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3.4.18.1 Responses to Letter 52
52-1

Page 92 of the Draft PEIR, Appendix A defines irrigated lands as: “...lands where water is applied to
produce crops, fiber, or livestock for commercial sale or use. For the purposes of this ILRP, irrigated
agricultural lands also include managed wetlands and nurseries.”

The definition of irrigated lands is broad and can include many different crop types and operations
conducted in the Central Valley; the common factor is use of irrigation water. There are an estimated
over 7.5 million acres of lands that may fall under this definition. Central Valley lands include many
other operations that may generate waste that can be discharged into surface or groundwater. The
comment specifically describes that on-farm roads are a source of waste. Other operations may
include vehicle servicing, processing, and equipment staging operations—all of which may be
present on farms. While these other operations may generate waste, the ILRP is specific to the
operation of irrigating crops. These other types of farm or agricultural operations have not been
included in the ILRP so the program could be focused on this particular issue. It is well-documented
that discharges from irrigated lands have impacted Central Valley surface and groundwater (see
Draft PEIR, Appendix A, Section I11.C).

If waste discharges from other farming operations are found to potentially affect the quality of state
waters, the Central Valley Water Board can regulate these discharges under a separate program or
include them in future iterations of the Long-term ILRP.

52-2

The Central Valley Water Board appreciates the concerns expressed by the comment and will
incorporate these and other “lessons learned” into the development of the Long-term ILRP. The
experience described in the comment supports the Draft PEIR, Appendix A estimates used to
evaluate the resources necessary to implement the Long-term IRLP alternatives, which clearly
indicate the alternatives that involve staff working directly with individual irrigated agricultural
operations would require substantially more resources (staffing, translating to time and expense) to
implement (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, pages 116-120).

The Central Valley Water Board intends to implement a Long-term ILRP that focuses on aligning the
regulatory burden with the level of threat to surface or groundwater quality. The Board’s intent is to
incentivize implementation of management practices; assure adequate feedback mechanisms
through monitoring; and improve regulatory efforts, particularly when problems are identified. This
approach should minimize the regulatory burden and monitoring requirements for growers who are
already implementing practices protective of surface and groundwater quality.

52-3
No response needed.
52-4

Under any proposed Long-term ILRP alternative, or in the absence of the ILRP, the DPR and the local
County Agricultural Commissioner would have the lead responsibility for addressing
contamination/toxicity event as described by the comment. In addition, Central Valley Water Board
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staff members are available to respond to emergencies and spills and would coordinate with DPR in
such an event.

52-5

No response needed.

52-6

This comment describes a concern that organic growers are already implementing water quality
management practices that would meet the requirements of the ILRP. The practices are checked by
a certifying entity, which charges fees for inspections and review. The comment expresses concern
that the Long-term ILRP would create fees and paperwork in addition to the organic program fees
and paperwork, essentially constituting dual regulation for, in the commenter’s opinion, the same
level of water quality protection.

Alternatives 3 and 6 provide the flexibility for certifying entities, such as the organic certifiers, to
work with the Central Valley Water Board as a third-party certifier. Under these alternatives, third-
party certifiers (including organic certifiers) would have the option of working with the Board to
ensure that their certification requirements meet ILRP goals and objectives. These certifiers would
then work with irrigated agricultural operations to certify individual farm water quality
management plans for the ILRP in conjunction with any other certifications. This option would work
to prevent dual regulation as recommended by this comment.

52-7

The comment is correct that the language usage can seem awkward. However, the Central Valley
Water Board is regulating multiple discrete irrigated land operations, so the plural “irrigated lands”
is considered appropriate.

52-8

The current ILRP requires field measurement (measurement taken at the location and time that a
sample is collected) for DO, temperature, pH, EC and flow. If an individual under the current ILRP is
subject to an individual order or WDR, the individual may be required to collect samples of any
discharges from the property including collection of field measurements. These measurements are
utilized to assess the water quality of the discharge that may affect a surface water of the state.

