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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: 
 
Zoning: 

5.6 Residential – minimum 2.5 gross acres per unit 
 
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. 
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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. 
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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 IS/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). 
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Table 2-1 
IWVWD Domestic Water System 

Well Pumping Plant Maximum Day Demand and Capacity  
(with 20% redundancy) Comparison 

(values in gpm) 

WELL YEAR 
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 

DEMAND 
(max day with 20% 

redundancy) 

15,240 15,600 15,790 

PRODUCTION 
CAPACITY NEED 

3,440 5,000 5,190 

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 I, 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. 
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Table 2-2 
Maximum Additional Water Supply from Increased Pumping Rates 

Well Current Pumping Rate 
(gpm) 

New Pumping Rate 
(gpm) 

Additional Water Supply 
(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.  
 
P ipeline.  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.  
 
P ipeline.  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 
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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 Facilit ies.  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.   
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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 
Department 

♦ Well drilling permit 

California Department of Fish and Game ♦ Section 2081 incidental take permit 
Other agencies to be determined in the 
EIR analysis 

♦ Other approvals to be determined 
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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 

effect on a scenic vista? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

scenic resources, including, but not limited 
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

 

     
 
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 

existing visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

substantial light or glare, which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in 
the area? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES 
 
a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

the existing environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion 
of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 

III. 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 (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), and suspended 
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10

 

). Attainment status for KAPCD is described in 
the following table: 

Table 4-1 
Eastern KAPCD Attainment Status 

Pollutant 

Designation/Classification 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) State Ambient 

Air Quality 
Standards 

KAPCD Kern River/Cummings 
Valley

Indian Wells 
Valley1,2 

Ozone (O

3,4,5 

3 Attainment)  – 1 Hour Part of KAPCD Area 6,7 Part of KAPCD Area Moderate 
Nonattainment 

Ozone (O3 Nonattainment )  – 8 Hour 
(0.08 ppm) 

Part of KAPCD Area Unclassifiable/Attainm
ent 

Nonattainment 

PM Unclassifiable/
Attainment 

10 Serious Nonattainment Attainment 
Maintenance 

Nonattainment 

PM Unclassifiable/
Attainment 

2.5 Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Unclassified 

Carbon Monoxide 
(CO) 

Unclassifiable/
Attainment 

Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
(NO2

Unclassified 
) 

Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2 Unclassified ) Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Attainment 
Lead Particulates No Designation Part of KAPCD Area Part of KAPCD Area Attainment 

1  Kern River Valley, Bear Valley, and Cummings Valley were previously included in the federally designated San Joaquin Valley PM10 Serious 
Nonattainment Area, but was made a separate nonattainment area in 2008 

2 Kern River Valley, Bear Valley, and Cummings Valley are included with the KCAPCD for all NAAQS other than PM10 
3 For PM10 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 PM10 and the first 8-hour ozone NAAQS (0.08 ppm) and is part of the KCAPCD for all other 

NAAQS  
5 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) 
6 1-hour ozone NAAQS was revoked effective June 15, 2004 
7

Source: KAPCD 2010 

 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 
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a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 
quality 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 

standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
Please see the response to Question IIIa.   
 
c) Would the project result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
Please see the response to Question IIIa.   
 
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors 

to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
Please see the response to Question IIIa. 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 
affecting a substantial number of people? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 

IV. 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 

effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species 
in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

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 agassizii; 
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 
effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, 
or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

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 

the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

Please see the response to Question IVa. 
 
e) Would the project conflict with any local 

policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 
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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 

of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in §15064.5? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 
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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 
formal cemeteries? 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
 
Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
No 
Impact 

     
 

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.  

VI. 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 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?  

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

  liquefaction? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
  iv) Landslides?  

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 
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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/cgs/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. 

ii) 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 liquefaction 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 

erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/Index.aspx�
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c) Would the project be located on a geologic 

unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in onsite or offsite 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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, 

either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     

 

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 
plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     

 

Please see the response to Question VIIa. 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
a)  Would the project create a significant hazard 

to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
Please see the response to Question VIIa.  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 

or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 VIIa, 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 

is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
The Proposed Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.   
 
g) Would the project impair implementation of 

or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

standards or waste discharge requirements? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
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)? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 



WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJ ECT 
INITIAL STUDY 

2010-132 

 
4-15 

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 

existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
offsite? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 
 

http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary�
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d) Would the project substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding on- or 
offsite? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

water, which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

degrade water quality? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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-

year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

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

 
h) Would the project place within a 100-year 

flood hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

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 

structures to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
The Proposed Project does not involve the construction of any levees or dams and is not located 
downslope from any levees or dams. 
 
j) Would the project inundation by seiche, 

tsunami, or mudflow? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 



WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENT PROJ ECT 
INITIAL STUDY 

2010-132 

 
4-18 

 
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 ½: Estate 
2 ½ 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 

established community? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
The Proposed Project would not divide an established community. 
 
b) Would the project conflict with any applicable 

land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 
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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.   

