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Notice of Preparation

To: All interested parties/ County of Kern Clerk

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Lead Agency: Consulting Firm:
Agency Name: Indian Wells Valley Water District Firm Name: ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1329 Mailing/Street Address: 215 North 5™ Street
Street Address: 500 W. Ridgecrest Blvd.
City/State/Zip: Ridgecrest, CA 93555 City/State/Zip: Redlands, CA 92374
Contact: Tom Mulvihill Contact: Anne Surdzial
General Manager Project Manager
(760) 375-5086 (909) 307-0046

Indian Wells Valley Water District (IWVWD) will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
for the project identified below. The IWVWD is requesting information as to the scope and content of the environmental
information to be included in the EIR. If you are an agency with statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed
project, your agency will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the
project. A General Public Scoping Meeting is scheduled on July 13, 2011 from 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The meeting will be
held in the IWVWD Board Room located at 500 W. Ridgecrest Boulevard, Ridgecrest, California.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not later than
30 days after receipt of this notice. The response deadline is August 4, 2011. Please send your response to Tom Mulvihill at
the address shown above. We will need the name for a contact person in your agency.

Project Title: Water Supply Improvement Pi'oject

Project Location: The Proposed Project is generally located west of the City of Ridgecrest, southeast and
east of Inyokern, and south of NAWS China Lake in unincorporated Kern County,
California

Project Description: IWVWD currently has a higher demand than capacity on the maximum demand days which occur
in the summer months. There is also not enough capacity to allow for a 20 percent redundancy to cover equipment failure or
other emergency during the maximum demand days in accordance with IWVWD policy. As such, the following improvements
to its existing wells are proposed in addition to the construction and operation of two new wells. The Proposed Project
consists of the improvement and operation of existing Wells 18 and 34 and the construction and operation of two new wells,
proposed Wells 35 and 36. Existing Wells 18 and 34 are located east and west of Brown Road and south of Bowman Road,
just south of Inyokern. The two new wells would be located in two main areas. Proposed Well 35 would be located on the
south side of Bowman Road between Moon Place and Star Place. Well 35 would be located on two parcels which total 3.92
acres (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APNs] 341-234-02 and -03). Proposed Well 36 would be located on a 20.33 acre property
located at the southeast corner of Las Flores Avenue and N. Victor Street (APN of 352-250-33). Well 36 would be located in
the extreme southwest corner of the parcel. Both sites are owned by IWWWD. An approximately 400-foot, 12- to 16-inch
pipeline would connect proposed Well 35 to the existing pipeline in Bowman Road. In addition, an approximately 4,000-foot,
12- to 16-inch pipeline would be installed along N. Victor Street and tie into the existing pipeline at well 31 near Drummond
Avenue to serve proposed Well 36. The pipelines would be for transmission purposes only and no distribution connections
are proposed.

The following potential environmental effects were identified in the Initial Study: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural
Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Noise,
Population and Housing, and Utilities and Service Systems. The Initial Study is available for review at the IWWWD office
address above and at www.iwvwd.com v

Date %(Az/ 27 Aol Signature —Md‘%
/ Title General Manager

Telephone (760) 375-5086

Reference: California Code of Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375. lof2
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WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

INITIAL STUDY
SECTION 1
BACKGROUND
1.1 SUMMARY
Project Title: Water Supply Improvement Project
Lead Agency Name and Address: Indian Wells Valley Water District
500 W. Ridgecrest Boulevard
P.O. Box 1329
Ridgecrest, California 93555
Contact Person and Phone Number: Tom Mulvihill, General Manager
(760) 375-5086
Project Location: The Proposed Project is generally located west of the City of

Ridgecrest, southeast and east of Inyokern, and south of NAWS
China Lake in unincorporated Kern County, California

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  Same as Lead Agency

General Plan Designation: 5.6 Residential — minimum 2.5 gross acres per unit
Zoning: South Inyokern Specific Plan: Low Density Residential
1.2 INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study has been prepared to identify and assess the anticipated environmental impacts of
the proposed Water Supply Improvement Project (Proposed Project). This document has been
prepared to satisfy the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, Section
21000 et seq.) and State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). CEQA requires that all state and
local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have
discretionary authority before acting on those projects.

A CEQA Initial Study is generally used to determine which CEQA document is appropriate for a project
(Negative Declaration [ND], Mitigated Negative Declaration [MND], or Environmental Impact Report
[EIR]). CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(a)(1) states:

If the lead agency can determine that an EIR will clearly be required for the project, an initial
Study is not required but may still be desirable.

This Initial Study provides preliminary identification of potentially significant environmental impacts, so
that these resources can be further studied in an EIR. However, after further study in an EIR, it may be
determined that these impacts are less than significant, or mitigation may be proposed to reduce the
impacts to a less than significant level. In addition, this document identifies the required scope of the
EIR, and focuses the analysis by screening out impacts that are neither significant nor potentially
significant.

2010-132 1-1
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SECTION 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The Proposed Project is generally located west of the City of Ridgecrest, southeast and east of
Inyokern, and south of Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) China Lake in unincorporated Kern County,
California (Figure 2-1). The Proposed Project consists of the improvement and operation of existing
Wells 18 and 34 and the construction and operation of two new wells, proposed Wells 35 and 36.
Existing Wells 18 and 34 are located east and west of Brown Road and south of Bowman Road, just
south of Inyokern (Figure 2-2).

The two new wells would be located as shown on Figure 2-2. Proposed Well 35 would be located on
the south side of Bowman Road between Moon Place and Star Place. Well 35 would be located on two
parcels which total 3.92 acres, and are recorded with the County of Kern as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers
(APNs) 341-234-02 and -03 (Figure 2-3). Proposed Well 36 would be located on a 20.33 acre property
with an APN of 352-250-33 located at the southeast corner of Las Flores Avenue and N. Victor Street
(Figure 2-4). Well 36 would be located in the extreme southwest corner of the parcel. Both sites are
owned by the Indian Wells Valley Water District (IWVWD or District).

An approximately 400-foot, 12- to 16-inch pipeline would connect proposed Well 35 to the existing
pipeline in Bowman Road. In addition, an approximately 4,000-foot, 12- to 16- inch pipeline would be
installed along N. Victor Street to serve proposed Well 36. It would tie in to the existing pipeline at Well
31 near Drummond Avenue and head south to the proposed Well 36 (Figure 2-2). The pipelines would
only be for transmission purposes no distribution connections are proposed.

2.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

IWVWD is the primary provider of water for domestic use, landscape irrigation, and fire protection in
the City of Ridgecrest and the surrounding area in the counties of Kern and San Bernardino. The
service area has an estimated population of 29,000, many of whom are employed by NAWS China
Lake.

The District's Water General Plan (IWVWD 1997) recommends that the District's water production wells
should have sufficient combined capacity to meet maximum day demands with the largest well
pumping plant out of service, which has been determined to be an approximately 20 percent
redundancy to accommodate planned and emergency outages on the maximum day. On November 9,
2005, the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Act (Public Law 101-510) mandated the relocation of
several missions from seven other Navy facilities to NAWS China Lake. This action was anticipated to
require the transfer and relocation of active duty and civilian Navy personnel to the base over several
years (Department of the Navy 2008). In 2005, the Navy estimated the total number of new employees
to be 3,587 (IWVWD 2007). In 2007, IWVWD proposed a water supply improvement project to meet
the additional domestic water service requirements from the increase in population associated with the
transfer of new employees to NAWS China Lake and to provide for a moderate growth in the
community.

2010-132 2-1
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WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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In addition, the proposed 2007 project would have provided a 20 percent system redundancy to
accommodate planned and emergency outages. A CEQA Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND) for the project was prepared, and was circulated for public comment from May 8 to June 7,
2007. The IWVWD Board of Directors held public hearings for the project and the associated 1S/MND
on July 9 and August 13, 2007. During the public comment period, comments were submitted that
included concerns about how the proposed increase in groundwater production would affect existing
hydrogeologic conditions (water levels and water quality). The project was not approved, and the
Board of Directors directed staff to re-evaluate the project and to prepare a comprehensive
groundwater model that would evaluate the impacts of increasing pumping capacity in the District.

In 2010, Layne Christensen Company prepared an evaluation of the existing water supply wells, the
water quality in the existing wells, and the impacts of increasing water supply through additional
pumping at existing wells and new wells (Layne Christensen Company 2010). The evaluation reviewed
existing wells and determined the feasibility of increasing capacity at existing wells. The evaluation also
used three primary hydrogeologic criteria to identify favorable areas for the construction of new water
supply production wells:

¢ Water quality;
¢ Aquifer transmissivity (how much water can be transmitted horizontally to the well); and
¢ Recent historical changes in water levels.

