


































































































































































































2.3.5 Development of Equitable Distribution Plan

The proposed approach to the equitable distribution of water within the IID water service area
was developed over the course of nearly one year of public meetings and facilitated discussions
with local stakeholders. This stakeholder group referred to as the ED Work Group, was
comprised of local agricultural, business and government leaders. The process also included a
rigorous analysis of District records by the ED consultant in consultation with the ED Work
Group and targeted stakeholder meetings with representatives from local public water systems,
labor representatives, and agricultural advocacy organizations. Eight public workshops were
held - two at the project outset, three to sumunarize draft findings, and three to present draft
recommendations. More than 90 people attended the workshops, which were held in Brawley,
El Centro and Calexico. Finally, the ED consultant has also presented his findings from Phases [
and II of the ED project to the [ID Board of Directors at regularly scheduled Board meetings,
which are open to the public.

3. Existing Setting
3.1 Existing Delivery System

Up to now, 11D has operated a demand-based water delivery system;

water users have been able to place orders for the delivery of water and have these orders
honored without limit and within canal capacity limitations as long as they are in good
standing with respect to their payments to the District and as long as use is limited to that being
necessary for reasonable and beneficial purposes. The District is rather unique in California in
not previously allocating water in the sense of imposing a specific quantitative limit on the total
amount of water available to individual water users over the course of a season. Most other
water districts in California and in Colorado River Basin states do allocate water in this sense -
that is, they do not have a purely demand-based delivery system. The main reason for the
District’s distinctive water supply is the unique nature of its water rights as holder of one of the
oldest and largest rights to water from the Colorado River. This is a very important economic
asset which benefits landowners and water users throughout the District.

Under the demand-based water delivery system, as described above, during the period
1994-2002, the District consumed an average of about 3.2 MAF from the Colorado River,
including the amount of water transferred to MWD under the 1988 MWD Water Transfer
Agreement. Under the QSA, approved in October 2003, the District’s total consumption of
Colorado River water under Priority 3 is now capped at 3.1 MAF. Therefore, in years when
the projected water demand exceeds the available supply capped at 3.1 MAF, under the
existing condition, there is currently no Board-approved approach to equitably distribute
the available water supply. Section 22250 of the California Water Code requires districts to
use the assessed value of their land as a percentage of the total assessed valuation of all
lands served by the district as an apportionment method if no other method of
apportionment is used.
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Since adoption of the QSA in 2003 and imposition of the 3.1 cap on Priority 3 diversions of
Colorado River water, water demand has not exceeded supply; therefore, the method of
equitable distribution of available supplies without an adopted Equitable Distribution Plan
has not been tested. The Board wishes to adopt an Equitable Distribution Plan in order to
replace the statutory allocation method based on assessed value and to avoid uncertainty
among users regarding the method of allocation.

3.2 Agricultural Water Use

As an irrigation district authorized under state law, IID delivers water for irrigation and
domestic purposes within a service area consisting of about 500,000 acres in Imperial
County. Historic trends of agricultural use in the region from 1950 through 2005 are shown
on Figure 2. This figure shows both Total Net Acres of crops and Total Acres of crops, which
includes multiple-cropped acreage. Because many of the fields within IID are double- and
triple-cropped due to the year-round growing season, the Total Acres of Crops figure is

higher.

Figure 2
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Within IID, the number of acres fallowed/idled at any time fluctuates as shown on Figure 3
below. In 2003, IID implemented a rotational fallowing program to create conserved water
to deliver to the Salton Sea, as mitigation water for the Transfer Project, and for other
purposes related to the Transfer Project. Over the next 11 years, under the approved QSA
Delivery Schedule, fallowing will increase incrementally to a maximum of about 25,000
acres to provide conserved water for Transfer Project purposes. After 2017 (or sooner), it is
anticipated that the use of fallowing as a conservation method will terminate and be
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replaced with efficiency conservation to implement the Transfer Project. The increment of
fallowing for the Transfer Project is also shown on Figure 3. To protect ongoing agriculture
in the IID service area, the existing fallowing program allows a field participating in the
program to be fallowed for a maximum of only 2 of every 4 years. Under the existing
condition if an SDI were to occur, it is anticipated that additional lands could be idled or
fallowed but that the amount would be well within the existing fluctuation of idled and
fallowed lands. With the Equitable Distribution Plan, if an SDI is declared, the water
exchange program would allow a redistribution of water that could reduce the amount of
fields that would be fallowed.

