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CommuniTe ApviSORr CoMMISSION

RECEIVED

April 25, 2002

- A 02200
Elston Grubaugh, Manager o
Resources Planning & Management P::::ER'AL COUNTY
Imperial lrigation District NING, BUILDING
P.O. Box 937 . -

Imperial, CA 92251

RE: Comments from the |ID_Community Advisory Commission on the Draft
Environmenta! Impact Report/Environmental impact Statement EIR/EIS) for the
proposed Water Transfer between _the Imperial Irrigation District (11D) and the -
San Diego County Water Authority.

~ Dear Mr. Grubaugh,

. Attached you will find the final report of the ‘Commission, which contains the
commission’s comments regarding the EIR/EIS. Our comments include a -
majority report, plus attachments that include a minority report by lke Adams as
well as an evaluation of the EIR/EIS economic portions that was conducted by -

CIC Research, Inc. -

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Commission
facilitator Bill Gay at Reliance Communications, 760-337-1700.

On behalf of the Commissibn, we want to express to you our gratitude for your
assistance and advice over the past three years. '

Sincerely, |
. C LR T

J. R. DICK KERSHAW, Chairman
Community Advisory Commission .

Encl.

B Gar, b O, Box 1944, EL Canteo, CA 92244 603371700 760-337-17320A0 _ emat relcomEUERRF wot
T Susi Carnto, P O. Box 937, Imrerial CA 92251 740-339-9426  760-339-91910AQ  t-man scarrillo@iid.com







Imperial lrrigation
Majority R_eport.

" |n August 1998, the Imperial Irigation

District’s Community Advisory Commission

Background and Commission Qualificati
' District (1ID) Board of Directors appointed a

Community Advisory Commission'(Commission) to 1) Assess possible community benefits

and impacts of the lID's Water Conservation Plan;

impact mitigation measures and; 3) Memorialize

'_E_nvironmental Impact Report (EIR) process.

ramifications of the propo

‘water issues in our region.

diverse background of experi
‘have contributed to the discussion of

2) Recommend possible community
its work for consideration in the

For the past three years, this group has spent several hundred hours analyzing the

sed water conservation transfer program between [ID and San

Diego County Water Authority (San Diego). During the course of its deliberations, the .

Commission has arguably become |
While not professional water

ence and pers
socio-economic impacts

p of lay people regarding the

experts or economists, they bring a
ives from their respective professions that

of the transfer.

The Commission has been made up of elected officials, county and city department

heads, representatives from the busine
Community-Based Organizations. Two of

were deeply i

ss commu

nity, agriculture and leadership from
its current members aré former 1D directors who
nvolved in negotiating the water transfer. Although there have been a number

of membership changes over the course of the Commission's work, there has been a strong

core that has been involved

members.

At the beginning, the Commission hel
evolved into a schedule of once per month un

from the beginning.

as the group awaited the long-delayed EIR-EIS. One of
Commission was development of a work plan (Attachment B.) The Commission also has

transfer. Most meetings have gene

education process. Virtually all have elicited spirited discuss
also held a number of meetings

EIR-EIS, the Commission

different fields, developing
transfer. It also made a nu

C). Attachment D is the information develop

EIR-EIS scoping process.

distribution of the EIR-

Recently, the Commission
by CH2MHill,

the concurrence of the Board, contract
assumptions and the conclusions of the

Most recently, on March
hear representative agencies d

an expertise in th
mber of public ou

members of the public attended. Serious

A
9,

environmental representatives regarding the adequa

e various socio-e

Attachment A is a complete list of current

4 meetings on a twice per month basis. That
4il 2001 when meetings became less frequent

the first steps. taken by the

ber of public presentations on the

rated media coverage, thereby assisting in the overall
ions. ‘ Prior to the release of the

with experts from a number of

conomic«ssues involved in the

treach efforts to gather information (Attachment

draft EIR/EIS study.

27, 2002, the Commission invited members of the public to
iscuss the water transfer agreement. Approximately 100

questions were

ed by the Commission that was included in the

has accelerated its work upon the completion and
Inc. The Commission has examined the EIR, and, with

ed with a consultant to examine e u

raised by the public and by

cy of the environmental justice aspects



of the EIR. This issue is a matter of grave importance and must be given additional studyto =~ -
~ determine the consequences of the water transfer agreement upon the Imperial Valley. So
- 100, is the failure to recognize agriculture tail water as a beneficial use for sustaining a
significant economic and recreational area as well as an environmental sanctuary, the
Salton Sea. The Salton Sea cannot be dismissed under any circumstances.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In accomplishing its duties, as stipulated by the IID Board Resolution 17-98, it is not

the responsibility of the Commission to recommend a specific water conservation plan. That

~ is the duty of the elected board of directors. It is our function to evaluate impact, benefits
and mitigation measures from the various plans that have been put forward. Those options :
will be discussed elsewhere in this report.- ' x ' ,
However, there have been many questions raised in the community about whether i

any water should be transferred at all or whether this transfer should be renegotiated. ’

Iimperial Valley has been a prudent steward of its water resources for more than a :
century. Its imigation system has converted an arid desert region into a $1 billion per year ¢
agriculture industry that helps feed the world. Imperial Valley agriculture also provides a .
diverse wildlife habitat that is one of the most prolific in the United States. Realities of
population expansion in the coastal plain and limited water resources, however, dictate the
need for transfers, as long as they can be accomplished in a way that serves both the needs
of Imperial Valley citizens and those regions receiving the water.

Therefore, the Commission recommends that the ID Board conditionally
approve the water transfer agreement. The transfer agreement must meet the : P
following conditions. Should the following conditions not be achieved to the
satisfaction of the liD Board, the transfer shouid be renegotiated. :

- .. (1) Environmental Justice issues, which have not been adequately addressed in the e
draft EIR/EIS, must be thoroughly evaluated. The environmental justice issues raised by the '
public, the Commission and the environmental groups must be addressed. : |

- (2) A complete scientific assessment must be conducted into the health and air
quality issues that have been raised due to potential exposure of some of the Salton Sea
lakebed. Funding for this study and, if necessary, mitigation, must not be the responsibility
of the lID or the people of the imperial Valley, including farmers.

(3) The 1ID Board should develop a specific transfer plan that incorporates an
Economic Development Plan that does not just “make the imperial Valley whole” but actually
improves the quality of life in this region. The economic development plan should have
elements that mitigate any impacts to employment caused by the transfer as well as long
range objectives to leverage the transfer into an expansion of the Valley's economic base.
The Farm Bureau Conservation Plan, as well as some aikemative fallowing proposals
discussed below, warrant additional analysis by appropriate professionals to enable the !
District to select the most viable conservation program. All of these should factor in :

- economic impacts if inflows are maintained for the Salton Sea, to provide a true picture of |
the socio-economic realities. . - ' -
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4) Itis unreasonable for Imperial Valiey residents to Tidk their businesses, livelihoods
or farms to transfer water to other users. Therefore, it is essential that we have indemnity
against surprises resulting from unforeseen claims to mitigate or pay for impacts 1o people,
property or the environment resulting from good-faith fulfilment of - our contractual
obligations. The 11D and the people of the Imperial Valley, including farmers, must be “held
harmless” from any future costs of litigation or judgments stemming from environmental
problems caused by the transfer. o

{5) Other parties (e.g:, San Diego, Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), federal,
and/or state govemnment) should bear any costs to mitigate any impacts due to the transfer,

including property in communities along the Salton Sea that are impacted due to the

transfer. _
(6) It is also necessary that the cost of any measures farmers are required to take to
mitigate impacts of the transfer be included in the 1ID's off-ramp limits. :

(7) Since the contract is subject to abrupt, premature termination, it is essential that
. conservation measures be financedona pay-as-you-go basis. '

(8) The agreement must ensure that the people of Imperial Valley be made whole in
hould commit in advance sufficient

the event there is an early termination of the contract. Its _
funds to cover all un-recovered costs incurred by the IID, participating farmers and any other

Qnﬂw involved in the transfer.

(@) Landowners" rights to receive water should nev
compensation. Fair compensation shouid also be made to any property owner whose Iand

value is diminished due to the transfer. 7
 {10) San Diego must drop efforts to develop a new aqueduct from the Colorado River |
to Tijuana/San Diego. | ST L
_ (11) The transfer should benefit all the landowners and farmers and they should be
treated fairly and equitably. incentives from conservation taking place-on the'fam should
benefit the farm that conserves the transferred water. '

(12) All parties agree o seek legislation to provide favored tax status for the sale of

any farmland to 1ID or its agent to meet water transfer requirements. Landowners shall be
afforded reasonable tax treatment such as transfer of cost basis or condemnation status

'under both federal or state taxes.

i Environmental Justice

Environmental Justice plays a key role in any of the deliberatiohs' r_eQan!ing the

er be diminished without fair .

| Environmental Justice, which is enforced by the Environmental Protection Agency,
becarne a factor in any federal project through Executive Order 12898 signed in 1994 by

President Clinton. It did not go away with the change in administration. The Bush

Administration has reinforced its provisions.
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- EPA "has a firm commitment to the issue of environmental justice and integration into
all programs, policies and activities, consistent with existing environmental laws and their

Yy

implementing regulations,” EPA Administrator Christine Todd Whitman wrote in a memo

August 9, 2001 to all EPA offices and administrators.

She added, “in the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Congress
could not have been any clearer when it stated that it shall be the continuing responsibility of
the federal govemment to ensure for all Americans safe healthful, productive and
aesthetically and culturally pieasing surroundings.

In the words of the EPA, ""The goal of enwronmentai justice is to ensure that all
people, regardless of race, national origin or income, are protected from disproportionate
impacts of environmental hazards. To be classified as an environmental justice community,
residents must be a minority and/or low income group; excluded from the environmental
policy setting and/or decision-making process; subject to a disproportionate impact from one
or more environmental hazards; and experience a disparate implementation of
environmental regulations, requirements, practices and activities in their communities.

“Environmental justice is about real people facing real problems and desngnlng
pmctlcal solutlons to address challenging environmental issues..

The Draft EIR-EIS emoneously dismissed. Envnmnmental Justice as a factor in the

'transfer

- . This error was explalned by -CIG.Research, Inc. (C_IC): “In genera! the Environmental
Justice analysis performed by:the... (the EIR/EIS) ...is superficial and inappropriately
applied (Attachment F). Specifically, the communityJevel. impact analysis was inappropriate
for this project The Consuiltant on the draft EIR/EIS for the Proposed IID Water
Conservation and Transfer Project should redo the Environmental Justice analysis based on

the potential region-wide disproportional impacts to minority and low-income households
resulting from the water transfer program. Furthermore, the Consultant should then provide

- recommendations for mforrhationai outreach to the impacted population and possible.

mitigation measures.”
The complete CIC analysis of Environmental Justice is enclosed as Attachment F.

It should be noted that while Environmental Justice u*npacts are dismissed in the draft
EIR/EIS for the water transfer, the Bureau of Reclamation. and the Salton Sea Authority
considered it significant in the draft EIR/EIS for the Salton Sea Restoration Project as they
pertain to a “no action alternative.” This report was released in January 2000.

“With the No Action Altemnative, slgnrﬁcant socio-economic impacts are expected as
a result of dedlining recreational and other economic uses of the Sea. Job losses would

likely be in the service industry, Therefore, there may be a dlsproporllonate adverse lmpact

to low-income populations.” (Para 4.19.4).
It added that this would occur in current as well as reduced inflow conditions.

would simply exaoerbate an already exlstmg srtuatlon lf Enwronmental Justloe |ssues

existed under reduced inflow scenarios discussed in the Salton Sea Restoration EIRIEIS-

- draft shouldn’t they exist when the siwation is exacerbated due to the transfer?

Y
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The potential of health issues due to air.quélity deterioration from either @ partially- |
exposed lake bed at the Salton Sea or fallowing in the agricultural areas of the Valley, couid
~ create additional Environmental Justice issues. S o 2o
Stuart Hurlbert, Professor of Biology and Director of the Center for Inland Waters at

San_ Diego State University, commented at the San Diego public hearing into the transfer
that “It is not acceptable to simply pass the cosls of water supply development on to other

regions simply because they have less political power.”

‘In order to adequately explore the Environmental justice issues, the impacts o
Imperial Valley as a whole shouid be compared to the impacts and benefits to the regions
receiving the water. . ' - _

~ Environmental Justice issues, which have not been adequately addressed in the
draft EIR/EIS, must be thoroughly evaluated. .

ves: To Fallow or Not To Fallow?

