



































































































































































































































































































































7-61

7-62

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. Testing does not
control a contamination problem. Specific action, such as the
proposed HDWD WRF, is required to control a contamination
problem, such as the nitrate pollution identified within the Basin.



{Omitted without comment)

3.3.4 Natural Gas
(Omitted without comment)

3.3.5 Electric Power
{Omitted without comment)

3.4 LAND USE / PLANNING

3.4.1 Reguiatory Setting

{Note that parts of this were omitted, to focus on the element effected by the comment given.)
The proposed project is located within the Town of Yucca Valley in San Bernardino County. The
project area is subject to regional and local planning guidance and regulations. The only federal and
state land use policies or regulations that would potentiaily affect the project are those for specific
resources (such as for mineral and biologicail resources).

7-63 There are federal endangered species issues, habitat, and blueline exhibited conditions that
are federal responsibilities.

Otherwise, the project area is subject to county-wide and regional planning efforts in reglonal
growth management and environmental management, particularly for congestion management
(transportation) and solld waste management Issues. The project area is also subject to regional
planning efforts, In which reglonal comprehensive plans for growth management,
mobiiity/transportation, and air quality management apply. The governing land use documents are
the San Bernardino County General Plan and the Town of Yucca Valley General Plan and associated
Zoning Ordinances and Deveiopment Codes. Applicable pians will be described in the following
section, In the context of consistency of the proposed project with these plans.

Conslstency with State, Regional and Local Plans

There are currently no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans,
or other approved iocal, regional, state habitat conservation plans associated with the proposed
project area. Therefore, no potential exists for conflicts with any such plans from implementing the
proposed project. There are no designated Wild and Scenic Rivers in the project area. The area Is
not within a Coastal Zone Management Area.

Therefore, the federal and state plans associated with such designated areas do not apply to the
proposed project.

Ramon: Disagreement on the stated conclusion has aiready been given. In addition the
Open Space Planning Group locally has given that habitat corridors exists in the project area.
About 75% of the project is within the land planning authority of the Town of Yucca Valley,
7-64 with the Mental Physics site under the land use authority of the San Bernardino County. This

dual responsibility for land use decision is a problem for management of the ground water
and raises many questions as to proper water testing and realization of water management
to state and local standards due to lack of a test plan and quality control attributes and
metrics.

3.5 TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC
(Omitted without comment)

3.5.2 Local Area Circulation System
(Omitted without comment)

3.6 NATURAL RESOURCES

3.6.1 Regulatory Setting

This section of the document discusses ecological system and natural community issues of concern,
The focus of this section is on biological communities, not individual plants or animal species. This
section also Includes Information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. Wiidlife corridors



7-63

7-64

The referenced issues are addressed in their respective sections. For
example, endangered species regulations are discussed under biology
and stream channel regulations are discussed under both hydrology
and biology. The federal government does not have any direct land
use or planning authority within the project area.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. The Regional
Board is responsible for water quality issues, the Department of
Public Health is responsible for overseeing public water supply
systems, and water rights are under the authority of the State Water
Resources Control Board or the courts. Regarding land use and
planning in relation to water resources, the local land use jurisdiction,
be it the Town or County, is responsible for balancing potential
development with water resource availability.



are areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. Habitat fragmentation involves
the potential for dividing sensitive habitat (unigue natural communities or natural communities of
concern) and thereby lessening its biological value. Habitat areas that have been designated as
critical habitat under the Federal Endangered Species Act are discussed in a following section which
addresses threatened and endangered species, and wetlands and other waters of the United States
and State of California are also discussed in a following section of this document. Wetlands and
other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At the federal level, the Clean
Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) is the primary law regulating wetlands and waters. The Clean Water Act
(CAA) regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of United States, including
wetlands. Water of the United States include navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas
and other waters that may be used in interstate or foreigh commerce. To classify wetlands for the
purposes of the CAA, a three-parameter approach is used that includes the presence of hydrophytic
(water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils (soils subject to
saturation/inundation). All three parameters must be present, under normal clrcumstances, for an
area to be designated as a jurisdictional wetland under the CAA. Section 404 of the CAA establishes
a regulatory program that provides that no discharge of dredged or fill material can be permitted if
a practicable aitemative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or If the nation=s
waters would be significantly degraded. The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) with participation and some oversight by the federal Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) also regulates the activities of
federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, this EO states that a federal agency, such as
the FRA, cannot undertake or provide assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the
head of the agency finds: (1) that there is no practicable alternative to construction and (2) the
proposed project includes aii practicable measures to minimize harm. At the state levei, wetlands
and waters are regulated primarlly by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the
Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board or RWQCB). Sections 1600-
1607 of the Fish and Game Code require any agency that proposes a project that will substantially
divert or obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, or
lake to notify CDFG before beginning construction. If CDFG determines that the project may
substantially and adversely affect fish or wildiife resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement will be required. CDFG jurisdictional limits are usualiy defined by the tops of the stream
or lake banks, or the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. The Regional Boards
were established under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. This
is done through the issuance of water quality certifications in compliance with Section 401 of the
Clean Water Act when the area of potential effect is located in waters of the United States. When
only State waters are involved in the discharge of dredged or fill material, the Regional Board can
review and issue waste discharge requirements (WDR) under the Porter-Cologne Act to achieve the
same water quality protection objectives.

Ramon: Disagreement on the conciusions as stated here have already been discussed;
7-65 ladditionally, the issue of habitat now known and the issue of riparian notes that these issues
are arguable under the laws of the Environmentai Justice process.

3.6.2 Biological Resources

As part of the work for the General Pian, the Town of Yucca Valiey and surrounding areas were
categorized and mapped for Biological Resources Values (Tierra Madre Consultants, 1994). The
proposed WRF project site is considered to be in a High Blological Resource Value area, due to the
fact that it is an undeveloped area vegetated by native scrub and woodland habitat. A biueline,
[and] ephemeral desert wash traverses the western portion of the project site. The wash originates
from the southeast corner of the property and receives flows from the Little San Bernardino
Mountalns and alluvial upland areas to the south. The WRF site remalins undeveloped at this time.
According to the General Plan (1995), surveys of vacant lands must be completed and project
proposais are reviewed and evaluated to assure minimal Impacts to existing habitat and wildlife.
Most of the sewer coliection system will be piaced In existing paved or graded roadway alignments.
All of the sewer alignments shown on Figure 2-2 were surveyed by biologists and support staff of
Tom Dodson & Associates. Biology surveys of both the 80-acre proposed WRF site and the sewer
pipeline alignments are provided as AppendIix 4 to this IS/EA. The following characterizes the
general plant community (ies) and wildlife habltat that occurs within the proposed WRF and sewer



7-65 Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.



pipeline project areas.

Flora

The project’s general area of potential impact is located within the predominant plant communities
of the Town, Joshua Tree Woodiand and Creosote Bush Scrub. The Joshua Tree Woodland is a state
designated Community of Highest Inventory Priority. According to the Biological Assessment
completed for the General Pian (Tierra Madre Consultants ,1994) the Joshua Tree Woodland
community is an open woodiand with the Joshua tree (Yucca brevifolia) as the only tree-like
species, and with numerous shrub species between 3-13 feet tall. These shrubs include: the Mojave
yucca (Yucca shidigeria), California juniper (Juniperus californica), peachthorn (Lycium cooperia),
boxthorn (Lyclum andersonil), joint-fir (Ephedra spp.), creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), burrobush
(Ambrosia dumosa), goldenbush (Haplopappus spp.), cheesebush (Hymenoclea salsola), and cacti
{Opuntia spp. and Echinocereus spp.). This plant community aiso contains many annual plants,
perennial grasses, and introduced plants from local landscaping activities. The Creosote Bush Scrub
community also occurs In the general area of the project and is similar to the Joshua Tree
Woodland, but it is dominated by the creosote bush with scattered Joshua Trees. It

is sometimes difficult to distinguish the two.

