
DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE
[:220 N Street, Koom 409
Sacramento, CA V~ ! 4

June 30, 1998

Mr. Leo Winternitz, Chief
Compliance and Monitoring Branch
Environmenta! Services Branch
California Department of Water Resources
3251 S Street
Sacrameato, CA 958!4

Re: Prosoect I~]~d, Res_n~.¢..se toil. l~er of June 10. 1998

Dear Mr. Winternitz:

Thank you tbr the FAX of the June 10 letter regarding Prospect lsland. This letter has a number
of issues which I feel need to he addreased:

First, the Land Evaluatkm a=~d 8it= Assessment (!,ESA) model clearly shows that a ftr ~gument
~ be made that the propos~ projoo~ ~d have adver~ imp=ts on ~0 exiging ~vironm~t,
The LESA model w~ d~elop~ to as~s impa=s on awi~ltural resour~s, not gets of
a.~cultu~l land conv~on.

Second, ~e C~ifo~a Depa~ment of Food ~d Ag~cultu~ (CD~) does not a~ee that the
pro~ conversion of ~s a~ltural land to en~red a~ificial habitat is less intensive than
~nfinu~ a~icultur~ use, Ev=n ~it is less intenfive, this is not ~levant. The point is thg
~snifi~nt ~fibutos of the ~istin8 e~iro~t ~11 b¢ do.toyed by the project. Dalanci~l8
8o~s of a d~dopment project ~ch as this a@inst ~ u~tigat~ ~ver~ impacts on

Third, ~he propo~d project ~II yew likely comum~ mor~ wa~cr, not l~ss ~I~ ~$~icultural use

th~ same land. O~en water and s[~low wat~ emerg~ vegetation wct[~ds ~nsum~ more water
t~ mo~ oth~r uses. Tl~s must be qu~tifi~. ~o, ~h~ simple f~t t~t th~ water is being
redirected away ~rom agricul~r~ use is itself a potentially ~igniflc~nt advers~ impact.

ofbcn~ts against adverse impacts rcquk~s an ad~quut~ E~. ~                          ,F~-

F~, it is by no m~ns clear that adja~nt agficulturM us~ ~II no~ be impacted by cons~etion
and operation of the proposed proj~t This issue m~t~ serious ~tudy and possibly ~tigation in
deign and op~ation ofth~ propos~ project,
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l,’iRh, Prospect Isiand has flooded ~riod~cally. Periodic flooding and agricultural use are highly
compatible, e.cpecially when, as in lhe case of Prospect ~dand, th~ wsrem is desigaed and
op~rat~ with this in mind. The dii~ulti~s which the Unit~ States Bureau of R~clRrnation has
had, as reflo~t~ in their costs am not necessarily indicative of the costs of st~v~rdship to a
private owner. The statements a[ th~ end of the first paragraph on page two ofthe June 10, 199g
Iett¢4" m~ conjecture, although thes~ do merit study.

Sixth, the significance of the proposed Prospect Island project must be vi~w~xi in the context of
past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects and programs by the Lead Agency m~d
other agencies which also have the potential to impact attributes ofth= existing environment
rel~t~ to agriculture. Cumulative imp~�~ analysis is essential.

Seventh, one of the lessons of Prosp~’~ Island is that the environmental analysis r~:luired by the
C, alifomia I~vironmental Quality Act (C~:~A) shou}d have bean compile prior to land
acquisition and c.~mmitmcnt of funding to the project.                             ~

In conclu~io~ wcieJting project goals and objective again~� potentially significant averm impacts
on the existing environm~t, which iucludes hum~ use ofth~ l~d for @Vi~Iture, rcxluires an
F_JR. Proc, ce~ng with this proposed proj~-’t on the basis era Ne~tive Declaration. without
mitigation of’the potential impacts to insi~ficance, is inappropriate. If you wish to work to
develop the scope of an EIR, or work towm’ds a Mitigated Negative Declaration, the CDFA, as
the State ag~moy r~ponsiblo for agdculturel r~sourc~, is a~ailable to assist. If you have any
questions, please call me at (916) 323,-7280.

Sincerely,

Robin Reynolds
Environmental Program Manager
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