52-9

According to DPR’s 2009 Update of the Well Inventory Database, 106 out of 305 public water supply
wells (35 percent) had reportable detections of pesticides (atrazine was not detected in any of the
Fresno County wells sampled in 2009). (California Department of Pesticide Regulation 2010.)

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment California Environmental Protection Agency
has developed a Public Health Goal (PHG) for atrazine in drinking water of 1 part per billion (ppb)
(February 1999). The EPA’s drinking water standard for atrazine is 3 ppb, and the World Health
Organization (WHO) has recommended a drinking water standard of 100 ppb (a substantial
increase from the previous WHO standard of 2 ppb) (Atrazine and Its Metabolites in Drinking-water,
2010). All of the atrazine drinking water levels have been supported by various scientific studies.

Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 3.4-79 March 2011
Final Program Environmental Impact Report ' ICF 05508.05



Section 3.4. Individual and Form Letter
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

These studies often contradict each other and may be superseded by additional or subsequent
research (as was the case of the WHO’s change from 2 ppb to 100 ppb).

Under the current ILRP and the proposed Long-term ILRP Alternatives 2 and 6, two exceedances of
a water quality parameter that occur at the same location within a 3-year period require the
development of a management plan to address the exceedances. The management plan is developed
by the coalition or individual (if under individual WDRs) and approved by the Central Valley Water
Board’s Executive Officer. The management plan details a course of action to investigate the water
quality problem and to stop the exceedances of the identified water quality parameter. The actual
method(s) used to eliminate the water quality exceedances are developed through the process of
implementing the management plan and are collaboration between the individual or coalition and
the Central Valley Water Board.

As stated in the comment, there is concern that compliance with the ILRP would involve exchanging
the types of pesticides used in order to meet water quality objectives. Because the California Water
Code prohibits the Central Valley Water Board from specifying the manner of compliance with
objectives [Section 13360], using different pesticides to reduce the discharge of pesticides that are
exceeding water quality objectives would be a permissible approach. However, if water quality
monitoring indicates increasing trends (degradation) or exceedances of the substituted pesticides,
then other means of compliance may be necessary.

52-10

See Comment Letter 52, Response 6. The Central Valley Water Board appreciates the
recommendations provided in this comment and will consider these suggestions when specific
implementation tools are developed for the Long-term ILRP.

52-11

The Central Valley Water Board disagrees with the comment’s characterization of staffs’ capabilities.
However, the Board acknowledges that water quality protection in an agricultural setting is complex
and the process involves continuing improvement in understanding the means with which to best
and most effectively protect water quality.
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3.4.19 Letter 5—Vance Kennedy
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3.4.19.1 Responses to Letter 5
5-1

Development and evaluation of the proposed ILRP alternatives is currently being undertaken at a
programmatic level and detailed site-specific information has not been considered. Specific
prioritization levels, monitoring frequencies, locations, and constituents will be established during
development of the subsequent orders. At that time, specific information on the types of waste
discharge (pesticides used, pathways of waste movement, etc.), local conditions, existing water
quality, existing monitoring programs, existing wells, and other local factors will be considered.

Also see Master Response 7.
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3.4.20 Letter 82—Nancy Lea
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3.4.20.1 Responses to Letter 82
82-1

See Master Responses 12 and 17.
82-2

See Master Response 17.

82-3

See Master Response 17.

82-4

See Comment Letter 114, Response 10 and Comment Letter 96, Response 11.
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3.4.21 Letter 50—G. Fred Lee, Ph.D., G. Fred Lee and
Associates; Anne Jones Lee, Ph.D., G. Fred Lee &
Associates
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3.4.21.1 Responses to Letter 50
50-1

The Central Valley Water Board believes the range of alternatives is reasonable and appropriately
reflects the Board’s options under Porter-Cologne to protect water quality from agricultural
dischargers. Because this program regulates discharge from agriculture, EPA has no statutory
authority to overturn any Board adopted ILRP.

50-2

The Central Valley Water Board anticipates that toxicity testing would continue in the Central Valley
through various monitoring programs and would be used to help evaluate the effectiveness of
irrigation management practices implemented as part of the Long-term ILRP.