3.3 Other Water Use

3.3.1 Municipal and Industrial Water Use

Currently, municipal water use accounts for about 3 percent of the total water use in the
District. Municipal water use has been about 60,000 AF per year. Seven municipalities, one
private water company and two community water systems treat the water and distribute it
to the population within their service areas for residential, commercial, industrial and pubilic
uses. Water use varies significantly among different urban agencies reflecting differences
in the balance of residential, commercial, industrial and public uses in each town and
differences in the residential density, lot size, building vintage and landscaping. For
example, in 2005, total urban use averaged about 201 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) in El
Centro, 202 gpcd in Imperial, and 463 gpcd in Brawley. Part, but not ali, of the difference
may be due to the larger component of industrial water use in Brawley. Per capita
residential water use is higher in Brawley than in the other two cities; Brawley has more
trees and more outdoor landscaping than the other two cities. Another factor may be that
Brawley does not have residential metering, although this is now being introduced.

Under the existing condition, in the event of an SDI, it is expected that municipal water
users would be reduced in some pro rata manner consistent with the assessed value method

provided for under State law.
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Figure 3
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4. Initial Study of Environmental Impacts

The environmental factors checked below could be potentially affected by this project.
See the checklist on the following pages for more details.

O

OO0 ooao

L.and Use and Planning
Population and Housing
Geological Problems /Soils
Hydrology/Water Quaiity
Air Quality

Agriculture Resources

O
a

O
O
O
a

Transportation/Circulation
Biological Resources

Energy and Mineral Resources
Hazards

Noise

Mandatory Findings of Significance
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Public Services

Utilities and Service Systems
Aesthetics

Cullural Resources

Recreation
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1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

‘ LE_SS Than
Issues (and Supporting information Sources) ;?gt;.;%ucglg 3193:;g?j;vr\'llth Iélesr?lfrc:anr;
Impact incorporated Impact Mo Impact
a) Expose people or structures to polential substantial O | Cl X
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
I)  Rupture of 2 known earthquake fault, as detineated in O O | X
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the Stale Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines & Geology Special
Publication 42,
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? 0 0 O X
iy Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? | | O X
iv) Landslides? I O O X
b) Resuit in substantial soll erosion or the loss of topsail? 0 | O X
¢) Be located on a geoclogic unit or soil that is unslable, or O (] ] X
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or coliapse?
d) Be located on expansive sails, as defined in Table 18-1-B O d | X

of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of O ] ) X
septic tanks or allernate wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Discussion
The proposed Equitable Distribution Plan (EDP) would not result in any impacts associated
with geology and soils.

In years when an SDI is deciared, the EDP could result in a minor change in cropping
patterns or the numbers of acres idled/fallowed compared to years when there is an SDI and
no EDP is in place; however, any differences are expected to be negligible and well within
the range of typical fluctuations within the District. With the EDP, some farmers may choose
to fallow lands in years when an SDI has been declared or to minimize multiple croppings
which, if not properly mitigated, could result in soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. However,
without an adopted EDP including a water exchange program, the existing condition could
result in greater numbers of acres idled or fallowed. Under the EDP, the amount of fallowed
lands is expected to be within the current range of fallowed lands in the IID water service

area.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
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2. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

: e TN
lssues (and Supporting information Sources) ggﬁi?'"g:# Slgai‘tii;aaqi[o“:lm lé?;:"?‘cl;anr:
Impact incorporated Impact  No Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable | O | X
air quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially ] O 0 X
to an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O In| O X
concentrations?
d) Resuitin a cumulatively considerable net increase of any ] M| O X
criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard {including releasing ernissions
that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a subslantial number O ] | X
of people?
Discussion

The proposed EDP would not result in any impacts associated with air quality.

implementation of the EDP could result in minor changes in the amount of water applied to
some lands and in the location and amount of idled lands as water is exchanged within the IID
water service area. However, the amount of those lands irrigated less or idled is expected to be
similar to or less than under the existing condition under an SDI situation without an EDP, In
addition, existing Imperial Air Pollution Control District air quality regulations (Rule 806
Conservation Management Practices) require application of best management practices on
idled lands which would prevent air quality impacts.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

3. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

Less Than
. ! Potentially  Significant With  Less Than
tssues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Mitigation Sigrificant
fmpact Incorporated Impact  Noimpact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge O | O X
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or Interfere O 0 | X

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowaring of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate
of pre-existing nearby walls would drop 1o a level which
would nol support existing land uses or planned uses for
which Permits have been granted)?
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources)

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattem of the site,
including through alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or subsiantially increase the rate or volume of
surface runoff in a manner that would;

i)  result in flooding on- or off-site
ii) create or contribute runoff water that would excead the
capacity of exisling or planned stormwater discharge

i) provide substantial additional sources of polluled
runoff

iv) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
d) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

e} Place housing or other structures which would impede or
re-direct flood flows within a 100-yr. flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

f) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving flooding:

i)  as a result of the failure of a dam or lavee?
ii) frominundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

g) Would the change in the water volume and/or lhe pattem of
seasonal flows in the affected watercourse result in:

i) a significant cumulative reduction in the water supply
downstream of the diversion?

iiy a significant reduction in water supply, either on an
annual or seasonal basis, to senior water right holders
downstream of the diversion?

i) a signlficant reduction in the available aquatic habitat or
riparian habitat for nalive species of plants and
animals?

Iv} a significant change in seasonal water lemperatures
due to changes in the pattems of water flow in the
siream?

v) a substantial increase or threat from invasive,
non-native plants and wildlife

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood fiows?

i) Expose pecple or structures {o a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a
result of the failure of 2 levee or dam?

j) inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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Discussion
The proposed EDP would nof result in any impacts associated with hydrology and water
quality.

Implementation of the EDP and the associated water exchange program will not affect the
total amount of water use in the District. Nonetheless, water exchanges between fammers
could result in short-term changes in the location of water use throughout the |ID water
service area, potentially causing changes in the volume of flows in drains throughout the
District. However, due to restrictions imposed in the water exchange program on the
amount of water that can be transferred or acquired, the magnitude of any potential change
is anticipated to be minimal and, due to constant variation in cropping patterns and locations
of idled lands, most likely to be undetectable when compared to the existing condition.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Less Than
; . Polentiall Significant With  Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant  Miligation SigniﬁTcln:

Impact Incorporated Impact  No Impagclt

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through |} O O X
habital modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensilive, or special status species inlocat ar
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the DFG or
USFWS?

b} Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 0 (] a X
other sensitive natural community identified in local or
regiona! plans, policles, regulations or by the DFG or
USFWS?

c) Have a subslantial adverse effect on federally-protected a O O X
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the federal Clean
Water Act {including, bul not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrologicat
interruption or other means?

d) Intedere substantially with the movement of any native 0 O a X
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory comidors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

e} Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting [ 1 W X
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat | | (] N
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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Discussion

Implementation of the EDP would not have an effect on any biological resources
within the [ID water service area. The EDP could result in minor short-term changes
in the location of water use and therefore the volume of flows in the drains.
However, any changes in locations of flows are expected to be both short-term and
negligible, and well within historic variations, and therefore not to resuit in any
adverse effects on biological resources that rely on the drains for habitat.

State and federal refuges within the 1D water service area and other environmentat
areas (i.e. managed marsh) dependent on water supplies will be allocated water on
a per acre basis in the event of an SDI, using the SLM method. These areas
typically grow vegetation that has low consumptive use and include lands that are
fallowed on a rotational basis; therefore, it is expected that under an SDI| they will
have sufficient supplies to maintain current uses and operations and/or to fulfill
obligations under environmental permits issued to lID. No impacts to these areas will

occur under the EDP,

Mitigation Measures
None required.

5. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agriculturai
resources are significant environmental impacts, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997)
prepared by the California Department of conservation as an optional model to
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. Would the project:

Less Than
: ; Potentially  Significant With  Less Than
Issues {(and Supporting nformation Sources) Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of O O O X

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping & Monitoring
Program of the Califomia Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural uses?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a O O | X
Willlamson Act contract?

¢} Involve other changes in the exisling environment which, || 0 d X
due lo their location or nature, could resull in conversion of
Farmiand lo non-agricultural use?