The Town of Yucca Valley requires developers to salvage native joshua trees and shrubs for
incorporation in project landscaping or to transpiant trees to other sites. The Town has a Joshua
Tree Removal permit process. The District would be subject to these requirements. Additionally, San
Bernardino County Ordinance 3175 recommends that all creosote bush rings greater than 10 ft. in
diameter be preserved. Native plants such as cactus are to be salvaged. The proposed WRF site
contalns several Joshua Trees, creosote bush, Mojave yucca, cheesebush, annual plant specles, and
cacti. A site-specific biological assessment was conducted for this area and is provided as Appendix
4 to this document. The proposed pipeline routes are located primarily along previousiy disturbed
road rights-of-way. However, in certain areas both the sewer pipelines and pump stations cross
undisturbed areas, Including ephemeral stream channels which are described in the surface water
hydrology discussions above (Section 3.2). A site-specific bioiogical assessment was conducted for
the sewer line alignments and is provided as Appendix 4 to this document.

The biological assessments indicated that the plant community at the proposed WRF site is Creosote
Bush Scrub, dominated by the creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), cheesebush (Hymenoclea salsola),
Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia), desert senna (Senna armata), and mormon tea (Ephedra
nevadensls). Hedgehog cactus (Echinocereus Engelmanif), teddy-bear cholla (O. Bigelovii}, pencii
cactus (0. Ramosissima), buckhorn choila (O. Acanthocarpa) and beavertail (Opuntia basilaris var.
basilaris) also occur In the wastewater treatment plant site. The wash area is also dominated by
Creosote Bush Scrub intermixed with Mormon tea. The wash bottom is inhabited by desert wiilow
(Chilopsis linearis) and a variety of annual wlldflower species. Refer to the species list in Appendix 4
which shows all plants identified at the wastewater treatment plant site. The same general |ist of
plant species were found along the pipeline alignments where these alignments crossed undisturbed
or disturbed natural communities. Refer to the species list in Appendix 4.

Fauna

Several sensitive and one listed (i.e., threatened or endangered) animal species occur within the
Town, as associated with the above plant communities. Those species included in the biological
survey for the General Plan (Tierra Madre Consultants, 1994) included: 42 species of reptiles -
desert spiny and fence lizards, snakes (gopher snake and several types of rattlesnake), and the
threatened desert tortolse and sensitive San Diego horned lizard; 235 species of birds - the
sensitive burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike and LeConte’s thrasher, as weli as numerous raptor and
songbird species; 59 mammal specles-several types of bats, desert cottontall, jackrabbit, ground
squirrels, kangaroo rats, coyote, raccoon, bobcat, mountain iion, and mule deer. A focused Desert
Tortoise Survey (following the survey protocol established by the USFWS) was conducted by Frank
Hovore & Associates in 2004 as part of the biological survey. No tortoises and no recent or
historical signs of tortoises (burrows, scat, carapaces) were observed on the project site or in its
zone of influence. The Burrowing Owi (Speotyto cunicularia) and LeConte’s thrasher are federal and
state Species of Special Concern. Due to the use by off-road vehicles throughout the Town and
project area, these specles are not expected to be present on the project site. In addition, there was
no evidence of use of the project area by these species. However, cactus wren (Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), Gambel’s quail (Callipepla gambeli),
biackthroated sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata), lark sparrow (Chondestes qrammacus), western



meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura) bird nests were
encountered in the project area, as weli as nesting behavior observed in other bird species. The
State of California prohibits the take of active bird nests (California Fish and Game Code Sections
3503 and 3503.5). Other bird species observed within the project area (both sewer line alignments
and WRF site) include common raven (Corvus corax), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos),
European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Brewer's sparrow (Spizella breweri}), ash-throated flycatcher
(Myiarchus cinerascens), western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), and American kestrel (Falco
sparverius). The most common reptile observed was the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana).
Other reptiles observed onsite were the Great Basin desert whiptail lizards (Cnemidophorus t.
tigris), yucca night lizard (Xantusia v. vigilis), and long-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii).
The only snakes observed on the WREF site were two red racers (Masticophis flagellum piceum).
Wildlife on the WRF site included species observed directly or by indicative sign (scat, tracks,
burrows, nests or calls). Mammals included the kangaroo rat (Dipodomys sp.), Audubon’s (desert)
cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), antelope ground squirrei (Ammospermophilus Isucurus), Botta’
Pocket Gopher (Thomomys bottae), and desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida).

As a result of the desert tortoise protocel surveys of the WRF site and the sewer line alignments, no
desert tortoise were identifled with project areas of potential effect. Refer to Appendix 4 for a
complete species list and discussions of other sensitive animal species.

3.6.3 Geology and Soiis
Regulatory Setting

The key federal law related to these issues is the Historic Sites Act of 1935, which established a
national registry of natural landmarks and protects “outstanding examples of major geologicai
features.”

Hazards as they reiate to public safety are aiso concerns for project design. Of primary importance
to the project area is that of seismic hazards. The anticipated Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE)
and location of fauit zones are important criteria that drive the design and retrofit of structures. The
state, county and local hazards overlays are used to assess the risks of proposed projects.

Affected Environment

Geologically, the project area and surrounding vicinity are at the boundary of the

Transverse Ranges and the Mojave Desert Geomorphic Provinces. The hills and mountains trend in
an eastwest directlon, with the Pinto and Eagle Mountains to the east and the Santa Monica and
Santa Ynez Mountains to the west. The immediate valley in the Town of Yucca Valley is bounded by
the Little San Bernardino Mountains on the south and the Sawtooth Mountains to the north. The
valley floor contalns Quaternary alluvial deposits and older superficial sediments, including sand and
gravel eroded from the adjacent highlands. Alfuvial soils consist of unconsolidated sand and gravel
with minor amounts of clay and silt, estimated to be 100 feet or less in thickness. Older alluvium
consists of coarse-grained sediments, Including cobbles, pebbles and coarse sand. This afluvium
extended to greater than 500-foot depth, particularly in the north and east (General Plan EIR 1995).
The existing fault that represents the greatest local threat in the project area is the Pinto Mountain
Fault, with an estimated maximum Richter magnitude earthquake event of 7.4 and peak ground
acceleration of 0.60 (g), with an estimated duration of strong ground shaking of 31 seconds. The
proposed WRF project is not located within a mapped fault rupture zone or Alquist-Priolo Special
Studies Zone (Seismic Safety Element of the General Plan, Exhibit V-1, 1995). The sewer pipeline
alignments will cross the Pinto Mountain Fault, which is located north of SR 62 and other Inferred
faults.

Regional seismicity appears to be dominated by the San Andreas Fault (west of the Morongo Basin)
and the Johnson Valiley Fauit (the Landers Fault System approximately 3 miles north of Yucca
Valiey). Both of these fauits run north-south, or northwest-southeast, and pose no direct ground
rupture hazards within the project area. However, the 1992 Landers earthquake on the Johnson
Valiey Fault caused “sympathetic ground ruptures” along the Pinto Mountain Fault (Leighton and
Associates, Inc. 1993). This earthquake damaged 40 percent of the District’'s subsurface water
distribution lines and over $100 million of other property damage, according to the Selsmic Safety
Element of the General Plan {1995). Liquefaction can occur when loose, unconsolidated and
saturated sandy soils are subjected to ground shaking during a seismic event. This causes the soiis
to “liquefy.” This Is not seen as a qeneral hazard in the in the Yucca Vallev area, due to the depth of



200 feet or more to the groundwater table. In addition, soils within the project area are coarse
alluvial soils, i.e., sandy. Expansive soils are not considered to be a concern in the Yucca Valley, as
these would contain significant amounts of clay. The project area is also located in a “low”
susceptibility zone for rockfalls and landslides (General Plan 1995).

Ramon: In addition to the earthquake faults given, USGS reported faults slightly west of the
7-66 JWTF site. Statements made are assumed conclusions without test or science of the
hydrogeological status.

