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Response to Comment 3-1: Comment 3-1 requests a closer examination of all alternatives,
particularly Alternative 3 — Additional Water Production from Existing NAWS China Lake Wells.
Master Response 9 addresses this comment.

Response to Comment 3-2: This comment requests that the Additional Water Conservation
Alternative, which was considered and rejected in the Draft EIR, be considered. A specific
suggestion for water conservation is provided. Master Response 10 addresses this comment.
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Letter 4

From: Lucinda Crosby

To: iwvwd@ivwvwd.com

Subject: Response to IW\AWD Draft EIR for Water Suply Improvement Project
Date: Thursday, December 01, 2011 12:05:41 PM

Indian Wells Valley Water District Water Supply Improvement Project Draft EIR Response: 12-1-

2011

Lucinda Sue Crosby 1539 N, China Lake Bl #241, Ridgecrest, CA 93555

When addressing stressed or possibly “inadequate” water production, ascertaining the true amount of present
and future needs 1s job one.

According to pumping numbers posted in August of 2011, peak day requirements of the INVWD were easily
handled with plenty of redundancy

even though one well was not in use.

Neither the most recent BRAC relocations nor area population increases for other reasons have lived up to
previous estimates. Indeed,

California gross population numbers show an exit out of and not a relocation into, the state, a stat that may
prove more and more relevant here.

Additionally, average per capita water usage has plummeted throughout this basin to a level unanticipated by
the INWVWD due to unexpected

conservation and efficiency measures by Water District customers and others.

Therefore, current pumping capacities are and will continue to be more than adequate for IWVWD customer
needs for at least a decade. Why then

incur the millions-of-dollars investment debt required to re-equip old wells or build new wells?

For thousands of years, the go-to responses to a perceived need for more water have been engineering
greater pumping capacity and

wresting control of and developing one’s neighbor’s water sources. The ancient Sumerians began

these practices, which are still widely in play. These approaches do not protect or perpetuate water

sources for future generations and usually resemble mining operations more than reforestation

processes. It's hard to believe that, in the ke century, more enlightened solutions are not available.

Of course, providing more pumping capacity through any means will necessitate more borrowing by the
District, resulting in extensive

mandatory rate increases. Outdoor conservation and water efficiency methods that work are extant and
much cheaper and actually defend

and protect water sources.

Did the Water District thoroughly explore all options before commutting to this expensive and invasive

water supply enhancement project?

If not, perhaps they should take another look.

Respectfully submitted: Lucinda Sue Crosby
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Response to Comment 4-1: This comment states that the project is not needed because
current pumping capacities are adequate for existing and future demand for up to a decade
because of conservation, a poor economy, and fewer new jobs at NAWS China Lake. Master
Responses 7 and 8 addresses this comment.

Response to Comment 4-2: This comment states that other alternatives that do not involve
pumping, particularly outdoor conservation and water efficiency methods, should be evaluated
and selected. Master Response 10 addresses this portion of the comment.

This comment also states that pumping alternatives will cause the IWVWD to acquire debt and
raise rates. Master Response 11 addresses this portion of the comment. The IWVWD Board will
consider many factors when determining whether or not to approve the Proposed Project,
including the project cost. Project cost was included as part of one of the project objectives:
provide a cost-effective, safe, and reliable source of domestic water supply for the IWWWD'’s
customers. Alternatives were selected for evaluation that met this project objective.
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2/5/)/

December 1, 2011

Mr. Tom Mulvihill, General Manager
Indian Wells Valley Water District
P. O. Box 1329

Ridgecrest, Ca, 93555

RE: IWVWD Water Supply Improvement Project, Draft EIR comments
Dear Mr. Mulvihill,

We are opposed to the IWWWD Water Supply Improvement Project. It is unnecessary, too
costly and detrimental to our co-op well. Our specific concerns with the Draft Environmental
Impact Report are enumerated in this comment letter.

We are property owners in south Inyokern and members of the Donna Sue Water Company.
Our community well is located approximately 1.65 miles from the proposed IWVWD well
enhancement, and would be negatively impacted by increased pumping. We feel that the
mitigation measures in the DEIR are inadequate, Merely offering to monitor nearby
domestic and co-op wells is not adequate either. Once a well is dry, there is no more water
for that well owner.

Under California Water Law the IWVWD is an appropriator and is only entitled to any surplus
water that may be available. All domestic and coop well owners have a superior overlying
right to water, The Indian Wells Valley has been in overdraft for 50 years and easily meets
the State definition of being in critical overdraft, which means that there is no surplus
water. Therefore any increased water needs that the Water District claims cannot be met by
increased pumping at existing wells or by drilling new wells. A comprehensive water
enhancement plan must be developed and put into practice before there is increased Water
District pumping or new Water District wells.