Proposed Alternati

Regardless of the méthod(s) by which water is ultimately conserved, the decision
comes down 1o an evaluation of the impacts and mitigation for on-farm and system
conservation or fallowing ~ora combination of those altematives.

" “There are a number of unknown factors in all of the conservation methods currently

under discussion. For example, San Diego has promoted information stating Imperial Valley .. -

_ will eventually receive an annual revenue stream of $50 million. Mea
questioned the adequacy of that amount when conservation costs are factored in to the

equation.
The Commission has chosen to evaluate three methods of conservation:
| e The framework of a system/on-farm plan developed by the 1ID;

e A temporary fallowing pian developed by the Imperial County Farm Bureau
that would ultimately lead to on- farm conservation; and, - . -

» A fallowing plan put forward that would allow the IID or anothér agency to
purchase the land o be fallowed and use it for economic development

purposes.
The IID System/On-Farm Plan
CONCEPT
This altemative relies upon voluntary participation by landowners for on-farm irigation
system improvements T he water Service area (o deliver e Tiece errwater to-Sanbiege

CVWD and Metropolitan Water District (MWD). While details of this plan have not been |I3;.
refined, the IID states its basic principles are that it is voluntary, incentive-driven, fair, simple,
flexible, prohibits fallowing, provides for improved service, is verifiable and is ownership-
based. _ _ - . L R

nwhile, others have .-




¢ In the first eight years, water would be conserved by system projects and on-farm

conservation.  These would include lateral interceptors, system automation, a new

reservoir in the East Mesa and seepage recovery. This would directly conserve

- 100,000 acre-feet per year. While not necessarily acknowledged by the HD, the

Famm Bureau Plan has estimated that an. additional 70,000 acre fest could be

conserved annually on-farm due to system improvements. This would be water
conserved through little or no investment by the landowners.

* The conservation agreements would be between the IID and landowners.
Landowners would make whatever ammangements are necessary with their tenants
for conservation. Factoring in the system improvements stated above, any amount
over 100,000 acre-feet that is to be transferred must be conserved through the lID-

landowner agreements.

e The Landowner would select the measures used to conserve the water, yet fatlowmg
is specifically proh:blted To date, the IID has not defined fallowing.

e Participating landowners would reduce their measured deliveries below a baselme
amount. There would be no relaxation or intensification of current IID rules and
regulations regarding tail water, the 15-point conservation program, or reasonable

and beneficial use regulations.
‘e Revenue from this program would be splrt with 10 percent coming to the HD for

expenses, 85 percent to participating landowners and 5 percent to the commumty for
the 200,000 acre-feet conserved on farm. It is assumed the liD would receive the

“revenue from the 100,000 acre-feet directly conserved from system improvements.

BENEFITS AND IMPACTS
. The lID program is intended to meet the oblrgatlons of the water transfer and the
quantification agreement and still .protect the local economy through its prohibition of
fallowing as well as its use of the income it generates.
The IID would use its 10 percent to pay for administration, environmental mitigation, -
lost water and power sales, cost recovery of transfer legal expenses, and the EIR/EIS costs.
- The 85 percent of the revenue going to the landowners, according to the [ID, can be
used for .capital costs of conservation, annual operation and maintenance of the
conservation systems and for incentives to partlclpate Capital costs could range from $1 10
to $150 per acre-foot and O&M from $70 to $95 per acre-foot. _

Therefore, depending upon what those costs would be, incentive amounts could
range from a negative ($33.35). per acre-'foot saved to a high of $31.65 per acre-foot.

The commumty would recewe 5 percent of the transfer revenue for the 200 000 acre-

development or to mmgate effects of any reduced farm productlon dlscussed beiow

- This plan by the D is lntended to produce positive impacts and certainly avo:d the
negaﬂve economic impacts from faltavwng for the core of Imperial Valley.




_ There is, however, potential for serious environmental and socio economic
consequences fo the Salton Sea and the surrounding communities. The non-fallowing
alternatives also raise significant questions regarding air quality and health, which have yet
to be resolved. There is no water included for the Salton Sea from this proposal; all of it
would be used for the transfer. Mitigation-for environmental consequences to the Salton Sea
is limited to IID's contractual obligations. its assumption apparently is that any mitigation of

impacts there would be covered by other agencies.

Other concemns about this plan are expressed below:

1. Because there are no requirements for the landowner to implement on-famm
water conservation efficiencies—only an agreement to reduce water deliveries
from a baseline amount—it leaves landowners free to choose any
conservation method. That could include reduction of farm production, which
would be an equivalent to fallowing. Landowners will most likely choose the
option with the highest economic reward.

2 If landowners choose to simply reduce their production, a worst-case scenario
is that 130,000 of the 300,000 acre-feet of water conserved annually would be
produced by an equivalent of fallowing—with the resulting negative community
impacts. This assumes that the estimate of the Farm Bureau is comect that
70,000 acre-fest can be conserved - on farm due solely to ID system

improvements. in an even worse scenario—if the Famn Bureau is incomect—up

to the full 200,000 acre-fest potentially could be saved ‘through this
unintended fallowing. If either of these situations were to occur, the 5 percent
of the transfer revenue going to the community would be insufficient to cover
the projected impacts. | _ o

"3..The IID plans to allocate water to the landowners based on a five-year
historical usage of water to farms. This would determine how much water a
farm was entitied to and how much money the farmer might receive from
transfer payments. This plan has created a lot of controversy. The lID had .
been trying for years with different plans to get farmers to use less water.- This -
penalizes those who were cooperating and who were frugal with their water. .
it rewards those who used more water. Those with sandy ground end up with
a lot more water than those with heavier ground. The point is that this method
of allocation is unfair and is going to give some landowners a substantial
benefit over others. : I

‘4. The D has not offered a complete overall financial evaluation of its plan,
factoring in all elements including the impact of the quantiﬁcation agreement.

5. The draft EIR/EIS also does not adequately analyze the benefis, if any, to the
~ economy from Salton Sea Recreation. Current use figures should be used to
evaluate any recreational benefits of the Salton Sea and its communities to

the Imperial and Coachella valleys. The es a CICstudy
that showed the Sea’s recreational industry in 1987 resulted in about $80

million in annual business output. Those figures are too old to have any -
~ relevance except as historical comparisons. A complete economic study
should be conducted to evaluate how the transfer would impact the Salton -
2. 7
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Sea, especially if it results in an acceleration of its becoming a hyper-saline y
lake. :

6. An additional economic study should be conducted to determine whether a
- shrunken Salton Sea would stimulate expansion of geothermal electric
generation along the shore of the lake. An evaluation should be made
whether this could help mitigate some of the recreational and/or
environmental impacts noted above. '

7. The aesthetic aspects of a much-reduced Sea could create disincentives for
~ regional economic development. | - ‘
- CIC offers some financial scenarios that should be considered in any future fiscal
analysis of conservation methods. The full CIC reportis attached as Attachment E.

According to CIC, lower prices paid by CVWD and MWD under the Quantification
Agreement, coupled with state and federal taxes, would substantially reduce net revenue
from the transfer. CIC calculated that an average $87.2 million in annual revenue would
dwindle to $1.5 million to cover 1ID Program costs with 300,000 acre-feet conserved from
non-fallowing plans. - ' '

CIC discusses the following as for conservation of the minimum to meet the QSA -
230,000 acre-feet (100,000 acre-feet to CVWD and MWD and 130,000 acre-feet to San
Diego): S

*(With) $50.5 million in aVerage annual revenue and the draft EIR/EIS analysis of
$35.8 million in annual conservation costs plus $18.4 million in annual farmer payments, the
program ends up $3.7 million short of paying for itself.” (CIC page 5).

CIC notes that by boosting San Diego amount to 200,000 acre-feet and receiving the
MWD price for the other 100,000 acre-feet, the extra $11.5 million makes the program
workable. Convincing CYWD to pay MWD's prices may be problematic. There is also an
indirect benefit to businesses in the community by the “multiplier effect” on money spent in
the community by the 11D for system improvements and by fanmers for conservation.
MITIGATION = - _

If 1ID's assumptions are comect that there could be an_economic benefit to the
Imperial Valley from the use of transfer funds for on-famm conservation and few if any
negative socio-economic impacts to the core of Imperial Valley, then it follows that most of
the funds from the transfer should go to participating farmers because most of the risk for
on-farm conservation would be incurred by landowners.

Negative socio-economic impact would be to Salton Sea-area residents and to the
recreation industry in that region. Other parties (e.g., San Diego, CVWD, federal, and/or ;
state govemment) should bear any costs to mitigate any impacts due to the transfer,
i ing—¢ i ities. along the S3 ea that are impacted due to the i
transfer. L N - _ -

Imperial Valley residents, including public agencies such as cities, the county and the
" 1D, should not be financially responsible for any air quality, biological, or economic impacts
due to physical changes in the Saiton Sea. _ :




If there is a loss to the farm economy due to simply cutting back production, there
could be an equally negative socio-economic impact to the core of the imperial Valley.

" If agricuttural production is to be maintained and water use efficiency improved, farm
- conservation incentives must be related to water use efficiency and the 11D must institute a
‘mechanism that will enforce the faliowing prohibition in the rules. : :

It-is,unreasonable for Imperial Valley residents to risk their businesses, ivelihoods or

farms to transfer water o other users. Therefore, it is essential that we have indemnity -

against surprises resulting from unforeseen claims to mitigate or pay for impacts to people,
property or: the ‘environment - resulting from good-faith fulfillment of our contractual
obligations. The liD and the people of the Imperial Valley, including farmers must be “held
" harmmiless” from any future costs of litigation or judgments stemming from environmental

“problems caused by the transfer.

The Farm Bureau Plan:
. AConservation Program with Transitional Fallowing

CONCEPT

~ Perhaps the most detailed proposal has been put forward by _the Imperial County -

_ Farm Bureau, enclosed as_AttaChment G. ltis a program for conserving all of the project
water through system and on-farm conservation. Conservation methods would be financed

by using a temporary fallowing program.
The basic components of the plan include:

4. System improvements (including lateral interceptors and mid-lateral reservoirs) to o

. capture canal spills and permit farmers to reduce tail water.

2. A positivé, voluntary incentive program fo increase farms’ walter-use. efﬁcie_ncy by

' reducing tail water (with meters where needed) and reducing infiltration on fields with
~ the highest infiltration rates. I
3. implementing special conservation projects where practical. |
4. Utilizing research and extension to help farmers identify and implement more efficient
- and effective water use practices to get the most efficiency and production from the
- available water. _ :
5. A Debt Avoidance / Inadvertent Over-Run Avoidance Program administered by IID.

11D would acquire control (by lease, purchase or option) of enough farmland to keep IID's

total water use (including transfers) within its 3.1 MAF Colorado River entitement and to
“help provide funds to implement its conservation program without incurring debt, either

“public or private.
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BENEFIT S AND IMPACTS D .

A The preliminary funds analysis of the Farm Bureau Plan assumes $90 mllllon in
annual revenue from the transfer by year 20 of the agreement. Funds would be used fo
finance the . system improvements, on-farm conservation costs, incentives, . meters,
environmental mitigation and special conservation projects. There would be an allowance of
$3 million each year for research projects.

This plan would produce positive lmpacts and certalnly avoid the negative economic
fall-out from permanent fallowing.  There is potential for serious environmental and socio-
ecohomic consequences to the Salton Sea and the summounding communities. Any non-
fallowing alternative also raises significant questions regarding air quality and health effects
from a partially exposed Salton Sea lakebed. Those questions have not been resoived.

There is no water included for the Saiton Sea in the Farm Bureau Plan. All of it
would be used.for the transfer. Mitigation for environmental consequences to the Salton
Sea is limited to 1ID’s contractual obhgatlons Its assumption is that any mitigation of impacts
would be covered by other agencies.

' While not addressung the Farm Bureau Plan speaﬁu!ly, CIC did analyze non-
fallowmg in a generic sense.

The full CIC report is attached as Attachment E.

- It should be noted the revenue figures analyzed by CIC are not the same as those
used by the Farm Bureau. IID officials have said some of the revenue figures used in the
EIR/EIS were understated. The difference amounts to a $10 million annual variation by the
20" year of the agreement. With the Farm Bureau Plan, there are indications that, if spent
effectively, the revenue from the transfer would cover the costs of conservation, as well as
provide new jobs as the plan evolves in the form of on-farm, system, research, and
construction employment.