3.6.4 Mineral Resources

(Omitted without comment)

3.6.5 Visual Resources / Aesthetics

The desert background consists of typical Joshua Tree woodland and creosote bush scrub ailuvial
fan areas with varying levels of human disturbance depending on proximity to the Yucca Valley
urban corridor along SR 62. The proposed project site is located in the near vicinity of SR 62 within
an area developed with mixed residential, commercial, and industrial uses. The SR 62 and SR 247
are designated as “eligible” for official Scenic Highway designation. Additionally, the Town of Yucca
Valley has designated some local routes as Scenic Roadways (General Plan 1995, Exhibit 111-13).
According to the General Plan, any projects in the above named scenic corridors need to minimize
impacts on scenic values. The proposed wastewater treatment plant design includes a 1,000-foot
setback or more from SR 62. Night lighting occurs throughout the project area. Individual
residences have exterior night lighting on the outskirts of the town and a combination of street
lights and individual residential lighting occurs within the urban area of the town, i.e., closest to SR
62. Scenic views exIst to the north and south to surrounding mountain ranges or ridges, but the
project site itself has no significant or unique visual resources. Development in the surrounding area
creates a human-dominated as opposed to a natural landscape visual setting.

Ramon: There has not been a Water Survey conducted in the *human-dominated areas
7-67 |upstream of the WTF site, leaving questions regarding the dynamics of existing septic
response to watershed, either ephemeral or riparian in nature.

3.7 POPULATION AND HOUSING

The proposed wastewater treatment plant site is currently vacant. There are individual residences to
the north. These include single-family homes. Generally, the project area can support more housing
development, but this may be limited by iocation within the Pinto Mountain Fault Zone (where no
new housing is encouraged).

The Town of Yucca Valley 2000 U.S. Census population was 17,200 persons. This was less than that
predicted in area planning at that time. The District’s Water Supply Pian of 1990 (John Egan and
Associates) predicted 26,066-30,428 residents by the year 2000 and 30,250-40,131 by the year
2010 for its service area (which Iincluded Yucca Water Company service area). These estimates
assumed a 5 percent annual growth prior to the year 2000, then 3 percent. For the purposes of
planning, household sizes of 2.4-2.5 persons per dwelling unit were used. The Town’s General Plan
studies for the Housing Element (1995) indicated that population growth actually started slowing
from 1990-1993 and the District Urban Water Management Plan estimates annual average growth
from 2005 through 2030 to be about 2.3 percent. The Town had 18,336 persons in 1994, and was
anticipated to have 20,000 by the year 2000. Household sizes were estimated to be similar to those
used by the District, or 2.49-2.5 persons per dwelling unit. The District’s 2005 population estimate
was 26,000 persons based on water services within Its service area which is

larger than the Town of Yucca Valley. Other trends that were described in the 1990s were: that the
population would shift from older retirees to younger famliies with chlldren, and that more muiti-
family housing would be developed. Trends have changed, due in part to the loss of population
after the 1992 Landers earthquake, and the more recent increase in population due to military
actlvities at Twentynine Palms and other area facilities. Overall, however, the population has not
shown the substantial growth forecast envisioned in the 1990s. Buildout was given as 24,401 units
in the General Plan (1995), of which the majority would be single-famlly housing with zero to 10
dwelling units per acre. In 1995, 79 percent of all housing was of the single-family type. At that
time, there were 8,585 units. The District’s service area encompasses more than the Town of Yucca
Valley, which had 5,366 connections in 1990.

The community contains a mixture of retirees and a service economy geared to serve them. Many



7-66

The statements in the Geology and Soils discussion are based on the
available data for the area’s geology and soil resources and
constraints. As such, the information is derived from field surveys by
professional geologists that are considered to be scientists.

7-67 The area referenced in this comment is part of the Warren Valley

Basin. The following publication is a key reference regarding water
resources in the Warren Basin: Lewis, R.E., 1972, Ground-water
resources of the Yucca Valley-Joshua Tree area, San Bernardino
County, California,: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 72-134,
86 p. http://pubs.er.usgs.gov/usaspubs/ofr/ofr72234. The Basin as
a whole has been evaluated for water resources. The USGS obtained
data at the proposed WRF site by installing a monitoring well and
conducting other tests which provided sufficient data to evaluate the
suitability of the site for the WRF. Water quality data from the well
indicates no significant pollution or contamination, which indicates
upstream areas are not generating substantial contamination. This is
consistent with the low density of development and the substantial
depth to the groundwater table in the project area.



retired residents live on fixed incomes and the majority of the communlty consists of low to
moderate income residents. The WRF project site is located adjacent to commercial uses at the
north end adjacent to SR 62. A few single family residences and one industrial facility are located in
the Immediate vicinity of the project site. These surrounding uses are consistent with those found in
the whole community and no particular unique Income or ethnic group is known to occur within the

general project vicinity. No_community is relate envir { justi ...
7-68 IRamon: [sentence is incomplete]
3.8 CONSTRUCTION

The construction scenario for the project area has been summarized in the project description, but
some aspects are further discussed in the following text. The maln activities related to construction,
that will be evaluated in the environmental consequences section of this report, inciude: site
clearing, grading, excavation and trenching, and instaliation of treatment facilities and equipment,
temporary lift station, pump stations, sewer pipelines and the operations building. All work will be
conducted within the Identified footprint of the proposed facillities or within disturbed road rights-of
way. Temporary traffic management will be required as pipelines are installed within road rights-of-
way. Construction activities will temporarily affect local traffic in these road rights-of-way, but will
not affect traffic over the long term once the facllities are installed.

Ramon: Since the rights-of-way mapping and process is incomplete as of this writing, how
7-69 (will this be mitigated if the rights-of-way cannot be mitigated or resolved through the
process?

3.9 ENERGY ISSUES

The project is located near existing developed areas and, thus, does not Involve any need for
extension of any new energy resources. The wastewater reclamation facilltles and pump stations will
require electricity to serve the proposed facllitles, possible including night lighting and other support
equipment. Southern Callfornia Edison (SCE) provides the electricity to serve the proposed WRF and
related support facilities. There will be energy, primarily petroleum products and perhaps some
electricity, consumed by the construction activitles. During operations electricity will be consumed,
and the project will have a back up diesel generator to provide power during an emergency loss of
electrical power.

Ramon: It is noted that the alternatives proposed to the HDWD, include but not limited to
7-70 [“Localized Treatment” that produces it's own electricity for treatment of Wastewater that is
dispersed “locally” for greywater applications.

3.10 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT
(Omitted without comment)

3.11 CULTURAL RESOURCES
3.11.1 Regulatory Setting
(Omitted without comment)

3.11.2 Affected Environment
(Omitted without comment)

3.12 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
(Omitted without comment)

3.13 ENDANGERED SPECIES

Please refer to the discussion of biological resources, In Section 3.6.1. The site specific biological
surveys resulted in the finding that no state and federal listed species occur at the WRF site or along
any of the sewer plpeline alignments.

7-71 |Ramon: This has already been discussed, and the reports on this issue are fiawed.

3.14 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AND PROTECTION OF WETLANDS
A blueline, landl ephemeral desert wash traverses the proposed Hi-Desert property. The



7-68 Please refer to response to comment 2-13.

7-69 Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD

7-70

7-71

Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. The sewer
collection system will be constructed in the public right-of-way, or
through easements obtained on private property. This is the
anticipated method. In the event that addition property is required,
HDWD may purchase property rights. Based on past experience,
adequate traffic management can be implemented for any roadway
that will undergo temporary disturbance for installing pipelines, either
by using detours or through use of traffic management resources
(flagpersons, signs, etc.). Any future traffic management plan
requires approval by the City, local emergency providers, and when
State Highway 62 is involved, Caitrans. These agencies will ensure
that access will continue to be provided during sewer pipeline
construction..