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 
a) Would the project result in the loss of 

availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
b) Would the project result in the loss of 

availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 

XII. 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 

persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 
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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 

permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
See response to Question XIIa. 
 
d) Would the project result in a substantial 

temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
See response to Question XIIa. 
 
e) For a project located within an airport land 

use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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. 

XIII. 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 

population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

      
 
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 

numbers of existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
c) Would the project displace substantial 

numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

XIV. 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 

adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or 
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? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
The Proposed Project would not cause a significant new fire or public safety hazard.  The Proposed 
Project would not substantially increase the amount of new 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 

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

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

or require the construction or expansion or 
recreational facilities, which might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 
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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, 

which is substantial in relation to the existing 
traffic load and capacity of the street system 
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
See response to Question XVIa. 
 
c) Would the project result in a change in air 

traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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, IWVWD’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 

emergency access? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

parking capacity? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

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 

policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 

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 
construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 
by the wastewater treatment provider, which 
serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
See response to Question XVIIa. 
 
f) Would the project be served by a landfill with 

sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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, 

and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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.   

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
a) Does the project have the potential to 

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

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

     
 
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 

that will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

COMMENTS 

Please use this page to submit your input on the scope of the environmental impacts to be analyzed in the 
Draft EIR being prepared for the District's Water Supply Improvement Project. Your comments are an 
important part of creating a comprehensive EIR. When making your comments, please be as specific as 
possible. 

Name 

Address 
Street City 

E-mail 

Comments can also be submitted to: 

Tom Mulvihill 
General Manager 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
(760) 375-5086 

All comments must be received by August 4, 20u.... -
Comments 

Zip Code 

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

From: "Eugene & Verna Curry" <curryev@peoplepc.com> 
To: <iwdvwd@iwvwd.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 1:41 PM 
Subject: comments on the Scoping meeting 
Gentlemen 

In reviewing the information that was provided we haven't found any item dealing with the water-rights 
issue of the private wellowners and we want to acknowledge that IWVWD is in overdraft. 

In going over the WSIP it appears that the recommendation of the District's water production wells is 
based on a number of the new NAWS employees that were expected in 2005. This estimate is definitely 
out of date. 

We agree with Mr. Jack Tipton when he said , "If the district needs more water during peak demands, 
they can install more water storage tanks." (See letter in Daily Independent, July 19,2011 .) 
It is time to be looking for a renewable source of water for this valley . Before pumping the valley dry let's 
be planning to plug into the Sierra mountains. Here is a source that renews itself. Other larger cities have 
already taken advantage of what is available. What are other desert communities doing about a water 
supply for their buslnesses and people? What is Borrego doing and what is Barstow doing? Let us not 
copy their mistakes, but let us find a solution. That is the direction we would like to see the planning take. 

Eugene and Verna Curry 
4417 W. Ridgecrest BI. 

8/3/2011 





































July 26, 2011 

Tom Mulvihill. General Manager 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 

RE: Scoping comments for the IWVWD Water Supply Improvement Project EIR 

Mr. Mulvihill: 

I represent the Donna Sue Water Company located in Southern Inyokern. We are 
interested in your proposed Water Supply Improvement Project. We have concerns that 
this project may negatively impact our own domestic water supply. 

Therefore, we are requesting additional infonnation be provided during the preparation of 
the EIR as such infonnation becomes available for public review. 

We look forward to reviewing and commenting on your draft EIR and associated 
supporting documentation. Please send any notifications for public review of such 
documents to the following address: 

Sincerely, 

ATTN: Julie Ann Pennix 
Donna Sue Water Company 
P.O. Box 1342 
Inyokern, CA 93527 

. e Ann Pennix, President 
Donna Sue Water Company 
(760) 377-4828 















Max and Eleanor I-Iovaten 
Box 245 
Inyokern, Ca 93527 
(760-793- 1593) 

Indian Wells Valley Water District 
General Manager 
Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, Ca 93555 

Subject: Public Comment on the Proposed Expansion - WSIP 

Sir, 

The proposed expansion of the Indian Wells Water District by additional production 
wells is contraindicated by science. First, using standard engineering calculations upon 
district records, the existing production need of the District in the highest month (July) is 
only 37% of the currently installed pumping capacity. This is based on the current 
installed horsepower of J 850 Hp and recommended efficiencies of 68% per the 
Californ ia Department of Water Resources. Current excess capacity is therefore 63%. 
Even if a daily variance of 10% from the monthly average is included, the excess 
capacity is still above 50%. If poor engineering has resulted in lower capacity, those 
problems can be corrected more economically and without increasing maintenance costs, 
for example, by increased distribution line size, and booster stations, etc. There is also 
margin in the excess capacity for regular or emergency well maintenance .. Even if a 
catastrophic event should occur, the district inter-tie with the Navy would provide 
assistance, since that is the purpose of the inter-ti e design. 

