lives by years), plus increased
asthma and other respiratory illnesses. Increased PM10 emissions from the Salton Sea
lakebed could impact low-income minarity populations at and downwind of the Salton
Sea, including Mative American reservations near the Salton Sea and large Hispanic
populations in Imperial County. Elevated PM10 exposure to these at-risk communities
could raise environmental justice concerns, which should be addressed in the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment S4-9

Refer to the Master Responses on Air QualityJ Salton Sea Air Quality

Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and Air Quality—— Health Effects
Associated with Dust Emissions in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-10
Please refer to the Master Response on Air Quality 7 Applicability of
General Conformity Requirements to the Proposed Project or
Alternatives in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment S4-11
In response to comments, the text of Section 3.15 has been revised.
The changes are indicated in subsection 3.15 in Section 4.2, Text
Revisions in this Final EIR/EIS.
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QFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH HAZARD ASSESSMENT
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON IID WATER TRANSFER
ENVIROMMENTAL ANALYSIS

Contact: Dr. Margy Gassel, (510) 622-3186

The Office of Environmental Heallh Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has focused our
review mainly on human health issues because the primary raspaonsibility of OEHHA is
to evaluate the risks from chemical contamination in the envircnment and protect

human haalth (e g, issue fish consumption advisories). This project has the polential 1o

impact the existing fish consumptlion advisory issued by OEHHA for the Salton Sea

In our review, we did not find that human health issues were adequately addressed

in the EIR. In particular, itis stated in the EIR that the project will result in increased
discharge of selenium into the Salton Sea and other water bodies. Clearly, the
increased discharge of selenium has the polential 1o adversely affect human health, as
the concentrations of selenium that accumulate in fish will increase, and the toxicity of
salenium can increase accordingly, This impact {of increased selenium in fish tissues)
and other issues related to human health do not appear to be addressed in the EIR. In
addition, there is not sufficient evidence or explanation of why certain activities were
deemed to have no *significant” impact.

A fow examples are provided hare that relate Lo the section on recrealion.

1}

2

4

The significance criteria for impacts (in Section 3.6 4.2 on page 3.6-12)
are extremely limited in scope as they only pertain to recreational facilities
and therefore suggest that recreational faclities are the only issue of
concern. These criteria do not address the impacts on fisheries and other
recreational uses of the Salton Sea and surrounding areas.

It is stated on page 3.6-14 that impacts on water quality would not cause
indirgct impacts on recreaticn because the county does not “ancourage”
ragreational use of the Alamo and Mew rivers, This conclusion doas not
address the real possibility that people do use these rivers, or the effects
that reduced water quality in the rivers will in turn have on the Salton Sea.
The claim thal increased exposure of playa (as the Salton Sea recades) is
a potantial beneficial effect for land-basad recreation (e.g., on page 3.6-
17, Impact R-6) is inadequate in that it skirls the real issues related to
human health impacts - reduced air and waler quality, As the water
surface alevation decreases, the water quality of tha ramaining water will
change as the concentration of chemicals in it changes. And there is a
potertial for increased wind-blown dust as more sediment 15 exposed
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Response to Comment S4-12
With the implementation of the Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy, the mass loading of selenium to the Salton Sea would either
remain the same as the Projected Baseline or decrease, depending on
the source of the water used for mitigation. Therefore, the fish
consumption advisory is not anticipated to be affected by the Proposed
Project.

Additionally, the EPA and the Bureau of Reclamation propose to
implement a selenium source reduction program on the Colorado River
which would reduce the concentration of selenium in inflows to the
Salton Sea.

Response to Comment S4-13
Although selenium concentrations in IID drains and in the Alamo and
New rivers are expected to increase under the Proposed Project,
selenium loadings to the Salton Sea are expected to decline because of
reduced flows to the Sea. The proposed mitigation strategy for the
Salton Sea compensates for these reductions in flow by introducing
water to maintain Sea elevations at levels equal to or greater than those
projected under the Project Baseline. An advantage of this mitigation
strategy is that, although the sources of mitigation water are likely to
vary, tilewater, with its high selenium concentrations, will not be one of
the candidate sources. In addition, by maintaining water levels in the
Sea, selenium exposed to anaerobic conditions under the Baseline
would remain under anaerobic conditions under the Proposed Project,
thus minimizing the likelihood that selenium, bound in sediment and
organic matter under the Baseline, would be mobilized into the water
column under the Proposed Project.

Therefore, concerns that selenium concentrations in the water column
of the Salton Sea are likely to increase and that this increase would
accelerate bioaccumulation in fish tissue do not appear to be well
founded, particularly when the effects of the mitigation strategy are
taken into account.