Discussion

The predominant land use in the [ID water service area is agriculture. Implementation of the
EDP is intended to support the persistence of agricultural practices in the area by providing
a method of water distribution under shortage conditions that is predictable, equitable and
more flexible for agricultural resources than the statutory allocation method based on
assessed value. The EDP would not result in any alterations to the existing environment
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that could result jn conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, compared to a scenario
where an SDI occurs without an EDP in place to allocate available supplies.

The EDP is expected to be beneficial to agriculture by providing farmers with predictability
regarding the method of allocation of available of water supplies in years when demand

exceeds supplies.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

6. NOISE. Would the project result in:

: Potentially
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant
Impact
a)} Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in a

excess of standards established in the focal general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicabie standards of other agencies?

b) Exposure of persons 1o, or generation of, excessive
groundborne vibration or groundbome noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A subslantial temporary or pariodic Increase In ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

e} For a project located within an airport land use plan or, O
where such a plan has not been adopled, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing in or working in the project area to
excessive noise leveis?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a pnivate airstnp, would the O
project expose people residing in or working in the project
area lo excessive noise levels?

Discussion

The EDP would not result in any generation of noise.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

7. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

: Potentially
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant
mpact
a) Physically divide an established community? O
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With  Less Than

Issues {and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Miligation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact  No impact
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or | ] O X

regulation of an agency wilh jurisdiction aver the project
{including, but not fimited to, the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effeci?

¢} Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or M| ] O X
natural community conservation plan?

Discussion

Implementation of the EDP would not result in any land use impacts. it would not physically
divide an established community or conflict with any established land use plan or policy.
Because there are no adverse biological effects of the EDP or changes to the natural
environment resuiting from the EDP, it would not conflict with the 11D Water Conservation

and Transfer Project HCP/NCCP.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

8. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Less Than
. . Potentiall igni t Wi
Issues (and Supporting tnformation Sources) Si gniﬁcan% S'g:;{::;’:i OVnVith lé?gsrsm-ir;anf:
impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact
a} Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource | [l | O X
that would be of future value 1o the region and the residents
of the State?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral O O O X

resource recovery sité delineated on a local general plan,
spacific plan, or othar land use plan?

Discussion
implementation of the EDP would have no effect on mineral resources.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

Less Than
: Potentiadlly  Significart With  Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact  No impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 1 ] O X
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Mitigation
impacl incorporated
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 0 |

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials inlo
the environment?

c} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or aculely 0 (m|
hazardous materials, substances, or wasle within 0.25 mile
of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous a O

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
§65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or to the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, O ]
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or a public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 8] |m|
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

g) |mpair implementation of or physically interfere with an 0 |
adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or struciures to a significant risk of loss, (] O

injury, or death involving wildland fires, Including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are inlermixed with wildlands?

Discussion

Less Than
Significant
Impact  No Impact

O X
0O X
O X
O X
O X
O X
0 X

implementation of the EDP would have no impacts associated with hazards and hazardous
materials. There would be no activities associated with the EDP that would interfere with

existing emergency plans or increase fire risk.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

10. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

) , Lgss Than
Issues {and Supporting Information Sources) ?tepﬁhaig s‘g:;gicgz';;o ‘g"h
Impact Incorporated
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area etther 0 0

directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) or
Indirectly (e.g.. through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With  Less Than

Issues (and Supporting Informalion Sources) Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incarporated Impact  No Impact
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, [} (] O X
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the O d | X

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion

Implementation of the EDP will have no effect on population. In the event of an SDI,
existing municipal water users will receive an allotment of water that is equivalent to their
current per capita usage. Future development will receive an allotment based on the valley-
wide average per capita usage that assumes implementation of urban water conservation
best management practices as required by the Urban Water Management Act. These
restrictions in water use in future developments in urban areas would likely occur in the
absence of the EDP under an SDI; therefore, no impacts to population and housing are
anticipated under the EDP.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

11. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would the project:

Less Than
- P ‘ ignifi i
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Sgﬁlff‘iu;?w}: S'gmiu;aa?ito\;ﬂm ié:lm
Impact incorporated Impact  No impact
a) Cause anincrease in traffic that is substantial in refation to a O 1 X
the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system
{i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume-lo-capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at intersections)?
b) Substantially increase hazards due lo a design feature (e.g., |8 O O X
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
¢} Result in inadequate emergency access? 0O 1 O X
d} Resullin inadequate parking capacity? 0 0 0 X
e) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level-of-service n O O X
standard established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?
fy  Conflict with adopted policies supporting altemative | 0 | X
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
g) Resultin a change in air traffic pattemns, including either an || 0 ] X