~ Comments stated above in the discussion of the D SystemlOn-Fann Plan deahng
with.CIC's economic findings and ﬁu—:: potentlal lmpacts to the Salton Sea also apply to any
‘analysis of the Farm Buneau Plan e _ _

MITIGATION
- in view of the fact there may be an economic benefit to the Imperial Valley from the
- use of transfer funds for conservation, there may be few, if any, negative socio-economic
impacts to the core of Imperial Valley; and since most of the risk for on-fanm conservation -
would be incurred by farmers, most of the funds from the transfer should go to participating

- farmers,

. Since this plan includes transitional fallowing in the early years, there will be impacts
to employment that wou!d last during the fallow:ng phase Th|s could be mmgated by an

: re-tramlng programs for workers who are affected

, As for the Salton Sea, other agencies (e.g. San Diego, federal and/or state
govemnment) should bear any costs to mitigate any impacts due to the transfer, including
property in communities along the Salton Sea that are impacted due to the transfer.
Specifically, Imperial Valley residents, including public agencies such as cities, county and
10 -
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* impacts due to physical changes in

the 11D, should not be ﬁnancially.-respbné"ible for any air quality, biological, or - economic

impact would be to Salton Sea-area residents

The Fallowing Alternative(s)

CONCEPT

the Salton Sea. The major negative socio-economic

and to the recreation industry in that region.

The perception of fallowing of Imperial Valley farm land for water consérvation

purposes has traditionally meant allowing farmers to take land out of production—either '

| permanently or on a temporary basis {through crop rotation or other means)~-and allowing
~ them to sell the water to San Diego. : - R

Any faliowing plan, especially "pérmanent fallowing, has the potential for producing

the most negative direct socio-economic

coresponding direct positive impacts in the Imperial Vall

impacts of any altemative with very few
ey. Net transfer funds would

fb'resumably go to the landowners, many of who do not live in Imperial Valley. thereby
reducing the total amount of transfer revenue to the Imperial Valley economy. - The only
exception is the Salton Sea, and communities around the Sea, which. would not be

significantly impacted.

Landowner-based faliowing 'plans do

not discriminate between 'marginali or highly

productive land, do not ensure that revenues would be used in capital investment in Imperial

Valiey, could create adverse impacts on land

values, and because land is fallowed for up to

75 years, could create air quality and heaith issues. Additionally, economic forces and the
participants would dictate what land is fallowed. There is no assurance that the land taken
out of production would be marginal, low crop value ground. Permanently fallowed land ~
would have no water available for future uses, including municipal and industrial uses.

With the exception of the Farm Bureau

Plan {discussed above) that temporarily takes

land out of production to build ca ital for long-range on famm conservation ‘measures, the

only realistic reason o fallow ground would

from 500 to 1,400 jobs.
" However, there are several other alte

be to prevent environmental impacts to the

‘Salton Sea. The cost in jobs inthe central portion of the Valley has been estimated to range

matives that have been proposed to mitifgéte

 the impacts of the transfer on the Salton Sea, on the environment and on the local economy.
Both of the alternatives discussed below warrant more economic study.

1. Purchase of Land to be fallowed by the lID and held in trust

through a phased purchase as the ramp up progresses. The land would be held by the IID
" in trust for future economic development purposes (i.e. using the land for a cargo airport).
Mr. Grogan has suggested acquiring the entire amount of land projected to be needed at the
outset and temporarily I%asing some of it back to agricultural production. in both plans, land
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would be taken out of production according to the ramp up schedule. If the fallowed land _

were 1o be used for municipal, residential, commercial and/or industrial development )
purposes that required water, additional acres would need to be fallowed to provide water

for the transfer. - - ' '

2. Falliowing through natural economic expansion

One area that has not been addressed is land that is being taken out of production
due to the natural growth of the Valley over the next 40 years. During the next four
decades, according to projections by the State Department of Finance, the population of the
Valley in 2040 will be slightly over 504,000. This represents an increase of 349,500 that will
result in an estimated increase in housing units of 100,000 over the present inventory of
almost 44,000. -

Based upon housing density of four homes per acre, it is estimated that upwards of
25,000 acres will be taken out of agricultural production over the next 40 years for residential
development. While we understand that this may be reduced when mutti-family dwellings
are included, it should be more than offset by future expansion of commercial and industrial
dévelopment. Additionally, we realize that these homes also will use water, so any savings
isnot on a 1:1 basis. : _ , .

. Using a figure of 50 percent savings of water currently used on that land (with the
remainder used by the housing), by 2040, water would be available for transfer that would
equal 12,000 acres of fallowed ground. . > e

If these assumptions are comect, an equivalent of 25 percent of the necessary
agricultural land will be taken out whether there are transfers or not. Steps should be taken
to ensure that water from this ground is credited in the transfer. [If the growth progression
- continues at the state-predicted level for 75 years, it is: estimated that the fallowed
agricultural land equivalency for water transfers would be 23,000 acres. With improvements
in water conservation measures over the next 75 years, that “economically fallowed” land
~ could yield even more water for other purposes. S - _

- Whether the water from this land would become fully available for the transfer would
depend upon a number of factors; including farming practices. Agricultural water has
gradually increased due to double cropping, higher water use crops, and more intensive
farming resulting from continued reclamation of farmiand. It is possible that much of this
savings would be needed for agricultural uses. S . '

: ~ This issue has not been mentioned in any economic evaluations of the transfer and it
shouid be evaluated. -

BENEFITS AND IMPACTS

pepending unon the
.

most negative direct socio-economic impacts of any conservation program with
coresponding direct positive impacts in the core of Imperial Valley. Therefore, fallowing
must be temporary or as a result of beneficial normal crop rotation. The only permanent
fallowing that can be allowed to occur must be economic fallowing, which is taking farmland
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out of production because it is being developed for commercial or industrial purposes that
creates job opportunities and economic growth for the Imperial Valley. -

, However, it is recognized that fallowing is also the most environmentally neutral.
option to the Salton Sea as it would lessen the potential socio-economic impacts to
residents of the communities in the Salton Sea area, including the Torres-Martinez Indian
-tribe. . )
- With that said, the Commission developed -a rough analysis using financial
information from the draft EIR/EIS in an attempt to give a comprehensive financial profile for
the proposed fallowing plans. One caveat is a position that the Commission has long held
from the outset of it s work. The Commission believes that an insufficient financial analysis
has been done or the analysis that has been offered has used incomplete or old data. With .
that in mind, the Commission developed two scenarios for land fallowing using the Bratton
and Grogan Plans, and then factored in the “natural economic fallowing” concept.  These
analysis are illustrative of the type of information that should have been provided through the
EIR/EIS process. More extensive economic studies must be completed by -economic
experts prior to implementation of any plan. Neither of our laymen’s analysis factors in the
_economic impacts/benefits to the Salton Sea for recreational, tourist, camping opportunities.
‘As stated elsewhere in this report this should be thoroughly analyzed with up to date
information. Our complete analysis is attached as Attachment H. '

. In the first analysis, which does not factor in fallowing to provide water fo the Salton

Sea we assume that 53,000 acres are fallowed. The analysis by Commission indicates that
the net gain to the economy may be as litlle as $18 million per year because most of the
revenue received must offset lost agricultural production. This estimate uses the financial
information from the EIR/EIS that projects in the year 2027 about $80 million in total
revenues would be received. Of that amount $62 million would be needed to recoup crop
losses from fallowing, assuming an average of $1,166 is gross profit. The calculations are
as follows: [$80,000,000 less (53,000 x $1,166 = $61,798,000) = $18,000,000]. -

In the second analysis the Commission assumes that the impacts to the Salton Sea
cannot and should not be ignored. Therefore,.any program to transfer water must consider
the Sea and its preservation because that would be the only reason a fallowing program -
would be implemented. We assume that 75,000 acres wouid be fallowed in the year 2027.
Revenues generated using figures contained in the EIR equal $80 million and crop losses
equal $87 million, resulting in losses of about $7 million annually. [$80,000,000 less (75,000
x $1,166 = $87,450,000) = loss of $7,450,000 annually]. Of major significance is that in
virtually all of the 75-year period there are net losses to the Imperial Valley ranging from
$12-$17 million annually. :

Any economic analysis should factor in the use of fallowed land for economié
development. The foregoing analysis does not account for the need for residual water for
use by commercial, industrial or residential development; therefore, additional land may

- have to be fallowed to provide for that purpose.

MITIGATION
_ ‘The IiD Board should develop a specific fransfer plan that incorporates an Economic

Development Plan that does not just “make the Imperial Valley whole” but actually improves -
the quality of life in this region. The economic development plan should have elements that
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mitigate any impacts to employment caused by the transfer as well as long-range objectives
to leverage the transfer into an expansion of the Valley's economic base. With the
potentially serious impacts from fallowing threatening the local economy, it is imperative that
any funds from fallowing be used to create new jobs to replace those that are lost. Funds
“for economic development activities and job creation, and training if necessary, should be
provided to local governments directly responsible for this work in the Imperial Valley.

The land taken out of production, if owned by the IiD, could be used as economic
incentives to attract new industry such as a cargo airport. dairies or other commercial and
 industrial enterprises that are compatible for our region. We must also recognize and take

advantage of emerging technologies that use agriculture products and convert them to
renewable energy sources such as sugar cane to ethanol. In view of the potential land
availability around the periphery of the cities (from “"economic fallowing” due to natural
expansion), the 1D should explore high water use, marginal ground near the cities as it
considers whicki land to purchase first.

Any iand from this program could be-used for additional industry attraction efforts.

To help stimulate the agricutural economy, some of the transfer funds could be used
tg reduce water rates, thereby mmimally enhancing the proﬁtabllrty of farm operations and
encouraging expansion/employment in those operations.

" In summary, more extensive economic and financial studies should be conducted

using current information to determine the cost/benefits of fallowing marginal, high water-use

~ ground and/or converting it to industrial, residential or municipal uses. A comprehensive

economic development plan should then be developed to incorporate the concems relating
to fallowing of productive farmland and preservation of our quality of life and environment.

Respectfully submitted on this 257 day of Aprit: —

P cM}W

John R. Kershaw, Chairman, Cor_;imisslon
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ATTACHMENT B

Community Advisory Commission
Work Plan

l. Broad Mission -
The broad mission of the CAC, as stated in 1D board resclution 17-98 is to
(1) Assess possible community benefits and impacts of the lID's Water Conservation
(2) Recommend possible community impact mitigation measures
(3) Memorialize its work for consideration in the EIR/EIS process.

ll. Areas of work _ : _
* In meeting the Board's goals for the CAGC, its work falls into two separate and distinct

areas: -

(1) Development of a parallel, but objective, completely independent _an_djproactive.
‘process that will address community concerns regarding a water transfer with
_the San Diego County Water Authority. B

(A) The CAC will develop an outreach program fo the community to solicit input
regarding benefits and concems about the water transfer and will insure they
are addressed by the |ID Board as necessary. - Means to develop this
information can include: o - o :

e Presentations to community-based. organizations, service clubs, school
~ organizations, city councils, chambers of commerce and other groups as
identified by the CAC. B o

‘e Documenting opinions from various constituencies

(B)  The CAC will develop comments and positions on socio-economic benefits or
impacts of the transfer that may or may not be addressed by the EIR/EIS
process. This can include: ' ' - -

o Validation of existing studies, such as the economic impact report
developed by Dombush; '
 Development of other economic models with the assistance of independent

experts.

~ (C) The CAC will act as a medium through which the broader community becomes .
more familiar with the issues surrounding the water transfer and the Valley's
-~ water rights. The CAC can do this through:
» Presentations at its public meetings
¢ Community forums in alt Valley communities.



(2) Work within the legal constraints of the EIR-EIS

(A) The CAC, in coordination with 1ID staff, will meet regularly with the CH2M Hill
consultant according to the work plan to insure that the socio-economic
concems of the broader oommumty are being addressed in the EIR/EIS

~ process.

(B) The CAC will work with the IID and CH2M Hill on the public sooping process

lil. Final products

(1)  The CAC will quantify and document community impacts and benefits
and make recommendations regarding mitigation altematives. As part of
this, the CAC will address whether there should be a recommendation to the
board that some mon‘ey from the transfer should go to the broader community.

(2) The work of the CAC will be considered for mclusion in the final EIR-EIS
documents.