Based on the evaluation, four existing wells and four new well sites were selected for further
assessment. Seven model scenarios (six pumping configurations plus a “status quo” scenario to
represent the current pumping configuration) were constructed and run for the 13-year period of 2008
to 2020. The six pumping configurations represented combinations of different existing and new wells.
The ultimate objective was to compare the short-term and long-term regional water levels resulting
from the proposed pumping configurations to the water levels predicted for the “status quo” pumping
configuration. The models were run twice, once for annualized pumping rates and once to account for
seasonal variations in pumping (more pumping occurs in the summer than in the winter). Additionally,
changes in water quality were also modeled. The results of the models were used to determine the
Proposed Project and will be discussed further in the EIR.

2.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

IWVWD proposes to meet current and projected domestic water demand in three phases. The first
phase would be an increase in pumping at its existing Wells 18 and 34. The second phase would be the
construction and operation of Well 35, and the third phase would be construction and operation of Well
36. Table 2-1 includes the IWVWD’s projected maximum day capacity and demand for its domestic
water system. IWVWD'’s current maximum day demand with a 20 percent redundancy is approximately
15,240 gallons per minute (gpm). IWVWD'’s existing domestic water production wells have an
estimated capacity of approximately 11,800 gpm, including reserve capacity (Layne Christensen
Company 2010).

2010-132 2-6
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Table 2-1
IWVWD Domestic Water System
Well Pumping Plant Maximum Day Demand and Capacity
(with 20%6 redundancy) Comparison
(values in gpm)

YEAR
WELL 2011 2015 2020
9A 1,000 1,000 1,000
10 1,100 1,100 1,100
11 1,000 1,000 1,000
13 1,100 1,100 1,100
17 1,200
30 1,400 1,400 1,400
31 1,400 1,400 1,400
18 1,200 1,200 1,200
33 1,200 1,200 1,200
34 1,200 1,200 1,200
CAPACITY 11,800 10,600 10,600
PRODUCTION 15,240 15,600 15,790
DEMAND
(max day with 20%
redundancy)
PRODUCTION 3,440 5,000 5,190
CAPACITY NEED

Source: Layne Christensen Company 2010

Please note that these projections are from the Technical Memorandum prepared by Layne Christensen
Company in April 2010, which estimated future demand partially based on estimates of increases in
NAWS China Lake employment and estimates of new NAWS China Lake employees and their families
moving into the IWVWD service area. Increases in NAWS China Lake employment would be from Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions that would move missions and associated personnel to NAWS
China Lake from other Navy facilities. More recent estimates from NAWS China Lake have indicated
that fewer personnel may move into the IWVWD service area than were originally estimated. However,
IWVWD has continued to use the initial estimate because it represents a more conservative prediction
of future demand.

As seen in Table 2-1, the IWVWD currently has a higher demand than capacity on the maximum
demand days which occur in the summer months. There is also not enough capacity to allow for a 20
percent redundancy to cover equipment failure or other emergency during the maximum demand days.
As such, the following improvements to its existing wells are proposed in addition to the construction
and operation of two new wells.

2.3.1 Improvements to Existing Wells

During Phase 1, Wells 18 and 34 would be refitted with new pumping units and related power/control
equipment to increase their capacity as shown in Table 2-2.

2010-132 2.7
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Table 2-2
Maximum Additional Water Supply from Increased Pumping Rates

Well | Current Pumping Rate | New Pumping Rate | Additional Water Supply
(gpm) (gpm) (gpm)
18 1,200 2,200 1,000
34 1,200 2,200 1,000
TOTAL 2,400 4,400 2,000

Source: Layne Christensen Company 2010

2.3.2 Construction of New Wells

Wells 35 and 36 would be constructed according to IWVWD standard well specifications, as described
below.

2.3.2.1 Well 35

Well 35 would be located on the south side of Bowman Road between Moon Place and Star Place. The
proposed well site would be approximately 250 feet by 250 feet within the 3.92-acre project site and
would be accessed from Bowman Road. The well would be 16 to 20 inches in diameter with an
anticipated depth of 900 to 1,400 feet below ground surface (bgs). The new well would have a
pumping capacity of 1,000 to 2,500 gpm.

Pipeline. A 12- to 16-inch pipeline of up to 400 feet would connect Well 35 to the existing pipeline in
Bowman Road. Installation of the pipeline would require an approximately 6-foot-deep trench. The
trench would be backfilled and compacted to match the existing road grade.

2.3.2.2 Well 36

Well 36 would be located in the extreme southwest corner of the 20.33-acre parcel within a 250-foot
by 250-foot area located at the southeast corner of Las Flores Avenue and N. Victor Street. The well
would be 16 to 20 inches in diameter with an anticipated depth of 900 to 1,400 feet bgs. The new well
would have a pumping capacity of 1,000 to 2,500 gpm.

Pipeline. An approximately 4,000-foot, 12- to 16-inch pipeline would be installed along N. Victor
Street to serve proposed Well 36. It would tie in to the existing pipeline at Well 31 near Drummond
Avenue and head south to Well 36. Installation of the pipeline would require an approximate 6-foot
deep trench. The trench would be backfilled and compacted to match the existing road grade.

2.3.2.3 Well Construction and Operation

Construction. The proposed well sites would be cleared of vegetation and graded to prepare them
for the construction of the wells. A chain-link, tortoise-proof fence with three-strand barbed wire would
be erected around the perimeter of the well sites. Construction equipment would be staged within the
fenced area. The wells would be drilled using reverse-rotary drilling methods. Drilling would take
approximately three to four months. The new wells would include steel louvered screens, a 50-foot
sanitary seal and conductor casing, and a concrete pump foundation within a well building. Pumping
units, motors, controls, and electric switchgear would be installed based on parameters determined

2010-132 2-8
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during well drilling operations. Electrical services would come from the nearest Southern California
Edison power pole down the existing roads (Bowman Road and N. Victor Street).

Well Development. The new wells would be developed using air-lift and pumping equipment driven
by diesel engine drivers. The wells would be tested using the temporary diesel-driven pump for
approximately one week. The water discharged from the development and testing of the wells would
be percolated into the ground locally, either by discharge to an on-site percolation pond or by
sprinklers.

Disinfection and/or Treatment Facilities. The new wells would require chlorination facilities
(dosing pump and sodium hypochlorite storage tank with secondary containment) and such additional
treatment facilities that may be indicated by water quality testing performed at the time of drilling.
Prior to operation, the wells would be disinfected in accordance with the District’s standard
specifications. Disinfection water would be dechlorinated and discharged on the site in the same
manner as the development and testing water.

Discharge Pond. An approximate one-half to one acre discharge pond would be constructed
immediately adjacent to the wells. The discharge pond would be approximately 3 to 6 feet deep.

Operation. The wells would be operated in accordance with system demands and maintenance
schedules, approximately 70 to 90 percent of the time during high-demand summer months and 20 to
40 percent of the time during winter months. Back-up generators would not be installed at either well.

2.4 PROJECT TIMING

The Proposed Project would be implemented in three phases. The first phase would be the
improvements to existing Wells 18 and 34, which is anticipated to occur in 2012. The second phase,
new Well 35, would be constructed when maximum day production demand with 20 percent
redundancy is 15,600 gpm, which is anticipated to occur in approximately 2015. The third phase, new
Well 36, would be constructed when the maximum day production demand with 20 percent
redundancy is 15,790 gpm, which is anticipated to occur in 2020.

Installation of new equipment at existing wells is expected to take approximately 60 days for each well.
Site work and pumping facility construction for new wells is anticipated to take 9 to 11 months,
including 1 month for site preparation and rough grading and 2 to 3 weeks for final grading. New well
drilling is anticipated to take 3 to 4 months.

2.5 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, PERMITS, AND APPROVALS

A list of the anticipated agency approvals required to implement the Proposed Project is provided in
Table 2-3.

2010-132 2-9
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Table 2-3
Anticipated Agency Approvals and Reviews
Agency Permit or Approval
Indian Wells Valley Water District ¢ Certification of the Environmental Impact
Report
¢ Approval of the Water Supply Improvement
Project
California Department of Public Health ¢ Amendment to existing water supply permit
Kern County Environmental Health Services | ¢ Well drilling permit
Department
California Department of Fish and Game ¢ Section 2081 incidental take permit
Other agencies to be determined in the ¢ Other approvals to be determined
EIR analysis

2010-132 2-10
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SECTION 3

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND
DETERMINATION

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following
pages.