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that resuits
in substantial safety risks?
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Discussion

Implementation of the EDP will have no effect on Transportation and Circulation. No
additional trips will be generated, and no roads will be affected.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

12. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically aitered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service rations, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the public services:

Less Than
fssues (and Supporting Information Sources) Ps;‘;';”:}; o T
Impact Incorporated impact  No Impact

a) Fire protection? 0O (] 0 X
b) Police protection? 0 (] O X
¢) Schools? O a a X
d) Parks? O O O X
e) Other public facilities? O O £l X

Discussion

The potential for an SDI situation is the same with or without the EDP. Impacts to fire
protection are not anticipated as existing municipal users will receive a per capita allotment
of water under the EDP that is sufficient for public health and safety purposes. A valley-
wide standard will be applied to new development; however, it is anticipated that this
standard will be sufficient to maintain acceptable service rations. The project will not result
in an increased need for public services; therefore, no impacts to public services are

anticipated.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

13. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

Less Than
. A Potentially  Significant With  Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated impact  No impact
a) Exceed waslewater trealment requirements of the O O 0O X

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With  Less Than

Issues {and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Mitigation Sigrificani
Irmpact incorporated Impact  No Impact
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or O 0 O X

wastaewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the consiruction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts?

¢} Require or result in the construction of new storm water O ] m| X
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental

impacts?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project O O 0 X
from existing entittements and resources, or are new or
expanded entiltements needed?

e} Resultin a determination by the waslewater trealment | 0O | X

provider thal serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity lo serve the project's projected demand
in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

f) Beserved by a landfill with sufficient Permitted capacity to ] O [} X
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g} Comply with federal, stale, and local statutes and 0O O 0 X

regulations related to solid wasta?

Discussion

Under the EDP, in the event of an SD!, existing municipal users would be unaffected as they
would receive the same amount of water that they have used historically on a per capita
basis. All future development, regardless of city supply, would be subject to the same
valley-wide use allotment as delermined annually by the Board of Directors, based on the
use of water conservation best management practices. The EDP will not resuit in the need
for any additional wastewater, water or solid waste facilities. Because the allotment
provided to existing municipal users is based on historic use it will not result in impacts to
public utilities or services to existing development. Future developments will be required to
consider the valley-wide per capita use prior to construction and thus will incorporate best
management practices to avoid impacts during an SDI.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

14. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

Less Than
; ; Poteniall Significant With  Less Than
Issues {(and Supporting Information Sources) Signlﬁcan!{ 'ng gation Significant
Impact Incarporated Impact  No Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O | X
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not O 0 O X

Fmited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic bulldings

within a state scenic highway?
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Less Than
Potentially  Significant With  Less Than

Issuas (and Supporting Information Scurces) Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality | [ O X

of the site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would O O (] X
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion

Implementation of the EDP will have no effect on existing aesthetic resources in the liD
water service area. Although there is the possibility that cropping patterns and/or iocations
of idled lands may change during an SDI under the EDP, any changes would be minor and
fully within the existing fluctuation of cropping patterns in the District.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

15. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Less Than
1 Potenlially  Significant With  Less Than
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated impact  No impact
a) Causea substantial adverse change In the significance of a a ] Ol X
historical resource as defined in §15064.57
b} Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 0 0 O X
an archaeological resource as defined in §15064.5?
¢} Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontologicat 0 O O X
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any hurman remains, including those interred oulside | O | X

of formal cemateries?

Discussion
No construction is anticipated to result from implementation of the EDP; therefore, no effects
to cuitural resources will occur.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

16. RECREATION. Would the project:

Less Than
. Potentiall Significant With  Less Th
Issues (and Supporting Informalion Sources) Si%niﬁcan% m:mu;zrt‘ion ! Siegsr?iﬁ c;‘r:
Impact Incorporated impact  No Impact
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources)

a)

b)

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facililies that might have an
adverse physical effect on the enviranment?