(3) - A separate report will be prepared by the CAC that contains both majority
and minority findings of the CAC. It will contain:
Concems or comments regarding the actual EIR-EIS report
Other issues that may or may not be included in the EIR/EIS but are
considered important for the board to mcorporate in its deliberations
regarding the water transfer




Attachment C
Outreach and Presentations to CAC

In accomplishing its Work Plan (Attachment B) the CACmade a aumber of -
public outreach efforts: - '

January 1999: Letter sentto all organizations that were involved in the CAC process,
seeking their concerns and recommendations regarding the water transfer. Two responses
‘were received: from the City of El Centro and the El Centro Chamber of Commerce. -

Marcﬁ 16, 1999: - 1ID legal counsel expresses cohc_efn that CAC’s outreach work may be
confused with the legal scoping process. They recommend separate letterheads to lessen
potential for this confusion. That recommendation is accepted. -

March 23, 1999: When representatives from Palo Verde decline to appear before CAC
io discuss MWD fallowing experiment there, CAC members undertake their own
investigation in a visit to Palo Verde. Those findings are reported back to the committee.

Sept. 24, 1999: CAC sends letter to all organizations involved in CAC process inviting
-representatives to attend its Oct. 5; 1999 meeting to learn about the scoping process. The
objective is to build interest in the official scoping hearings set for Oct. 12, 13, &14 1999,

Oct. 19, 2_000: - CAC holds its own “scoping meeting” to develop its input to the final
CH2M Hill Report. Public invited to participate.

Nov. 9, 1999: Subcommittees established to solicit input from Agriculture, Community
Based Organizations, Ag related businesses, Cities/County, Chambers and other
businesses. ' ' '

Dec. 7, 1999: Business subcommittee holds discussion session and elicits inférmation
from several Valley business entities regarding transfer. '

Jan. 28, 2000: Community Based Organizations Subcommittee meets with ndn-profits
to discuss mitigation issues. - : *
Feb. 9, 2000: Survey mailed to Ag related businesses seeking information oﬁ how the
transfer will impact them. ' .

April 11, 2000: CAC hosts CHZM Hill economist in presentation on economic aspects
of EIR/EIS. Ads placed for public participation.

July 25, 2000: CAC hosts U.S. Filter in presentation of its proposals regarding transfer.
Ads taken out to get public participation o : -




March 27, 2002: CAC hosts major water forum in cooperation with a number of
‘community-based organizations for the purpose of educating the public on the impending -
- transfer and its ramifications. Intént was to foster interest in April 3, 2002 public hearing -
on the EIR in El Centro. S : : : :

A Partial List of Presentations to CAC:

- Oct. 6, 1998: Presentation on Colorado River Issues by John Carter and David Osias.
Oct. 13, 1998: Presentation on Colorado River issues as seen by Colorado and Arizona.
Presenters: Jim Lockhead, special consultant to Colorado Governor and Rita Pearson,
Director of Arizona Water Resources. _
Oct. 20, 1998: Presentation by IID Water Conservation Advisory Board
Oct. 27, 1998: Presentation by HD legal counsel on transfer agreement
Nov. 3, 1998: Presentation on Valley Ag Economics by Farm Bureau reps
Nov. 10, 1998: Presentation by Tom Topuzes on Valley economy
- Nov. 17, 1998: Presentation by IID legal counsel on costs of transfer
¢ Dec. 1, 1998: Presentation by EDD on employment issues in Valley
. Dec. 8, 1998 Presentation on water conservation alternatives by IID staff
. Dec. 15, 1998: Presentation by CH2M Hill on EIR/EIS process
Jan. 19, 1999: Presentation by Jimi Merchant on Dornbush Study CoL
May 18, 1999: Presentation by Bill Jacoby, San Diego County Water Authority on San
Diego’s water needs. o - -
June 15, 1999: Presentation by IID staff on on-farm guidelines :
Nov. 30, 1999: Presentation by Tom Kirk, Executive Director of Salton Sea Authority,
on Salton Sea Restoration issues -
July 25, 2000: Presentation by Ed McGrew on US Filter proposals re transfer
Sept. 12, 2000: Presentation by Andy Horne & Tom Veysey on Salton Sea issues
Oct. 30, 2001: Presentation by Robert Johnson of the Bureau of Reclamation and Tom _
Kirk of the Salton Sea Authority regarding economic implications of the transfer and
impacts/choices facing the Salton Sea- & _
March 27, 2002:_ Water Issues Forum featuring key representatives from the Bureau of
Reclamation, Planning and Conservation League, Defenders of Wildlife, San Diego
County Water Authority, IID, Valley businesses and agriculture. '
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Economic Deve

Iss-ies

Hovm could be lost if land is taken out
of productior or if farmers go to less-
labor-intensive crops. This could
impact farm workers as well as

suppliers and the general community.

2)._Valley’s reputation will be hurt

The Valley’s|reputation could be hurt

- if people elsgwhere in the nation
perceive the Valley “sold out” its
water rights. [This occurred in the
‘Owens Vallely.

If there is a:
availability,

As we move from labor-intensive -
work to a more mechanized and white-
collar economy, training issues at IVC
and SDSU need to be addressed to
ensure we have a qualified work force.

6) There will be positive impacts to
the economy with the money
coming into the Valley as a result
of the transfer.

How will it be distributed? Who will -

say where it will go? It is important
that this money stays in the <m=n%
nncuoaw _

Business Issues

Reserve water for business

~ expansion and attraction.
Current figures state only 2% of
the IID water is used by cities.
Need to take into consideration the
loss of water and price of water to

- the cities and the impacton.
expansion of incorporated and un-
incorporated communities.

How will the water transfer
effect the possibilities of future
‘expansion of the ITD service area
to unincorporated communities
such as Ocotillo and those alon
the shores of Salton Sea.
__ Salton Sea communities currently
" receive water m.oE O<<Su but not

ATTACHMENT D

enough. | They would like to be .
included in our service area.

What are the Water

Conservation Effects on:

1) Land Values _

2)- Cropping pattemns/crop quality

3) LV.’s market position in
state/world ag markets

4) Price of water

5) Use of farm inputs/labor

If there is not enough money for -

true conservation, people will

choose lower value crops even

‘though they are not asking for

those crops.

that needs to be discussed.

Crop quality (if they put less
water on alfalfa, for example) will
affect our yields as a county.
Making cropping decisions is part -
of state and global ag market. If

the price of water goes up, it would
affect farming.






- 3)

community through additional

financial support for non-p qomn
organizations?

What will the community get out
of this water transfer?

Should money be returned to the

community through power rate
reductions to consumers?

What will the impact be to

community charitable groups
for example — emergenc
assistance — EFSP/United Wa
ete.

Food and|shelter programs in
which Imperial County residents
can qualify may be impacted.
Amount 9f services and shelters
needed, in the event of people not
working, may increase. There
would be|{financial impacts on
those agencies.

1} How do impacts on the farm
economy affect tax receipts:

‘a) Property taxes/funding for

schools -

5 Public services: parks, public

safety
¢) Etcetera
If there were negative :E.wna to
the farm community, it would
trickle down to schools, local
services, and quality of life issues.

2) What are the Certification and

compliance requirements?

3) Will water transfer increase

welfare cost to povernment?
If there should be a rise in

~ unemployment, would the cost of

welfare increase?

4) Salton Sea

Once a water conservation
program is started, it will have
drastic modification to the Salton
Sea. The Salton Sea is a major
economic base to Coachella Vailey
and Imperial Oo_EQ It Q.Emm ina
_oﬁ of revenue.

- 5) How will the State Fish & Ou:-m_

and Federal Fish & Wildlife
Service react to agreement?
Salton Sea is a major game

preserve. There is a big concemn if
the level of the Salton Sea changes,

it will affect fish/bird life. Also,

looking at drainage as a problem —
lowering the quality in the Salton
Sea. -

What will the affect of limited
water supplies be to Mexico
Their own source of water is the
Colorado River. Somewhere in the
future they could back and say
they need more of our water due to
impact to their groundwater

 supplies.

Identify government agencies
that collect and record socio-
economic data for Imperial

County.

The EIR/EIS process is going to
involve socio-economic models,
requiring collection of data and
input into models. Need to ensure .
that the data is reliable data and the
assumptions are correct.







| 032.._50_3_ Issues — cont...

" 8) Flow of water to the Colorado
. Ue_g will be reduced .—. not

Relates to #4 & #6. > variety of
fish spawn in the area. If we are:
taking water from the river and
send it to San Diego, there will be
that much less water for spawning
of species.
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2002 20000 0 20000 0000 $4,620,000 0 50 ] 50 34,820,000 G $BES0005  .$4,080905 -$124;
2003 20000 © 20000 40000  $10,040,000 0 $0 1] S0 $10,040,000 ,:8 . 313 48,880,905 $1,150,005 §118,
2004 20000 20000 60000  $15,860,000 ] ) 0 $0  $15,660,000 10857 826 48,830,008 $6,779,005 -$102;
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2014 3000 5000 200000  $72,000.000 40,000 $1.00000 | [} o  $73.920,000 42020 rse $2220240 . §T1.000.751

2018 5000 . 5000 200000  $72,800,000 45,000 $2,180,000 ] $0 $74,960,000 43517 4058 $2220240  $TZ2.790.751 ﬁ
2018 5000 ] 5000 200000  $73.800,000 50,00¢ $2,380,000 0 K $75.950,000 44405 4382 20249 $NTNTM ST5Y
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x23 0 5000 5000 200000  $74,000,000 50000  $2,.250.000 35,000 $3,955000 380,208,000 50822 8573 $2,220248  STTO04751 3002
2024 ] 5000 5000 200000 73,800,000 50,000 $2,250,000 40,000 $4480,000 380,330,000 51510 0886 $2220248  $78100.751 80,
2025 0 5000 5000 200000  $73.200,000 50,000 $2,250,000 45,000 35,040,000  $BO.400,000 52308 7198 $2,220248 478260781  $80p
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2028 200000  $72,000,000 50,000 $2,200,000 50,000 $5450,000  $79,850,000 53236 8138 $0 $70,850.000 379,
2128 200000 $71,600,000 50,000 $2,180,000 30,000 $5450,000  $79,200,000 53286 8451 $0  §79200000 5793
2030 200000  $71.200,000 50,000 $2,150,000 50,000 $5400000  $73,750,000 53280 8784 0 §78.rs0000  $TRY
2081 200000  $70,800,000 50,000 $2,150,000 50,000 $5,350,000  $78,300,000 53288 9077 S0 §76.300000 3743
2032 200000  $69,500,000 50,000 $2.150,000 50,000 $5300,000  $77,250,000 53286 2380 30 §IT2%0,000 3772
2033 200000  $69,400,000 50,000 $2,100,000 50,000 $5,300,000  $78,800,000 83286 8708 S0 $76800000 3768
2034 200000  $89,000,000 50,000 £2,100,000 50,000 $5.250000 378,350,000 53268 10018 0 $7TMA80000 5783
2035 200000 368,600,000 £0,000 $2,100,000 50,000 $5,200000 578,100,000 853285 10329 $0  $78,100,000 $76.3
2006 200000  $88,400.000 40,000 $2,050,600 50,000 $5,150,000  $75,800,000 sa208 10842 $0  $75,600000 3755
2087 200000  $58,000,000 50,000 $2,050,000 50,000 $5,150,000  $75,200,000 sa208 10855 8¢ $75200000  $75,
2033 200000 357,800,000 50,000 $2,050,000 50,000 35,100,000  $74,750,000 52288 11288 30 $74780,000  $74,
2039 200000  $67,200,000 50000 . $2,050,000 50,000 $5,050,000  $74,300,000 83285 11581 $0 $74,200000 $74.3
2040 20000 366,500,000 50,000 $2.000,000 50,000 $5.050,000  $73,850,000 83288 11894 $0 573880000 873,
‘2041 200000  $58,600,000 50,000 $2.000,000 50,000 $5.000,000  $73,600,000 53206 C1z2207 0 72800000 $738
242 200000  '$68,200,000 50,000 $2,000,000 50,000 $4950,000  $73,150,000 83288 12520 $0 $73,150,000 © $7T3M
2043 200000  $85,800,000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4850000  $72,700,000 53288 12833 0 372700000 $Y2N
2044 200000 $85,400,000 50,000 $1,880,000 . 50,000 $4.000000  §72,250,000 53286 13148 $0 $72250,000 %72,
2045 200000  $85,000,000 50,000 $1,950,000 50,000 $4.850,000  $71,500.000 53788 1345 0 571,800,000 ¢ 571,
2046 200000 $84,800,000 50,000 $1,950,000 50,000 4850000  $71,800,000 53266 1372 $0  $71,600000° S$71.%
2047 200000 - $84,400,000 50,000 $1,900,000 50,000 34500000  $71,100,000 53288 14085 0 $71,100.000  §71,1
2048 200000  $64,000,000 50,000 $1,900,000 50,000 $4,750,000 570,880,000 53288 14308 % $70650000  $708
249 200000  $83,600,000 50,000 51,800,000 50,000 $4,750,000  $70,250,000 53208 14711 0 570280000 $702
2050 200000 $63.400,000 50,000 $1,900,000 50,000 $4,700,000  $70,000,000 3200 15024 $0  S7T0000000 $70,0
2051 200000  $83,000,000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4850,000  $59,500,000 53286 15337 $0  $4,800,000 360
2052 200000 362,600,000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4,850,000  $69,100,000 53286 158%0 S0 3690,100000 3604
2053 200000 352,200,000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4.600000  $58.650,000 53208 15983 30 $50,650,000 38,8
2054 200000  $41,800,000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4,600,000  $58.250,000 53288 18278 50 468,250,000 $AB D¢
2068 200000  $51,800,000 50,000 $1,800.000 50,000 $4,550,000  $67,080,000 5788 18589 50 387950000 $57.82
2088 200000 . $81,200,000 50,000 $1,300,000 50,000 $4500000 367,500,000 53788 18902 ¥ 387500000 $87
2087 200000 500,500,000 50,000 $£,800,000 50,000 $4,500,000 367,100,000 53248 1TH5 $0 307,100,000 $47.1C
2058 200000  $60.600.0003 80,000 $1.800,000 50,000 §4450000 66,250,000 53208 17528 $0 303850000 368
2059 200000 $60,200,000 50,000 $1,750,000 50,000 $4,400,000  $68,350,000 53288 17844 $0  $68.360,000 %003
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2060 200000 $59,300,000 50,000 $1,750,000 50,000 $4,400,000  $05.050,000 53288 18154 ¥ 365,550,000 865