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Please refer to responses to comments 4-8 and 4-9. The field
surveys of the WRF site and the pipeline alignments determined that
no endangered species occur within the proposed project's APE.
Further, preconstruction monitoring is required to verify this finding
since animals, such as desert tortoise, do move around over time and
it may be several years before the WRF and sewers are installed.



wastewater treatment piant site appears to be located immediately east of this wash. In addition,
the proposed site is located within the 100-year floodplain of this channel, which originates in the
Little San Bernardino Mountains (3TNP) to the south. No wetiands or riparian habitat occur within
the project area of potential impact. The pertinent Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
map of the project area is provided in Appendix 6.

3.15 FARMLAND PROTECTION
(Omitted without comment)

3.16 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES
(Omitted without comment)

3.17 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
3.17.1 Regulatory Setting
(Omitted without comment)

Table 3-8

SUMMARY OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REGULATORY AUTHORITY
Regulatory Agency Jurisdiction Authority

FEDERAL AGENCIES

(Omitted without comment)

STATE AGENCIES
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.3 Noise
3.17.3.1 Regulatory Setting
(Omitted without comment)

Table 3-9

LAND USE COMPATIBILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS
Community Noise Exposure

Ldn or CNEL, dB

Land Use Category

(Omitted without comment)

Table 3-10

FEDERAL NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA

Activity

Category

Noise Abatment

Criteria Level - Leq Description of Activity Category
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.3.2 Affected Environment
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.4 Public Services
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.5 Recreation and Section 4(f) Properties
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.6 Airport Hazards
(Omitted without comment)



3.17.7 Environmental Justice

3.17.7.1 Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must compiy with Executive Order
(EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. This EO directs federal
agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to Identify and address disproportionately high
and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low income
populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by iaw.

Ramon: The current economy and the impact of the WRF project is inappropriate for a
community who has an average income of $30,000.00 annually, is already burdened with
the California Water Project that is not needed, a Nitrate Treatment Piant that has aiready
7=72 | cost over 2 milllion dollars and stiil does not work, hence; this burden too is more than can
be afforded...especially since the whole HDWD customer base can be hooked up to the
alternative proposal given the HDWD in the many public meetings where this was
discussed...including the CRWQC-TAC meetings.

3.17.7.2 Affected Environment

The project site is not located in a nelghborhood that suffers from exposure to adverse human
health or environmental conditions. There are no major industrial activities or sites in the area. The
top employers generally are related to the school district, heaith care services and retail stores.
Yucca Valley is stiil mostly a community with a lower than normal average annual income, due In
part to retirees and part-time residents (seasonal).

Ramon: Pharmaceuticals may create more hazards to an existing problem for this

7-73 community.

3.17.8 Unique Natural Features and Areas
(Omitted without comment)

3.17.9 Sole Source Aquifer

The EPA’s Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent
contamination of groundwater from federally-funded projects. The SSA program allow for EPA
environmental review of any project which is financlaily assisted by federal grants or federal loan
guarantees. Although nine sole source aquifers have been designated in Callfornia, the Warren
Valley Groundwater Basin is not Ilsted among these aqulfers as of January 29, 2009 G_c_g_ungw_a_tg_

Ramon: The district also provides potabie water exported from the Ames Basin, and most
7-74 drinking water, with the exception of low income families, purchase bottie water for drinking.

3.17.10 Site Access and Compatibility

The land use designations on the properties adjacent to the project area of potential impact consist
of a mix of commercial, industrial, and residential uses. Roads to be affected by the WRF project
component include SR 62, Avalon Avenue, and Indio Avenue. Public access exists to all of the
project area of potential impact, although graded dirt, unpaved, roads are common in the area. The
vast majority of the proposed sewage collection system will be installed in these roadways and
access is generally excellent to all of the proposed collection system pipelines. The project site for
the WRF is currently a large area of open space that is considered vaiuable. This site is along the
SR 62, which is designated as “eligible” for official Scenic Highway designation. The project is
considered compatible with surrounding uses.

Ramon: as previousiy given, there are earthquake faults in these areas mentioned here, that
7-75 |are known to the Town of Yucca Valiey and the USGS, not appropriately expiained in this
document.
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Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Please refer to response to comment 5-5.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

As previously noted, the fault identified by the USGS is not identified
as an active fault, but as a fault barrier that exists below the ground
surface. Please refer to responses to comment 7-23 and 7-34.



3.18 INVASIVE SPECIES

3.18.1 Regulatory Setting

On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring federal agencies to
combat the introduction or spread of invaslve species in the United States. The order defines
invasive species as any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or other biological material
capable of propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or
is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human health. The Californla noxious
weed list can be used to define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the analysis
for this project.

7-76 {Ramon: how will this be dealt with or mitigated?

3.18.2 Affected Environment

Much of the project area has been disturbed, and contains non-native plant and animal species.
The urbanizing portion of Yucca Vailey abuts undeveloped desert habitat. Landscaping around
residences is the primary cause of introduced plants (in other locales it might be agricuitural
practices). Residential “pets” such as dogs and cats are common. These are of concern, as they
prey on natlve birds and mammals. Invasive specles occur throughout the project area, including
the WRF site. The biological survey contained in Appendix 4 lists the specles found in the project
area that fall under this category.

Chapter 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed project, the construction and installation of a wastewater treatment plant;
approximately 405,800 lineal feet of trunk sewer line of varying diameter (see Table 2-5); and three
pump stations are intended to provide the District’s service area with a wastewater treatment and
collectlon system that must be installed to protect and enhance groundwater quality.
Implementation of the proposed project wlii cause both temporary and permanent changes to the
physical environment during construction; however, the addition of the proposed wastewater
system infrastructure Is essentiai to the District to continue meeting the public heaith and safety
requirements for water quality within its service area. Based upon the existing environmental
conditions outlined above in the “Affected Environment” discussion, this section of the Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment (1S/EA) evaluates the effects of the project on the physicai and
human environment. The Environmental Consequences section is presented in the same order as
the issues are presented In the previous discussion. The following issues are evaluated by using the
questions posed for each issue in the standard California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Initial
Study Environmental Checklist Form, which is included after the text portion of this document.
Ramon: The alternative plan (Localized Treatment) presented by MITI would not create any
such problems as given here. The HDWD directors choose this system which is most
intrusive, is most subject to earthquake problems that wouid be much greater an impact on
/=77 |ground water probiems due to line ruptures, and is projected as worst case problems with
drinking water contamination subject to pharmaceuticals that cannot be controlied by the
WRF project.

4.1 AIR QUALITY

a. (Omitted without comment)

Table 4-1

DESIGNATIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS
Ambient Air Quality

Standards AVAQMD MDAQMD

{Omitted without comment)

Table 4-2

ELECTRICITY GENERATION EMISSIONS
Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10

(Omitted without comment)



7-76 The potential introduction of invasive species is controlled by

7-77

mandating that construction equipment brought to the area be
properly cleaned so that it does not bring in seeds of invasive plant or
animal species. In addition, delivery of construction materials or
erosion control materials, such as straw bales, can be specified to be
free of invasive species seeds. Many projects are now requiring that
such materials be supplied to minimize introduction of invasive
species. Of course, if such species are introduced, they can be
controlled after the fact through use of approved pesticides or
herbicides, which is obviously no a preferred alternative.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. Actually,
treatment systems are available to reduce or eliminate contaminants.
It is a matter of cost, compared to public health risk. Also, please
note the treatment process does not create pharmaceuticals and the
disinfection system selected for the HDWD WREF, ultraviolet, does not
generate treatment byproduct chemicals, as does chlorine disinfec-
tion. Even an alternative treatment plant cannot avoid pharma-
ceuticals, which are in the wastewater already being discharged into
the groundwater aquifer, as is nitrates.



Table 4-3

SUMMARY OF PIPELINE CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day)

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10

(Omitted without comment)

Table 4-4

SUMMARY OF TREATMENT PLANT
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS BY PHASE
Construction Phase

Pollutant Emissions (Ibs/day)

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10

(Omitted without comment)

Mitigation measures to control fugitive dust

4.1-1 The construction site disturbed areas will be watered twice daily for short-term
surface stabilization, and more times If winds are sufficient to loft dust from the
construction site.

