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 Response to Comment 24-1: This comment states that the Proposed Project evaluated in 
the 2007 WSIP and in the project proposed by the District during the scoping period for this EIR 
are the same, and that comments provided during the scoping process were ignored.  Master 
Response 13 addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 24-2: This comment states that, although the population projections 
in the Draft EIR have been reduced after the scoping period, the Proposed Project is still not 
needed because future conservation efforts will reduce future demand.  Population projections 
of 1 percent per year were provided by Kern COG, and are fall within the range of projections 
used by the City of Ridgecrest in its General Plan (1 to 3 percent) and Kern County in its 
General Plan (2 percent). It should be noted that the District only produces groundwater in 
response to actual water demands from its customers. It does not have the ability to store large 
quantities of water for which there is no demand. If population increases do not occur, or if 
demand is low because of conservation or cooler weather, then the new facilities would only be 
operated as needed to satisfy the actual demand. Master Responses 7, 8, and 10 further 
address this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the EIR fails to evaluate the alternative of obtaining water from 
the Navy using the existing intertie. 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 implementation 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.  Alternative 3 also 
would result in the same amount of pumping as the Proposed Project, it would just be relocated 
to wells on NAWS.  Thus, the impacts would be the same, just in a different location.  
Additional information is provided in Master Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 24-3: This comment states that full production of the project wells 
should be used to evaluate the impacts of the Proposed Project, and that the analysis in the EIR 
is based on a flawed groundwater model. Although this comment states that the model has its 
flaws, the model is the best available model of groundwater flow at the regional scale in the 
Indian Wells Valley. Master Response 2 further addresses this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the Draft EIR does not discuss that more water is being pumped 
from the basin than is being recharged. This issue is discussed extensively in the EIR. In 
particular, Section 3.8.1.5 summarizes the estimates of recharge and pumping from several 
studies. This section states that, over the last 30 years, groundwater pumping from the valley 
has averaged about 26,000 acre-feet per year and the recharge in the valley is about 9,200 
acre-feet per year. Master Response 1 addresses this issue 
 
This comment also states that the EIR did not consider recent studies regarding the age of the 
water in the aquifer. Master Response 3 addresses this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 24-4:  This comment states that the private well owners and 
cooperative system well owners have water rights that supercede the IWVWD. Master Response 
12 addresses this issue.   
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The comment also states that impacts to the water levels from the Proposed Project in addition 
to the existing rate of decline should be evaluated in the Draft EIR.  The EIR addresses this 
issue in detail.  As discussed in detail in the Draft EIR, based on modeling conducted in August 
2011 by Layne Hydro (see Appendix G of the Draft EIR), the average rate of water level decline 
within one-half mile of Well 35 is anticipated to increase by 0.5 foot per year, from a current 
baseline rate of approximately 1.6 feet per year to a projected rate of approximately 2.1 feet 
per year. The average rate of water level decline within 1.5 miles of Well 35 is anticipated to 
increase by 0.2 foot per year, from a current baseline rate of approximately 1.6 feet per year to 
a projected rate of approximately 1.8 feet per year. At about a 2-mile radius from Well 35, 
increases in the rate of water level decline caused by the Proposed Project are too small to be 
measured. 
 
The comment also states that a threshold should not be used to evaluate environmental 
impacts because it ignores the impact from the baseline conditions.  CEQA requires the use of 
thresholds of significance to determine environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.7).  As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Project 
both on a project level and at a cumulative level.  
 