081 200000  $58.400,000 50,000 31750000 | 0,000 $4,350,000  $85,500,000 53288 18487 $0  $85.500,000 385

2062 200000  $50 200,000 50,000 $1,750,000 50,000 $4,350000  $85,300,000 . 53286 18780 0 385300000  $BE,

2063 - 200008 558 800,000 50,000 $1,700,000 50,000 $4,300,000 504,800,600 52288 10063 $0 364,800,000  $84,

2064 200000  $58.400,000 50,000 $1,700,000 50,000 $4.300,000  $64.400,000 53288 10406 0 $84.400000 384,

2085 200000 358,200,000 50,000 $1,700,000 50,000 $4.250,000 384,150,000 53285 e $0  $64,150000 384

2068 200000 357,800,000 50,000 $1,700,000 50,000 54200000 383,700,000 53288 20032 0 $63.700000 $B3,

087 200000  $37400.000 50,000 51,700,000 50,000 34,200,000 $43,300,000 | 53288 20045 S0 $63,300,000 $53;

2008 200000 357,200,000 50,000 $1,650000 . 50,000 34,180,000 563,000,000 53206 20658 $0  $53.000000 363,

2009 200000  $58,500,000 540,000 $1.650.000 50,000 34,130,000 $82,800,000 fazes 207 30 $62,600,000 $63

X0 200000 £58.400,000 50,000 31,650,000 50,000 $4,100,000 $62,150,000 53288 21284 $0 $2,150,000 387

2071 200000 556,200,000 £0,000 $1,650,000 50,000 $4,100,000 81,950,000 £2ee 21507 30 $81,950,000 381,

2072 200000 $55,800,000 50,000 $1,800.000 50,000 $4,050.000 361,450,000 53208 21910 0 $61450,000 561,

200000 $55,400,000 50,000 41,600,000 40,000 $4,000,000 $61,000,000 £3288 22203 0 $61.000,000 361,/

200000 -$55.200,000 50,000 $1,600,000 50,000 $4,000,000  $50,800,000 3208 22538 0 $60.800,000 $60

200000 54,800,000 50,000 $1,800,000 50,000 $3,850,000  $80,350,000 53288 22840 50 $80.350,000 380,

200000 $54,400,000 50,000 $1,800,000 50,000 $3,950.000 $58,850,000 53288 23182 $0 $50,650,000  $50

$68,588,067 |

PR
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% Cost o Nt
Total Gross  Acres needed  Actes out due purchass land ;
15150  Ind KAF  Totsi new u!atnc cYWD CVWD/MET  Revenusto 8D ¥ ali - tocity growth forfaiowing  NetR
. AF to KAFto CVWDo AP Cumnulativey nnso.ane CYWD Cum  Revenue 15t 50 CVWINMET = Revenus 2nd  from sl conservation 10 2040 (50%  @32500 acre Phased 53,2
' Yaar SDCWA CvwD MWD transfermed  Total Revenus 15t KAY KAF Cum 2nd KAV 50 KAF SOUNCes thru faflowing  savings) " avg. purchans | at$2
W2 20000 0 20000 20000 $4,820,000 0 $0 0 $0 $4,520,000 5000 .0 $12500000 57,400,000 -$128,
03 20000 20000 40000 $10,040,000 0 $0 0 $¢  $1D.040,000 10000 33 $12500000 52,480,000 5118y
2004 20000 20000 6000 $15,000,000 0 $0 0 $0  $15660,000 15000 626 $12,500,000 $3,100,000 -$402;
2005 . 25000 0 25000 25000  $23,120.000 1] $0 0 ¢ $22,120,000 21250 039 $15,825,000 $7495,000  $79,
20086 25000 0 25000 110000 $31,020.000 [ 30 0 8 531,000,000 27500 1252 $156,825000  $15395000 -G48,
2007 20000 0 20000 130000  $38,000,000 ] 0 ] 30 528,000,000 . 32500 1585 $12,500,000  $25,500000 -§10;
2008 20000 0 20000 150000  $45,800,006 0. 30 0 $0  $45,800,000 37500 1878 512,800,000  $33,100000 - §a5,
2009 25000 [ 25000 175000 355,125,000 0 30 ] 0 585,125,000 43750 291 6625000  $30,500,000 $55,
2010 25000 -] 25000 200000  $65.400,000 0 0 ] 0 $A5.400,000 50000 2504  $15625000  $48.775,000
201 . 25000 25000 200000  $87,800,000 25000 $1,225,000 0 $0 $60,025,000 S8250 2817 15525000 353,400,000 $68
2012 5000 8000 200000  $70,000,000 30,000 $1,470,000 0 $0  $72.070,000 57500 10 $3,125000  $BA045,000 $7Zy
2013 5000 8000 200000  $71,400,000 35,000 $1,680,000 0 $0  $73,080,000 58750 443 $3,125000  $80,083,000 $734
2014 5000 000 200000  $72,000,000 40,000 $1,920,000 0 $0 373820000 50000 arss $3,125000  $70,795,000
015 5000 5000 200000 $72,800.000 45,000 $2,180,000 0 $0 $74,900,000 81250 4089 $3,125000  §71,835000 37
a1 5000 0 5000 200000  $73.600,000 50,000 $2,350,000 L] $0 375,650,000 62500 4382 125000  $72825000 $75
07 a 8000 5000 200000 $74,000,000 60,000 $2,350,000 . 8,000 $500,000 376,640,000 s3750 4095 33125000  $73815000 376
2018 ] 5000 5000 200000 $74,800,000 50,000 $2,350,000 10,000 $1,170000 $78,120.000 65000 5008 $3,425000 = ST4995000 S$78,
2019 1] 5000 5000 200000 574,000,000 50,000 $2,300,000 18,000 $1,740,000  $78,040,000 66250 5321 $3125000 $74915000 $75
-2020 ] 5000 5000 200000 $73,800,000 50,000 $2,300,000 20,000 $2,300,000  $78.200,000 87300 5634 $3,125000  $75075,000 $75,
2024 0 5000 5000 200000  $73.200,000 £0,000 $2,300,000 25,000 $2875000  $78,375,000 70 5047 $3.125000  $75.250,000 §7A;
022 0 5000 5000 200000  $74,400,000 $0,000 42,300,000 30,000 53420000  $80,120,000 70000 8280 $3,125000 578,095,000 $8¢;
2023 ¢ 5000 8000 . 200000 574,000,000 50,000 $2.250,000 35,000 $3,955000  $30,208,000 71250 8573 $3,125000  $77.080,000 80
2024 0 5000 8000 200000 573,800,000 50,000 $2,250,000 40,000 $4,480,000 580,330,000 T2500 6888 £3,128,000  $77.205.000
2025 . 1 5060 5000 200000  $73,200000 50,000 $2,250.000 45,000 $5,040,000  $80,400,000 73750 7199 $3,128000  $77,365,000 Nmm
2026 0 5000 5000 200000 - $72.800,000 80,000  $2,200,000 50,000 $5,550,000  $80,550,000 75000 - TEIZ 33125000  S77.425000 380
2027 200000  $72,400.000 50,000 $2,200,000 50,000 $5,500,000  $80,100,000 75000 7825 30 $80,100000 $80f
2028 200000  $72.000,000 50,000 $2,200,000 50,000 $5450,000  $79,850.000 78000 8138 30 §$79,850,000 $79
229 200000  $71.600,000 50,000 $2,150,000 50,000 $5450000 379,200,000 75000 8451 50 $79,200,000
2030 200000  $71.200,000 50,000 $2,150,000 50,000 $5,400,000  $78,750,000 75000 &764 $0 $78,750,000 378
2031 200000  $70.200,000 56,000 52,150,000 50,000 $5,350,000  $78.300,000 75000 it 0 STRI00000 $75
032 200000 569,800,000 50,000 $2,150,000 50,000 $5,300000  $77.250,000 75000 9390 0 ST2%0000 §
2033 200000  $59.400,000 50,000 $2,100,000 50,000 $5,500,000  $76,800,000 75000 9703 $0  $76.800,000
2032 200000 $59,000,000 50,000 $2,100,000 50,000 $5,250,000  $78,350,000 75000 10018 0 $76.350,000
2035 200000  $88,800,000 50,000 $2,100,000 50,000 $5,200000  $76,100,000 5000 10329 S0 $76.100,000
2038 200006 348,400,000 50,000 32,080,000 50,000 $5,150,000  $75,600.000 T5000 10642 30 $75.800,000 §75
2037 200000  $88,000,000 50,000 52,080,000 50,000 $5,150,000  $75,200,000 75000 10058 $0 375200000  $7&
33 200000  $67,800.000 50,000 $2.050,000 50,000 $5,100,000  $74,750,000 75000 11288 $0  STATS0,000 $74,]
2039 200000 362,200,000 50,000 52,060,000 50,000 35,050,000  $74,300,000 75000 1581 0 74300000 §743
2040 200000  $86,200,000 50,000 $2,000,000 50,000 $8.050,000  $73,850,000 75000 11804 $0  $73.850000 $7a3
. 2041 200000  §86,000,000 50,000 $2,000,000 50,000 $5,000,000  $73,600,000 75000 2207 0 $73.800000 373
2042 200000  $85.200,000 50,000 $2,000,000 50,000 $4,900,000  $73,150,000 75000 12520 0 $13150000 $733%
2043 200000  $65,800,000 50,000 $1,580,000 50,000 $4930,000  $72,700.000 75000 1283 $0  §72700,000 3§72,
2044 200000  $6%.400.000 50,000 $1,950,000 50,000 $4,000000 572,250,000 75000 13148 $0  $72250,000  §72
2045 0000 385,000,000 50,000 $1,950,000 50,000 $4,850,000  $71,800.000 75000 13459 $0 S7T1.800,000 $71,
2048 200000 384,800,000 50,000 $1,950,000 50,000 $4.850000 371,800,000 78000 13712 0 $T1,800,000  §71 1
2047 200000  $54,400,000 50,000 $1,900,000 50,000 $4.800000  $71,100,000 75000 14085 . %0 §$T1,100006 $71.9
2048 200000 $54,000,000 50,000 $1,800,000 50,000 $4.750000  $70,650,000 75000 14308 $0  $70,850.000 370,
2048 200000  $93,600,000 50,000 $1,000,000 50,000 $4,750000  $70,250,000 75000 14711 $0  $70250.000 $70.
2050 200000 - $83,400,000 50,000 $1,900,000 50,000 $4,700000  $70,000,000 75000 18024 $0  $70,000006 3570,
2084 200000  $83,000.000 50,000 $1,250,000 50000 - $4,850,000  $89,500,000 75000 15337 0 $60.500,000 $59
2082 200000 582,600,000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4,650000  $8%,100,000 75000 156850 30 $60,100,000 $00,
2083 200000  $62.200000 50,000 $1,850,000 50,000 $4,000000  $68,650.000 78000 15963 S0 $58,650,000 $6e,
2054 200000  $81,000,000 50,000 $1.850,000 50,000 $4.600,000 362,250,000 75000 16278 S0 $83250000 $oB.}
2055 200000  $51,800,000 50,000 $1,800,000 50,000 650000 67,950,000 TS000 18585 $0  $87.950000 4874
2058 200000  $651,200,000 50,000 $1,800,000 50,000 $4,500,000  $67,800,000 75000 18802 S0 $87,500,000 9675
2057 200000 560,800,000 50,000 $1,800,000 50,000 $4.500,000 367,100,000 75000 TS S0 $67,100000 367,
2058 200000 560,800,000 50.000 31,800,000 50,000 $4,450,000 368,850,000 75000 11528 $0 368,850,000 B8,
2088 200000  $60,200,000 50,000 $4,750,000 50,000 34,400,000  $59,350,000 75000 17844 0 $60,350,000 368,
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= . AF to KAFt0 CVWDor AF Cumusiative San Disgo CVWD Cuen Revenue 182 56 CVWINMET Revenue 2nd  from afl conservation - to 2040 (30%  g2500 scre Phased {53
, Year SDCWA . CVYWD MWD transferred Total Revenue 15t KAV KAF Cum 2nd KAV 50 KAF sources thru faliowing  savings) vy puchess st