It is essential that the final EIR contain measures to extend the life of the aquifer as long as
possible and fully consider all other claimants to IWV groundwater. Ways to do this were
spelled out clearly as far back as 1993 in the Bureau of Reclamation’s report *Indian Wells
Valley Groundwater Project.” This study provided plans for lengthening the life of our
aquifer supply by aggressive conservation, blending, saline water recovery, water
reclamation and water importation. Another possible approach would be to buy up and
retire agricultural properties or, at the least, facilitate increased agricultural irrigation
efficiency. The Water District has not initiated or even seriously discussed many of these
water saving options except for a recently initiated customer conservation effort which has
had some success. However, one wonders if this conservation success will continue with the
elimination of the Water District position of Education and Conservation Coordinator.

The justification for the present project is that the Water District needs additional capacity
to meet the needs of the maximum demand days in the summer. The Initial Study claims
that there is a “higher demand than capacity on the maximum demand days which occur in
the summer months.” How can this be true if demand has fallen 17% over the past four
years, due to conservation? In fact, no high demand day failures to provide water over the
past four years have occurred. In fact, there were no reductions in water capacity this past
summer on the highest demand day, even though one existing well was not pumped at all
and another pumped only lightly. The Water District currently has greater than 20%
redundancy. So no additional capacity is needed.
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If water conservation and efficiency efforts were aggressively pursued, the Water District
could achieve an additional 30-40% total drop in average per capita usage by their
customers. This drop in usage would give additional redundancy and could be achieved with
far less monetary expenditure than the current proposal.

Finally, The WSIP DEIR fails to recognize existing cooperative interties with the Navy and
Searles' Valley Minerals set up in 1991 for the exact purpose stated for the project—
“redundancy” on peak demand days and for well failure emergencies. The intertie with the
Navy was tested in 1991, and was found to be capable of delivering in excess of 3,000
gallons per minute in either direction. This amounts to the running capacity of 2V2 standard
Water District wells. For a fraction of the cost of the proposed project, the Water District
could bring the Interties up to modern service standards.

Our excellent well water was a key factor in purchasing our property in Inyokern., From our
perspective, practically just about every element in the WSIP, if implemented, would
degrade our water supply and quality. This is unacceptable.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathryn Kvapil and Richard L. LaShure
P, O. Box 196

Inyokern, CA 93527

desert encelia@veriozn.net
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Response to Comment 5-1: This comment states that the mitigation measure proposed for
water level impacts (Mitigation Measure H-1) is inadequate because it only provides for well
monitoring. Mitigation Measure H-1 also provides mitigation options that will be negotiated
between the IWVWD and the well owner so that the owner does not experience a loss of pre-
Project land use. Master Response 4 addresses this issue in more detail.

Response to Comment 5-2: This comment states that the District is not entitled to
additional water. Master Response 12 addresses this issue.

Response to Comment 5-3: This comment states that the District should implement other
alternatives, including aggressive conservation, blending, saline water recovery, water
reclamation, and water importation. These alternatives were considered for the Proposed
Project, but were rejected because they could not be implemented in the time frame of the
Proposed Project and/or because they would not be cost-effective. It should be emphasized
that these alternatives were only rejected as alternatives to the Proposed Project. These
alternatives could still be considered for future projects, although separate environmental
analysis would need to be conducted. It should also be noted that one of the reasons Phase 3
(construction of new well 36 at Victor and Las Flores) was eliminated was that some of these
alternatives may become feasible in the future and could be implemented. Master Response 10
further addresses this comment.

Response to Comment 5-4: This comment states that no additional capacity is needed
because demand has fallen in recent years. Master Responses 7 and 8 address this issue.

The comment further states that alternatives, such as additional conservation and the purchase
of water from the Navy using the existing intertie should be adopted. These alternatives were
discussed in the Draft EIR. The additional conservation alternative was considered and rejected
and the alternative of water purchase from the Navy was examined, and could be adopted by
the District's Board. Master Responses 9 and 10 address this issue.
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Letter 6 .

(.11

Penclope LePome
635 N. Rio Bravo Street
Ridgecrest CA 93555
760 375-5287
Email: plepomefa carthlink.net

Indian Wells Valley Water District
500 W. Ridgecrest Boulevard
Ridgecrest CA 93555

December 6, 2011
RE: Water Supply improvement Project DEIR Cemment

Tom Mulvihill and members of the IWVWD Board:

| oppose the proposed project because it is not needed and will increase the cost of water
distribution.

The project is not necessary because water use is declining. Whether this is due to cocler
weather, climate change, a decrease in population, or increased water conservation, this is a long
term trend.

Peak water usage for 2011 was on August 26 with 12.865 Mgal. Given the nominal well
capacity as stated in the DEIR of 16.70 Mgal/day, redundancy is close to 30%. We already have
redundancy.