] Aesthetics [< Greenhouse Gas Emissions Poputation and Housing

O Agriculture Resources Xl Hazards/Hazardous Materials [ Ppublic Services

X Air Quality X Hydrology/Water Quality [ Recreation

X Biological Resources [] Land Use and Planning {1 Transportation/Circulation

] Cultural Resources [J Mineral Resources X Utilities and Service Systems

X Geology and Soils X Noise X' Mandatory Findings of Significance

Determination

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the 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 to by the
project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required. X

I find that the 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 is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. O

I find that although the Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are

imposed upon the Project, nothing further is required. O
.. g bl Jin 37 20/
Signature ) Date /
Thomer £ _Mefis A [ /( Indian Wells Valley Water District
Printed Name Agency
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SECTION 4

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION

I. AESTHETICS

The Proposed Project is located in two main areas within the Indian Wells Valley in the northern
Mojave Desert. Proposed Well 36 would be located within a vacant parcel consisting of desert
vegetation, south and southwest of an existing residential area (China Lake Acres). Proposed Well 35
and existing Wells 18 and 34 are located on either side of Brown Road in an unpopulated desert area.
The topography within the IWVWD service area ranges from 2,250 to 3,200 feet above sea level. The
Sierra Nevada Mountains are visible to the northwest of the project site (IWVWD 1997).

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse SL_eSS_tha”t
L ignifican
effect on a scenic vista? Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] X L]

The proposed pipelines and new wells would not obstruct a scenic vista. Construction equipment for
pipeline installation and well installation would be temporary; a less than significant impact would
occur. The proposed pipelines would be buried and not visible. The improvements to the existing wells
would not be aesthetically different from the new wells and would look similar to the existing wells in
the IWVWD’s service area. The new aboveground wells would be painted to blend in with the
surrounding environment. A chain-link, tortoise-proof fence with three-strand barbed wire would be
erected around the perimeter of the well sites. Impacts would be less than significant.

b)  Would the project substantially damage SL,eSS_f_tha”t
. . : .« . Ignitican
scenic resources, including, but not limited Potentially it Less than
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic Significant Mitigation Significant No
buildings within a state scenic highway? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
L] L] L] X

There are no locally-designated scenic roads in the project area (County of Kern 2009). The nearest
Eligible State Scenic Highway (State Route 14) is located approximately six miles west of the project
site (Caltrans 2011).

c) Would the project substantially degrade the SL,ess_f_thant
. . . . ignitican
existing visual character or quality of the site  pyienany it Less than
and its surroundings? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] [ X [

The Proposed Project involves the installation of pipelines, construction of two new wells, and the
upgrade of two wells. The only new aboveground facilities are the two wells which would be enclosed
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by a chain-link perimeter fence. The new wells would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the site or its surroundings as they would be painted to match the desert environment.
They would be visually similar to the existing wells in the area such that impacts would be less than

significant.

d) Would the project create a new source of SL,ESS_f_thant
. . . ignitican
substantial light or glare, which would potentially onific Lees than
adversely affect day or nighttime views in Significant Mitigation Significant No
the area? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
(] (] X (]

The Proposed Project would not create any new sources of light or glare other than security lighting.
The proposed lighting for the new well sites would be the same as at the existing well sites. Impacts

would be less than significant.

1. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Less than
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewid Significant
Ique ra and, or ra a 0 atewiae Potentially with Less than
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the Significant Mitigation Significant No
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?
] ] ] X

The Proposed Project is not located within an area used for agricultural purposes. The project site is
designated as nonagricultural and natural vegetation by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(Department of Conservation 2011). No impacts would occur.

b)  Would the project conflict with existing SL,eSS_f_thant
. . — ignitican
zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Potentially it Less than
Act contract? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] L] X

The Proposed Project parcels are not under a Williamson Act contract (Kern County 2011).
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c) Would the project involve other changes in SL_ess_f_tha”t
.. . . . ignitican
the existing environment WhICh: due to th_elr Potentially gwith Less than
location or nature, could result in conversion Significant Mitigation Significant No
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
O] O] O] X

The Proposed Project would improve the IWVWD’s potable water capacity to meet its current and
projected demand. The proposed wells sites and pipeline routes are not within an agricultural use area
and would not convert farmland to a non-agricultural use. No impact would occur.

1. AIR QUALITY

The Proposed Project is located under the jurisdiction of the Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District
(KAPCD) in the Mojave Desert Air Basin. Both the state and federal governments have established
health based Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for six air pollutants, which include: carbon
monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO.), sulfur dioxide (SO,), lead (Pb), and suspended
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PMyo). Attainment status for KAPCD is described in
the following table:

Table 4-1
Eastern KAPCD Attainment Status

Designation/Classification
Pollutant National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Sta_te Ampient
KAPCD Kern River/Cummings Indian Wells Air Quality
Valley'? Valley®#+° Standards
Ozone (O3) — 1 Hour | Attainment®’ Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Moderate
Nonattainment
Ozone (O3) — 8 Hour | Nonattainment | Part of KAPCD Area Unclassifiable/Attainm | Nonattainment
(0.08 ppm) ent
PM o Unclassifiable/ | Serious Nonattainment Attainment Nonattainment
Attainment Maintenance
PM, 5 Unclassifiable/ | Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Unclassified
Attainment
Carbon Monoxide Unclassifiable/ | Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Unclassified
(CO) Attainment
Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Attainment
(NO,)
Sulfur Dioxide (S0O,) Unclassified Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Attainment
Lead Particulates No Designation | Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Attainment

! Kern River Valley, Bear Valley, and Cummings Valley were previously included in the federally designated San Joaquin Valley PM, Serious
Nonattainment Area, but was made a separate nonattainment area in 2008

2Kern River Valley, Bear Valley, and Cummings Valley are included with the KCAPCD for all NAAQS other than PM

% For PMy, and first 8-hour ozone NAAQS (0.08 ppm) the Indian Wells Valley was split out as a separate planning area from the rest of
KCAPCD

4 Indian Wells Valley is only a separate area for the PM;, and the first 8-hour ozone NAAQS (0.08 ppm) and is part of the KCAPCD for all other
NAAQS

® Indian Wells Valley is included with the rest of the KCAPCD in the proposed designated nonattainment area under the 2007 revision of the 8-
Ozone NAAQS (0.075 ppm)

% 1-hour ozone NAAQS was revoked effective June 15, 2004

" KCAPCD was attainment of 1-hour ozone NAAQS at the time of revocation; the proposed Attainment Maintenance designation was June 1,
2004, therefore it did not become effective

Source: KAPCD 2010
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a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct Less than
. | tati fth licabl . lit Significant
iImpiementation o € applicaple air quality Potentially with Less than
plan? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X L] ] ]

Project-related impacts would result from the improvements of existing wells, the construction of new
wells and proposed water pipelines, and from the operation of the wells. Temporary and permanent air
emissions related to ground disturbance, vehicle exhaust, and well operation would occur. An air
guality technical report will be prepared and the results incorporated into the EIR. Potential cumulative
air quality impacts (and any mitigation measures), will also be analyzed in the EIR in relation to KAPCD
thresholds, ambient air quality standards, and attainment standards.

b) Would the project violate any air quality SL,ess_f_tha”t
. . Ignitican
sta}n(jard or coptrlbute'substgntla_lly toan Potentially with Less than
existing or projected air quality violation? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X [ [ [
Please see the response to Question Illa.
c)  Would the project result in a cumulatively SL,ESS_f_thant
. . . . Ignitican
considerable net increase qf any criteria Potentially with Less than
pollutant for which the project region is non- Significant Mitigation Significant No
attainment under an applicable federal or Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?
X L] L] L]
Please see the response to Question Illa.
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors SL_ess_f_tha”t
. . ignifican
to substantial pollutant concentrations? Potentially With Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X L] L] L]

Please see the response to Question llla. Existing Wells 30 and 31, proposed new Well 36, and the
proposed water pipeline are located near rural residential areas east of Inyokern and west of
Ridgecrest. Existing Wells 18, 33, and 34 are located south of Inyokern in undeveloped desert areas.
Proposed new Well 35 would be located east of well 34 in an undeveloped desert area. The EIR will
evaluate whether the Proposed Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
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e) Would the project create objectionable odors Less than
. . Significant
affecting a substantial number of people? Potentially With Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] X L]

Improvements to existing wells and the construction of new wells and associated infrastructure would
cause temporary air emissions related to ground disturbance and vehicle exhaust. These impacts would
be temporary and are not expected to create objectionable odors. Permanent impacts would result
from the operation of the wells. Odors from long-term operation of the Proposed Project would be
similar to the existing condition at existing wells. A less than significant impact would occur.