Second, the increase in District customers due to the Navy Base Rea lignment (BRAC) 
has not occurred. Projected population was not realized. The laudable conservation effort 
implemented by the District may also have reduced use. Figure I . (page 2), 
demonstrates that in fact, water use in the summer peak month is declining, abrogating 
the need for any additional production wells or increased horsepower on existing well s. 
Reducing well horsepower and saving standby electricity charges could lower district 
costs. Expansion is not in the economic interests of the District's customers. 

Finally, if the Distri ct has excess funds, it should be planning fo r the future. Rather than 
wasting millions of dollars on increasing the already excess capacity in an over drafted 
basin the Distri ct should aggressively pursue the importation of water. The District 
should be purchasing lands in the Rose Valley and Olancha areas and also aggressively 
investigate innovative solutions for the long-term water supply. There are many 
opportunities. Without forward long term plaIming, the district is violating its own stated 
mission of "Serving as a respectfu l steward of the environment" 
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Respectively, 

Max Hovaten and Eleanor Hovaten 

Cc: Cooperati ve Groundwater Management Group 
Kern County Water Agency - Terry Rogers 

2 



From: Freddie Olmos
To: "Andy Crane"; wikatzen@mchsi.com
Cc: iwvwd@iwvwd.com; Anne Surdzial; "tmulvihill@iwvwd.com"; reneem@iwvwd.com; David Scriven; Rose Koch
Subject: RE: Environmental Impact Questions
Date: Wednesday, August 03, 2011 9:14:51 AM
Attachments: IWVWD Environmental Impact Questions - Crane 080211.PDF

image001.gif

Mr. Crane,
 
Thank you for your comments.
 
Freddie
 
Jesus "Freddie" Olmos
FOlmos@ecorpconsulting.com
Senior Environmental Analyst/Project Manager
 

215 North 5th Street
Redlands, CA 92374
Phone:  (909) 307-0046
Fax:  (909) 307-0056
Cell:  (909) 831-3236
 
Certified Small Business (SB)
www.ecorpconsulting.com
 
 
 
 

From: Andy Crane 
Sent: Tuesday, August 02, 2011 10:19 PM
To: wikatzen@mchsi.com
Cc: iwvwd@iwvwd.com; Freddie Olmos
Subject: Environmental Impact Questions
 
Please see the attached Comments / Questions form. Please confirm receipt.
Thank you.
Randy Crane
 

mailto:/O=ECORP/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FOLMOS
mailto:andy4771g@yahoo.com
mailto:wikatzen@mchsi.com
mailto:iwvwd@iwvwd.com
mailto:ASurdzial@ecorpconsulting.com
mailto:tmulvihill@iwvwd.com
mailto:reneem@iwvwd.com
mailto:dscriven@kriegerandstewart.com
mailto:rose@iwvwd.com
blocked::mailto:FOlmos@ecorpconsulting.com
mailto:FOlmos@ecorpconsulting.com
http://www.ecorpconsulting.com/
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Indian Wells Valley Water District
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COMMENTS


Please use this page to submit your input on the scope of the 'environmental impacts to be analyzed in the
Draft EIR being prepared for the Districfs Waten Supply Improvement Project. Your comments are an
impotant part of creating a comprehensive EIR. When making your comments, please be as specific as
oossible.


Name


Address


E-mail


?1577


fo  fe


Comments can also be submitted to:


Tom Mulvihill
General Manager
Indian Wells Valley Water District
P.O. Box 1329
Ridgecrest, CA 93555
(760) 37s-s086


All comments must be received by August 4, 2011.


Comments


Please provide your comments below. If you need additional space, please use the reverse side of this sheet.
Thank you.
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Environn .ental Impact Report "or the 
India 11 'N' Ells Valley Water Dist .-ict 
water S~ "ply Improvement Pre>ject 

COMMENTS 

Please use this page to submit you~ in.pu,t on the scope of the environmen~al impacts to be analyzed in the 
D ft EIR being prepared for the District s Water Su pply Improvement ProJect. Your comments are an 
i~~ortant part ~f creating a comprehensive EIR. When making your comments, please be as specific as 

possible. 

Name 
jiJ6S-Z? 

Address Zip Code 

Comments ca n also be submitted to: 

Tom Mulvihill 
General Manager . . 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 

P.O. Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
(760) 375-5086 

All comments must be received by August 4, 2011. 

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

Thank you. O--e e d t2£/i . 



Comments to Environmental Impact Report for the IWVWD 
Water Supply Improvement Project 

Sirs: I chose to provide my comments on this letter vs your form to allow me to use the 
easier to read words provided keyboard vs. my hand writing. 

I have just one primary question: 

Since we are in an overdraft situation already, and arguably an extreme over draft, I 
would be interested to see mitigation factors contained in the EIR of your proposed 
project to offset the negative effects caused by the proposed increased pumping of water 
from an already challenged aquifer. 