2080 200000  $50,800,000 50,000 $1,760,000 50,000 $HAC0000 | $65,050,000 75000 18154 $0 385080000 385,
2051 200000 $50,.400,000 50,000 $1,750,000 80,000 $4,350,000 $465,500,000 75000 1467 $0 585,500,000 $85)
2062 200000  $56,.200,000 50,000 $1,750,000 50,000 54,350,000  $65,300,000 75000 14730 30 $65,300000 $85)
2083 200000 58,800,000 50,000 $1,700,000 50,000 $4,300,000 364,500,000 75000 19083 30 354800000 $&4.
264 200000  $58,400,000 50,000 $1.700,000 50,000 $4,300,000  $84.400,000 75000 19408 50 364400000 S84,
2065 200000  $58,200,000 50,009 $1,700,000 50,000 $4,250000 384,150,000 75600 19719 30 $64,150,000 ' §84
2066 200000 $57,.300,000 50,600 $1,700,000 50,000 $4,200,000 $63,700,000 75000 20032 50 «eﬁ.ﬂeebs. - 98
2067 200000 $57,400,000 50,000 $1,700,000 - 50,000 $4,200,000 $583,300,000 75000 20345 Lo $63,300,000  $43;;
2068 200000 $57.200,000 30,000 $1,650,000 50,000 $4,150.000 $63,000,000 T5000 20658 -] $83,000,000 ﬁ
2086 200000 $56,800.000 . 50,000 $1,650,000 50,000 $4.150000  $62,600,000 75000 20071 $0 52800000
2010 200000 $56,400 000 50,000 51,680,000 50,000 $4,100,000 $52,150,000 75000 21284 $0 $62,150,000 a-n..h
27 200000 $58,200,000 50,000 $1,850,000 30,000 $4,100,000 $61,950,000 75000 58T $0  SE1.050,000 $B1
2072 200000 $55,800,000 50,000 $1,800000 . 50,000 $4,080,000 $81,450,000 75000 21910 30 S61AS0000 $61
2073 200000 $55.400,000 50,000 $1,600,000 50,000 $4,000000  $61.000,000 75000 2 0 $51,000000 $81)
2074 200000 335,200,000 50,00 $1,800,000 50,000 $4,000000  $60,800,000 75000 225% $0 60,800,000 $80)
2075 200000  $54,800,000 50,000 $1,600,000 50,000 $3,850,000 $80,350,000 75000 A 30 $60,350,000°  $60,
2076 200000  $54,400,000 50,000 $1,600.000 50,000 $2,950,000  $50,850,000 75000 182 30 $50950,000 $50)

- $68,558 867
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e B REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIR/EIS . _
JE PROPOSED IID WATER CONSERVATION AND TRANSFER PROJECT:
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACT ANALYSIS '

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMPACTS OF FEDERAL PROJECTS

Executive Order 12898, was signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. EO 12888
directs “Federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to identify and
address disproportionately high and adverse effects of Federal projects on the heaith or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law.” However, the further objective of the EO is to enhance the provision of
nondiscrimination in Federal programs affecting human health and.- the environment by
promoting meaningful opportunities to access of public information and participation in matters
relating to minority and low-income populations. '

Therefore, the intent of EO 12898 is to identify the potential for disproportionate impacts to
minority and/or low-income populations as a result of a Federal project like the 1iD water
transfer, and then to provide informational outreach to these populations to make them aware of
the potential impacts and to involvé them in the decision process and evaluation of potential

" glternatives. The reasoning behind this informational outreach is to involve populations that -

have historically been disenfranchised from the standard public informational process. The
Federal policy recognizes that low-income and minority populations have a right to information
regarding these Federal projects, but do not have the same access or may have language,
transportation, education or other obstacles that make it difficult for them to participate in the -

- public information and planning process.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis should not be limited in focus to low-income/minority
"communities” only, although this is a common misconception. Indeed the EJ analysis is not-
limited to a specific minimum threshold level of population impacts and may be found when a
very small low-income/minority population is impacted whether or not that population would be

readily defined as a community. Part of this misconception has been generated by analysis of -

Federal project impact areas that are usually defined as adjacent to or the general area
surrounding a proposed Federal project. However, the proposed 1D water transfer is not a
specific localized project, but rather a regional project with potential impacts to the greater
Imperial Valley economy. - S -

CIC RESEARCH COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 'EIR/EIS ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE
IMPACT ANALYSIS | R

3.5 Environmental Justice

‘3,45 Environmental Justice

1). The Drait EIR/EIS Environmental Justice analysis employed a census tract impact
methodology, based on physical - proximity to the proposed project. Based on this
definition (i.e., census tracts) the study identified low-income and minority communities
as areas which were represented by above and below average percentage comparisons.
to the countywide average ethnicity and income, respectively. :

20
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2) In general the Environmental Justice impact analysis concluded that no EJ impact wou!dj |

occur disproportionately to any one specific low-income/minority community because the
project impacts are countywide and not community specific (i.e., census tract specific).
Further the study concludes that the impacts would likely occur throughout the region,
therefore, low-income/minority communities would not be disproportionately impacted.

3) Further the study concluded that even though the worst case loss of farm employment is
1,400 jobs this would only represent 2.8 percent of the countywide employment
(48,800). Therefore, it would not be a significant impact. Even within the farm
employment sector the loss of 1,400 jobs would represent only 12 percent of the
county's total farm jobs. " _

4) The Dfaft EIR/EIS states, 'Héwever, farm laborers could be affected as a group by
failowing activities and on-farm imrigation system conservation measures, which would
reduce the demand for farm labor in some areas.”

CIC Research Comments To The Consultant's Findings.
The census tract/community impact analyais performed by the Consultant for this project is not
an appropriate methodology. The Consuiltant has misinterpreted the environmental impact
criteria of EO 12898 as only pertaining to a “community” and that these communities can be
defined by census tracts. The Consuitant has also misapplied the impact of a region-wide
Federal project as if it were a community-level project. In so doing the Consultant has ignored
“the region wide sociceconomic impacts and fails to address the potential for disproporticnate
impacts to the low-income and minority popuiation throughout the Imperial Valley economy.

The proposed HID water transfers are a regional project with region-wide effects on employment
loss. The Consultant has correctly identified the 48,900 countywide jobs. However, the
appropriate measure of disproportionate impacts would have focused on the resulting 1,400 lost

. agricultural jobs identified by the Consultant and whether this employment loss would

disproportionately affect low-income and/or minority househoids compared to the countywide
population. - - - ' . :

The census data clearly indicates that gﬁc&ltural ‘workers in general represent significantly
- - higher proportions of low-income and/or minority households than the county’s average

employee/household characteristics. Therefore, a disproportionate Environmental Justice

impact is likely. Indeed the Consultant states:

- “However, farm laborers could be affected as a group by fallowing activities
and on-farm irrigation system conservation measures, which would reduce the
demand for farm labor in some areas. This effect would not disproportionately
affect a specific community or area but could affect farm laborers, which are
predominantly minority and low-income, as a population group.” -

The Consuitant has clearly recognizéd that the predominate impacts of the water transfer
program would be to minority and low-income farm laborers. However, the Consultant has
- Inappropriately dismissed these impacts because the impacted low-income and/or minority

population doesn't live in a specific community within the Imperial Valley. The comect

CIC Research, inc . o 21
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application and study conclusion using EC 12898 is that the water transfer program results in 2
disproportionate impact to the low-income and minority population of the Imperial Valiey.

When Environmental Justice impacts are found, then Federal Government policy guidelines -

require significant outreach to the low-income and/or minority population. This outreach should
begin very early in the study phase in order to inform the potentially affected low-income and
minority populations of the proposed project, including proposed project alternatives. The
informational outreach to this population should be conducted in a way that is conducive to their
inclusion in the decision and planning process, including in a language, time, and place that is
convenienttothem. - -

Overall Environmental Justice Review Findings.

In general the Environmental Justice analysis performed by the Consuitant is superﬁciél and

inappropriately applied. Specifically, the community-level impact analysis was inappropriate for

this project. The Consultant on the Draft EIR/E!S-for the Proposed IID Water Conservation And

Transfer Project should redo the Environmental Justice analysis based on the potential region
wide disproportional impacts to minority and low-income households resulting from the water
transfer program. Furthermore, the Consuitant should then provide recommendations for

: infqnnational outreach to the impacted population and possible mitigation measures.

CIC Research, inc U
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ATTRCHMENT &
Farm Bureau Conservation Plan

. |. Plan'Goals & Features

A. No Water Allocation to Farmland

B. No Long Term Farm Contracts

C. Completely Voluntary

D. All Fields are Eligible to Participate

E. No Incentive to Fallow or Farm Less

F. Maximize Utilization of liD’s Available Water

G. No Debt to Finance Conservation Improvements

H. Conserve and Transfer Water to Comply with ‘Our Commitments

II. Plan Components :
A. System improvements (including multipurpose lateral interceptors with mid-
‘ lateral reservoirs where needed) to capture canal spills and permit farmers

to reduce tailwater.

B. A positive, voluntary incentive progra'm to increase farms’ water use
efficiency by reducing tailwater (with meters where needed) and reducing
infiltration on fields with the highest infiltration rates.

'C. Implementing spe'cial COnservation'projects where practical.

D. Utilizing research and extension to help farmers identify and implement
more efficient and effective water use practices to get the most efficiency

and production from the available water.

E. A Debt Avoidance/ Inadvertent Qver-Run Avoidance Program
- administered by 11D |
11D would acquire control (by lease, purchase or option) of enough
farmland to keep HD’s total water use (including transfers) within its
3.1 MAF Colorado River entitiement, and to help provide funds to
implement its conservation program without incurring debt, either

public or private.

FB Consérvation Plan
March 18, 2002 -
page 1



Expenditure Priorities |
A. Debt Avoidance / Inadvertent Over-Run Avoidance Program & current

administrative expenses (mcludmg current necessary environmental
mitigation)

B. IID System lmprovement Projects

C. On-Farm Incentive Program  including Metering

D. Deferred Overhead (transfer prep, legal, EIR/EIS, environmental mltlgatlon
lost sales, etc.) :

E. System Maintenance Catch-up (repair / maintenance of existing delivery
system)

F. Special Conservation prOjects

G. Research and Extension (to help farmers choose & tmplement effectlve

- conservation practlces)

The plan componenté might be implemented as follows:

The Debt / IOR avoidance prograrn would be implemented by requesting bids
-and evaluating them based on the acre foot cost of the expected water yield.. The
best offers would be accept_ed i!D's total use would be kept at its maximum without

exceeding its entrtlement

The farm incentive program would be developed, modified and administered by
a qualified group so as to use the funds available to obtain the maximum amount of
conservation. The programs developed should adhere to principles such as:
effective, simple, low administratien & overhead, fair, ﬂexible, etc.