Response to Comment 24-5: This comment states that the Proposed Project is not needed 
because no high demand day failures to provide water over the past four years have occurred.  
Maximum Day Demand for the WSIP evaluated in the EIR was computed by applying a peaking 
factor to the Average Daily Demand as projected in the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan. 
This peaking factor was conservative, so that the worst-case scenario could be modeled and 
evaluated in the EIR. It should also be kept in mind that the District only produces groundwater 
in response to actual water demands from its customers. It does not have the ability to store 
large quantities of water for which there is no demand. Should the actual Maximum Day 
Demand values in the future be less than the estimate, similar to the demand in 2011, the new 
facilities would only be operated as needed to satisfy the actual demand. Master Response 7 
provides more information on this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the EIR fails to evaluate the alternative of obtaining water from 
the Navy using the existing intertie. 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 implementation 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.  Alternative 3 also 
would result in the same amount of pumping as the Proposed Project, it would just be relocated 
to wells on NAWS.  Thus, the impacts would be the same, just in a different location.  
Additional information is provided in Master Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 24-6:  This comment states that the groundwater model does not 
accurately reflect the impacts of the Proposed Project because it did not assume that Wells 18, 
34, and 35 would be pumped at full capacity all of the time. District wells are currently not 
pumped at full capacity, but are 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. The District does not propose to change its 
operations with this Proposed Project. Master Response 2 further addresses this issue.  
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This comment also states that the groundwater in the basin “is in an ever more serious 
accelerating decline”, based on data from the KCWA groundwater monitoring database.  The 
Draft EIR does discuss the increasing rate of drawdown in the aquifer that occurred between 
1970 and 1980.  The KCWA data, however, show that for the last three to eight years, water 
levels in many wells located throughout the basin have stabilized.  This is shown on the 
hydrographs presented in Figures 3.8-4 through 3.8-6 of the Draft EIR and for many other wells 
monitored by KCWA.  The KCWA database was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix F. 
 
This comment also asserts that the groundwater flow model is inaccurate and is not 
conservative.  The flow model is the best available model and meets the CEQA Standards of 
Adequacy for use for evaluation of environmental effects.  The model also evaluates the 
pumping of all wells in the southwest well field at full capacity, which is greater than the 
Districts normal well rotation.  Thus, the model potentially over-estimates that amount of 
drawdown that may occur from the Proposed Project.  This issue is addressed further in Master 
Response 2. 
 
Response to Comment 24-7:  This comment states that the Project Description is incomplete 
because the purpose of the Proposed Project is to mine water.  The EIR discusses the current 
condition in the basin, and the fact that more water is currently being pumped from the basin 
than is being recharged. The Draft EIR also evaluates the environmental impacts from increased 
pumping in the basin. Master Responses 4 and 5 address this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the Proposed Project is not needed because it was based on 
population projections in the 1997 Water General Plan, and that any increase in demand will be 
offset by future conservation. The 1997 Water General Plan and the 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan both recommend 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 to accommodate scheduled and unscheduled outages on the maximum day, 
or a 20 percent redundancy in capacity. The population projections in the 1997 Water General 
Plan were not used to estimate demand. The population projections used to estimate demand 
in the Draft EIR were from the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, and were provided by 
Kern County COG and the US Census Bureau (see Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR).  Population 
projections of 1 percent per year in Kern County were provided by Kern COG, and are fall within 
the range of projections used by the City of Ridgecrest in its General Plan (1 to 3 percent) and 
Kern County in its General Plan (2 percent). It should be noted that the District only produces 
groundwater in response to actual water demands from its customers. It does not have the 
ability to store large quantities of water for which there is no demand. If population increases 
do not occur, or if demand is low because of successful conservation or cooler weather, then 
the new facilities would only be operated as needed to satisfy the actual demand. Master 
Responses 7 and 8 further address this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the EIR fails to evaluate the alternative of obtaining water from 
the Navy using the existing intertie. 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 implementation 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.  Alternative 3 also 
would result in the same amount of pumping as the Proposed Project, it would just be relocated 
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to wells on NAWS.  Thus, the impacts would be the same, just in a different location.  
Additional information is provided in Master Response 9. 
 
Response to Comment 24-8:  This comment states that the District Board of Directors 
should approve the No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative is evaluated in the EIR 
and the District’s Board could choose to adopt this alternative. 
 
Response to Comment 24-9:  This comment states that the Proposed Project is not needed 
because no high demand day failures to provide water over the past four years have occurred.  
Master Response 7 provides information on this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 24-10: This comment states that the groundwater model used for 
analysis in the EIR is flawed because it does not evaluate the impacts of pumping the wells at 
full capacity.  This comment also states that the model does not take into account cumulative 
impacts. The groundwater flow model does not examine the impacts from the Proposed Project 
in a vacuum, it adds the impacts Proposed Project to the overall pumping in the valley. Master 
Response 2 further addresses this issue.  In addition, the groundwater flow model was not the 
only tool used to evaluate baseline conditions and potential effects.  As described in the Draft 
EIR, detailed analysis of water-level and water-quality data from multiple sources and 
government agencies was conducted to evaluate Project impacts. 
 