Though you are certainly not responsible nor are you in control, there are active plans by 
some agricultural interests to markedly increase the pumping of water from this declining 
aquifer. The addition of more pumping by the IWVWD certainly does nothing to 
improve an already declining resource. From your website: (emphasis added) 

The Vision 

of the 

Indian Wells Valley Water District 

is to provide for 

self-sustaining water resources 

now and for 

generations to come. 

The Board of Directors 

It is not clear, reading your EIR, just how you plan to support the "Self-Sustaining" 
water resources part of your vision. 
The continued ignoring of the overdraft condition will certainly ruin the Indian Wells 
Valley. We can't print more water like the Federal Government does with money. 

Stuart Fields 
P.O. Box 1585 
Inyokern CA 93527 
sfkf@iwvisp.com 



Nqtice of Preparation 
To: All interested partiesl County of Kem Clerk 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft: Environmental Impact Report 

Consulting Firm: Lead Agency: 
AgeneyName: Indian Wells Valley Water District 
,.,a"FngAddress: P.O. Box 1329 

Firm Name: ECORP COnsulting, Inc. 
Mailing/Street Address: 215 North 5th Street 

Sb eel Address: 500 W. Ridgecrest Blvd. 
C/~/.state/Zip: Ridgecrest, CA 93555 City/State/Zip: Redlands, CA 92374 

cont8ct: Tom Mulvihill 
General Manager 
(760) 375-5086 

Contact: Anne Surdzlal 
Project Manager 
(909) 307-0046 

I ndian VJelis Valley Water District (IWWJD) will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
for t:.he project identified below. The rWVWD 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- AGeneral 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 IWWJD Board Room located at 500 W. Ridgecrest Boulevard, Ridgecrest, Califomia. 

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. 

Proj~ Title: 

project: Location: 

Water Supply Improvement Project 

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 Kem County, 
california 

Project: Description: IVNWD currently has a higher demand than capadty on the maximum demand days which occur 
in the summer months. There is also not enough capadty to allow for a 20 percent redundancy to cover equipment failure or 
other el11ergency during the maximum demand days in accordance with TWVWD policy. As SUCh, the following Improvements 
to its existing wells are proposed in additlon 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, 
'ust south of Inyokern. The two new wells would be located In two main areas. Proposed Well 35 would be located on the 
~outh 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]1 341-234-02 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). Welt 36 would be located in 
the extreme southwest corner of the parl:el. Both sites are owned by TWVWD. An approximately 400-foot, 12- to 16-lnch 
pipeline would connect proposed Well 35 to the exiSting pipeline In Bowman Road. In addition, an approximately 4,OOO-foot, 
12- to 16-inch pipeline would be installed along N. Victor Street and tie Into the ex.iSting 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 SOlis, 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 IWVWD office 
address abOve and at www.iwvwd.com 

Date~'2~ ~D/J Signature 
Title 
Telephone 

General Manager 
(760) 375-5086 

Rererence: Ollfomla Code 01 Regulations, Title 14, (CEQA GuIdelines) sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375. lofZ 
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Environmental Impact Report for the 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
Water Supply Improvement Project 

COMMENTS 

Please use this page to submit your input on the scope of the environmental impacts to be analyzed in the 
Draft EIR being prepared for the District's Water Supply Improvement Project. Your comments are an 
important part of creating a comprehensive EIR. When making your comments, please be as specific as 
possible. 

Name 

Address 

E-mail 

Comments can also be submitted to: 

Tom Mulvihill 
General Manager 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
(760) 375-5086 

All comments must be received by August 4, 2011. 

Comments 

Zip Code 

Please provide your comments below. If you need additional space, please use the reverse side of this sheet. 
Thank you. 
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15 July 2011 

General Manager 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
PO Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 

Mr. Mulvihill: 

We are writing in reference to the Indian Wells Valley Water District, Initial Study for the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Water Supply Improvement Project. 

The following comments are submitted and we request that these issues be addressed 
in the Draft EIR: 

1. The Water Supply Improvement Project and peak pumping requirements have 
been based on a false premise. The premise that "thousands" of new positions were to 
be added to the Naval Air Weapons Center (NAWC) and these new employee's would 
be accompanied by thousands of family members as a result of the Base Realignment 
and Closing (BRAC) has now been proven to be false. The false premise continued that 
additional Defense Contractor personnel would also be added, thereby necessitating 
additional water demands on the Water District. It is now well understood, by all, that a 
huge spike in the Ridgecrest population, as predicted by the Water District did not, and 
will not happen. Most all of the new pOSitions at NAWC that will be filled, have already 
been filled. By the Water District's own admission, no perceptible spike in water use 
could be or has been detected. Therefore in the Draft Initial Study, the requirements for 
additional pumping noted in Paragraph 2.3 and Table 2-1 were based on this false 
premise. 