50-3

The Central Valley Water Board is required by CEQA to assess the No Project Alternative
(Alternative 1), which was included in the Draft PEIR. Also see Master Response 2 and Comment
Letter 104, Response 18.

50-4

In developing any scientific study requiring costly sampling particularly of dynamic systems such as
streams or surface waters, one of the chief challenges is to balance the amount of data (number of
samples) needed to answer the study question verses the funds available to perform the study. In
the case of irrigated agriculture within the Central Valley, this is a particularly daunting task.
Conditions vary considerably between the perennial streams in the north valley to the irrigation
dominated intermittent streams in the south valley; between water quality in streams on the east
side of the valley (Sierran block) to the west side streams that are dominated by the Coast Ranges
marine sediments. Likewise irrigated agriculture and associated farming practices vary significantly
from the north to south and from the east to the west within the Central Valley.

In addressing this natural wide variability in surface water conditions; differences in crop types,
growing seasons, irrigation methods, and farming practices; any sampling program developed for
the Long-term ILRP must be as flexible as possible and still incorporate the identified Long-term
ILRP goals and objectives. Mandatory edge of field and downstream sampling for every irrigated
agricultural operation within the Central Valley Region does not provide this necessary flexibility
and is cost prohibitive, thus making it incompatible with the Long-term ILRP’s Goal 3 and
Objective 2.

As stated by the comment in the discussion of management practices (bottom of page 3 of the
comment letter),”Where the discharge of pollutants (constituents that impair designated beneficial
uses of the state’s waters) is found, the discharger(s) should evaluate and implement to the extent
economically possible/ feasible control measures for the pollutants at the source.” This idea of
implementing what is economically possible must also extend to the development and execution of a
sampling program.

Alternative 6 provides flexibility in surface water monitoring by assessing priority factors for water
bodies, beneficial uses, and pollutants. This data is then used to assign tiers which specify the period
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of monitoring and utilizes sampling similar to the monitoring required under the current ILRP. The
current ILRP’s regional sampling program has been shown to be effective in identifying water
quality problems which are then addressed through the development and implementation of a
management plan. This regional sampling program would also be effective at determining levels of
nutrients in receiving waters as suggested in the comment. It is primarily through the
implementation of a management plan that specific management practices are evaluated for cost
and effectiveness under actual site conditions.

50-5

This comment will be considered in the continued development of the Long-term ILRP. Also see
Master Responses 7 and 17.

50-6
See Comment Letter 50, Response 4.

The Central Valley Water Board agrees that representative monitoring of edge of field discharges
can be an important tool in determining the effectiveness of management practices. Such monitoring
would be most applicable in situations in which the irrigated agricultural contribution to the water
quality problem is unknown or when progress in improving water quality is not being made. The
commenter’s support for representative edge-of-field monitoring will be considered in the
development of the Long-term ILRP.

50-7

The support for inclusion of groundwater monitoring and management requirements will be
considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP. The Central Valley Water Board’s Basin Plan
requires that beneficial uses be maintained for surface and groundwater. Consistent with the Basin
Plan, the goals and objectives of the ILRP include restoring and/ or maintaining appropriate
beneficial uses. The suggestion to establish a goal of minimization of groundwater pollution is
consistent with Goal 2 of the ILRP: “Minimize waste discharge from irrigated agricultural lands that
could degrade the quality of State waters.” However, establishing that operations need only minimize
pollution without consideration of maintaining beneficial uses would not be consistent with Basin
Plan requirements. Therefore, groundwater requirements must be developed to ensure that, at a
minimum, beneficial uses are maintained.

50-8

Development and evaluation of the proposed ILRP alternatives is currently being undertaken at a
programmatic level and site-specific and other waste specific information have not been considered
in detail. It would be inappropriate to establish specific monitoring frequencies (groundwater/
surface water), locations, and constituents at this stage without first considering the types of waste
discharge (pesticides used, pathways of waste movement, etc.), local conditions, existing water
quality, existing monitoring programs, existing wells, and other local factors. These site-specific
analyses will occur during development of ILRP WDRs and waivers and subsequent water quality
monitoring and management plans. Also see Master Response 7.