This comment also states that the Proposed Project is virtually identical to a project proposed 
for years ago, including installing new wells in the same location.  The project proposed in 2007 
included the construction of two new wells at the corner of Victor and Las Flores, in the 
intermediate well field area, and the refitting of five existing wells, for an additional nominal 
capacity of between 8,500 to 11,500 gallons per minute in one phase.  The 2007 project, which 
was not appoved, was very different than the currently Proposed Project.   
 
Response to Comment 24-11: This comment states that the Proposed Project is not needed 
because the District can already meet its 20 percent redundancy requirement and there will be 
no future increase in demand. Master Responses 7 and 8 address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 24-12:  This comment states that doubling the capacity in existing 
wells is an experiment that will result in wrecking the wells.  The improvements to the wells will 
be designed by a licensed Professional Engineer and the District does not anticipate adverse 
effects to Wells 18 or 34 from the Proposed Project.  The District’s past experience and 
industry-wide practices do not support this statement. Testing and redevelopment of the wells 
will establish appropriate sustainable pumping rate, up to a maximum of 2,200 gpm. 
 
This comment states that the location of such high-capacity wells so close together is a violation 
of the Cooperative Groundwater Management Group Guidelines.  Planning Objective #2 in the 
most recent Cooperative Groundwater Management Plan for the Indian Wells Valley, which 
signed by the IWVWD and other major water users in the basin on March 16, 2006, addresses 
this issue as follows: 
 

Planning Objective #2: Distribute new groundwater extraction within the Valley 
in a manner that will minimize adverse effects to existing groundwater 
conditions (levels and quality), and maximize the long-term supply within the 
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Valley. Future groundwater development by the Parties will be distributed within the Valley 
in a manner that is designed in accordance with aquifer characteristics. The Parties will 
consider developing, to the fullest extent possible, individually or as a cooperating group, 
wells in the outlying areas of the Valley. Areas such as Indian Wells Valley Water District's 
southwest field should be considered as should wells designed to capture recharge from all 
areas of the watershed. As a general guideline, the location and capacity of new production 
wells (excluding domestic wells) should not unreasonably interfere with existing wells.  
 

According to this planning objective, the location and capacity of new production wells should 
not unreasonable interfere with existing wells. The Draft EIR evaluated the impact of new Well 
35 on existing wells and found that there is a potential for the acceleration of the rate of 
groundwater level decline within 2 miles of this well. The District has provided mitigation to 
address this impact, and the Project would not unreasonably interfere with existing wells. The 
Proposed Project would comply with Planning Objective 2. It should also be noted that Planning 
Objective 2 encourages the placement of new wells in the southwest wellfield, where new Well 
35 is proposed. 
 
Response to Comment 24-13: This comment states that the Initial Study cannot be used to 
eliminate the inclusion of an environmental resource from the Draft EIR. According to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15063, the Initial Study can be used to assist in the preparation of an EIR by 
focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant.  
 
The comment also states that the decrease in water levels could affect rural land uses, and, 
therefore Land Use and Planning should be evaluated in the EIR.  The effect of the Proposed 
Project on rural land uses was completely related to water resources impacts, and was, 
therefore, discussed in the Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Resources, of the EIR. Section 
3.8.3.3 discussions the potential of the Proposed Project to lower the groundwater table level so 
that 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. 
 
Response to Comment 24-14: This comment states that Mitigation Measure H-1 in the Draft 
EIR does not mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Project because it does not make the impact 
less severe.  According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15370, mitigation includes one or more of 
the following:  “(a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an 
action. (b) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of its action and its 
implementation (c) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment (d) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action (e) compensating for the impact by replacing or 
providing substitute resources or environments”.  The mitigation proposed in Mitigation 
Measure H-1 falls under category e and is an appropriate mitigation under CEQA. 
 
This comment also states that the Proposed Project would have heavy extraction that would 
lead to serious declines in water levels.  Phase 1 of the Proposed Project would not result in any 
additional pumping from the basin.  The increased pumping capacity of Wells 18 and 34 would 
lead to shorter pumping durations (and longer rests between pumping intervals) to produce the 
same quantity of water.  Phase 2 would result in additional production to meet increased 
demand in anticipation of a one percent population increase, or about 80 acre-feet per year out 
of the approximately 28,500 acre-feet per year pumped from the basin, as noted by the 
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commentor in Comment 24-11.  If, in fact, there is no increase in population or demand, as 
asserted by this commentor and others, then there would be no increase in pumping due to the 
Proposed Project.  The anticipated drawdowns in the southwest well field under worst-case 
conditions are described in Section 3.8.3.3 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response to Comment 24-15:  This comment also states that the EIR fails to evaluate the 
alternative of obtaining water from the Navy using the existing intertie. 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 
implementation 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 24-16: This comment states that the groundwater model used for 
analysis in the EIR is flawed because it does not evaluate the impacts of pumping the wells at 
full capacity.  Master Response 2 addresses this issue. 
 