a. The additional facts of the new Water District higher rate schedules for Water 
District customers to offset the costs of arsenic treatment and, public conservation 
efforts has already reduced water consumption by the Water District customers by 17% 
in the past year. This has had such a Significant impact on Water District revenues that 
Water District employees are being laid off due to the Significant shortfalls in the Water 
District's operating budget. 

b. The pursuit of this Water Supply Improvement Project does not appear to be 
based on sound requirements and just does not make any prudent sense. 

c. When the above false premises are evaluated with the current state and 
federal economic situations, and the extremely high probability of significant Defense 
Budget reductions, any predictions of new growth in the Indian Wells Valley in the next 
number of years is totally out of touch with reality. 

d. Instead of new wells and increased pumping capacities the Water District 
should be pursuing alternative water sources from outside this valley. As a minimum, 



the Water District should be pursuing the blending of the lower quality water with the 
high quality water that is currently being pumped. Just the adding of additional storage 
capacity to meet any new peak demand requirements would be far more cost effective 
than drilling and outfitting new wells. 

2. The Water District placed their new well #34 at the comer of Bowman Rd and 
South Brown Rd in operation early summer of 2009 and was apparently pumped hard 
through the summer pumping season. Kern Water Agency measured our well from 
surface to water table level in October 2009 and again in November 2009 to verify the 
October findings that had been thought to be erroneous. The October measurement 
was found to be accurate, in fact the November reading was one inch lower than the 
October measurement. The level in our private well had declined eight (8) feet in one 
year. This number is eight times greater than the valley wide accepted annual water 
table decline. The only attributable factor to this sudden decline was the initial operation 
of Well #34. It is more than likely that it was the result of the cumulative pumping 
depressions of the Water District pumping Wells #18, #30, #31, along with the new Well 
#34 that caused this significant drop. 

a. Well #34 is approximately 2.1 miles from our private well. Proposed Well #35 
would be approximately 1.75 miles from our well and proposed Well #36 would be less 
than 0.5 miles from our well. There are currently approximately 30 private wells within 
0.5 miles of the proposed well #36. How will these two new proposed wells and the 
doubling the pumping capacities of two other wells impact the 30 private wells in the 
area? The Brown and Caldwell hydrology model that is owned by the Water District 
could provide some insight into that which will happen to this area once pumping has 
commenced. It WOUld, however be very easy to accurately speculate that the impact on 
all of the 30 wells that are within one-half mile of the proposed well #36 would be 
significant, and in more than half of these 30 wells the impact would be fatal. Locating a 
very large production well for a water appropriator (the Water District) in such close 
proximity to 30 private overlaying users doe not make prudent sense. Since under 
California Water Law an appropriator is only entitled to any surplus water, while the 
surrounding private and co-op wells have a superior overlying right. In a basin that is 
know to be in critical over-draft there is no surplus water. 

3. Page 4-18 of the Initial Study the location of the proposed well 36 is incorrect 
and misleading as written. The proposed well #36 is surrounded by residential on all 
sides (not just two), north, south, east and west (across 395). Each of these residents 
have a private or co-op well. There are approximately 30 private or co-op wells within 
one-half mile of the proposed site, many of these wells are much closer than one-half 
mile. 

We strongly recommend the Water District Board of Directors reject the Water Supply 
Improvement Project as being totally out of step with the times. 



We respectfully request that this letter be entered into the official comment record of the 
Initial Study of the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

C. Lyle Fisher and Sylvia Fisher 
354 N. Strecker St. 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 (Ph. (760)377-4613) 

CC: Mr. Jon McQuiston, Kern County District 1 Supervisor 
Ms. Lorelei Oviatte, AICP, Division Chief, Kern County Planning Department 



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

COMMENTS 

Please use this page to submit your input on the scope of the environmental impacts to be analyzed in the 
Draft EIR being prepared for the District's Water Supply Improvement Project. Your comments are an 
important part of creating a comprehensive EIR. When making your comments, please be as specific as 
possible. 

Name 

Address 

E-mail 

Comments can also be submitted to: 

Tom Mulvihill 
General Manager 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
P.O. Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
(760) 375-5086 

All comments must be received by August 4, 2011. 

Comments 

Zip COde 

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

fI T/l:Rt'e 6 ~d 



DATE 11 July 2011 
FROM Annette and Thomas DeMay 

222 Strecker St 
Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
tom@demayfamily.net 

TO Tom Mulfihill, General Manager IWVWD; Anne Surdzial, Project Manager 

This memorandum responds to the 2011 Indian Wells Valley Water District (IWVWO) Water Supply 
Improvement Project (WSIP 2011 or the project) Draft Initial Study (IS). In our absence, enter this memo into the 
record of the 13 July 2011 scoping meeting. We are very concerned about the impact of the WSIP 2011 project on 
the critically overdrafted aquifer under the Indian Wells Valley and on our overlying water rights and those of our 
neighbors, both in terms of sustaining water accessibility and quality. 