Programmatic-level monitoring costs have been estimated for each of the alternatives using
information from the current ILRP, Kings River Coalition, DPR, USGS, and groundwater vulnerability
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models (DPR/State Water Board). The methods for estimating groundwater monitoring costs for
ILRP alternatives are described in Chapter 2 of the Draft ILRP Economics Report.

50-9

The Draft PEIR Chapter 5, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Section 5.9, Hydrology
and Water Quality, discusses this issue in the impacts analysis and mitigation sections (beginning at
page 5.9-14).

50-10

See Comment Letter 1, Response 59.

50-11

The Draft PEIR, Appendix A evaluates whether each of the alternatives is consistent with the
program goals and objectives, California Water Code, NPS Policy, and Antidegradation requirements.
In this evaluation, Alternative 3 was not fully consistent with the NPS and Antidegradation policies,
mainly because the alternative does not specify water quality monitoring (see Draft PEIR,

Appendix A, pages 107-116 and 165-168).

50-12

The support for Alternative 4, with the inclusion of edge-of-field monitoring (similar to
Alternative 5), will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

50-13

The specific requirements to be included in a monitoring program(s) depend upon the alternative
chosen. Alternative 5 requires monthly monitoring of tailwater discharges, storm water discharge
monitoring, annual supply well sampling, and installation of groundwater monitoring wells or other
approved monitoring method to be sampled semiannually if requested by the Central Valley Water
Board Executive Officer.

50-14

The Central Valley Water Board finds that there is sufficient water quality data available from
existing surface water and groundwater monitoring programs that indicate the importance of
continued regulation of agricultural discharges in the Central Valley (see Draft PEIR, Appendix A,
Table 3, page 26).

The Board must implement a Long-term ILRP to protect surface and groundwater quality in order to
comply with the program goals and objectives, the California Water Code, and other state policies
(see Draft PEIR, Appendix A, pages 96-116). While collection of additional water quality monitoring
data will provide information important to developing the ILRP requirements, the Board must adopt
regulatory requirements to ensure that discharges of waste associated with irrigated agriculture do
not cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality objectives.
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3.4.22 Letter 66—Kent Vander Linden
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3.4.22.1 Responses to Letter 66
66-1

See Master Response 17.
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3.4.23 Letter 6—Virginia Madveno
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3.4.23.1 Responses to Letter 6
6-1

See Comment Letter 40, Response 2; Comment Letter 123, Response 10; Comment Letter 123,
Response 88; and Comment Letter 14, Response 1.
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3.4.24 Letter 15—Maria Magana
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3.4.24.1 Responses to Letter 15
15-1

The support for stronger regulations will be considered in the development of the Long-term ILRP.

See Comment Letter 14, Responsel.
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3.4.25 Letter 16—Simona Magana
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116

Sunona Magafia
13678 Ave, 384
Visalin, CA 932492

= | mn the ovwmser of o well, the waler is mod dnnkable
= Please help clean the waier and prevent it from being contaminsisd
= We wand and need clean waler

Smnona Magadia
13675 Ave. 3534
YVimalia, CA 91292
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3.4.25.1 Responses to Letter 16
16-1

See Comment Letter 14, Response 1.
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3.4.26 Letter 19—Adolfo Magana
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1.9

Audeliin Magafia
13003 Ave, 384
Visalin, CA 93 ¥02

SIR605
I m the ovwner of a water well. The waker ia comaminated with nitrates. Please help ws to have

chean drinking water by regulating the waler.