The comment also states that the mitigation will not be effective because it will be implemented 
by the District. The District is its own CEQA Lead Agency and, as such, is authorized to 
implement its own mitigation monitoring and reporting program under CEQA Guidelines Section 
15097.   
 
Response to Comment 24-17:  This comment states that the No Project Alternative should 
be approved because the Proposed Project may cause declines in the water levels of existing 
nearby wells. The No Project Alternative was evaluated in the EIR and could be adopted by the 
District’s Board.  It should also be noted that the mitigation actions suggested by the Kern 
County Planning and Community Development Department in both 2007 and 2011 do not meet 
CEQA standards for appropriate mitigation measures (see responses to Comment Letter 21 in 
this Final EIR). 
 
Response to Comment 24-18:  The comment states that the effects of subsidence were not 
analyzed in the EIR. The potential of the Proposed Project to cause subsidence were analyzed 
in the Initial Study prepared for the scoping process The Proposed Project sites are not located 
on unstable soils that would be subject to subsidence, as indicated on Figure 12 of Chapter 4 
(Safety Element) of the Kern County General Plan.  Therefore, the issue of subsidence was not 
further evaluated in the EIR, as allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section 15063.  
 
Response to Comment 24-19: This comment states that the No Project Alternative should 
be approved because the Proposed Project would cause impacts to groundwater levels and 
groundwater quality.  The No Project Alternative was evaluated in the EIR and could be 
adopted by the District’s Board.  
 
This comment also states that the groundwater model used to evaluated impacts of the 
Proposed Project is inadequate and that cumulative impacts are not discussed. Master 
Responses 2, 3 and 5 address this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 24-20:  This comment states that the 1 percent population growth 
estimates provided by the Kern Council of Governments are a pure guess and that real growth 
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will be negative.  The Kern Council of Governments is the best available source for population 
projections in Kern County. The population projections are consistent with the City of Ridgecrest 
General Plan, which predicts growth between 1 and 3 percent, and the Kern County General 
Plan, which predicts growth at 2 percent. None of these agencies assert a negative population 
growth. 
 
This comment also states that the District should conduct an accurate financial model for future 
operations, including a cost-benefit analysis for this project.  The CEQA EIR is meant to assess 
the environmental impacts of a Proposed Project. However, the District’s Board will consider 
many things, including cost, technical feasibility, and environmental impacts, when making its 
decision on the project. 
 
Response to Comment 24-21: This comment states that the groundwater flow model used 
to assess impacts for the Draft EIR was not validated and cannot be used as a CEQA analysis 
tool. Master Response 2 provides information on this issue. 
 
Response to Comment 24-22: This comment states that the projected population growth of 
1 percent, which was used in the EIR to project future demand, is not accurate and that a 
population decline will actually occur. Master Responses 7 and 8 address this issue. 
 
The comment further states that 2015 is too far in the future to be able to accurately evaluate 
environmental impacts. CEQA allows that the drafting of an EIR necessarily involves some 
degree of forecasting (CEQA Guidelines Section 15144).  The EIR has estimated the timing of 
the implementation of Phase 2 based on population projections from Kern COG. The actual 
timing of implementation may differ based on actual demand, which is dependent on actual 
population changes, the effectiveness of conservation, and other factors.  CEQA also requires 
the District to evaluate the environmental impacts of the entire Project, defined as the whole of 
an action.  Evaluation of Phase 1 and Phase 2 in separate environmental documents would not 
be allowed under CEQA because the California Supreme Court has that determined that a 
project description must include all relevant parts of a project, including reasonably foreseeable 
future expansion or other activities that are part of the project [Laurel Heights Improvement 
Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 376].  In this case, Phase 2 is reasonably 
foreseeable based on demand calculated from population projections provided by Kern COG.  
Future water supply projects that may be needed after the implementation of Phase 2 were not 
considered to be reasonably foreseeable because alternative water sources may become 
available in the future, and Phase 3 was dropped from the project during the scoping process.  
 