Our most fundamental reactions to the IS, regarding items that must be covered or covered more expliciijy and 
in more detail in the forthcoming Environmental Impact Report (EIR), are fourfold: 
1. The proposal promotes mismanagement of the finite resource of high-quality water in the aquifer under our valley, 
which has been in measured overdraft since at least 1960. The IWVWD is no longer nai've about the destructive 
nature of past practices, yet this project promotes increasing the pace of those practices in the part of the aquifer 
known to still produce pure water that does not require fi~ering. 

2. The needs given to justify this project are based on old projections that are invalidated by current facts. 

3. It is illegal to appropriate water from overlying users to export it to other current or antiCipated users. 

4. Creating a total dissolved solids (TDS) problem and/or creating an arsenic problem in private wells by the size 
and/or location and/or manner of operation of production wells in their proximity is equivalent to poisoning those 
private wells to an extent that cannot be reasonably mitigated. 

The EIR must explicitly detail and justify by cited research the proposed mitigations for each and every level of 
impact, not just state that they exist and will be mitigated. The EIR must explicitly detail and justify by cited research 
any elements it claims have no impact. 

1. MISMANAGEMENT OF OVERORAFTED AQUIFER? 

In this memo, the term "private well(s)" collectively refers to private individual, small group, and community/co
op domestic wells, which have relatively tiny pumps compared to even the smaller IWVWD production wells. The 
damage expected to these private wells, which is hinted within the IS, is symptomatic of the damage being done to 
our valley's water supply in the name of the cheapest water for IWVWD customers, at the expense of all of us over 
the long term. 

Of immediate concem are private wells in and south of what is known as China Lake Acres and Inyokern. 
These would be most impacted by the project's upgrades and new IWVWD wells 18, 34, 35, and 36 in proximity to 
wells 31, 33, and the well near Buttermilk Acres store. Based on the greater drop in the water table in this area than 
in other parts of the valley, a reasonable argument is that there are already too many production wells in this area. 
Near proposed well 36, the typical drop in water levels of private wells has recently been 1-1/2 or more feet per year, 
with a recent single-year drop of 8 feet measured % mile east of the proposed site. More production-well pumping 
from this area and depleting our over-drafted aquifer at the proposed accelerated pace would qualify as 
mismanagement. Water must be sought farther afield where it is recharged or from where it can be legally imported. 
These alternatives along with more conservation must be promoted in a reasonable version of the project plan and 
be described by its EIR. 

Drawdown Cones. Sound, numerical projections of the extents of the drawdown cones of the proposed 
upgraded and new wells, based on statistically-significant geo-hydrology studies must augment the IS and be stated 
in the EIR. It is established usage among members of thEl Indian Wells Valley Cooperative Groundwater 
Management 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 
1O-inch and 20-inch diameter pizzas. The 1O-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 resbicts 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 2,500iJpm wells). Furthermore, the justifications for WSIP 2011 are largely 
based on the IWVWD 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 IWVWD'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 IWVWD'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 IWVWD). 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 IWVWD 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 Yz 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 higtHIuality 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 24 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 infonnation 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 IWVWD 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 towardsD actually would include intersections with the 
many private wells nearby proposed upgraded and new production wells. Unless the IWVWD can provide irrefutable 
scientific evidence regarding the extent of hann 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 IWVWD and must be detailed. 

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

Sincerely, 

Annette DeMay 
Thomas DeMay 

























































11 July 2011 

Board of Directors 
Indian Wells Valley Water District 
PO Box 1329 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 

Dear Directors: 

We are writing in reference to the Indian Wells Valley Water District, Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for Water Supply Improvement Project. 

This letter of protest is based on the failure of the Water District to follow best 
engineering practices in the scoping of the Water Supply Improvement Project. 

The Water Supply Improvement Project and peak pumping requirements have been 
based on a false premise. The premise that "thousands" of new positions were to be 
added to the Naval Air Weapons Center (NAWC) and these new employee's would be 
accompanied by thousands of family members as a result of the Base Realignment and 
Closing (BRAC) has now been proven to be false. The false premise continued that 
additional Defense Contractor personnel would also be added, thereby necessitating 
additional water demands on the Water District. It is now well understood, by all, that a 
huge spike in the Ridgecrest population, as predicted by the Water District did not, and 
will not happen. Most all of the new positions at NAWC that will be filled, have already 
been filled. By the Water District's own admission, no perceptible spike in water use 
could be or has been detected. Therefore in the Draft Initial Study, it has been noted 
that the requirements for additional pumping noted in Paragraph 2.3 and Table 2~1 were 
based on this false premise. 

The additional facts of the new Water District higher rate schedules for Water District 
customers to offset the costs of arsenic treatment and, public conservation efforts has 
already reduced water consumption by the Water District customers by 17% in the past 
year. This has had such a significant impact on Water District revenues that Water 
District employees are being laid off due to the Significant shortfalls in the Water District's 
operating budget. 

The pursuit of this Water Supply Improvement Project does not appear to be based on 
sound requirements and just does not make any prudent sense. 