4.1-2 Chemical, vegetative or mechanical (compaction or paving) will be used for surface
stabllization upon completion of grading activities, if subsequent site uses are not

proposed.

Ramon: this procedure does not guarantee stablilization. (re. settling of the Gatlin/Wal-Mart
7-78 Iproject where there is evidence of Liquefaction and settling that already presents a public
danger in the event of future earthquake events,

4.1-3 Trackout onto paved roads will be minimized, and removed (swept or washed from
paved surfaces) if substantial soil material accumulates on paved surfaces. Cleanup of
project related track-out or spills on paved roads will be removed dally.

4.1-4 Haul trucks will be covered.

4.1-5 Grading and soil movement activities will be minimized when winds exceed 30
mlles per hour at the local alrport or at an onsite wind monitoring system.

Mitigation measures to control construction equipment and mobile source

emission impacts [sentence is incomplete]

———

7-79 Ramon: Winds can get up to 60 to 80 miles per hour and cannot be mitigated as given.

4.1-6 Efficient scheduling of equipment use, with a phased construction schedule to
reduce the number of units operating simultaneously.

7-80 Rémon: What is the maximum and how will this be enforced?
4.1-7 Performing regular engine maintenance on all equipment.
7-81 [Ramon: how will this be enforced?

e

4.1-8 Provision of local equipment storage areas so that equipment trips to the sites can
be reduced.

4.1-9 Construction personnel shall be encouraged to ride share to reduce vebicle trips to
construction sites, including incentives for carpooling among construction employees.

Ramon: how will this be enforced? Is there a problem if not enforced?

7-
82 What would that problem be or expected to cause?

4.1-10 Shut down equipment when not In use for more than 10 minutes.
(parts a and b were not part of this document and the preamble was Omitted without comment)

c. Would the project resuit in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region Is non-attainment under an applicable federal state
ambient air quality standards (including reieasing emissions which exceed quantitative
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This comment does not address the issue being discussed.
Stabilization in this instance refers to implementation of various
methods to control fugitive dust by stabilizing the disturbed ground
surface, and the mechanisms identified can and have been be
successfully implemented to control fugitive dust.

When winds reach the levels identified in this comment, dust will be
generated from even natural surfaces. The objective of this measure
is to minimize construction activity exposing additional soil to wind
erosion. By providing adequate watering or use of chemical
stabilizers, fugitive dust from disturbed soil surfaces can be
controlled, except under a severe wind condition.

Piease refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP). There is no pre-established number of pieces of equipment.
The objective is to have the contractor think through the construction
process and identify the minimum number of pieces of equipment
required to accomplish the job.

Please refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP).

Please refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP). The objective of this measure is to reduce emissions from
construction employee commute trips. The contractor is required to
provide incentives for ride sharing (such as good parking places or
financial rewards) and once an employee enters the program, the
incentive is eliminated if the commitment is not fulfilled.



thresholds for ozone precursors)?

fr——

7-83 [Ramon: how would this be enforced or controlied?

(Additional parts are Omitted without comment)

4.1-11 To the extent feasible, the District shall select landscaping that Is fast-growing to
create a windbreak buffer along the periphery of the WRF site. A minimum of two rows
shall be installed at different times and plants shall be Installed and grown in stages;
periodically harvested; and replanted to malintain carbon sequestration. Alternatively or
concurrently, the District may install solar power systems to partially or fully offset
operational electricity demand of the WRF. As a final alternative, the District may choose
to purchase annual or permanent carbon credits from the available carbon banks at the
time the facility begins operation.

This measure is considered sufficient to reduce the project’s contributions to GHG emissions to the
maximum extent feasible. It will also assist with creation of a visual buffer between the WRF and
surrounding land uses.

Ramon: There are no fast growing plants (native) suitable for this purpose. Suggest that a
10’ buffer and sound containment wall be constructed instead.

d. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
(there were no parts a, b, and c. all else was Omitted without comment)

7-84

e. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Use of construction equipment may result in some temporary and localized odors from use of diesel
fuels. In addition, the wastewater treatment facilitles and pump stations to be constructed as part of
the proposed wastewater treatment plant and sewer system have the potential to generate odors.
However, as described on page 10 of this document, specific odor control systems will be installed
to control odors from each of the potential odor sources. These odor control systems are standard
systems that are used at all WRFs and they are effective, except during upsets or accidents.
Regardless, due to their distance from the existing residential development, potential offsite impacts
are forecast to be less than significant. There are typical concerns from resldents that a wastewater
treatment facility causes significant

There are typical concerns from residents that a wastewater treatment facility causes significant
odor effects. This is most commonly based on the assumption that the plant is handiing material
that has natural odors and that these odors will be propagated by the treatment plant operation.
This is an incorrect assumption for ongoing, routine plant operations. When operating properly, such
plants typically have an earthy/musty odor, but not a sick, anaerobic decomposition odor. During
upset conditions, a plant can generate such odors, but the key to odor control is to ensure that
plant operations are managed to eliminate or minimize such upset conditions. The foliowing
mitigation measure shall be implemented to ensure such conditions are minimized and that the local
community is not exposed to adverse odor conditions for any substantial amount of time.

Ramon: These two paragraphs are subjective at best. There Is historical data from wherever
similar facilities, (old technology) are constructed or have been constructed to show

7-85 {objective evidence that much of what is said here cannot be controlled, can create health
problems and is essentially not mitigated unless ther is a fund that is substantial enough and
a process that would move such problems out of the area where the WRF site exists.

4.1-12 The District shall require the installation of odor control facilities as part of the
facility design. These facilities shall be state of the art (odor control to the maximum
extent feasible) and shall control odors to ensure that adjacent properties are not
exposed to significant odor concentrations, except during an emergency/upset condition
at the WRF.

4.1-13 The District shall establish an odor complaint response phone number that shall be
clearly posted on the exterior fence of the treatment plant facility. If odor complaints are
received, the District shall respond within 24 hours to correct the problem. and provide a
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7-84

7-85

It is not clear what this comment is referencing. Equipment
shutdown is enforced by HDWD onsite inspectors (refer to the
MMRP).

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. There are a
number of native plants that can be used, including mesquite, desert
willow, cottonwoods, and others. Note that this measure is designed
not solely to create a buffer from surrounding land uses, but also to
offset greenhouse gas emissions by sequestering carbon dioxide.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. Odor control is
feasible based on the operation of a number of wastewater treatment
facilities located within urban areas, including residential areas.
Examples include the Big Bear Area Regional Wastewater Authority’s
plant adjacent to Baldwin Lake in Big Bear and the Mission Springs
Water District’s facility in Desert Hot Springs.
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response to the complainant within 12 hours of notification identifying what actions were
taken and how long was or will be required to control the odor problem. Sources of odors
shall be corrected in as timely a manner as possible.

Thus, overall project construction and operation Is not forecast to create any significant
objectionable odor impacts. With incorporation of the above odor control measures as part of the
project, the potential project odor impacts can be controlied to a less than significant impact.

7-86 [Ramon: See “buy-out” clause above.

No Project Alterpative

Regarding air quality effects, the no project alternative would eliminate all construction and all
operating air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed project. Regarding conformity, the
proposed project can be implemented consistent with the MDAQMD air quality management plans
(AQMPs) and in conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Because the no project
alternative would not cause any direct emisslons in the short-term it wouid also remain consistent
and in conformity with these plans. However, as nitrate concentrations increase in the future,
treatment of groundwater to remove nitrate would generate emissions from electricity consumption,
and Iif the Reglonal Board requires advanced individual treatment units for ali existing septic tanks,
the ground disturbance within the community from construction actlvities would be comparabie to
that of the proposed project. Such construction and electricity emissions could be implemented with
comparable mitigation measures to control emissions and remain consistent with the AQMPs and in
conformity with the SIP. Thus, no great benefit for air quality impacts would be achleved. The no
project alternative will not generate any direct emissions so It cannot contribute to existing air
quality violations. Indirectly, future treatment requirements for domestic water supply and
individual advanced treatment systems may Indirectly generate emisslons. Mitigation measures
comparable to those implemented for the preferred aiternative would be sufficient to ensure the
emissions would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or a
cumulatively considerable volume of emissions. Under these assumptions the no project alternative
would also not adversely affect any sensitive receptors.