Response to Comment 24-23:  This comment states that doubling the capacity in existing 
wells is an experiment that will result in wrecking the wells.  The improvements to the wells will 
be designed by a Registered Engineer and the District does not anticipate adverse effects to 
Wells 18 or 34 from the Proposed Project.  See the Response to Comment 24-12. 
 
Response to Comment 24-24:  This comment states that impacts to Mohave ground squirrel 
may occur. A Mohave ground squirrel habitat assessment for the Proposed Project was 
conducted by a permitted-biologist (see Appendix C of the Draft EIR). The assessment in the 
EIR provides mitigation for loss of individuals and habitat from the construction of Well 35.  
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Response to Comment 24-25:  This comment states that impacts to archaeological 
resources may occur. The Well 35 site was surveyed by qualified archaeologists (Appendix D of 
the Draft EIR), and Native American consultation was conducted with tribes listed by the Native 
American Heritage Commission. No significant impacts from the construction of Well 35 would 
occur. 
 
Response to Comment 24-26:  This comment states that the hydrological references have 
not been sufficiently reviewed. Master Responses 1 through 4 address this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the EIR does not recognize the importance of the age of the 
water being pumped by wells in the southwest wellfield.  Section 5.2.2 of the 2008 AB303 
Report prepared by Stoner and Bassett includes an extensive discussion of the geochemistry, 
flow paths, recharge, and age-dating of the groundwater.  This discussion in the AB303 report 
provides what is described as a “proof-of-concept” that recharge from the Sierra mountain front 
canyons is migrating through the basin following general pathways that are defined 
geochemically.  These pathways, and the recharge volumes shown on Figure 5.1 of the 2008 
AB303 report, are consistent with and support the groundwater flow model and analysis in the 
Draft EIR.  Specifically, the age-dating for the post-Pleistocene water does not infer that the 
water was emplaced at that time in the past (e.g. 6,000 or 7,000 years ago) and has been 
static since that time.  Instead, the model developed and supported in the 2008 AB303 report 
states that the groundwater has been consistently recharged from the Sierra mountain front 
and that the age dating and geochemistry indicate the migration time for the water to reach 
those locations.  Prior to the early part of the last century, there was no pumping in the basin 
and the only water loss was evaporation from the China Lake playa.  The lack of pumping and 
significant loss of water from the aquifer would have resulted in very flat hydraulic gradients 
and very slow flow velocities, which are consistent with the age dating in the 2008 AB303 
report and the flat gradients observed to the southwest of the southwest well field, where very 
little development of groundwater has occurred.  Thus, the age-dating and geochemical 
modeling presented in the 2008 AB303 report have been recognized and considered in the 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR, and they are consistent with and support the findings of the 
EIR.   
 
This comment also states that the use of hydrographs is insufficient to illustrate the local effects 
of the Proposed Project.  The use of hydrographs was intended to illustrate the general water 
level declines in various locations in the basin. In addition to the use of hydrographs, water-
level trends were evaluated using linear regression, and the areal distribution of baseline rates 
of water-level decline and of Project effects were plotted maps which were presented in the 
Draft EIR.  Localized impacts to groundwater declines were evaluated by Layne Hydro using the 
regional groundwater flow model (Appendix G). Master Response 2 provides additional 
information on this model. 
 
Response to Comment 24-27:  This comment states that the 1993 Bureau of Reclamation 
report does not indicate that there is high quality water in the southwest down to 2,000 feet 
below ground surface. The referenced report contains several statements indicating that there 
is high quality groundwater in the southwest area of the basin: 
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• page xxii of the Executive Summary: “Good quality water was found to the 2,000-foot 
drilling depth in the Intermediate and Southwest areas.”   

• Page xxiii of the Executive Summary: “A greater quantity of high quality groundwater is 
in storage at depth in the Intermediate and Southwest areas than previously known.” 

• Page 69: “The discovery of good quality water to a depth of at least 2,000 feet is 
probably the most significant Project finding in the southwest area. Total dissolved solids 
(TDS) in the groundwater samples collected from the Project piezometers ranges from 
about 200 mg/L in the upper part of the aquifer to about 350 mg/L in the deeper part. A 
substantial volume of groundwater is in storage in this area.”  