For additional information, please refer to the following Master
Responses in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS: Hydrology/7 Selenium
Mitigation, Hydrology-Development of the Baseline, Biology/7 Timing of
Implementation of Biological Mitigation Measures, and

Hydrology/7 TMDLs.
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Response to Comment S4-14
The significance criteria used, were adapted from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The second criterion listed on p. 3.6-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS states:

"Implementation of the Proposed Project or its alternatives would result in significant impacts if they:
e Cause a direct, substantial physical degradation of either public recreation uses or public recreational facilities."

This criterion applies to sport fishing, camping, boating, etc., as each of these activities is considered to be a public recreation use. The impact to sport fishing opportunities at the Salton
Sea was described in the Draft EIR/EIS in Impact R-8. However, as described in the Master Response on Biology/7-Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS, impacts to the Salton Sea fishery as a result of the Proposed Project will be avoided. Thus, there will be no impact to sport fishing.

Response to Comment S4-15
The New River and the Alamo River are posted against public entry. Use of these water bodies for water contact recreation is prohibited for health and safety reasons. Although known
to occur, public fishing in these water bodies is discouraged because the only access to the New and Alamo Rivers is by trespass across privately owned lands or by fishing from public
roadway bridges, both of which are prohibited by state law.

Public fishing is allowed in the IID canal system and regulating reservoirs, and at Finney, Ramer, Sunbeam, and Weist Lakes. The California Department of Fish and Game stocks IID's
reservoirs and the four lakes. Neither the Proposed Project nor any of the alternatives will impact legally permissible recreational activities in the 11D Project area.

Response to Comment S4-16

Please refer to the Master Responses on Biology/7 Approach to Salton Sea Habitat Conservation Strategy and Air Quality/7-Salton Sea Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in
Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Tha project, according to the EIR, would have serious environmental impacts, but
many of these are not adequately addressed in the EIR. Furthermore, it is not clear that
the proposed plans for miligation are feasible or adequate to amelicrate the degradation
that would be caused by the project. We agree with commants submitted by Phil
Gruenberg of the Regional Water Quality Control Board that the EIR presents a limited
scope of impacts, and fails to address the need to work cooperatively with other
agencies in their efforts to address the Salton Sea and the associated anvironment,
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Response to Comment S4-17
We believe the EIR/EIS is a good faith and reasonable effort to identify
and assess the environmental impacts of the Project and feasible
mitigation measures, based upon available information and assessment
methods. Under CEQA, "feasible" means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and
technological factors [Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1]. CEQA
"does not demand what is not realistically possible, given the limitations
of time, energy and funds" (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los
Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal.App. 4"
826, 841). The final determination of feasibility must be made by the
Lead Agencies after considering the Final EIR/EIS and other evidence
in the record.
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Mr. Bruce B Ellis i
Bureau of Redamation

Phoenix Area Office (PXHAC-1500)
P.0. Box 81169

Phoenix, AZ B3069-1159

Mr. Elston Grubaugh, Chief Engineer
Imperial Irrigation District

333 East Barioni Boulevard

F.O. Box 937

Imperial, CA 822351

SUBJECT: IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT WATER CONSERVATION AND
TRANSFER PROJECT DRAFT HABITAT CONSERVATION PLANM, DRAFT
EMVIROMMENTAL IMPACT REPORT [ ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT
STATEMENT

Thank yeu for providing ws the opportunity to comment on the subject document. We do pat
£5-1 oppose the water transfer ilself, but the subject EIR/EIS as now written is incomplete regarding
consideration and rmitigation of water quality impacts.

We have prepared our comments in a table-format. In addiion to these comments, the
numbering system for chapters and pages Is very confusing (e.g., chaplers lited 3.0 and 3.1,
£5.2 and corresponding page numbers titled 3.0-1 and 3.1-1). Appendicas are not labelad as such,
and page numbers are the same for the main report as for some appendices (e.g., the main
repot and Appendix C—Habital Conservation Plan both have pages called ES-1, ES-2, etc.).

Enclosed are copies of the other Regional Board documents that we reference in our
553 comments. Should you have any questions, or would [ke o meel 1o resolve or discuss our
enncarns, please contact me al (T60) 776-8932 or Teresa Mewkirk at {7600 775-8831.

sincerely//

JOSE ANGEL. P.E.
Chief of Basin Flanning Division

1s:jla

Aftachments

oo State Clearinghouse, Sacramento
Ms. Celeste Canilu, SWRCB, Sacramento
Mr. Ricardo Martinez, CalEPA, Sacramento

Ms. Eugenia McMaughton, USEPA, San Francisco
Mr. Tam Peltier, SWRCB, DWR, Sacramento

File: 11D Water Transfer

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Letter - S5. California Regional Water Quality
Control Board. Signatory - Jose Angel, P.E.

Response to Comment S5-1
Comment noted. Responses to the individual concerns enumerated in
the comment letter are provided.

Response to Comment S5-2
Comment noted. We regret that you found the numbering system
confusing. The Table of Contents was intended to provided a guide to
the document.

Response to Comment S5-3

Comment noted.
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Comment noted.

CRWOCD--CROR Commants Regarding
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Response to Comment S5-4
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