It is in the area of odors that the no project alternative can eilminate potential adverse effects. The
WREF can be routinely operated without generating noxious odors, but on rare occasions upset
conditions can generate such odors. The only way the no project alternative could generate odors
would again be indirectly, as a result of continuing to rely upon septic tanks. Such systems generate
the same type of anaerobic decomposition odors when they fail. Regardless, a higher potential for
adverse odor effects, although considered less than substantial, wili occur at the proposed WRF.
Ramon: The MITI proposal that has been discussed with the HDWD district manager and
staff will eliminate the issues discussed here in this part.

I

4.2 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

(Note: some parts are omitted because they were not relevant to the discussion.)

a. Would the project vioiate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

The proposed project operations will discharge effiuent from the wastewater treatment plant to the
District’s proposed recharge basins. Therefore, since the proposed project will not discharge
wastewater to surface waters, it has no potential to violate surface water quality standards or waste

discharge requirements.

7-87

Ramon: The issue of standing water and potetiai mosquito probiems have been discussed. Included
was the issue of contamination from pharmaceuticals that could create a health problem in the
Eastern Warner Basin and in the JTWB district.

Mitigation measures to reduce and control erosion and sedimentation

4.2-1 The District shall prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) that will achleve no net loss of topsoil from the
project sites and prevent runoff from causing erosion on adjacent property during
construction. The SWPPP and WQMP shall be provided to the construction contractor and
the contractor shall implement the SWPPP durina all construction activities at the site.
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Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Please refer to response to comment 7-28. Regarding pharma-
ceuticals, there is little or no evidence that treated effluent containing
pharmaceuticals poses any health related problem for humans. This
is why they are currently unregulated. Regardless, please refer to
responses to comments 5-5 through 5-8.



Ramon: The HDWD does not currently have written procedures for testing or a quality
7-89 |2ssurance management system with accessed quality attributes, metrics or levels of
acceptance. Hence, there is not at this time, an enforceable way to accomplish this
mitigation measure, in order to say that this mitigation measure can be accomplished.

4.2-2 The SWPPP prepared for the project site shall include a spill response program for
accidental release of water pollutants during construction that shall, at a minimum, meet
the following performance standards: adequate resources shall be maintained on the site
by the contractor to control any release of pollutants; if a spill occurs, the pollutant shall
first be contained, second the spill shall be reported to appropriate authorities, third the
pollutant contaminated material (soil, water, etc.) shall be collected in proper containers,
fourth the pollutant contaminated material shall be delivered to a facility with the
capability to treat or dispose of the contaminated material in accordance with existing
laws and regulations in place at the time of the accidental spill; fifth the area
contaminated by the spill shall be cleaned (remediated) to background conditions, or
alternatively to a level that meets the requirements of existing laws and regulations at
the time of the clean-up and that does not leave any

residual threat to humans or the environment in which the spill occurs.

Ramon: How will this be measured, and enforced without a site monitor assigned fuil time
7-90 [lduring operations. What are the qualifications, procedure and other such methods asked for
here, become part of this project as glven?

4.2-3 The District shall prepare the WQMP and Include a Spill Prevention Control
Countermeasures Plan that will minimize the potential for release of any hazardous or
toxic chemicals to the environment. This Plan shall include a requirement to retaln
material safety data sheets (MSDS) for all hazardous materials or substances at the site
and measures that outline the responses that will be implemented should an accidental
spill of hazardous materials onsite

occur. Based on the list of hazardous materials/substances that will be utilized at the
plant, the District Plan shall identify handling procedures and management options for
any accidental releases to the environment until such accldentally released material is
properily disposed of or treated so that no residual harm remalins from the accidental
release.

Implementation of these measures will ensure that the proposed project construction activities and
treatment plant operations will be controiled to a sufficient level to prevent significant degradation
of water quality.

Ramon: How will this be measured, and enforced without a site monitor assigned full time
7-91 |during operations. What are the qualifications, procedure and other such methods asked for
here, become part of this project as given?

S

Note...no subpart a.

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there wouid 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)?

The praoposed WRF will generate a higher quality of wastewater effluent, compared to the existing
situation, that wiil be returned to the groundwater aquifer in the Warren Valley Basin.
Approximately 80% of the effluent dellvered to the WRF will be returned to the aquifer through the
percolation ponds (accounts for plant losses and evaporation from the pond). General estimates of
wastewater discharged from septic tank systems reaching the groundwater aquifer are about 50%,
as some of the septic tank effluent remains in the vadose zone and other portions are evaporated or
transpired into the atmosphere. Thus, the proposed project Is not forecast to substantiaily deplete
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. The project will enhance
such supplles and enhance recharge on the WRF property. No mitigation Is required.
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Please refer to the MMRP. Specific tests are integrated into the
SWPPP and WQMP and will be carried out by HDWD staff or the
contractor in accordance with the testing requirements.

HDWD will have full time inspectors overseeing the construction of
the facilities, both the WRF and sewer pipelines. Further, the
implementation of the referenced measure does not require full time
oversight. For example, the inspector reviews the plans for BMPs
and then reviews them when they have been installed and again after
a rainfall event. This is usually done on a weekly, occasionally, a
daily basis, but the inspections require only limited time each day.
Qualifications for inspectors typically include certifications in
implementing BMPs and conducting ongoing inspections and
oversight over SWPPPs and WQMPs.

Please refer to response to comment 7-90.



Ramon: the intent of this statement is not clear and is subjective at best as it assumes
conditions that may be possible in some cases. Such as the vadose zone and records (re.
effluents from septic tank data-—re. Action Pumping records).

7-92 |There is a great question regarding the “storage” capability of the recharge (loss of water
from the HDWD into the JTWD), mosquitoes in open recharge ponds, and other issues
concerning the proximity of the Saiton Sea (noted as having West Nile Virus problems) and
in particular with the statement regarding enhancement of water percolated from the WRF
that can have problems with pharmaceutical contamination and mixing “cocktails” that could
be a heaith hazard.

c. Would the project substantially aiter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the

aiteration of a stream or river, in a manner which would resuit in substantial erosion or
siltation onsite or offsite?

The existing drainage system for the project area of impact will effectively remain the same. The
proposed plpeline alignments will cross many stream channels, mostly within exlIsting paved or
graded roadways. At some locations, including the stream channel (wash) located onsite, pipelines
will cross either naturai or man-made washes. Based on a fleld review of the sewer pipeline
alignments, there is no wetland iocated within any of the channels, and it is anticipated that the
only regulatory permits required will be a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California
Department of Fish and Game and waste discharge requirements from the Regional Board. Based
on field review of the washes, the surface flows wiil continue unaltered after the pipelines are placed
beiow the ground surface. Some minor modification of the channel that crosses the property may be
required, if the channel segment adjacent to the WRF requires hardening to protect the

WRF site from a 100-year flood hazard. It does not appear that channel modifications on the WRF
site wlll be required because there appears to be sufficient room to install the WRF without
encroachment on the channel, i.e. any flood protection can be installed within upland areas adjacent
to the channel. However, if channel modifications are required, they wlli consist of hardening the
channel wall adjacent to the WRF to ensure that it will not be eroded and expose the WRF facilities
to flood hazards.

Regarding potential for erosion and siltation, implementation of the SWPPP wili control erosion and
sedimentation potential. Because the washes in Yucca Valley are isolated waters of the United
States, it will probably not require a Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit or a Section 401
certification from the Regional Board because the surface runoff occurs in an isolated basin, which
has no connection to any waters of the United States. However, as noted above, the Regional Board
may require waste discharge requirements (WDR) for this project based on separate Porter-Cologne
requirements. To address any adverse effects of fili requirements or stream bed alterations within
this wash, the following mitigation measure will be implemented:

4.2-4 The District shall restore any channel crossing locations with a comparable quantity
or quality of habitat to that disturbed or removed during construction of the proposed
project. Because no sensitive riparian or wetland habitat will be affected, the project will
not be required to create such habitat or acquire mitigation bank credits. Channel
restoration in the area of the pipeline crossing is considered adequate by the District to
fully mitigate effects on aitering the stream bed on the project site. The District must
acquire a 1602 Streambed

Alteration Agreement and may have to acquire a8 WDR from the Regional Board, and shall
implement the requirements of the WDR and Agreement as long as it is not less that
Identified above.