1V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The sites for both Proposed Well 35 and Proposed Well 36 have been previously-surveyed for biological
resources, but the results of these surveys have expired (CMBC 2007). New survey will be conducted.
An updated biological resources technical report will be prepared for the Proposed Project and the
results will be incorporated in the EIR.

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse SL?SSf_tha”t
. . . Ignitican
effect, either directly or through habitat Potentially With Less than
modifications, on any species identified as a Significant Mitigation Significant No
candidate, sensitive, or special status species Impact Incorporation  Impact  Impact

in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

X [ [ [

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) each maintain lists of endangered, threatened, and special-status species. There are three
species of concern for the proposed wells and pipeline alignments: desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizir,
listed as threatened by USFWS and CDFG), Mohave ground squirrel (Spermophilus mohavensis, listed
as threatened by the CDFG), and western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia; considered a Bird of
Conservation Concern by the USFWS and a Bird Species of Special Concern by the CDFG) (IWVWD
2007).

Potential significant impacts may occur to candidate, sensitive or special status species from the
ground disturbance related to the construction of new wells and associated water pipelines. A biological
resources technical report is being prepared for the Proposed Project and the results will be
incorporated into the EIR. Potentially significant impacts to candidate, sensitive or special status
species will be addressed in the EIR.
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b) Would the project have a substantial adverse SL_eSS;f_tha”t
. . . ignifican
effec_t_on any riparian hab_ltat_ or o_ther _ Potentially with
sensitive natural community identified in Significant Mitigation
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, Impact Incorporation

or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

[ [

Less than
Significant
Impact

X

No
Impact

[l

There is no riparian habitat present in the project vicinity. The two new proposed wells (35 and 36)

and associated facilities would have a relatively small footprint. The Proposed Project would also

require the installation of water pipelines to serve these two new wells. Well 35 would require up to

400 feet of 12- to 16-inch pipeline to connect to an existing pipeline in Bowman Road. Well 36 would
require an approximately 4,000-foot 12- to 16-inch pipeline, which would be installed along N. Victor
Street. Given the relatively small impact area of the proposed wells and the location of the pipelines

and the lack of riparian habitat in the project area, a less than significant impact would occur.

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse Less than
effect on federally protected wetlands as poentially it
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Significant Mitigation
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, Impact Incorporation

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

] ]

Less than
Significant
Impact

]

No
Impact

X

The Proposed Project includes improvements at existing wells and the construction of two new wells

and installation of water pipelines. There are no jurisdictional areas in the areas proposed for well

construction and installation of water pipelines. No impact would occur.

d) Would the project interfere substantially with SL,eSStha”t
. . Ignitican
th_e movement of any native r'e3|dent or Potentially with Less than
migratory fish or wildlife species or with Significant Mitigation Significant No
established native resident or migratory Impact Incorporation  Impact  Impact
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
X L] L] ]
Please see the response to Question IVa.
e) Would the project conflict with any local SL_ess_f_tha”t
.. . . . . Ignitican
policies or ordinances protecting bl(_)loglca! Potentially gWith Less than
resources, such as a tree preservation policy Significant Mitigation Significant No
or ordinance? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
] L] L] X
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The Proposed Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources. No impact would occur.

f)  Would the project conflict with the provisions Less than
. . Significant
of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Potentially with Less than
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or Significant Mitigation Significant No
other approved local, regional, or state Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

habitat conservation plan?
L] L] [ X

The project area is not located in an area covered by a habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impacts
would occur.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

A cultural technical report will be completed for the Proposed Project and the results will be
incorporated into the EIR.

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse Less than
. . . . Significant
change in the significance of a historical Potentially with Less than
resource as defined in §15064.5? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X (] (] (]

Historical resources in the vicinity of the project area will be identified in the cultural technical report
that will be prepared. Analysis of potential impacts to such resources will be conducted in the EIR.

b)  Would the project cause a substantial adverse SL,eSS_f_tha”t
. . . Ignitican
change in t_he significance of an Potentially with Less than
archaeological resource pursuant to Significant Mitigation Significant No
§15064 57 Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X L] L] L]

Archeological resources in the vicinity of the project area will be identified in the cultural technical
report that will be prepared. Analysis of potential impacts to such resources will be conducted in the
EIR.

c) Would the project directly or indirectly SL_ESS:thant
. . ignifican
d_estroy a unique pale_ontologlcal resource or Potentially with Less than
site or unique geologic feature? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X [ [ L]

2010-132 4-7



WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

INITIAL STUDY

The cultural technical report that will be prepared for the Proposed Project will identify unique

paleontological resources and unique geological features, if any, in the vicinity of the project area. The
potential for the Proposed Project to impact such resources will be addressed in the EIR.

d) Would the project disturb any human
remains, including those interred outside of pgengiany

formal cemeteries? Significant
Impact

X

Less than

Significant

with Less than

Mitigation Significant

Incorporation Impact
] ]

No
Impact

[l

The cultural technical report that will be prepared for the Proposed Project will identify the potential to

disturb any human remains as a result of project construction. Potential significant impacts will be

addressed in the EIR.

V1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a) Would the project expose people or
structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as Less than
delineated on the most recent Alquist Significant
e_' eated o € mMos ece_ quist- Potentially With Less than
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map Significant Mitigation Significant No
issued by the State Geologist for the Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
L] O] X O]
ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking? Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] O] X O]
iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including SL_eSS_tha”t
. . ignifican
I|quefact|on? Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] O] O] X
iv)  Landslides? Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] O] O] X
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i) The new wells and pipelines to be installed as part of the Proposed Project are not located within and
do not cross any faults delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo fault zone maps available from the
California Geological Survey at:

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cqgs/rghm/ap/Pages/Index.aspx

and in California Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42 — Interim Revision 2007.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving the rupture of a known earthquake fault.

if) There are, however, faults within the region that could expose the wells and pipelines to strong
seismic ground shaking during an earthquake. The purpose of the Proposed Project, however, is to
provide additional pumping capacity and redundancy. Therefore, improvements to existing wells, the
installation of new wells, and the construction of new pipelines would provide IWVWD with more
reserve capacity and the ability to bring the water system back online in the event parts of the system
are affected by strong seismic ground shaking. The new facilities to be installed as part of the Proposed
Project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death as a result of strong seismic ground shaking.

iii) The well and pipeline locations are not in areas subject to liqguefaction due to the lack of shallow or
perched groundwater in the area of the Proposed Project.

iv) According to Figure 12 of Chapter 4 (Safety Element) of the Kern County General Plan, the well and
pipeline locations are not in areas at risk for landslides or other steep slope hazards.

b)  Would the project result in substantial soil Less than
. . Significant
erosion or the loss of topsoil? Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X ] ] ]

Drill site grading, excavation of percolation ponds, excavation of pipeline trenches and other Proposed
Project activities have the potential to cause erosion and remove topsoil from disturbed areas. Proper
construction, soil management, and storm water protection practices, however, would prevent soil
erosion and the loss of topsoil. The EIR will include appropriate mitigation measures such as
preparation of an excavation and soil management plan, stockpiling of excavated or scraped soils
adjacent to the construction area, protection of soil stockpiles using appropriate best management
practices (BMPs) in accordance with a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and proper
backfilling and compaction of excavated areas. Complete analysis of this potential impact and
preparation of detailed mitigation measures, if applicable, will be conducted as part of the EIR.
Implementation of appropriate mitigation measures should reduce any potentially significant impact to
less than significant.
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c)  Would the project be located on a geologic SL_ess_f_tha”t
. . . Ignitican
unit or soil that is unstable, or that w0l_JId Potentially gwith Less than
become unstable as a result of the project, Significant Mitigation Significant No
and potentially result in onsite or offsite Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?
[] L] L] X

The Proposed Project sites are not located on unstable soils, as indicated on Figure 12 of Chapter 4

(Safety Element) of the Kern County General Plan.

d) Would the project be located on expansive SL_eiS_f_t:::t
soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the potentially O ith Less than
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating Significant Mitigation Significant No
substantial risks to life or property? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impagct
L] L] L] X

The well and pipeline locations are located within silty sand soils with gravel and rock fragments.
Expansive clay soils are not expected in the area of the Proposed Project.

e) Would the project have soils incapable of Less than
. . Significant
adequately supporting the use of septic tanks  pyengiaiy with Less than
or alternative wastewater disposal systems Significant Mitigation Significant No
where sewers are not available for the Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

disposal of waste water?

