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April 26, 2002

Mr. Elston Grubaugh

Manager of Resources, Management and Planning Department

Imperial Irrigation District

333 East Barioni Blvd.,

P. O. Box 937

Imperial, CA 92251

Dear Dr. Grubaugh:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Imperial Irrigation District Water Conservation and Transfer Project and 

Draft Habitat Conservation Plan  

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  The AQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely






Mike A. Nazemi






Manager






Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment

MN:JL:CB

RVCO20305-01

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT WATER CONSERVATION AND TRANSFER PROJECT, DEIR/EIS AND DRAFT HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN  (DEIR)

1. Air Quality Data:

Although the title to Table 3.7-5 on page 3.7-18 states Ozone Data Summary for the Imperial, Riverside and San Diego counties for 1994-1999, the table does not show any data for 1999.  Please note that the air quality data for Riverside County for 2000 is currently available.  See the attached.  Indeed, Tables 3.7-6 and 3.7-7 on pages 3.7-20 and 3.7-21 show the 1999 data for the three counties.  Please correct the text on page 3.7-17 and also update the tables to reflect current data.

2. Fugitive Dust Emissions:
On page 3.7-22 the DEIR states, "Construction emission estimates prepared for this…analysis did not include fugitive dust emissions associated with soil disturbance, because normal operations at farms involve so much soil disturbance that installation of the conservation measures is assumed to be within the range of typical activities."

Regardless of other emission sources unrelated to this project, the project proponent must quantify project emissions, and compare them to the significance thresholds.  Further-more, CEQA Guidelines do not assume that mitigation or conservation measures will be undertaken where project emissions are determined to exceed significance thresholds.   In such a case, specific mitigation measures must be identified and implemented to reduce those emissions to less than significance.

3. Exhaust Emissions from Employees Vehicles:

Again on page 3.7-22, the DEIR states that the analysis does not "include exhaust emissions for employees commuting to the farms for construction of the on-farm measures."  The reason given for this exclusion is that "normal operations at farms involve employee and owner vehicle commute activities not substantially different than those proposed for construction of the on-farm measures."  It goes on to state that the "analysis assumed that any construction-related increases in emissions of fugitive dust and exhaust from employee commute vehicles would be temporary and localized."  This statement is repeated on page 3.7-29 in discussing probable emissions from the Water Delivery System measures.

Please note that under CEQA Guidelines, both construction and operational emissions include exhaust emissions not only from employee vehicles but also from customer trips to and from the project site.   Consequently it is important to estimate these emissions and to propose mitigation measures to reduce them should the emissions exceed the significance thresholds.

Regarding the temporary and localized nature of construction-related exhaust emissions, it is true that construction emissions may be temporary.  However, nonattainment designations, either at the federal or state level, are based on daily exceedances of the ambient air quality standards.   As indicated in comment # 7 below, CO and NOX emissions exceed the significance thresholds.  Further, construction activities spreading between one to 15 years (see Table 3.7-13 on page 3.7-29) would not be considered temporary.  Please revise the relevant statements.

4. Combustion Emissions:

In discussing the activities that will be undertaken to implement the biological conservation measures, i.e., dredging, grading, vegetation clearing, and channel deepening, etc., it is stated on page 3.7-27 that the "impact of combustion emissions from these activities would not be large enough in a localized area to cause an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard, as most emission sources would be mobile and intermittent in nature."  This statement contradicts the statement made on page 3.7-1, second paragraph, where emissions from equipment exhaust are listed among "the pollutants of greatest concern".  In the absence of documentation, AQMD staff cannot concur with the lead agency's conclusion that the combustion emissions would be small.  Furthermore, the fact that emissions are mobile and intermittent does not mean that the emissions are insignificant.  Please provide estimates of emissions from the construction equipment to be used for these activities, using for example, the emission factors provided in Table A9-8 on page A9-82 in the AQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook).

5. Peak Daily Construction Emissions I:

Tables 3.7-12 and 3.7-13 on pages 3.7-28 and 3.7-29 show annual construction emissions.  Since nonattainment designations under CEQA, either at the federal or state level, are based on daily exceedances of the ambient air quality standards, it would be helpful to reviewers as well as the general public if these tables are converted into pounds per day, in order to facilitate evaluation of the significance of these emissions.  CEQA requires that the lead agency determine the daily peak construction emissions for the criteria pollutants and evaluate them against their respective significance thresholds.  The peak daily construction emissions represent the worst case scenario and ensure that all construction emissions are accounted for and the appropriate mitigation measures identified.  Please show the peak daily construction emissions in the final EIR.