Implementation of this measure Is adequate to reduce any adverse effects to the onsite wash to a
less than significant impact level.

Ramaon: Given that this has already been discussed (i.e., riparian area does exist in this
watershed originating from the JTNP aituvial fans and Covington Fiats, flowing into the
district and specifically at the WRF site, channel crossings of pipe can liquefy the soil where
the crossing is accomplished and cannot be compacted, which would make the pipe
vulnerable and potentially subject to earthquake breakage, making all of the other mitigation
meaningless.

7-93
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Please refer to responses to comments 5-5 and 7-28. The factual
data assembled by the USGS over a year of conducting tests, drilling
a monitoring well and analyzing groundwater at the proposed WRF
site, provides sufficient data to verify that the Warren Valley Basin
has sufficient area to store the treated effluent that will be generated
by the proposed project. Also, refer to response to comment 7-21.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. Please refer to
responses to comment 7-6, 7-20 and 7-28.



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 which would result in flooding
onsite or offsite?

As noted above, the wash on the project site will not be substantially altered and future runoff from
upstream of the site will continue to flow In this wash to the downstream channel. The sewer
pipelines will also cross channels. Where such pipeline crossings occur outside of paved roads, it
may be necessary to obtain regulatory permits from CDFG (1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement)
and the Regional Board (waste discharge requirements, WDR) as outlined under mitigation measure
4.2-4, Regarding runoff from within the WRF, it will be collected In a retention basin and discharged
to the headworks for treatment prior to discharge. Thus, the proposed project is forecast to increase
runoff from the existing site when the plant is installed, but the increased runoff is not forecast to
cause a substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern because the increase runoff wiil be
retained and treated within the WRF itself. During construction the modifled runoff wili require
implementation of the mitigation measures (4.2-1 through 4.2-3) identified above to control
downstream water quallty impacts. With implementation of these measures the potential for
significant adverse impacts will be controlied to a less than significant impact level.

©. 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?

This project will not increase the peak discharge of surface runoff to the existing drainage area or
provide a substantial additlonal source of polluted runoff. This finding is based on the fact that
runoff from within the treatment plant site will be collected and returned to the plant for treatment
before discharge. No mitigation Is proposed.

f. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

With implementation of the SWPPP and WQMP, the Identified BMPs as outlined above, the project
construction activities are not forecast to have any potential to substantially degrade surface water
quality. Over the long-term the data Indicates that percolation of the treated effluent or reuse as
recycled water will not cause any substantial degradation within the Warren Valley Groundwater
Basin. The analysis provided in the U.S. Geological Survey technical report in Appendix 3 verifies
this finding is availabie upon request to the District. No mitigation is required beyond that already
identified for the SWPPP and WQMP. The U.S. Geological Survey modeled the potential for recharge
of the treated effluent into the onsite recharge ponds to assess future impacts to groundwater levels
and groundwater quality under future discharge scenarios. Appendix 3 contains more detailed
information regarding the model, model assumptions and the model runs. The assumptions included
the assumed future effluent flows, effluent water quaiity, percolation pond sizes and groundwater-
level threshold. The model conducted several 16-year simuiations of the effects of the proposed
project on the upper/middie aquifers, the lower aqulifer and the deep aquifer. Year 2008 pumping
and recharge patters were used in the model-callbration process.

The following model results were reported in the U.S. Geological Survey evaluation. The simulated
future water levels were determined to not reach the water level threshold of 100 feet below the
ground surface (bgs) after 16 years of recharge. Therefore, no new production wells are needed to
control water levels during the 16-year simulation period. However, the simulated rate of water
level rise indicates that the water-ievel threshold wili be exceeded in the future if wastewater
recharge is continued and there is no pumpage from the East hydrogeologic unit. Therefore, wells
willl need to be installied in the future to ensure the 100 foot bgs threshold is not exceeded. An
adaptive mitigation measure for this impact is presented below.

The modeling for water quality parameters concluded that the maximum simulated Total Organic
Carbon (TOC) concentration was about 9 mg/L in the upper/middle aquifer; 0.5 mg/L in the lower
aquifer. The maximum nitrate (NO3) concentration was about 35 mg/L in the upper/middle aquifer
and about 2 mg/L in the lower aquifer. The maximum simulated Total Dissolved Solid (TDS)
concentration was about 420 mg/L in layer 1 and about 300 mg/L in layer 2. The NO3 concentration
is approaching the maximum contaminant level (MCL, 45 mg/L for NO3), but it does not exceed the
MCL. The modeied TDS concentration does not exceed the secondary MCL for TDS, which is 500
mg/L. Based on the modeled data, the groundwater quality downstream of the WRF recharge
ponds will

be degraded relative to the existing concentrations, but it is not forecast to exceed public drinking
water standards. Because the public health will be protected by operation of the proposed WRF, the



project is not forecast to cause significant degradation of the existing groundwater quality in the
groundwater aquifer downstream of the WRF site. Adaptive mitigation to ensure that maximum
contaminant levels for public drinking water standards are not exceeded in the groundwater in the
future.

4.2-5 The District shall install one or more monitoring welils downstream of the WRF. The
well(s) shall be monitored for elevation of the groundwater table below the ground
surface (bgs). If the groundwater table downstream of the WRF recharge site
approaches 100 feet bgs, the District shall initiate pumping to control the groundwater
level. The groundwater extracted may be discharged to the surface If the water quality is
acceptable to the regulatory agencies, or it may be further treated and made avaiiable to
the District’s domestic water supply system. The performance standard to be achieved is
that the groundwater table downstream of the WRF recharge facilities shall not rise
above the 100 foot bgs threshold.

Ramon: For this to be meaningful, specific locations for the one or more monitoring wells
must be made. The East hydrogeological unit must consider that water recharge from the
Covington Flats area flows East and West of La Contenta/Yucca Mesa roads and is the source
of water for the Joshua Tree Retreat, all the way to the Pinto Basin Wash. The wells in the
Pinto Basin Wash that are part of the USGS report showing nitrate contamination are in all
probability contaminated by water flowing across Yucca Mesa. Meaning that to date, the
HDWD reports do not refiect that tests have shown nitrates coming from the one working
well near highway 62,

The wells are identified as 28L.1-2, 28K1 in the Pinto Basin Wash and 28N1 near state route

62 respectively.
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In addition, the current plans do not reflect how the “further treated” water will be returned
for treatment or returned to the District’s domestic water supply. That includes provisions
for monitoring the 100 foot bgs threshold. It is assumed that this would become another
cost for the rate payers not yet given.

4.2-6 The District shall install one or more monitoring wells downstream of the WRF. The
well(s) shall be monitored at least annually for all drinking water standards and
compared to maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for public drinking water standards. If
concentrations approach any MCL, the District shall instail additional treatment at the
WRF to modify the treated effluent by lowering or removing the poliutant of concern to a
fevel that will prevent the MCL from being exceeded. The performance standard to be
achieved is that the groundwater quality shall not be allowed to exceed any MCL for a
domestic or public drinking water supply.

With implementation of these measures, the water quality of the groundwater aquifer affected by
the proposed project will not be degraded to a level of significant adverse impact.

Ramon: Given that the flow model provided by USGS is simulated, and that the modei does
not account for West to East fiow of water through the Pinto Mountain Fault near the two
wells in the wash, the once a year test is not sufficient for monitoring and to respond in a
timely fashion.
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It is also suggested that the County begin to create a Water survey in the East Hydrogeologic
cells immediately in that this issue should have been tested when the EPA suggested that
Water Surveys be done in 2004, It is also suggested that the Town of Yucca Valley also
begin to create Water Surveys in the East Hydrogeologic area in order to determine the
status of that area west of Yucca Mesa.