[ [ [ X

The Proposed Project does not include the installation of septic tanks or any other type of permanent

or long-term wastewater disposal system.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

a) Would the project generate gas emissions, Less than
. . . Significant
either directly or indirectly, that may have a Potentially with Less than
significant impact on the environment? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X ] ] ]

An air quality technical report will be prepared which will examine the Proposed Projects greenhouse

gas emissions. Analysis of this potential impact will be conducted in the EIR.
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b) Would the project conflict with an applicable SL_eiS_fF:::t
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the Potentially ith Less than
purpose of reducing the emissions of Significant Mitigation Significant No
greenhouse gases? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X L] ] ]
Please see the response to Question Vlla.
VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
a) Would the project create a significant hazard SL_eSS_tha”t
to the public or the environment through the  potenialy R Less than
routine transport, use, or disposal of Significant Mitigation Significant No
hazardous materials? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X ] ] ]

Some hazardous materials, such as diesel fuel, would be used at the site during well construction and
development. The transport of hazardous materials is regulated by the State and the transport of such
materials to the site would be in compliance with all State regulations. These materials would only be
present during construction and would be removed upon completion of the project.

The new wells would require chlorination facilities (dosing pump and sodium hypochlorite [liquid
chlorine] solution stored in a 200-gallon polyethylene drum with secondary containment) and such
additional treatment facilities that may be indicated by water quality testing performed at the time of
drilling. All materials would be properly contained, handled, and transported in compliance with all
applicable regulations. Prior to operation, the wells would be disinfected in accordance with the
District’s standard specifications. Disinfection water would be dechlorinated and discharged on the site
in the same manner as the development and testing water. This will be discussed further in the EIR.

b) Would the project create a significant hazard SL,ESS_f_tha”t
. . ignitican
to the public or the environment through Potentially O ith Less than
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident Significant Mitigation Significant No
conditions involving the release of hazardous Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

materials into the environment?

X 0 0 0

Please see the response to Question Vlla. The IWVWD has an Emergency Response Plan in place to
respond to accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.
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c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions Less than
Significant
or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous Potentially with Less than
materials, substances, or waste within one- Significant Mitigation Significant No
quarter mile of an existing or proposed Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
school?
L] O] L] X

There are no schools located within 0.25 mile of the project site. The closest schools to the project site
are Inyokern Elementary School and Mariposa Christian School, located approximately two miles to the
northwest and west of proposed Well 36, respectively. As discussed in Question Vlla, regular
maintenance and the use of approved hauling and disposal methods would reduce the risk of
accidental release to a less than significant level.

d) Would the project be located on a site which SL,eSS_f_tha”t
.. . . Ignitican
is included on a list of hazardous materials Potentially with Less than
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Significant Mitigation Significant No
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

[ [ [ X

The Proposed Project is not located on sites that are included on the list of hazardous materials sites.
Proposed Well 35 is located approximately three miles south of NAWS China Lake, proposed Well 36
approximately 1.5 miles south of NAWS China Lake, and existing Wells 18 and 34 are located
approximately 3.5 miles south of NAWS China Lake. NAWS China Lake is included on the list of
hazardous materials sites compiled by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
NAWS China Lake is an open military base with confirmed releases of contaminants. The NAWS China
Lake site is scheduled for certification with DTSC in 2015. No groundwater contamination from NAWS
China Lake has been detected in the aquifer underlying any of the Project wells. No impact would
occur.

e) For a project located within an airport land Less than
use plan or, where such a plan has not been Potentially S'g\r,]v'ift'ﬁam Less than
adopted, within two miles of a public airport Significant Mitigation Significant No
or public use airport, would the project result Impact Incorporation Impact - Impact

in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

[ [ [ X

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan, or within two miles of a public or private
airport. The Inyokern Municipal Airport is located over three miles northwest of the project site. The
NAWS China Lake Airport is located over five miles northeast of the project site.

The well sites and water pipeline alignments are located within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508
Complex. The Joint Service Restricted R-2508 Complex is airspace that is considered an extension of
the airspace for NAWS China Lake and Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB), and is restricted in order to
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minimize flight hazards to non-military aircraft by military aircraft. As required by the County of Kern
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), NAWS China Lake and EAFB would be provided copies of
this Initial Study and any subsequent environmental documents pertaining to the Proposed Project.
According to the ALUCP, the well sites and water pipeline alignments are not located within the airport
influence area of the Inyokern Airport. The Proposed Project would comply with all F.A.R. Part 77
standards, and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area.
No impact would occur.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private SL,ESS_f_thant
. . . . ignitican
airstrip, would the project result in a safety Potentially O ith Less than
hazard for people residing or working in the Significant Mitigation Significant No
project area? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] [] [] X

The Proposed Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

g) Would the project impair implementation of SL,ESS_f_thant
. . . Ignitican
or physically interfere with an adopted Potentially it Less than
emergency response plan or emergency Significant Mitigation Significant No
evacuation p|an? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] [ [ X

Proposed Project activities would not alter emergency response or emergency evacuation routes.
Transportation corridors would remain open throughout construction, and would not be affected by the
Proposed Project operation once the completed facilities are placed into service. The Proposed Project
would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with the IWVWD's adopted Emergency
Response Plan or an emergency evacuation plan. No impact would occur.

h)  Would the project expose people or Less than
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury Potentially S'g\r,]v'{t'ﬁam Less than
or death involving wildland fires, including Significant Mitigation Significant No
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

areas or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

[ [ [ X

The Proposed Project is not located in or near an area that is at risk for wildland fires. The construction
of this Proposed Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death from wildland fires. In addition, IWVWD's standard contract documents would require
construction contractors to comply with safety standards specified in Title 8, California Code of
Regulations, and any equipment or machinery that poses a risk of emitting sparks or flame be
equipped with an arrestor, thereby further limiting potential impacts. Operation of the Proposed Project
facilities would not pose a risk of fire, as it would not involve the use or storage of flammable
materials.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) Would the project violate any water quality SL_ess_f_tha”t
. . ignifican
standards or waste discharge requirements? Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] [ X [

The Proposed Project would provide water that meets all applicable drinking water standards. The
wells would include a 50-foot sanitary seal to protect water quality. As such, the Project would not
violate any water quality standards.

During drilling and well testing, groundwater produced from the new wells would be discharged to the
ground surface to allow it to percolate back into the subsurface. The new wells would be developed
and subsequently tested for approximately one week. The water discharged from the development and
testing of the wells would be percolated into the ground locally, either by discharge to an on-site
percolation pond or by sprinklers. The new wells would require chlorination facilities with secondary
containment and such additional treatment facilities that may be indicated by water quality testing
performed at the time of drilling (e.g. for the removal of arsenic). Prior to operation, the wells would
be disinfected in accordance with the District’s standard specifications. Disinfection water would be
dechlorinated prior to being discharged on the site in the same manner as the development and testing
water. These actions would not result in any violations of waste discharge requirements.

b)  Would the project substantially deplete SL_ZSnS_f_tgl::t
. . 1gniti
groundwater Sl_Jpplles or interfere Potentially with Less than
substantially with groundwater recharge such Ssignificant Mitigation Significant No
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

X [ [ [

In 2010, Layne Christensen Company prepared an evaluation of the existing water supply wells, the
water quality in the existing wells, and the impacts of increasing water supply through additional
pumping at existing wells and new wells (Layne Christensen Company 2010). The Proposed Project
consists of the improvement and operation of existing Wells 18 and 34 and the construction and
operation of two new wells, proposed Wells 35 and 36. Existing Wells 18 and 34 are located south of
Bowman Road on either side of Brown Road, south of Inyokern (Figure 2-2). Proposed Well 35 would
be located on the south side of Bowman Road between Moon Place and Star Place. Proposed Well 36
would be located near the southeast corner of Las Flores Avenue and N. Victor Street.

It is anticipated that in 2012, Wells 18 and 34 would be fitted with new pumps and related equipment
so that their pumping rates would be increased from 1,200 gpm each to 2,200 gpm each. Well 35
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would be installed in approximately 2015. Well 35 would be drilled to a depth between 900 feet below
ground surface (ft bgs) and 1,400 ft bgs, with an anticipated pumping rate between 1,000 gpm and
2,500 gpm. Well 36 would be installed in approximately 2020. Well 36 would be drilled to a depth
between 900 ft bgs and 1,400 ft bgs, with an anticipated pumping rate between 1,000 gpm and 2,500
gpm. The Proposed Project would increase the production capacity of IWVWD from 11,800 gpm in
2011 to between 13,600 to 15,100 gpm in 2015, and between 14,600 to 16,600 gpm in 2020.

The 2010 Layne Christensen Company study evaluated seven different pumping alternatives (including
the No Action Alternative). The Proposed Project is Scenario 6 of the Layne Christensen study. For
Scenario 6, Layne Christensen predicted seasonal drawdowns of the groundwater table of between two
feet to six feet over one year and between two feet and 10 feet over 10 years. By focusing the new
extraction capacity to the southwest of Ridgecrest and south of Inyokern, groundwater elevations are
predicted to rise slightly (two feet to six feet) in wells in the northwest part of Ridgecrest.