 
This comment also states that the pumping from the Proposed Project could mobilize poor 
quality water from deeper intervals that could affect local wells by migrating vertically.  The 
2008 AB303 report evaluates the presence of low-quality groundwater identified in the Bureau 
of Reclamation Well BR-3, located approximately 2.25 miles east of the proposed Well 35 
location.  On page 60, the AB303 report concludes that the low-quality groundwater at BR-3 
occurs within isolated sand lenses within thicker clay intervals, is isolated from shallower and 
deeper aquifers, and does not imply the degradation of water quality in either the upper or 
lower aquifers.  Thus, the analysis in the Draft EIR is based on and consistent with the data and 
interpretations presented by several studies, including the 1993 US Bureau of Reclamation 
report and the more recent 2008 AB303 report. 
 
Response to Comment 24-28:  This comment states that there is little or no recharge to the 
basin due to the identification of “fossil” groundwater in the 2008 AB303 study.  “Fossil” 
groundwater is a term that should best be used to describe groundwater that no longer has a 
link to its historic source of recharge, not simply very old water.  Pleistocene-age water 
identified beneath the central part of the basin, in the area of the China Lake playa appears to 
have been sourced from the pluvial lakes that occurred during the Pleistocene, and thus would 
fit the definition of “fossil” water.  The age of the water in the southwest area of the basin, 
however, is younger than Pleistocene.  The geochemical modeling conducted in the 2008 AB303 
report supports the Sierra mountain front model of recharge for these areas.  The 2008 AB303 
report uses the geochemical data to identify various recharge pathways in the basin and 
specifically links the southwest area to recharge along part of the Sierra mountain front.  
 
The Draft EIR cites several different sources for estimates of recharge, notes that there is a 
difference of opinion among these reports, and presents an independent estimate of the 
potential range of recharge.  The presentation of the range of estimates and the 
acknowledgement that there is a difference of opinion among experts is consistent with the 
CEQA Section 15151 Standards of Adequacy.  Figure 5-1 of the 2008 AB303 report, cited in this 
comment, provides estimates of recharge that area consistent with the geochemical model and 
demonstrate that most of the recharge to the basin occurs in the southwest area.  
 
This comment also states that the analysis in the EIR and the groundwater flow model do not 
address the presence of a groundwater barrier in the southwest area.  Numerous researches, 
including the analysis in the Draft EIR, have noted a change in the hydraulic gradient and 
subsurface geophysical discontinuities in the southwest area.  Most studies, however, do not 
indicate that this discontinuity is some sort of impermeable barrier that prevents or restricts 
groundwater movement through the area.  Many of the studies interpret this continuity to be a 
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fault scarp (e.g. splay of the Sierra frontal fault) or steep drop in the bedrock surface, such that 
the basin is much deeper on the northeast side of the discontinuity.  In summarizing past 
studies, the 2008 AB303 report (Section 4.4) states that there are few restrictive structures in 
the aquifers and does not identify any in the southwest area. 
 
Response to Comment 24-29:  This comment states that the list of thresholds of 
significance should be studied very carefully as it is the basis of what follows and that the list is 
not just a placeholder.  The use of thresholds of significance to evaluate environmental impacts 
in an EIR is required under CEQA. This list of hydrology and water quality thresholds of 
significance is from the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. 
 
Response to Comment 24-30: This comment states that water quality changes in the 
aquifer should be evaluated under Section 3.8.3.2, Criteria Determined to Have a Less Than 
Significant Impact. The discussion in this comment is speculative and not based on any specific 
data or occurrence. 
 
Response to Comment 24-31: This comment states that the Proposed Project will result in a 
decline in both water quality and water quantity, and that no mitigation is possible for these 
impacts. Master Responses 1 through 5 address this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 24-32: This comment states that mitigation measures are required 
for Phase 1 because it should be assumed that the improved wells 18 and 34 would be pumped 
at full capacity.  Phase 1 provides an increase in capacity to provide system redundancy in the 
event of equipment failure, maintenance, or other emergency situation. Phase 1 would not 
result in an increase in annual pumping by the District. Impacts from Phase 1 were determined 
to be less than significant. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, mitigation measures 
are not required for effects which are not found to be significant. Master Response 1 further 
addresses this issue. 
 