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?

The project does not propose new housing but a portion of the WRF project site is within a 100-year
flood hazard area. According to the Yucca Valley General Plan, the wastewater treatment plant site
and pipeline alignment are in a "A” zone, for 100-year flood hazard potential. Based on the current
site design, the treatment plant will be installed outside of or just on the eastern edge of the flood
hazard zone. To ensure no damaqge from 100-vear flood hazards. the proposed treatment plant will
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Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. Please refer to
response to comment 7-94.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. The mode! does
refer to flows in the Basin. Refer to responses to comments 7-25
and 7-26.



have to be protected from the 100-year flood hazard by elevating the faciiity above the 100-flood
level or by armoring the facility from exposure to such hazard. Mitigation is provided below to
accomplish this.

4.2-7 The District shall provide a drainage report that defines the 100-year flood
elevation on the site and shall either elevate the treatment plant facllities above this level
with two feet of freeboard or shall provide protection of the site with a boundary levee
that protects the facilities from exposure to flooding from the 100-year flow across the
property. The final treatment plant facllity design shall provide a means of re-routing any
storm flows, including the 100 year flow, around the facility and back Into the existing
natural channel on the north side of the site without causing significant erosion in the
channel.

Implementation of this measure is adequate to reduce any adverse effects to the treatment faclilities
from onsite flood hazards.

Ramon: For this to be effective, Water Surveys and implementation of this mitigation needs
7-96 lto be before construction of the WRF or at worst case, at least consistent with construction of
the WRF,

h. Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood

flows?

See the analysls provided in 4.2.g above.

7-97 fRamon: see the comment made on 4.2.g above.

i. Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flood as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Based on the analyses in the three sections preceding this one, the proposed project has no
potential to expose either people or structures to substantial loss or injury related to flooding,
inciuding failure of a ievee or dam. No such existing facilities occur within the upstream area of the
proposed project. No mitigation is proposed.

Ramon: This conclusion regarding no mitigation is only acceptable if the previous two section
mitigations begin before or consistent with construction and completed before occupancy and
7-98 startup of the WRF. Otherwise, there is a heaith and safety probability risk to peopie and
property.

j- Would the project cause or be exposed to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow?
There are no water bodies or sources of inundation for the project area by seiche or tsunami. As
within any desert environment, storm runoff can incorporate a substantial amount of sediment and
a “flash flood” event can transport iarge volumes of sand and rocks, which is comparable to a
mudflow. The mitigation required under issue g. above must inciude a “bulking” factor as part of the
design to protect the treatment plant facllities from damage from such flows.

Ramon: Both seiche conditions and mud flows occur in the desert. Historically, Native
Americans have records of such conditions. Willy Boys mother and father were both kilied by
such a condition.

7-99
At the least, such conditions can exasperate compacted soil or decomposed granite, such as
has occurred at the Gatlin/WalMart site where structures and the parking lot are are settling.

No Project Alternative
Regarding hydrology and water quality effects, the no project alternative wouid eliminate ail
construction and all operating activities associated with the proposed project. However, the
rationale for instailing the WRF Is the nitrate contamination caused by historic disposal of
wastewater to subsurface septic tank ieach systems. Thus, the no actlon aiternative has a higher
potential to contribute to or cause violation of water quality standards and to continue degrading
water quality than the proposed project. This water quality standard violation is an adverse impact
that would be substantial and non-mitigable, including potentlally substantlal adverse public health
effects on the resident population of the District’s service area.
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Board prior to a decision on the proposed project. A simple upstream
and onsite drainage report when final design of the WRF is
completed, as required, will be sufficient to ensure that the WREF is
protected from future 100-year storm runoff. Most of the data
required for this 100-year storm runoff analysis is provided in the
“Town of Yucca Valley Master Plan of Drainage Final Report” (June
1999) and the FEMA FIRM, which was used as the basis for making
findings regarding potential flood hazards on the WRF site.

Your comment is noted and will be made available to the HDWD
Board prior to a decision on the proposed project.

Please refer to responses to comment 4-1 through 4-7. The site
design must ensure that storm runoff from upstream is passed
through the WRF property without hazard to onsite facilities and with
no change in downstream flows from the property. This is routinely
done for every project, either by avoiding installation of facilities
within the 100-year flood hazard area or by onsite design of the
stormwater runoff system to ensure that the flows can be passed
without adding runoff volume that will increase such flows
downstream (detention or capture of excess onsite stormwater
runoff).

It is not possible to have seiches occur unless there is a large body of
surface water. No such water body occurs within the region.
Regarding mud flows, these can occur in the project area and are
managed by avoiding the areas in which such flows can occur, or by
protecting facilities from such flows, as required by mitigation
measure 4.2-7.
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Ramon: The project alternative is not the only alternative. This has previously been
discussed...that iocalized treatment of human solids and liquids can be accomplished costing
4.5 million dollars, rather than this project cost at 300 million dollars plus the cost for
increasing the treatment from 1 mgd to 6 mgd for buildout. Additionally, the entire district
can be treated rather than just 40% of the community should be connected to phase 1 and 2
at 2 mgd (WRF) as proposed with 60% of the community ieft out but expected to pay “fair-
share” cost. We have no idea how much fair-share is at this time.

7-100 JThis conclusion given here is flawed in view of the options available that have not been
exercised in a timely manner and now in a rush to address the septic prohibition wrongly
given as the problem.

Concerns were reported to Congress by the EPA in 2004 (Water Surveys) as needs before
issuing of landuse permits. In this case by the Town of Yucca Valley. Also HDWD was
alerted to solutions at meetings with the CRWQC board in 2006 providing ideas that have not
been considered for new construction.

The no project alternative wouid eliminate the modifications at the project site that are exposed to
flood hazards. It is possibie to mitigate these effects on the proposed WRF to a less than substantial
level, but the no project alternative would eliminate these impacts from both a direct and indirect
standpoint.

Ramon: Like wise this problem is also long standing even if not identified by the county of
7-101 [San Bernardino concerning flood control. There is no reason why this issue cannot be
accomplished without this project as it a problem with long standing history.

The no project alternative woulid aiso eliminate the exposure of structures to any flood hazards or
mudfiows. Nelther project aiternative would be exposed to selches or tsunamis.
Ramon: the issue of seiches has been discussed and is part of the flood control needs that

7-102 can be done at anytime and is long overdue.

The no project alternative wouid eliminate the modifications at the project site that could result in
eroslon, sedimentation and other pollution. It is possible to mitigate these adverse effects on the
environment to a less than substantial level, but the no project alternative would eliminate these
impacts from both a direct and indirect standpoint at the project site and along the pipeline
alignments.

Ramon: As given this too is not true, and the problem can be resolved anytime that the
Town of Yucca Valley decides to do this. The 1% tax that the town can adopt would raise
sufficient revenue from sales tax anytime the Town of Yucca Valley decides to take this issue
up and do it!
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4.3 UTILITIES / SERVICE SYSTEMS

a. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

{Note that some parts of this sub-section have been omitted to focus on the part being questioned
or in need of other action.)

As described In the water quality discussion above, the proposed project will be subject to
wastewater discharge requirements from the Colorado River Basin Reglonal Board, which must be
met or the wastewater treatment facllity cannot operate. As further discussed In Section 4.2 above,
the WRF has been specificaily designed to meet the anticipated waste discharge requirements. All
effluent from the proposed wastewater treatment facilities wiil be discharged to the District’s
recharge basins and percolated into the local groundwater aquifer. The analysis of the water quality
Impacts to the Warren Basin groundwater resources is also presented in Sectlon 4.2 above and
determined to be a less than significant adverse impact. The non-point source discharges from the
project will be from construction activities and they will be managed under the mitigation measures
already identlfled in Section 4.2. Through impiementation of the SWPPP and WOMP and use of