In addition, the IWVWD has MQOU agreements for intertie with the Navy Base in the event of
an emergency.

If there should be a day of higher use demand, it would not hurt members of our community
to be given short-term restrictions on water use. This could bring the need for conserving
groundwater water into clearer focus and increase conservation.

Building this project would have detrimental effects to nearby well owners, causing further drops in
their well levels. This statement is based on past experience.

Instead of this project, the Water District should be pursuing ways to enhance water supply through
desalinization or other ways of treating non-potable water and increasing water conservation
measures.
Sincerely,

Brtlye Gt

Penelope LePome
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Response to Comment 6-1: This comment states that the project is not necessary because
water use is declining. Master Responses 7 and 8 address this issue.

Response to Comment 6-2: This comment states that water should be purchased from the
Navy using the existing intertie, or rationing should be implemented (as would occur with the
No Project Alternative) if maximum day demand could not be met. Both alternatives of
purchasing water from the Navy and the No Project Alternative were examined in the EIR.
Master Response 9 further addresses this issue.

Response to Comment 6-3: This comment states that implementation of the Proposed
Project would cause water level drops in nearby wells. This impact has been discussed in the
EIR, and mitigation has been provided for the impacts. Master Responses 1 and 4 address this
issue.

Response to Comment 6-4: This comment states that other alternatives should be selected,
such as desalinization or water conservation. Master Responses 9 and 10 address this issue.
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Letter 7 127 /11

4 DECEMBER 2011

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Indian Wells Valley Water District
Water Supply Improvement Project

DRAFT EIR COMMENTS
Name: Dennis and Karen Sizemore
Address: 243 Strecker Street, Ridgecrest, CA 93555
E-mail: kdsizemore@gotsky.com

COMMENTS:

We want to go on record opposing the Indian Wells Valley Water District WSIP
Program as presented in the draft EIR. Qur property is located at 243 Strecker
Street. We are private well owners and within the two mile radius of WSIP
proposed well 35. The well located on our property has only been in service a few
years; during the summer of 2011 the measured drop in our static water level has
doubled.

Indian Wells Valley Water District recently laid off 25% of its work force,
supposedly due to lower water sales. How can you possibly undertake a multi-
million dollar water improvement program when water consumption is down
considerably? This concerns us because a portion of our retirement funds is
invested in the water district.

We support alternative #3 as outlined in your proposed EIR. Your claim that it
would take too long to get authorization from the Navy is less than factual.
Secretary of the Navy in Washington D.C. has encouraged all facility commanders to
make a special effort to be good citizens and support their host cities.
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The intertie agreements and the appurtenances are already in place both with China
Lake and the Chemical Plants in Searles Valley. I direct your attention to the NACC
agreement with the District to Recital 2.4 which states “The district is also in need of
a backup supply of water in the event of well failure or other emergency. In
addition, the District is in need of additional pumping capacity to meet its /- 2
summertime peak demands.” .
Continued

Recital 4.2 “Each party shall have the right to receive water from the other in case of
emergency or water shortage. 4.3 “The District shall have the right to receive water
from NACC to meet the District’s peak demands”. With these two intertie
agreements in place, which obviously are designed to protect all entities in case of
water shortages or well failures, how can you possibly justify spending millions of
dollars for something which you already have in place?

The Water District management has lost all credibility by pursuing this needless
water improvement program. What makes this situation worse is the district is
planning on paying for this with borrowed money at an interest rate of 5% or
greater. The Water District carries a AA+ bond rating. What would happen if the

bond agencies discovered the INVWD laid off 25% of personnel due to low water 7 - 3
sales and financial difficulties?

How could the audit performed by Burkey Cox Evans Bradford & Alden possibly
have given you an excellent rating and clean bill of health after you laid off one-
fourth of your work force because of financial problems?

Your responsibility as a public agency goes far beyond that of other water
consumers. The real reason for the WSIP program is to increase pumping capacity
to assure the district’s larger share of the aquifer in the event of adjudication.

We encourage you again to do the common sense ideal and select Alternative #3.

Dennis Sizemor:
243 Strecker Street
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

/ 3 i T ) 3
T/ i S [ __/
/1/244;/¢f/14 H{/}yc e e &= e e
Kareh L. Sizemo¥Fe /) pAtd St
(

(760) 377-4905

kdsizemore@gotsky.com
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Response to Comment 7-1: This comment states that the project is not needed because
water consumption is lower, and also that the project is too expensive. Master Responses 7, 8,
and 11 address these issues.