When the above false premises are evaluated with the current state and federal 
economic situations, and the extremely high probability of significant Defense Budget 
reductions, any predictions of new growth in the Indian Wells Valley in the next number 
of years is totally out of touch with reality. 

Instead of new wells and increased pumping capacities the Water District should be 
pursuing alternative water sources from outside this valley. As a minimum, the Water 



District should be pursuing the blending of the lower quality water with the high quality 
water that is currently being pumped. Just the adding of additional storage capacity to 
meet any new peak demand requirements would be far more cost effective than drilling 
and outfitting new wells. 

We strongly recommend the Water District Board of Directors reject the Water Supply 
Improvement Project as being totally out of step with the times. 

We respectfully request that this letter be entered into the official comment record of the 
formal Public Hearing of the Environmental Impact Report. We request 
acknowledgement of this letter. 

~espectfUIlY, £J I 
e, ~ -rf/lv-

¥~ddLAJ 
C. lyle Fisher and SylVia Fisher 
354 N. Strecker St. 
Ridgecrest, California 93555 (Ph. (760)377-4613) 

CC: Mr. Jon McQuiston, Kern County District 1 Supervisor 
Ms. lorelei Oviatte, AICP, Division Chief, Kern County Planning Department 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
(916) 653-6251 
Fax (916) 657-5390 
Web Site www.nahc.ca.gov 
ds_nahc@pacbell,net 

Mr, Tom Mulvhill, General Manager 

July 8,2011 

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

Edmund G Brown, Jr, Governor 

Re: SCH#2011 071010 CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the "Water Supply Improvement Project;" located west of the City of 
Ridgecrdeest: southeast and east of Inyokern and south of the NAWS China Lake ine 
eastern Kern County. California 

Dear Mr, Mulvhil: 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the State of California 
Trustee Agency' for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural resources 
pursuant to California Public Resources Code §21 070 and affirmed by the Third Appellate Court 
in the case of EPIC v, Johnson (1985: 170 Cal App, 3rd 604" The NAHC wishes to comment on 
the above-referenced proposed Project. 

This letter includes state and federal statutes relating to Native American 
historic properties of religious and cultural significance to American Indian tribes and interested 
Native American individuals as 'consulting parties' under both state and federal law, State law 
also addresses the freedom of Native American Religious Expression in Public Resources Code 
§5097,9, 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA - CA Public Resources Code 
21000-21177, amendments effective 3/18/2010) requires that any project that causes a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, that includes 
archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect' requiring the preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) per the CEQA Guidelines defines a significant impact on the environment 
as 'a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of physical conditions within 
an area affected by the proposed project, including", objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance," In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency is required to assess 
whether the project will have an adverse impact on these resources within the 'area of potential 
effect (APE), and if so, to mitigate that effect. The NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) search 
resulted as follows: Native American cultural resources were not identified within one-half 
mile of the project site, the 'area of potential effect (APE), based on the USGS coordinates 
provided, The absence of archaeological items at the surface level does not preclude their 
existence at the subsurface level once ground-breaking activity is underway, 

The NAHC "Sacred Sites,' as defined by the Native American Heritage Commission and 
the California Legislature in California Public Resources Code §§5097,94(a) and 5097,96, 
Items in the NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory are confidential and exempt from the Public 
Records Act pursuant to California Government Code §6254 (r ), 



Early consultation with Native American tribes in your area is the best way to avoid 
unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources or burial sites once a project is underway. 
Culturally affiliated tribes and individuals may have knowledge of the religious and cultural 
significance of the historic properties in the project area (e.g. APE). We strongly urge that you 
make contact with the list of Native American Contacts on the attached list of Native American 
contacts, to see if your proposed project might impact Native American cultural resources and to 
obtain their recommendations concerning the proposed project. Pursuant to C"A Public 
Resources Code § 5097.95, the NAHC requests that the Native American consulting parties be 
provided pertinent project information. Consultation with Native American communities is also a 
matter of environmental justice as defined by California Government Code §65040.12(e). 
Pursuant to CA Public Resources Code §5097.95, the NAHC requests that pertinent project 
information be provided consulting tribal parties. The NAHC recommends avoidance as defined 
by CEQA Guidelines §15370(a) to pursuing a project that would damage or destroy Native 
American cultural resources and Section 2183.2 that requires documentation, data recovery of 
cultural resources. 

Furthermore we recommend, also, that you contact the California Historic Resources 
Information System (CHRIS) California Office of Historic Preservation for pertinent 
archaeological data within or near the APE, at (916) 445-7000 for .the nearest Information 
Center in order to learn what archaeological fixtures may have been recorded in the APE. 