This comment also states that the full impact of the Proposed Project is not evaluated because 
the existing water level declines are not included in the model and the model does not assume 
that the wells will be pumped at full capacity all of the time. Master Response 2 addresses this 
issue. 
 
The comment also states that a threshold should not be used to evaluate environmental 
impacts because it ignores the impact from the baseline conditions.  As required by CEQA, the 
Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Project both on a project level and at a 
cumulative level. The groundwater model identified the potential environmental effects of the 
Proposed Project. The projected increases in the rate of decline were then used in the analysis 
of impacts to define the increased rate of decline, above the baseline rate, that may occur as a 
result of the Proposed Project.  As required by CEQA, thresholds of significance are used to 
determine environmental effects (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7). CEQA does not require 
mitigation for impacts that are not caused by the specific project that is being evaluated in the 
EIR.  
 
The comment also states that it is unbelievable that there would be no residual project level 
impacts with mitigation. As discussed in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure H-1 provides a 
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mechanism to provide water such that existing land uses could be maintained. Therefore, there 
would be no residual impacts after mitigation. 
 
Response to Comment 24-33:  This comment states that there can be no effective 
mitigation for water level impacts and so the District must also evaluate alternatives that would 
also reduce water level impacts, such as the possible projects discussed in the 1993 Bureau of 
Reclamation report. The 1993 Bureau of Reclamation Report states that “There are three major 
avenues for extending the life of the groundwater resources in the Indian Wells Valley: 
 

• Blend good quality water with poorer quality water 
• Expand pumping to “new” areas, such as the southwest 
• Treat poorer quality water.” 

 
An alternative to treat poorer quality water, including blending that water with good quality 
water was considered in the EIR and rejected. The District conducted pilot testing for brackish 
water desalination from the Northwest Well Field from June 2008 to June 2009. The pilot test 
concluded that a brackish water treatment facility could provide approximately 3,000 acre-feet 
per year of high-quality groundwater. However, the cost of the disposal of the brine produced 
by the treatment process, a hazardous waste, would be excessive because of the District’s 
inland location (ocean disposal of brine is not an option as with other communities). The cost of 
this alternative, at $2,350 per acre-foot would be more than 20 times the cost of the Proposed 
Project. The study concluded that the IWVWD benefits from the additional drinking water 
recovered were not more than the cost of brine treatment.  It should be noted that the 
Proposed Project does include an expansion of pumping into the southwest area of the basin, 
rather than intermediate area, as recommended by the 1993 Bureau of Reclamation report.  
Additional information on the alternatives considered during the EIR process are provided in 
Master Responses 9 and 10. 
 
The comment also states that there is not enough discussion of the analysis of Alternatives.  
The CEQA Guidelines do not require the same level of detail in the alternatives analysis as in 
the analysis of the Proposed Project. Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states: 
 

The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix 
displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each 
alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause 
one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the 
project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but 
in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. 

 
No analysis of environmental impacts is required for alternatives that were considered and 
rejected. 
 
Response to Comment 24-34:  This comment states that the cumulative effects of pumping 
are not adequately evaluated because the model does not include the effects of existing 
pumping and that full pumping of the new wells is not considered.  As discussed further in 
Master Responses 2, 4, and 5, the model did not consider just the incremental pumping of wells 
in the southwest area to meet Project objectives, but considered full pumping of these wells as 
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part of the normal rotation of water supply pumping used by the District.  The additional 
drawdown caused by the Proposed Project was added to the existing baseline rate of 
groundwater drawdown to determine the full effect of the Proposed Project on water levels in 
the basin. 
 
Response to Comment 24-35:  This comment states that the District should abandon the 
Proposed Project and instead pursue the identification of new water supplies for the basin.  The 
District may well pursue additional sources of supply, which is one of the reasons Phase 3, the 
installation of Well 36, was dropped as part of the Project after the scoping period.  The District 
has already conducted feasibility and pilot studies for use of brackish water and desalination, 
which are hindered by the problem of the disposal of the hazardous brine.  These and other 
alternatives have been considered and rejected for the Proposed Project because they do not 
meet the Project objectives.  These issues are addressed further in Master Responses 9 and 10. 
 
Response to Comment 24-36:  This comment states that a different alternative to the 
Proposed Project should be adopted by the District. Master Responses 9 and 10 address this 
issue. 



WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 

2008-132 3-170

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
 