Response to Comment 7-2: This comment states that Alternative 3 should be selected.
Alternative 3, obtaining water from existing Navy wells, is analyzed as an alternative to the
Proposed Project in the EIR. The District's Board could choose to adopt this alternative,
although the Navy has indicated that adoption of this alternative could take several years with
no guarantee of approval and would require the completion of a National Environmental Policy
Act document by the Navy. Additional information is provided in Master Response 9.

Response to Comment 7-3: This comment states that the Proposed Project would be too
costly. Master Response 11 addresses this issue.
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Letter 8

ecejve
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the [?' /2/%7 /)]
Indian Wells Valley Water District

Water Supply Improvement Project
Draft EIR COMMENTS

Public Meetings
November 8, 2011, Inyokern Senior Center
November 9, 2011, Ridgecrest City Hall Council Chambers

Please use this page to submit your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for

the District's Water Supply Improvement Project. Your comments are an important part of creating a
comprehensive Final EIR. When making your comments, please be as specific as possible.

Name _Jac /\/ 7/ -7’)-/5,”/\)

Address €28 Se A (’/( ) L/-'{ﬁ/b’(?/? ¢ rf/
E-mail Stree}tﬁe /(/ Al Gl] éﬁfﬁéé;ﬁji%(ﬂ(’/”f‘# ZI//B :ff}%%
Tom Mulvihilt

General Manager

Indian Wells Valley Water District

P.0. Box 1329/500 W. Ridgecrest Blvd.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

(760) 375-5086

Email: mvwd@iwvwd.com

All comments must be postmarked by December 9, 2011.

Comments

Please provide your comments below. If you need additional space, please use the reverse side of this sheet.

Thank you.
o W /’/af;{f@
e s

C
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Private wells are in peril

The Indian Well Water district is planning a deeper well and Deeping existing
wells. I would like to voice a strong objection to the water district’s new water pumping
plan. I also think they want to avoid the operation of their new treatment plant to save
operating costs, this will put a heaver load on the south/west field. If the district needs
more water during peak demands, they can install more water storage tanks.

It is clear what the new, deeper, wells are for. They are for the future, when the
aquifer is pulled far down beyond present levels. As it is nearly impossible to hold any
individual entity responsible for our wells going dry. The IWV water district is free to
blame NWC, alfalfa growers, small orchards, the Inyokern Service District and the Trona
water company for future dry wells. They also think that the aquifer is flat on the bottom
and the sides are straight, because their studies indicate that the water table drop will not
accelerate with time.

As a long standing residency and ownership of this property (53 years) gives my
water rights priority over IWV Water District. As the aquifer is pumped lower, I can
expect more dissolvable solids in the water. The Indian Wells Water District will not
except responsible for this either.

‘When I drilled my first well in 60°s the water stood at 283’, T am currently on my
third well, the water level is 360°. At 73 PPB of arsenic, we need to use a reverse
osmoses filter for our drinking water. It’s unknown what effect new, deeper wells will
have. But the current annual drop is undoubtedly having an effect right now. More,
deeper wells will certainly create more cones of depression, resulting in many local wells

going dry.

I am fortuned that our area has high arsenic because the district had to abandon
the well on the corner of Jacks Ranch Road and Ridgecrest blvd. After 3 years of it’s
operation, our water table started dropping about 10 foot a year. Fortunately, the water
table has risen back to the valley's average after the district’s well was shut down.

Jack Tipton, Ridgecrest, Ca
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Response to Comment 8-1: This comment states that more water storage tanks should be
used to provide water during peak demands. The construction of more water storage to
provide supplemental water supply during equipment outages on maximum demand days was
considered and rejected in the EIR because the large tanks that would be required
(approximately 8.4 million gallons of storage for a 7 day supply) would not only be costly
(approximately $10.5 million), but the water stored inside would be subject to stagnation and
other water quality problems. Master Response 10 further addresses this issue.

Response to Comment 8-2: This comment states that the IWVWD would not mitigate for
the effects of the Proposed Project on water levels. Mitigation H-1 provides mitigation for those
wells that would be affected by the Proposed Project. Master Response 4 provides additional
detail on mitigation for water level changes from the Proposed Project. Master Response 5
provides additional information regarding cumulative impacts to groundwater quantity in the
basin.

Response to Comment 8-3: This comment states that the Proposed Project would affect
water quality in individual wells. The EIR discusses effects to water quality in Section 3.8.3.3.
Master Response 6 provides additional information on this issue.

Response to Comment 8-4: This comment states that the Proposed Project would affect the
water levels in nearby wells. The potential for impacts to water levels in local wells are
discussed in Section 3.8.3.3 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that the operation of Well 35
would have the potential to affect water levels in wells within 2 miles of Well 35. Mitigation has
been provided to ensure the current land uses supported by these wells can be maintained.
Master Responses 1 through 5 provide additional information on the water level analysis and
mitigation.
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