Consultation with tribes and interested Native American consulting parties, on the NAHC 
list, should be conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal NEPA (42 U.S.C 4321-
43351) and Section 106 and 4(f) of federal NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq), 36 CFR Part 800.3 (f) 
(2) & .5, the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CSQ, 42 U.S.C 4371 et seq. and 
NAGPRA (25 U.S.C. 3001-3013) as appropriate. The 1992 Secretary of the Interiors Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties were revised so that they could be applied to all historic 
resource types included in the National Register of Historic Places and including cultural 
landscapes. Also, federal Executive Orders Nos. 11593 (preservation of cultural environment), 
13175 (coordination & consultation) and 13007 (Sacred Sites) are helpful, supportive guides for 
Section 106 consultation. 

Furthermore, Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, California Government Code 
§27491 and Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 provide for provisions for accidentally 
discovered archeological resources during construction and mandate the processes to be 
followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a project location other 
than a 'dedicated cemetery'. 

To be effective, consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing 
relationship between Native American tribes and lead agencies ... project proponents and their 

contractors, in the opinion of the NAHC. Regarding tribal consultation, a relationship built 
around regular meetings and informal involvement with local tribes will lead to more qualitative 
consultation tribal input on specific projects. 

The response to this search for Native American cultural resources is conducted in the 
NAHC Sacred Lands Inventory, established by the California Legislature (CA Public Resources 
Code 5097.94(a) and is exempt from the CA Public Records Act (c.f. California Government 
Code 6254.10) although Native Americans on the attached contact list may wish to reveal the 
nature of identified cultural resources/historic properties. Confidentiality of "historic properties of 
religious and cultural significance" may also be protected under Section 304 of he NHPA or at 
the Secretary of the Interior discretion if not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places and there may be sites within the APE eligible for listing on the California Register of 

? 



Historic Places. The Secretary may also be advised by the federal Indian Religious Freedom 
Act (cf. 42 U.S.C., 1996) in issuing a decision on whether or not to disclose items of religious 
and/or cultural significance identified in or near the APEs and possibility threatened by proposed 
project activity. 

If you have any questions about this response to your request, please do not hesitate to 
me at (916) 53-6 1. 

Cc: 



California Native American Contact List 
Kern County 

Tule River Indian Tribe 
Ryan Garfield, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 589 
Porterville ,CA 93258 
(559) 781-4271 
chairman@tulerivertribe-nsn. 
gov 
(559) 781-4610 FAX 

Ron Wermuth 
P.O. Box 168 
Kernville ,CA 93238 
warmoose@earthlink.net 
(760) 376-4240 - Home 
(916) 717-1176 - Cell 

Tehachapi Indian Tribe 
Attn: Charlie Cooke 
32835 Santiago Road 
Acton , CA 93510 
suscol@intox.net 
(661) 733-1812 

Yokuts 

Tubatulabal 
Kawaiisu 
Koso 
Yokuts 

Kawaiisu 

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians 
Delia Dominguez, Chairperson 
981 N. Virginia Yowlumne 
Covina ,CA 91722 Kitanemuk 
deedominguez@juno.com 
(626) 339-6785 

This list is current only as of the date of this document. 

July 8,2011 

San Fernando Band of Mission Indians 
John Valenzuela, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 221838 Fernandeno 
Newhall ,CA 91322 Tataviam 
tsen2u@hotmail.com Serrano 
(661) 753-9833 Office Vanyume 
(760) 885-0955 Cell Kitanemuk 
(760) 949-1604 Fax 

Tejon Indian Tribe 
Katherine Montes- Morgan, Chairperson 
2234 4th Street Yowlumne 
Wasco ,CA 93280 Kitanemuk 
kmorgan@bak.rr.com Kawaiisu 
661-758-2303 

Kawaiisu Tribe of Tejon Reservation 
David Laughinghorse Robinson 
PO Box 1547 Kawaiisu 
Kernville ,CA 93238 
(661) 664-3098 - work 
(661) 664-7747 - home 
horse.robinson@gmail.com 

Kern Valley Indian Council 
Robert Robinson, Co-Chairperson 
P.O. Box 401 Tubatulabal 
Weldon ,CA 93283 Kawaiisu 
broblnson@iwvlsp.com Koso 
(760) 378-4575 (Home) Yokuts 
(760) 549-2131 (Work) 

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, 
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. 

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed 
SCH#2011 071 01 0; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Water Supply Improvement Project; 
located west of the City of Ridgecrest; east of Inyokern and south of the NAWS China Lake federal facllllty; Kern County, California. 



California Native American Contact List 
Kern County 

Tubatulabals of Kern Valley 
Donna Begay, Tribal Chairwoman 
P.O. Box 226 Tubatulabal 
Lake Isabella, CA 93240 
drbegay@aol.com 
(760) 379-4590 
(760) 379-4592 FAX 

This list is current only as of the date of this document. 

July 8,2011 

Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of the statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, 
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. 

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed 
SCH#2011 071 01 0; CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP); draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Water Supply Improvement Project; 
located west of the City of Ridgecrest; east of Inyokern and south of the NAWS China Lake federal facililty; Kern County, California. 
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