Groundwater elevations have been decreasing in the Indian Wells Valley since approximately the
1950s. Water-level data available from the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Water
Data Library (www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary) indicate that from the 1950s through the 1980s,
groundwater elevations in wells in the Ridgecrest area decreased at rates ranging from nine inches per
year to almost two feet per year. More recently, data from the Kern County Water Agency indicate
that from 2003 to 2008, groundwater elevations in the basin decreased at rates ranging from
approximately one foot per year to almost two feet per year.

The pumping rates and volumes anticipated for the Proposed Project, in conjunction with the already
existing basin-wide declines in water levels, have the potential to significantly lower groundwater
elevations over time, such that shallower private and commercial water wells may experience declining
production to the point where they may no longer be capable of supporting existing uses. Complete
analysis of this potential impact and preparation of detailed mitigation measures, if applicable, will be
conducted as part of the EIR.

c)  Would the project substantially alter the sL|esnS|f|T::t
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, Potentially gwith Less than
including through the alteration of the course Significant Mitigation Significant No
of a stream or river, in a manner that would Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
offsite?
L] ] ] X

The Proposed Project would not alter existing drainage patterns or alter any stream courses in a
manner that would cause erosion or siltation. After well construction and pipeline installation are
completed, the ground surface would be graded and compacted to match the surrounding areas such
that surface runoff would occur in the same manner in which it did prior to the construction activities.
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d) Would the project substantially alter the SL_eSS_tha”t
.. . . ignifican
existing drainage pattern of Fhe site or area, Potentially With Less than
including through the alteration of the course Significant Mitigation Significant No
of a stream or river, or substantially increase Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on- or
offsite?
L] ] ] X

The Proposed Project would not alter existing drainage patterns, alter any stream courses, or increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff. After well construction and pipeline installation are completed,
the ground surface would be graded and compacted to match the surrounding areas such that surface
runoff would occur in the same manner in which it did prior to the construction activities.

e) Would the project create or contribute runoff SL,eSS_f_tha”t
. . Ignitican
water, which would exceed the capacity of Potentially With Less than
existing or planned stormwater drainage Significant Mitigation Significant No
systems or provide substantial additional Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

sources of polluted runoff?

0] [ [ X

The Proposed Project would not create or contribute to runoff. Water generated during drilling and
testing of wells would be percolated into the ground using sprinklers or a small pond. After completion
of the well installation and pipeline construction, storm water runoff would be the same as current,
baseline, conditions.

f)  Would the project otherwise substantially Less than
T Significant
degrade water quality® Potentially With Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X L] L] L]

The Proposed Project would not involve the discharge of water offsite or into any other water bodies.
As discussed in item IXa, above, the wells would be constructed in accordance with applicable
standards and would produce groundwater that meets all drinking water standards. Water discharged
to the ground surface would percolate back into the ground. Water used to disinfect the wells would be
dechlorinated before being discharged to the ground surface.

The Layne Christensen Company (2010) study evaluated water quality variations within the
groundwater basin. Selection of appropriate pumping locations was based on areas with lower chloride
and total dissolved solids (TDS) concentrations, and areas with higher transmissivity (i.e. higher
capability of the aquifer to transmit water to a well). The locations of existing Wells 18 and 34, and
new Wells 35 and 36, are in areas with lower chloride and TDS concentrations. However, areas with
elevated arsenic and TDS concentrations are known to exist in the region.
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There is the potential that increased groundwater pumping due to the Proposed Project could cause
groundwater with elevated levels of TDS and/or arsenic to migrate toward the pumping well locations.

Complete analysis of this potential impact and preparation of detailed mitigation measures, if
applicable, will be conducted as part of the EIR.

g) Would the project place housing within a 100- SL,ESS_f_thant
Ignifican
year flood hazard area as mapped on a Potentially With Less than
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Significant Mitigation Significant No
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard Impact Incorporation  Impact  Impact

delineation map?

0] [ [ X

The Proposed Project does not include the construction of any housing.

h)  Would the project place within a 100-year Less than
Significant
flood hazard area structures that would Potentially with Less than
impede or redirect flood flows? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] [] [] X

Proposed Project components are not located within a 100-year flood hazard area, according to FEMA

Flood Map Sheets 06029C1575E and 06029C1019E.

i) Would the project expose people or SL_eSS_f_tha”t
. g . .. ignifican
structures to a_5|gn|f|car_1t rls_k of Iqss, injury Potentially With Less than
or death involving flooding, including flooding Ssignificant Mitigation Significant No
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
[] L] L] X

The Proposed Project does not involve the construction of any levees or dams and is not located

downslope from any levees or dams.

) Would the project inundation by seiche, SL_eSS_f_tha”t
. ignifican
tsunami, or mudflow? Potentially With Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] [ X

The Proposed Project is not located near any standing water features that would be capable of

producing a seiche or tsunami. The Proposed Project is not located near any steep slopes subject to

mudflows.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING
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The County of Kern’s General Plan land use designation for proposed Well 35 and 36 is 5.6 Residential
(County of Kern 2009). The 5.6 Residential land use designation is defined in the County of Kern
General Plan as follows:

5.6 Residential - Minimum 2.5 Gross Acres/Unit constitutes a single-family designation with rural
service needs in the valley and desert regions, while in the mountain region residential uses of this
density will require urban service provision.

Proposed Well 35, existing Well 34, and Well 18 are located within the South Inyokern Specific Plan
area (County of Kern 1973). Land use designation for proposed Well 35, existing Well 34 and 18 is
Low Density Residential.

The County of Kern zoning designation for the project area is E-5: Estate 5 acres, E-2 ¥%: Estate
2 Y5 acres, E-20: Estate 20 acres, and MH: Mobilehome Foundation Combining (County of Kern 2009).

Proposed Well 36 is located within a vacant parcel surrounded by residential to the north and east, and
by Highway 395 to the west and south. Proposed Well 35 and existing Wells 34 and 18 are located in
an unpopulated desert area.

a)  Would the project physically divide an SL,ess_f_tha”t
. . ignifican
established Commumty? Potentially With Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] (] (] X

The Proposed Project would not divide an established community.

b)  Would the project conflict with any applicable SL,ESS:tha”t
. . Ignitican
land use plan, policy, or regulation of an Potentially With Less than
agency with jurisdiction over the project Significant Mitigation Significant No
(including, but not limited to the general plan, ~ 'mPact Incorporation Impact  Impact

specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

[ [ [ X

General Plan designations and zoning restrictions are not applicable to water facilities, per Section
53091 of the California Government Code. The Proposed Project would not conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation.

c) Would the project conflict with any applicable SL_ess_f_tha”t
. . ignifican
habitat conservation plan or natural Potentially with Less than
community conservation plan? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
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0 0] 0] X

See response to Question IVa (Biological Resources). No Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural
Community Conservation Plans apply to the project area. No impacts would occur.

XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES

a) Would the project result in the loss of Less than
. .- . Significant
availability of a known mineral resource that Potentially with Less than
would be of value to the region and the Significant Mitigation Significant No
residents of the state? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] L] X
b) Would the project result in the loss of SL,eSS_f_thant
. - . . Ignitican
availability of a Ioca_IIy-lmportant mineral Potentially With Less than
resource recovery site delineated on a local Significant Mitigation Significant No
general plan, specific plan or other land use Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
plan?
[] [] [] X

The project sites are not currently used for mineral resource recovery and do not fall within a Mineral
Resource Zone per the General Plan (County of Kern 2009). No impact to mineral resources would
occur.

X1l. NOISE

The nearest sensitive receptors to project facilities are residential uses along North Victor Street, where
the new pipeline for proposed Well 36 would be constructed.

a) Would the project result in exposure of Less than
persons to or generation of noise levels in poentially owitn Less than
excess of standards established in the local Significant Mitigation Significant No
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

standards of other agencies?