Adodio Mapgails
15675 Ave. 384
Visalsa, ©A 93292
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3.4.26.1 Responses to Letter 19
19-1

See Comment Letter 14, Response 1.
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3.4.27 Letter 141—A. J. Marcelli, Marcelli Farms
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3.4.27.1 Responses to Letter 141
141-1

See Master Response 17 regarding regulatory burden to growers.
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3.4.28 Letter 39—Chris Marenco, Marenco Cattle Co., Inc.
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3.4.28.1 Responses to Letter 39
39-1

See Comment Letter 41, Response 2; Comment Letter 44, Response 14; Comment Letter 48,
Response 1B; and Comment Letter 97, Response 6.
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3.4.29 Letter 17—Esther Martinez
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a7

Esther Martiner
PO Box M68
Alpaugh, CA 93210

S59-B02-TT5E

'ou as administrators have to take care of all the contamination of all the areas because these
cos are increasing. You should not wait long-term because there will be more contantinagion
and ot wall cosd more money. We as & comimimity are concemed Tor all the low meonme families,
Ieginnmmg with my Fanily

Thank yow

Don™t forget abssil the red shin man.

Esther Martinex
PO Box 368
Alpagh, CA 93201
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3.4.29.1 Responses to Letter 17
17-1

See Comment Letter 14, Response 1.
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3.4.30 Letter 18 —Luis Medellin
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3.4.30.1 Responses to Letter 18
18-1

See Comment Letter 14, Response 1.
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3.4.31 Letter 14—Joanna Mendoza
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3.4.31.1 Responses to Letter 14
14-1

The Central Valley Water Board shares the concern regarding the need for clean drinking water.
Objective 1 in the development of the Long-term ILRP is to restore and/or maintain appropriate
beneficial uses established in Central Valley Water Board Water Quality Control Plans by ensuring
that all state waters within the Central Valley meet applicable water quality objectives including
drinking water standards.

The comment specifically references groundwater pollution caused by DBCP use. DBCP is not
currently registered for use by irrigated agriculture. Because the compound is no longer used by
irrigated agricultural operations, it is unlikely that these operations are currently discharging DBCP
to groundwater. The ILRP would not require any source control management practices (specifically
to reduce DBCP discharge) where current operations are not discharging DBCP to groundwater.
There are other Water Board programs specifically designed to require cleanup of pollution See
Comment Letter 123, Response 62.

14-2

See Comment Letter 14, Response 1. The Central Valley Water Board understands that the Orosi
Public Utility District is currently in the review process for funding under Proposition 84. If the
application is accepted, the proposed improvement project will greatly improve the drinking water
quality in this area.
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3.4.32 Letter 25—Veronica Mendoza
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1L.25
Verdnkea Memboza
Cutler Community
Member ol the Associafion af Peopbe Lniked for Waler (Asocracidn de Gante Lmda por ol Agua
[AGULA ) Coalition
We have had dibromochloropropans (DRCT) in our water for many years. We recebve a sheet off
paper tclling us that we have this comaminant in the water at least three times per year,
Hecommendation: | would hke 1o ask you for a good program for proteciion of the undergrond
waler

|signed: Veronica Mendozal

12650 Hazel Ave.

Cuiler, CA 93615

559-302-K540

SIE-028F
Ta:  Ms Megan Smath
Fax:  916-436-6724
From: Mara Herrera
Dhate: W1 10
Pages: §
Re:  ILRP Conmmseiils
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3.4.32.1 Responses to Letter 25
25-1

See Comment Letter 14, Response 1.
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Section 3.4. Individual and Form Letter
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

3.4.33 Letter 22—Greg Merwin, Clarksburg Farmer
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Section 3.4. Individual and Form Letter

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses
3.4.33.1 Responses to Letter 22
22-1

The proposed ILRP has a specific goal to maintain the economic viability of agriculture; the Central
Valley Water Board is working to minimize costs while achieving state water quality protection
goals. Coordination with other agencies and programs is an objective to allow the Board to take
advantage of existing data.
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Section 3.4. Individual and Form Letter
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

3.4.34 Letter 121—Trent Meyer
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Section 3.4. Individual and Form Letter
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Comments and Responses

3.4.34.1 Responses to Letter 121

121-1
The Central Valley Water Board is aware of and will consider the benefits that agricultural irrigation

can provide in groundwater recharge. Because this is a programmatic document and the location
and extent of reduced groundwater recharge, if any, are unknown, there has been no speculation on

the potential for and the significance of this effect. Also see Master Response 7.
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