6. Peak Daily Construction Emission II:
Tables 3.7-12 and 3.7-13 on pages 3.7-28 and 3.7-29 show annual emissions from the construction of the On-Farm conservation measures and the Water Delivery System conservation measures.  The tables, however, do not show the sequence or the time frame for the implementation of these individual measures.  Since it is not indicated in the DEIR when these measures will be implemented, it would be reasonable to infer that the implementation of some of these measures could overlap.  Consequently, the overlap of two or more measures can cause the peak daily emissions of the combined emissions to greatly exceed the significance thresholds.  Indeed, when the annual emissions in Table 3.7-12 are converted into daily emissions, it shows that CO emissions for Drip Irrigation, as a separate and individual measure, currently exceed the CO significance threshold.  Furthermore, with the exception of Cascading Tailwater and Narrow Border Strips, all the other conservation measures exceed the NOX daily significance threshold. 

7. Emission factors:

In the footnotes to Tables 3.7-12 and 3.7-13, it is indicated that  emission factors from the Handbook  were used to estimate exhaust emissions associated with operation of the construction equipment.  In the final EIR please identify Table A9-8 on page A9-82 of the Handbook as the source of the emission factors.

8. Emissions from Fallowed lands:
No attempt is made by the lead agency to estimate windblown dust emissions that could ensue from the lands that are fallowed.  The DEIR states on page 3.7-23, "It is not possible to quantify emissions and associated impacts from potential increases in fallowing of agricultural lands…" This is repeated on page 3.7-30 where the lead agency states, "depending on the amount of land that is fallowed, and the way the land is managed before and during fallowing, the potential exists for fugitive dust impacts."  The lead agency goes on to provide a qualitative assessment of the impacts.  The lead agency is referred to Section 7.12 of Cal EPA October 1997 Emission Inventory Procedural Manual Volume III for guidance in estimating windblown dust from agricultural lands.  

Given the potential for a major windblown dust problem, and given that the Salton Sea Air Basin is designated as a federal serious nonattainment area for PM10, it is important that, when implementing fallowing of agricultural lands as a conservation measure, other actions, such as those described in June 1999 SCAQMD Guide to Agricultural PM10 Dust Control Practices, be considered to mitigate PM10 emissions.  A copy of the Guide is attached.

9. Best Management Practices (BMPs):
It is stated on page 3.7-31 that "with implementation of one or more of the …BMPs, impacts would be less than significant."  However, no attempt is made by the lead agency to quantify the impacts of the BMPs on project emissions.  It is recommended that in the final EIR/EIS, the lead agency should present a table showing project emissions before and after implementation of conservation measures, using the control efficiencies of the mitigation measures, where available.  Given the magnitude of potential emissions, it is important that the lead agency provide more detailed information about proposed mitigation measures AQ-2 and AQ-3 not only to facilitate review by the public but also to facilitate implementation and monitoring.   If remaining emissions are still significant, other mitigation measures must be proposed and implemented to further reduce the emissions to below significance.

10. Emissions from lowered Water Levels in the Salton Sea:
On page 3.7-34, fourth paragraph, the lead agency lists four factors that make it difficult to provide reasonable quantitative estimates of emissions and associated impacts from the exposed shoreline.  The SCAQMD has taken note of the recommendations made at the April 2002 Salton Sea Science Office Workshop.  The recommendations include studies on portable wind tunnel and salt minerology, and baseline air quality and meteorological monitoring.   The results of these  studies and research and recommendations should be incorporated into the appropriate mitigation plans and included in the final EIR/EIS.

11. Health Risks:
The lead agency does not discuss health risks resulting from the exposure to the PM10 in the windblown dust emissions.  The impact on population in the nearby cities of Mecca, Salton City and North Shore should be examined.     

12. Soil Systems and Wind Speeds:
In the fourth paragraph on page 3.7-34 and the first and second paragraphs on page 3.7-35 of the DEIR, it is indicated that the soil system at the Salton Sea is different from the soil systems at the Owens and Mono Lakes.  The conclusion made by the lead agency is that salt crust in the form of chloride and sulfate at the Salton Sea would be more stable and less erosive than at Owens Lake.  Please note that stable salt crust will prevent soil erosion for a while, however, the crust cannot permanently cover the eroding soil.  Weathering will eventually erode the salt crust, and the soil beneath the crust will become a potential high dust-generating source.  Please revise the relevant statements.

It is also indicated that the relatively low frequency of high wind events at the Salton Sea would be favorable, and that wind speeds required to initiate the soil erosion is 27 knots ((31 miles/hour) for disturbed playa soils and 40 knots ((46 miles/hr) for undisturbed playa soils.  Please note that the wind speed needed to initiate the soil erosion depends on many variables, such as soil type, soil moisture content, etc.  At the Owens Lake, the wind speed capable of creating a dust storm condition is only about 17 miles/hr.  This wind speed will be more frequent at the Salton Sea.  Also only one dust storm could violate the federal PM10 standard, since emissions from sea bed exposed by this project could not be classified as a natural event (c.f., Owens Valley).  Please revise the relevant statements.
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