X 0] 0] 0]

The generation of noise associated with the Proposed Project would occur over the short-term for site
preparation and construction activities to implement the Proposed Project. Long-term noise impacts
would be similar to the existing conditions. The EIR will discuss potential temporary and intermittent
noise impacts related to construction and operational activities, any applicable local noise standard or
policies, and, if necessary, appropriate mitigation measures to reduce potential noise impacts to a less
than significant level.

b) Would the project result in exposure of SL??S_fF?::t
. . ignifi
persons to or g_ener_atlon of excessive _ Potentially with Less than
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise Significant Mitigation Significant No
levels? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
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0 0] 0] X

Excessive groundborne vibration is usually triggered by activities such as blasting used in mining
operations, or the use of pile drivers during construction. The Proposed Project would not require any
blasting activities or pile driving. No impacts would occur.

c)  Would the project result in a substantial SL_eSS;f_tha”t
. . . . . ignifican
permanent increase in ambient noise levels i potentially with Less than
the project vicinity above levels existing Significant Mitigation Significant No
without the project’) Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] L] X L]

See response to Question Xlla.

d) Would the project result in a substantial SL_eSijFha”t
. . . . ignitican
temporary or periodic increase in ambient Potentially gwith Less than
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels  significant Mitigation Significant No
existing without the project? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X L] ] ]

See response to Question Xlla.

e) For a project located within an airport land Less than
use plan or, where such a plan has not been  powendaly wit Less than
adopted, within two miles of a public airport Significant Mitigation Significant No
or public use airport, would the project Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?
[] (] (] X
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private SLleiSmt?::t
airstrip, would the project expose people Potentially O ith Less than
residing or working in the project area to Significant Mitigation Significant No
excessive noise levels? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] ] L] X

The Proposed Project is not located within the vicinity of a public or private airport. The Inyokern
Airport is located approximately three miles northwest of the project area. The NAWS China Lake
Airport is located approximately 4.5 miles northeast from the closest project component (proposed Well
36). No impact would occur.

X111. POPULATION AND HOUSING
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The IWVWD's service area population was estimated to be approximately 36,000 people in 2007. The
population of the IWVWD 's service area may increase from about 36,000 to as many as 51,800 by
2015, remain approximately the same, or decrease to as few as 24,200 (IWVWD 1997).

a)  Would the project induce substantial Less than
lati thi ither di tl Significant
population growth In an_area1 either airectly Potentially with Less than
(for example, by proposing new homes and Significant Mitigation Significant No
businesses) or indirectly (for example, Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
L] L] X

The potential of the Proposed Project to directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth in
the area will be discussed in the EIR as required by CEQA. However, impacts are anticipated to be less
than significant.

b)  Would the project displace substantial Less than
numbers of existing housing, necessitating poentially with Less than
the construction of replacement housing Significant Mitigation Significant No
elsewhere? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] (] (] X
c)  Would the project displace substantial SLleiSmt?::t
numbers of people, necessitating the Potentially O ith Less than
construction of replacement housing Significant Mitigation Significant No
elsewhere? Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] [ [ X

Response for Xl11b) and c): No existing housing units or people would be displaced as a result of the
Proposed Project. No impact would occur.

X1V. PUBLIC SERVICES

The Proposed Project area would be serviced by IWVWD. There are no schools located within a
0.25-mile radius of the project area. The closest schools to the Proposed Project are Inyokern
Elementary School and Mariposa Christian School, located approximately two miles to the northwest
and west of proposed Well 36, respectively.
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a) Would the project result in substantial Less than
. . . . Significant
adverse physical impacts associated with the Potentially with Less than
provision of new or physically altered Significant Mitigation Significant No
governmental facilities, need for new or Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
¢ Fire Protection?
¢ Police Protection?
¢ Schools?
¢ Parks?
¢ Other Public Facilities?
L] ] L] X

The Proposed Project would not cause a significant new fire or public safety hazard. The Proposed
Project would not substantially increase the amount of hew employees, so there would not be a
significant impact affecting the demands for schools, parks, or other public facilities. The project would
not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities nor affect response time or

other performance objectives.

XV. RECREATION

No formal recreational activities occur within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site.

a) Would the project increase the use of existing Less than
. . Significant
neighborhood and regional parks or other Potentially with Less than
recreational facilities such that substantial Significant Mitigation Significant
physical deterioration of the facility would Impact Incorporation Impact

occur or be accelerated?

[ [ [

No
Impact

X

The Proposed Project does not involve residential uses and would not cause a direct increase in
population in the area or increase the use of existing parks or recreational facilities. No impact would

occur.
b) Does the project include recreational facilities SL_eSS_tha”t
. . . ignitican
or require the construction or expansion or Potentially gwith Less than
recreational facilities, which might have an Significant Mitigation Significant No
adverse physical effect on the environment? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
L] ] ] X
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The Proposed Project does not include recreational facilities nor require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities that might have an adverse effect on the environment. No impact would occur.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

The Proposed Project is generally located west of the City of Ridgecrest, southeast and east of
Inyokern, and south of NAWS China Lake in unincorporated Kern County, California. Existing Wells 18
and 34 are located east and west of Brown Road and south of Bowman Road, just south of Inyokern.
Proposed Well 35 would be located on the south side of Bowman Road between Moon Place and Star
Place. Proposed Well 36 would be located at the southeast corner of Las Flores Avenue and North
Victor Street. All roads near the existing and proposed wells are dirt roads. Southwest of proposed
Well 36 is Highway 395, a two and four-lane paved highway in Kern County. It starts in San
Bernardino County and continues north to Bishop (County of Kern 2009).

a) Would the project cause an increase in traffic, Less than
. . .. . .. Significant
which is substantial in relation to the existing Potentially with Less than
traffic load and capacity of the street system Significant Mitigation Significant No
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

0] [ X [

The Proposed Project would generate a minor amount of construction-related traffic during the grading
and construction phase. However, that traffic would be temporary and would cease after the
construction is finished. There is no traffic associated with the operation of the wells other than a
minor amount of service personnel trips. A less than significant impact would occur.

b) Would the project exceed, either individually Less than
or cumulatively, a level of service standard poentially it Less than
established by the county congestion Significant Mitigation Significant No
management agency for designated roads or Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
highways?
] ] X ]

See response to Question XVla.

c) Would the project result in a change in air SL_ESS_f_thant
. . . . . . Ignitican
traffic patterns, including either an increase in pyientialy O ith Less than
traffic levels or a change in location that Significant Mitigation Significant No
results in substantial safety risks? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
[] L] L] X

No change in air traffic patterns, increase in traffic levels, or change in location that would generate
safety risks would result from the Proposed Project. No impact would occur.
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d) Would the project substantially increase Less than
h ds d t desi feat h Significant
azards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp Potentially with Less than
curves or dangerous intersections) or Significant Mitigation Significant No
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
[] [] [] X

The Proposed Project includes underground pipelines in North Victor Street and would not increase
hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. During construction, North Victor Street may not
be fully accessible. However, IWWWD’s standard contract documents require the construction
contractor to provide adequate and safe traffic control measures that will both accommodate local
traffic and ensure the safety of travelers in the project area. No impact would occur.

e) Would the project result in inadequate SL,ESS_tha”t
ignifican
emergency access? Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] L] X L]

The Proposed Project would be designed according to County of Kern Fire and Traffic Departments
requirements and standards. As described in Question VIId, emergency access to residences would be
maintained during construction. A less than significant impact would occur.

f)  Would the project result in inadequate SL_eSS_tha”t
. ; ignifican
parklng CapaC|ty? Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
[] L] L] X

The Proposed Project would not result in inadequate parking capacity. Adequate parking for
construction personnel and equipment would be included in the off-street staging areas for the new
wells on the parcels owned by IWVWD. Parking for maintenance vehicles would also be provided at
the well sites. No impact would occur.

g) Would the project conflict with adopted SL_eSS_f_tha”t
.. . ignifican
poI|C|es,. plans, or programs supporting Potentially with Less than
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, Significant Mitigation Significant No
bicycle racks)’) Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] L] X

The Proposed Project would not conflict with adopted transportation policies. The Proposed Project
would not require the use of, or affect, alternative transportation. No impact would occur.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a) Would the project exceed wastewater Less than
. . Significant
treatment requirements of the applicable Potentially with Less than
Regional Water Quality Control Board? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] L] X

Wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would be discharged in compliance with the Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region requirements. Wastewater discharge only includes
ground water pumped from the wells to start, develop, test, or treat the wells. The Proposed Project
would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements. No impacts would occur.

b)  Would the project require or result in the SL_eSS_f_tha”t
. ignifican
construction c_)f new water or_wastewa_te_r Potentially with Less than
treatment facilities or expansion of existing Significant Mitigation Significant No
facilities, the construction of which could Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

cause significant environmental effects?

0] [ [ X

The Proposed Project is the construction and operation of new water facilities. The Proposed Project
would not require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities. Impacts resulting from the Proposed Project will be discussed in the EIR. This project
would not result in the need for additional facilities.

c)  Would the project require or result in the Less than
construction of new stormwater drainage poentially it Less than
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the  Ssignificant Mitigation Significant No
construction of which could cause significant Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

environmental effects?