Specual conservation projects couid include on-farm projects which would not
be feasible under the on-farm incentive program, but would provide cost-effective
-and predictable conservation. Many of these might also be selected from bids.

Funds Utilization

Based on a sample spreadsheet showing how transfer revenues for the first 20
years might be used in accordance with the specified priorities, some projects would
have to be deferred for several years due to limited availability of funds.

Price re-determination was not taken into account. -

FB Conservation Plan
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Possible features of on-farm conservation program

1. Establish TARGETS for tailwater at appropriate levels: to obtain needed

~ conservation and treat fairly the different crops and irrigation methods.
2. Incentive payments would be a percentage of the charge for the water used for |
the irrigation. (An incentive payment equal to $15 / AF of delivered water might

" amount to about $150 / acre foot for water conserved; & if 5 ac. ft. were used per
year, an 80 acre field could earn about $6,000 in incentive payments.)

3. Consider as tailwater any infiltration which exceeds established Evapo-

Transpiration for the crop PLUS a generous leaching allowance (maybe 30%).

FoliOwing is a list of some problems that would be created by the llD-propdsed
conservation plan which would be avoided by this alternative plan: _

1. Not Voluntary ,
a) Non-Participants are involuntarily bound by same allocation & pay-
| back, only without any money. | : .
‘Pays the bulk of the money to those least likely to affect conservation—
including absentee landowners—with no efficiency requirements
Encourages reduced farming by paying landowners to withdraw water
fromthe land. .
Requires binding, complex, long-term contracts recorded against the land
Imposes a permanent restrictive water allocation program on all farms
Uses an unjust & unfair basis for allocation

a) Rewards inefficient past use
'b) Rewards those who disregarded 1ID’s water conservation policies |

7. It establishes an industrial-type water use & pay-back system for an
agriculture with uncontrollable and unpredictable use characteristics
a) Farmers will have to budget their water, 1D will be the enforcers.
b) Farmers will need to under-use, or pay extra for water to finish crops
c) Wil be sending unused water to junior right-holders free
Contains an undefinable “no-fallowing” clause. | o |
Takes away water rights and value from District lands with loworno
usage during a short, recent historical period. |

oor © N

©o
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FARM BUREAU CONSERVATION PLAN h
FUNDS USE | {
SAMPLE

- Dollars in Millions

Debt/ Enviro. . System Re-

' IOR ' New On-Fam Mitigation . Maint Special search

: Reve- Avoid- Current [|ID ~ Sys Incentive & Defered Catch- Cons &Ex-
Year nues ance Admin System maint & Meters Overhead up Proj's {ension Balance Year

A B CcC D E F G H | J K L M
1 5 5 0o 1
2 10 6 2 2 o 2
3 18 -7 1 8 0. 3
4 23 8 -2 A3 0 4
5 31 9 2 20 0 5
6 38 9 2 =22 4 - 0 6
7 4 9 3 23 -1 8 A o 7
8 54 9 3 23 2 -4 2 -1 0o 8
9 63 -9 3 23 -3 9 2 3 - o 9
10 74 -8 3 17 4 26 6 4 5 - 0 10
1 77 7 4 9 B -3 s 5 8 =2 0 11
12 79 5 4 6 . .37 7 5 43 2 0 12
13 80 -4 -4 6 -39 6 5 14 2 0o 13
14 82 3 4 6 -39 5 6 17 2 0 14
15 84 2 4 6 40 4 6 20 -2 0 15
16 86 =2 4 8 40 ) 5 22 =2 0 16
17 8 2 4 6 40 4 6 23 2 0 17
18 8 -1 4 6 - 40 6 6 23 2 0o 18
19 8 -1 4 6 40 6 6 23 3 0 19
20 9% 1 4 6 -40 -7 6 23 3 0 20

o

1201 -107 61 -160 -89 -457 67 85 -192 -23
Assumptions”_"_':

Water use without Project would be 3.18 MAF in 2003 (80 KAF more than 3.1 MAF cap)
D system expenditures will be used for seepage recovery 1st, then interceptors

That efficiency improvements will reduce over-run to less than 20 KAF by year 20
Conservation will be in addition to a gradual increase in crop water use.

IID delivery system improvements will require $160 M capital cost

Environmental mitigation costs will begin inyear 6 :

Current administration costs will be about 5% of revenues

Price Redetermination will not reduce revenues during first 20 years

~ March 18, 2002
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FARM BUREAU CONSERVATION PLAN

ESTIMATED EFFECTS
Conerved with Conserved on Farm On-farm
Amount Syst with Farm with Spec with plus  "Other"

Trans- Cap | inter- seep-| WD Incent Fam  Proj Spec'l | System On-farm System Conser-

Yr ferred Exp |ceptors age | Sys Exp Incent Exp Proj's Cum Cum “Cum vation Yr
A B c D E F G H | J K L M N 0
1 20 0 o 0 20 1
2 40 -2 0 0 0 0. 40 2
3 60 -8 3 3 0 3 57 3
4 B85 -13 6 9 0 9 76 4
5 110 -20 6 15 0 15 95 5
6 130 -22 10.5 3 -4 ' 25.5 3 28.5 101.5 6
7 150 -23. 105 6 -8 . 36 9 45 105 7
8 175 -23 125 9 -14 2. 48.5 20 68.5 106.5 8
9 200 -23 155 11 -19 6 -1 64 37 101 99 9
10 225 =17 10.5 10 -26 - 15 -5 745 62 136.5 88.5 10
11 230 -9 12 10 -31 15 -8 3 86.5 90 176.5 535 1
122 235 13.5 11 -37 15 -13 4 100 120 220 15 12
13 240 : _ 6 -39 15  -14 6 100 147 247 7 13
14 245 . 3 -39 12 -17 6 100 168 268 -23 14
15 250 1 -40 8 -20 7 100 184 284 @ -4 15
16 255 -40 5 -22 8 100 197 297 42 16
17 260 o -40 3 -23 8 100 208 308 -48 17
18 265 ' -40 2 -23 8 100 218 318 -53 18
19 270 -40 1 -23 8 100 227 327 57 19
20 275 ' : -40 1 . -23 8 100 236 336 -61 20
21 280 -40 - 23 7 100 ~ 243 343 63 21
22 285 -40 -23 7 100 250 350 65 2
23 290 -40 -23 7 100 257 357 67 23
24 295 ~-40 -23 7 100 264 364 -69 24
25 300 -40 -23 6 100 270 370 -70 25
5,170 - 85 15 70 100 100 Totals 198

Expenditures in $ Millions in RED (Columns C, F, & H)

Acre Feet of water in 1,000's in BLACK
"Other" Conservahon does not include amount 1ID's use wouid exceed 3.1 MAF without transfer

It is estimated this conservation will result in the following reductions
Canal spills & seepage: ~100 KAF
Tailwater: -200 to -210 KAF
Tilewater / deep perc: -60 to -70 KAF

March 18, 2002






FITACHMENT

The Bratton Plan
(“Defanging the F-word”)

Premise: If fallowing is inevitable, let the IID do the fallowing in the name of efficien-
cy and on behalf of the people of the Imperial Valley.

1. The Imperial Irrigation District should lead any fallowing program in the

Imperial Valley, rather than simply enabling it.
A) The IID is owned by the people — and that means everybody.
B) The District must satisfy “reasonable and beneficial” provisions of the state water .

code and the Law of the River.
'C) Water marketing, like deregulation of the power industry, is politically dead.

. 2) Farmland with a history of marginal utility and high water usage should be
purchased by the IID and converted to some other job-producing enterprise.
A) A premium should be paid for any land to be fallowed by the District, providing a

financial inducement to the landowner.
B) The resulting “wet water” would be available for transfer to the coastal plam the

fallowed land would, in turn, be placed into an economic development zone.

K)B isn’t enough to make the Imperial Valley whole after fallowing; instead, it

should be made better.
A) Farmers would benefit from lower water rates ‘and the complete elimination of the

water availability charge. _
B) The community would benefit from job-creation assocxated with any transfer.

~ C) The IID would benefit from a program that satisfied its responsibility to use water
“reasonably and beneficially.”

Conclusion: The above plan is simple, understandable and, more importantly, would

good for the greatest number, which, in the end ought to be the goal of any fallowmg

program adopted by the IID.
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Minority Report: W ater Transfer between Imperial Irrigation District and the San Diego County Water
Authority. : . , _

_ Ike Adams

Over the past 3 plus years, the Community Advisory Commission has met and been subjected to just about
every conceivable presentation on water known to man. ‘We have heard from lawyers, special interest
advocates; staff from Imperial Irrigation District, Burcalt of Reclamation, State Water Resources, outside
state agencies, CH2mHill, and Cliff Hurley. We have seen our membership on the Commission ebb and
fiow over the years.as members have resigned, moved away, o been hired by the SDCWA. Inall of this,
we have been inundated with pounds and pounds of paper reports, studies, opinions, editorials, news
articles, and_man'ix’s; there used tobe a forest somewhere..... We have been told we have to do this
transfer, we better do this transfer, we can’t do this transfer, and we can’t afford this transfer. We have been
told that both SDCWA and MWD are only after what is best for the Imperial Valley and how all they want
to do is be our partner. We have also been told that they are in it for only the water and could care less
about the Imperial Valley and that once this is all said and done, they will disappear until they need more
water. That may be closer to the truth! :

What'we are basically left with are 3 cheices, all of which could have a profound effect on the Va'lley.'
- Some will have economic and quality of fife issues, even possibly epvironmental justice issues, while one
in particular will call up the spirit and determnation of the Valley like no issue has since the debates of the "

160 acre issue years ago- The 3 choices are:

On Farm Conservation and Systems Improvements (D)

Fallowing, either partial or.complete _ _ :
No transfer due to a variety of costly mitigation measures and/or becausc We just should not doit. -

In this minority report, 1 do not plan 1o get into minute details of each of the choices. If someone wanis 10
dig out all the details, they can read the reports We Were given the EIR/EIS (which was very deficient in
many areas), dfor the Economic Study the CAC had done. :

One final note before I do my atterapt at analyzing the different alternatives. This has beena boné of
contention with me from almost the beginning. In all these presentations and approaches, it has been said
over and over again that we aré sending conserved water t0 SDCWA. That is not true. We are sending them
diverted water; it is water that never makes it to the Imperial Valley. Tt is diverted at the t2p, atthe
California Aqueduct, where MWD transfers it down to San Diego. We will be left to farm and live on what
remains. We bave to do the conservation in order to maintain approximatzly what we bave now as far as
farming and the rest of our econonty. And also to take care of our own e_conomic development that allof .

our comumunities are working towards.
On Farm Conservation and Systems Iniprovements (11D)

There have been discussed, and practiced in the farming conmmunity, several ways at on farm conservation.
Pump Back systems, Dead Level farming, and different cropping patterns, to name just a few, IID bas
‘funded some studies on both the Pump Back and Dead Level and it appears that the Pump Back may be the
most efficient of the tW0, but also possibly the most costly. Cropping patiern changes basically means stop
growing water intensive crops and move to more water efficient crops. Problem with that may have
something to do with the fact that economic markets may preclude the ability to make 2 profit at times in
these types of crops. Although some would argue that nothing, Up until our recent lettuce market bonanza,
has been profitable for farming, we should just let the free market system take care of how many actes are

farmed and by whom.