Discussion
implementation of the EDP will not result in the increase of use of recreational facilities or
include the construction of recreational facilities; therefore there are no impacts to

recreational resources.

Mitigation Measures

None required.
17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources)

a)

b}

c)

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples cf the major periods of California history
or prehistory?

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumutatively considerable? (“Cumulatively
considarable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)

Does the project have environmenial effects thal will cause
substantial adverse effecls on human beings, either directly
or indirectly?

Negative Declaration for HD Equutable Distribution Plan

Potentially
Significant
Impact

0

O

Potentially
Significant

Impact
a

O

Less Than
Significant With
Incorporated

O

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

(]

Less Than
Significant
Impact  No Impact
0 X
( X

Less Than
Significant
Impact  No impact
O X
O X
0 X
Page 26



' Less Than‘
issues (and Supporting Information Sources) Fs,gmﬁw;nly Sag&t:%aaz;’_to\:)wm éﬁ;‘gﬁ
impact Incorporated Impact  No Impact

Within [ID, the number of acres fallowed/idled at any time fluctuates as shown on Figure 3
below. In 2003, IID implemented a rotational fallowing program to create conserved water
to deliver to the Salton Sea, as mitigation water for the Transfer Project, and for other
purposes related to the Transfer Project. Over the next 11 years, under the approved QSA
Delivery Schedule, fallowing will increase incrementally to a maximum of about 25,000
acres to provide conserved water for Transfer Project purposes. After 2017 (or sooner), it is
anticipated that the use of fallowing as a conservation method will terminate and be
replaced with efficiency conservation to implement the Transfer Project. The increment of
fallowing for the Transfer Project is also shown on Figure 3. To protect ongoing agriculture
in the IID service area, the existing fallowing program allows a field participating in the
program to be fallowed for a maximum of only 2 of every 4 years. Under the existing
condition if an SDI were to occur, it is anticipated that additional lands could be idled or
fallowed but that the amount would be well within the existing fluctuation of idled and
fallowed lands. With the Equitable Distribution Plan, if an SDI is declared, the water
exchange program would allow a redistribution of water that could reduce the amount of

fields that would be fallowed.

Discussion
a) Fish and Wildlife Species:

Because implementation of the EDP would not result in any changes in the existing
environment, no construction is proposed and no changes in drain flows beyond the existing
fluctuation in drain flows would occur, the project does not have the potential to substantially
degrade the environment, reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species or cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels. In addition, for the same reasons,
the project would not threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community or reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal species. Similarly, the
proposed project would not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California

history or prehistory.

b) Cumulative Impacts: Because there are no environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the EDP, there are no cumulative impacts to consider.

c) Humans: The proposed project would not have a substantial or adverse effect on human
beings.

Based on the abave, !ID has determined that the adoption of the Equitable Distribution Plan
will not have any significant adverse environmental effects.
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5. Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation,

f find that the proposed project CQULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

i find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not
be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed o by
the project proponent (see Appendix A). A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

! find thal the propesed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT s required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

1 find thal aithough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (1) have been analyzed adequately in an earier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuan! to applicable standards, and (2) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earfier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or miligation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is reguired.

Prepared By:
&14 \LZA—*J—A- ///JQ/GL

-+

Ms Laura Harnish/Project Manager/CH2M HILL ‘Date

Reviewed By Lead Agency Representative

S dAs |20 )50

John Eckhardt, PhD. Dite

Date

Date

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083, 21084, 21084 1, and 21087

Roference Public Resources Code Sections 21080(¢), 21080.1, 21080 3. 210082.1, 21083, 210831 through 21083 3,
21083 6 through 21083.9, 21084 1, 21093, 21094, 21151, Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cat App. 3d 286

(1988). Leonaff v. Moaterey Board of Supervisors, 222 Cal App. 3d 1337 (1990)

(Form updated 4/12/2005)
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6. Information Sources

Hanneman 2006. Regarding the Equitable Distribution of Water in the Imperial Irrigation
District, Draft Final Report. Prepared for the Imperial Irrigation District, by Dr. Michael
Hanneman, UC Berkeley and Mr. Bennett Brooks, CONCUR, Inc. August 22,

7. List of Preparers
CH2M HILL project personnel included the following:

e Laura Harnish, Project Manager
* Alan Highstreet, Senior Reviewer
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