0] [ [ X

The Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of exiting facilities. No impact would occur.

d)  Would the project have sufficient water SL,ESS_tha”t
. . . ignitican
supplies available to serve the project from Potentially gwith Less than
existing entitlements and resources, or are Significant Mitigation Significant No
new or expanded entitlements needed? Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
X ] ] L]

The impact of the Proposed Project on groundwater resources will be discussed in the EIR.
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e) Would the project result in a determination Less than
. . Significant
by the wastewater treatment provider, which  pientiany with Less than
serves or may serve the project that it has Significant Mitigation Significant No
adequate capacity to serve the project’s Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
L] L] L] X
See response to Question XVlla.
f)  Would the project be served by a landfill with SL,eSS_f_thant
.. . . Ignitican
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate  pyengiay it Less than
the project’s solid waste disposal needs? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] X L]

Construction debris related to the Proposed Project would be disposed of at the Boron Landfill. A less
than significant impact would occur.

g) Would the project comply with federal, state, SL,eSS_f_tha”t
. Ignitican
and local statutes and regulations related to Potentially with Less than
solid waste? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
L] L] L] X

The Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste. No impacts are anticipated.

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to Less than
. . Significant
degrade .the quality of the environment, Potentially with Less than
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or Significant Mitigation Significant No
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact

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 of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

X [ [ [

A reconnaissance-level biological resources survey will be conducted to evaluate vegetation and wildlife
resources on the site. The project site will also be examined for historic and prehistoric significance.
The potential for the project to affect any biological or cultural resources will be determined in the EIR.

2010-132 4-26



WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

INITIAL STUDY
b) Does the project have impacts that are Less than

individually limited, but cumulatively poentialy owitn Less than
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” Significant Mitigation Significant No
means that the incremental effects of a Impact Incorporation Impact  Impact
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)?

X L] L] L]

The EIR will evaluate whether project implementation combined with other current and probable
projects along with projected regional growth in the surrounding area will be cumulatively considerable,
particularly to groundwater quality and quantity. The project’s contribution to global climate change
will also be discussed in the EIR.

C) Does the project have environmental effects Less than
. . Significant
that will cause sqbstant_lal advers_e e_ffects on Potentially with Less than
human beings, either directly or indirectly? Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
X ] L] L]

The Proposed Project has been found to have environmental impacts as described in this Initial Study,
which require additional study before their significance can be determined. The additional study will
occur in the EIR for the Project.
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Group, that production wells with 1,200 gpm pumping capacity must not be placed closer to each other than a
minimum of ¥ mile to avoid interference with each other. This 1-mile-in-diameter exclusion zone is small compared
to the size of drawdown cones associated with the proposed 2,200 - 2,500 gpm production wells; drawdown cones
are known to be deeper and wider as pump size increases, so neighboring wells in far greater areas will be
impacted. (To exemplify the effect of increasing diameter on area, think about the difference in areas of 10-inch and
20-inch diameter pizzas. The 10-inch pizza has an area of about 75 square inches but the area of a 20-inch pizza
is about 300 square inches—about 4 times as much.) Regardless, the map in Figure 2-2 illustrates some existing
and proposed well sites that are by known criteria too close to each other.

The density of production wells allowing such high pumping capacities also portends subsidence problems in
this area, whether or not they are all pumped at the same time. Subsidence must be discussed in detail in the EIR.
Although enhancing wells in other parts of the valley is a better choice, overall subsidence as well as the other
issues must be considered there also.

The proposed Well 36 site appears to be in a flood plain. This severely restricts any structures that may be
constructed. The EIR must provide explicit justification for well housing and it must state that other structures, such
as but not limited to arsenic treatment plant or storage tanks will not be placed in the flood zone. The EIR must also
acknowledge that the high ground of its property along Strecker Street will not be populated by buildings that
obstruct the scenic view of the mountain ridge from this established residential neighborhood.

The project described by the Notice of Preparation and the IS does not really improve water supply; at its
best interpretation, it is destructive to neighboring wells in the short term and to the valley overall in the long term.
The EIR must acknowledge IWVWD responsibility not only to its own customers but also to other water users.
Improving water could be accomplished by things like filtering and reclamation, with the cost to be borne by the
users of that water not by others who happen to overlie cleaner water.

2. OLD AND INVALIDATED JUSTIFICATIONS

A reasonable version of the WSIP 2011 project must be based on a new or significantly revised plan that is
based on current facts rather than outdated projections. Reasons that the very similar WSIP 2007 was fully rejected
by the public and Kern County and eventually by the IWVWD still apply (despite the WSIP 2011 having dropped the
one most dysfunctional juxtaposition of 2,500-gpm wells). Furthermore, the justifications for WSIP 2011 are largely
based on the IWWWD General Plan of 1997 and usage assumptions made for the WSIP 2007 that no longer apply.

Water usage is declining, 17% reduction this year to date, which is likely due to the IWWWD’s conservation
efforts and its first really serious conserving action—rate increases—that firmly convey that quality water is limited
in our aquifer. Also, no capacity or delivery failure days have occurred since the prior predictions of needed
capacity. The usage decline has occurred despite the Naval Base having effectively done its hiring in response to
the most recent Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC). As anticipated because of typical responses to BRACs, the
number of new jobs in our community is far below the initial projections. Local population has stabilized and is
using less water. The EIR must use more realistic base employment figures. The response of the community, when
rate cost increases were imposed, indicates a willingness to reduce usage to allow the IWWD’s desired 20%
redundancy for maximum usage and equipment failures. New evidence that such a large cushion may be necessary
should be part of the project plan and EIR.

3. APPROPRIATING WATER

Water service providers are prohibited by law from appropriating water from some users for the benefit of
others, including others who are not served by the provider (such as the IWWD). Given the persistent overdraft of
our aquifer, the reported determination that our aquifer contains primarily water deposited during the Pleistocene
Era, and the past and current use of water in and around what is known as the southwest field and China Lake Acres



by may private wells, exporting water from vacant IWWWD land via 12- to 16-inch pipelines constitutes exporting
water away from existing users for the benefit of other current and future users.

There are 30 existing private and small community wells within %2 mile of proposed Well 36, supporting more
than 30 households, and more such wells are within the diameters of drawdown cones associated with the proposed
higher-capacity production wells. These private wells are producing high-quality water that does not require
treatment; both the ability of these wells to produce water and for that water to be of such high quality would be
damaged by the size, location, and manner of use of the proposed wells.

Section 2.1 of the IS describes installation of 12- to 16-inch pipelines connecting to Wells 35 and 36 “only for
transmission purposes no distribution connections are proposed.” This definitely sounds like a plan to export water
away from neighboring wells that belong to overlying users.

Figure 2-4 in the IS is truncated in such a way that it omits neighboring properties with wells that would be
impacted. The EIR must include a parcel map that covers all the parcels that would be impacted by its proposed
upgraded and new wells.

In Section IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY of the IS, Modeled seasonal drawdowns are described. The
way the information is presented in the IS tends to suggest they represent overall drawdowns that are less than
have already been consistently measured. In the EIR, the modeled seasonal drawdowns must be distinguished as in
addition to the non-seasonal drawdowns, and overall drawdowns in the areas of the proposed project wells must
also be given.

Mitigations for shallower private and commercial water wells that may experience declining production to the
point where they may no longer be capable of supporting existing uses, and also wells whose function is damaged
causing owners additional expense, must have detailed mitigation measures presented in the EIR; this is not
optional as suggested by language in the IS. It is not acceptable for the IWWWD to merely declare wells that are
now pumping good quality water are too old or are deep enough that they are not the responsibility of the IWVWD.

4. CONTAMINATING NEARBY WATER SUPPLY

The brief statement that “There is the potential that increased groundwater pumping due to the Proposed
Project could cause groundwater with elevated levels of TDS and/or arsenic to migrate toward the pumping well
locations” is somewhat misleading and is grossly inadequate, given the severity of harm that would eventually be
caused to neighboring wells already in existence. “Migrate towards” actually would include intersections with the
many private wells nearby proposed upgraded and new production wells. Unless the IWWWD can provide irrefutable
scientific evidence regarding the extent of harm to be expected within and near the drawdown cones of their existing
and proposed production wells, it must be assumed that the level of contamination is totally unacceptable.

“Complete analysis of this potential impact and preparation of detailed mitigation measures, if applicable, will be
conducted as part of the EIR.” Given the inability to predict the long-term impact of accumulating arsenic or other
contaminants, mitigation measures are the responsibility of the IWWWD and must be detailed.

We appreciate that the IWWWD sought an EIR for this project. We hope that our concerns will be addressed.

Sincerely,
Annette DeMay {y{
Thomas DeMay W
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