The overall problem with these on farm measures has centered on cost and return on investment. Though
the EIR/EIS addresses, in a small degree and factually incorrect, this issue, OUr economic study brought the
point home 1oud and clear. It costs more to implement and maintain over the years than what is going 10 be

O

__



Another ares of conservation by the district isby way of interceptors that I do not fully understand; really 1
do not understand it at a]), But between the lining and the interceptors, IID could save some water “in
kouse” that would help in the overal} amounts needed for the program. Between what woyld come by way
of State money and HD’s share of transfer funds, they should be ok as far ag funding. Of course, if there
Were no transfer, then IID would have to do conservation funding within jts capital budget yearly. -

0 . values of residents and
commercial enteiprises around the Sea would be adversely affected due to 5 lessening of viability of the
Sea, At some point in time, and may take a long time, we might be looking at many problems with the
Sea as we have continued to encounter with the New River; it has been pointed out that Selenium levels
would increase to dangerous levels, There may be funds available from the State and Federal Government
to help in this area, but how are you going to get more and better quality water into the Sea? Neither San
Diego nor Lo Angeles cares that much about the Sea, whether it lives or dies. They certainly will not give
Up any of their water to save it! So what is the answer? In this scenario, I am not sure there js an answer
other than watch it die, This also would open up the door for environmentalist and thejr lawyers to fife
lawsuits against the HD for the damage to fish, wildlife, and air quality, just to name a few causes. -

Fallowing, either partial or total




Here is that terrible ‘F’ word again. The present agreement specifically prohibits fallowing as a means to-
 achieving the on farm conservation of water. But from a purely economic standpoint, if you are goingto
have the agreement, some form of fallowing is the only thing that makes sense. I am not saying it is right or
without a downside, or that I am in favor of it. They say it costs'nothing to fallow, which is really not the
truth. The landowner will be getting revenue for not utilizing his ground for farming. He will still have to
pay taxes, personal or corporate and property taxes, on the revenue and ground value. He may have other
fixed costs that he has encumbered that will have to be paid since he does not have the revenue stream from
farming. The long and short is, he may have more net money from fallowing over what he could have

reaped from farming, but it will not be a windfall.

My problem with fallowing is it is a slippery slope. What damage does prolonged fallowing have on the
condition of the land? How long can you fallow before the ground reverts back to desert? Granted, there is
some land that is being farmed in this valley of very poor quality and should not be farmed. But, to the
small farmer that has sweated and slaved on that ground over the years to scrap out a living for himself and
his family, it could be worth its price in gold. Who is going to sit in judgement and take someone’s

* livelihood away from them so we can divert water over the hill? Absentee landlords that would probably .
fallow in a minute if it made economic sense to them own much of the ground in the Valley. Some have no. .
ties to the Valley other than the land and it is strictly an economic siream for them. If they are paidto -
fallow more than what they could get for leasing, they will take the fallowing money and go to the bank.
That money will leave the Valley and have no chance to be reinvested into any form of economic _

- development or workforce improvements. And while we are talking about economic development, how

° much of this fallow money is going to go towards economic development? No one knows and no one

* knows the mind of the landowner on how they will utilize any ‘profits’ from fallowing. As a side note, I am
. against anyone, big or small, making money off of fallowing ground; any excess funds should be used to

promote economic development to replace the income lost from net farming. o

Fallowing would hit hardest the ones that could stand it the least, the lower income of our Valley. Ithas
been estimated that between 1,000 and 1,500 agricultural workers would lose their jobs. The revenue lost in
agriculture has been estimated at around $175 million. Our Economic Report basically states that although

these figures may be lower, that once they are Jost, jobs, they are lost. Most of these individuals are
unskilled or of limited skills and have little to no education. But they are people who have families, bills to
pay, and a quality of life they would like to sustain. Besides the approximate $175 million in lost o
agricultural income, the wage spending would go down; they say that payroll dollars turn 7 times before it
leaves the valley, so that figure could be significantly higher when looking at entire economic picture. :
‘Welfare and unemployment roles would increase which means more demands on government dollars.
People would probably be forced to leave the Valley in order to find work. Maybe they would go to the
Coachella Valley and help put in more resorts and golf courses, or go to Owens Valley and help MWD put
in sprinkler systems to help keep the dust down that they created when they took all of their water. And

~ most economic development will not help these people due to their lack of education and skilled training.

Any process for revitalization has got to have an education and training aspect attached to it. In short, we
could see a devastating effect on the quality of life of many families as they struggle to find a way out of -

this problem.

In a trickle down theory, if less acreage is farmed and people are out of work, direct ag related business
would be hurt by this economic downturn. Seed merchants, equipment sales, fertilizer/chemical sales, crop’
“dusters, harvesters, and labor contractors would also see the effect of the downsizing. After them, the non-
ag related businesses would see a drop; shoe stores, clothing stores, grocery stores, hardware stores, would
experience the deceleration of the income stream, not just from farmers, but from the displaced workers. -
The Cities and County would se¢ a drop in sales tax revenue and there could be an impact to property
* values of land taken out of production, which could sce an impact to tax revenue to hospitals and schools. If
families move out of the area, average daily attendance figures at schools would drop which would effect
the funds they receive from the state. It has already been stated that jobless benefits such as unemployment

and welfare would increase.

There very well may be environmental justice issues that arise from the displacement and infringement on
the health and welfare, quality of life, on the lower income for the betterment of the more populous and




affluent metropolitan areas. What has San Diego, or that matter, Los Angeles, done to mitigate the effects
of this displacement? Have any of them instituted any growth containment measures in their areas? We
know they have not. We are basically funding, by way of water, their growth initiatives and we are domg it
on the backs of the people that will be displaced from their jobs or on those that will feel the economic
depression of this water transfer. I think the environmental justice area may cause the District some serious
}egal entanglements should this dlsplacemn_t scenario come about.

' Assummg no additional on farm conservatlon measures on a whole scale basis are instituted by the farmers
in conjunction with fallowing, the Salton Sea will probably do all right in this scenario. The water quality
would remain about the same as what is flowing in now, but there might be a little less of a flow due to
land being taken out of production, so salt levels over a period of time may increase, but it is doing that
anyway. Since present law prohibits in sotne capacity the Sea receiving fallowed water, setting aside
additional acreage so that water could flow directly into the Sea is both illegal and would provide more
fodder for our thirsty neighbors that already feel we are wasting water. But by keeping things pretty much
the same, this would allow time for the Salton Sea Authority to secure funding from State and Federal
officials to address the toxicity and salinity problems,

" The other issue with fallowing is can it be controlled once it starts? By that is meant, once the water
guzzlers find you are willing and can fallow, what is to prevent them wanting more fallowing?

No Transfer

* Just don’t do it! Sounds simple, and we could probably do it, justifiably in my opinion, but it will take a

: spirit and a fortitude from the entire Valley as came together in the 1960’s when we banded together to

1 fight the 160 acre limitation issue, And please do not think that this whole thing was the brainchild of Dr.
" Ben Yellen of Brawley' Look deeply intso the history and you will find a familiar friend: MWD. :

If we backed away from the transfer, ﬂlm Would be an immediate bellowing sound coming from the North
and West, MWD and SDCWA. This would also spell an end to the QSA and the directive that we would
have to live within our water limits immediately. That is okay because we have not been that abusive in the
past, compared to MWD. MWD would lose 600,000 acre feet of water almost overnight because that is
how much more they have been taking over what they are entitled to under the existing agreement. They
would probably yell and threaten suit, but Jet them; they are the abusers, not us, That is not to say we could
not do a better job of on farm conservation, we probably could. But it shouid not be forced upon us under
threat; it should be part of proper business practices by our farmers o improve their efficiency. It should be

paid out of operational income, not going into enormous debt to do it. Same with the IID, they can become

leaner and meaner as far as conservation is concerned, and so can the cities. If want to preserve our water
and have enough for growth and industry, we better get as good as we can afford. MWD will haveto ~
institute controlled growth initiatives in residential, industrial, and recreational use. They will have to do a
better job of conservation, using reclaimed water, and maybe even investing in desalination research.

~ San Diego would have to do much of the same. As was stated recently, this water transfer needs to be
recognized at the outset that it is “a growth inducing impact” measure, This is to handle continued growth

and expansion, without constriction, for the next 10 years. By the year 2020, it has been estimated that San

- Diego will need an additional 200,000 acre feet of water to handle their population. They have no slow
growth, or even controlled growth, initiatives in place so they are desperate to find the water to
accommodate ail the projects they have approved. SDCWA is presently selling their water to the 25-+/-
agencies it supplies at around $500 an acre foot. They have had a desalination plant operating on and off
for the past several years that no one want$ to use, so all the water is going into the ocean and it is costing

around $800 an acre foot. Maybe San Diego needs put some money into more technology and get that cost -

down somemore and force people to use it: More than anything, they are asking us to make all the
adjustments while they go on unbridled. San Diego, like MWD, does not care about the Valley, they only
act like they do because they want our water, and they do not care how many bodies they have to step over
‘to get it. Or how many people they have to hire in the Valley to do PR work for their cause. We all wounld
see how ‘philanthropic’ they would be if we do not go through with the transfer.

e o -




It has not been shown to me that there is going to be enough revenue to build and maintain on farm
conservation without the acceptance of considerable debt on the shoulder of the farmer and his shoulders -
are pretty well bowed right now. It just does not make economic sense, especially if the only ones that will
come out on this deal is SDCWA, MWD, and to a certain degree, the golf and resort business in Coachella
Valley. We would very well open gurselves up to an ecosystem tragedy of magnificent proportions and
environmental changes that could cause serious health problems if we changed the flow and property
makeup of the water flowing into the Salton Sea; dust problems caused by a drop in the sea level could
compound an area already hard hit with respiratory aliments. The mitigation measures would be
astronomical and if not-done, the lawsuits would be equally devastating.

Fallowing has always been done in the Valley, only it has sometimes been called crop rotation or letting
land stand idle for a short period of time, Iet it rest. To purposely and permanently idle ground, whether
marginal or not, creates several other problems. It will increase unemployment in an area that is already a
Ieader in unemployment statistics, which would also increase unemployment and welfare costs for the
county and the state. It would create an economic disaster as far as income levels for the Valley ofup to
$175 million per year in Jost revenue; this in a county that has one of the lowest per capita income levels .

. anywhere. People in support industries would be hurt considerably and that could create further

unemployment and scale backs in these businesses, some of which might not survive. The lower end of the

iincome ladder would be hardest hit because they would not have the skill or education levels needed to

move to a new occupation. Sales taxes would drop, as well as property taxes would drop on the land taken
out of production and rendered useless. Special districts would be hurt due to drops in property tax revenue

; and when families move out of the area, schools would be hurt on average daily attendance income.

. The part about fallowing that bothers me is when do you stop? When the SDCWA and MWD come back

for more water, and they will be back, they will use the fact that we fallowed before and we can do it again
since we are wasting water, as they say. Listen, we need to realize something: San Diego and Los Angeles
will never be convinced that agriculture is a reasonable and beneficial use of water. Half the people that
live there think Vons and Albertson’s grow their own produce out back behind the store! They will always
play their trump card that thirsty people are more important than food and fiber. And they do a better job of
getting their message out than we do. Just recently, the MWD in its Annual Report to the California State
Legislature stated they had invested millions of dollars in the Imperial Valley to curb the wasteful use of
water by agriculture. Now, that is not true, but who is disputing it? We know what the truth is, but they
don’t unless we show them. San Diego and Los Angeles are expanding at record paces and need water to
Justify the expansion and they want ours. We had better be ready to draw a line in the sand and stand and

fight or all we will have is sand!

‘In order to try and bring some conclusion to this report, we need to take a hard look at this whole issue,
- from beginning to end. Remember, this is for 75 years, although some people in the community think other

measures for water will become economical and the agreement will probably be voided in 40 to 45 years.
Desalination will probably be economical enough by then. I have never fully understood why we have had
to pay so many millions of dollars for this process and SDCWA is the one that wants the water; why
haven’t they paid the bulk of costs? Having said that, I have problems with Alternatives 2,3, and 4 due to

the following:

‘On farm conservation too costly compared to revenues; would drive farmers into more debt.
Salton Sea issues would have a negative impact on environment and health of Valley
Fallowing could be econonncally devastating to the overall economy

Environmental justice issues with unequal harm done to lower income people in Valley
Moaey available for economic development and retraining and education unclear

Will we have water available for economic development

Passible lawsuits if Sea and environment is damaged

It will never stop!

1.
2
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

To me our only correct and principled choice is Alternative #1, No transfer. It makes the most sense from
an overall socioeconomic perspective, health and environment perspective, revenue to cost basis, and an
environmental justice perspective. It will take some fortitude to stand up and be counted, to defend our
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rights, our economy, our quality of life. What is wrong with that? So we have to live within the limits of
our agrecment, we can do that. We can get better at what we do over time and when funds permit. We can
develop planned dcvelopment without having to sacnfice any part of our economy or population to get it.

It was often stated that this is a battle akin to David and Goliath and it may very well be. We have fought
similar battles in our past and come together and won. _

Check your history: David won!

No Transfer.

Prepared and Presented by:

Ike Adams
109 B Street, Apt. 10
Brawley, CA 92227

Signed:
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