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INTRODUCTION

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Palmdale Regional Groundwater
Recharge and Recovery Project (proposed Project) consists of two components: this Final EIR
and a Draft EIR that was circulated for public review from November 24, 2015 through
January 11, 2016. The Palmdale Water District (PWD) is the lead agency for the proposed
Project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and also is the proposed Project
proponent.

This Final EIR includes comments received during the public review period and PWD’s
responses to those comments. Comments on the Draft EIR were received from the following
public agencies and interested parties:
A. State of California, Office of Planning and Research
Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency (Letter #1)
State of California, Department of Water Resources
State of California, Department of Fish and Wildlife
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
County of Los Angeles Planning Department
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency (Letter #2)
I.  County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
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The comments and responses to the comments follow this Introduction.

The Draft EIR includes an executive summary and an introduction to the proposed Project;
describes the proposed Project; discusses existing environmental conditions in the Project area;
and assesses the proposed Project’s potential environmental impacts. The Draft EIR also
addresses the extent to which the proposed Project would incrementally add to environmental
effects caused by other projects; evaluates growth impacts, unavoidable adverse impacts, and
irreversible environmental changes; evaluates alternatives to the proposed Project; describes
environmental effects found not to be significant and not requiring detailed analysis in the EIR;
references cited; and provides lists of EIR preparers.

Minor revisions have been made to the text of the Draft EIR based on comments received. These
revisions are shown in strikeeut/underline format, and are indicated by a line in the left margin.
The revisions consist of changes to text that clarify information. The changes do not constitute
significant additional information that would change the outcome of the environmental analysis
or necessitate recirculation of the document (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5). Specifically,
the EIR has not been changed in such a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid a substantial environmental effect that PWD has declined to implement.




Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project
Final EIR Introduction

The PWD Board of Directors will consider, among other things, the information in the Draft and
Final EIRs and will determine the adequacy of the environmental documentation under CEQA.
Should the Board of Directors elect to certify the Final EIR and approve the proposed Project,
PWD will file a Notice of Determination with the Los Angeles County Clerk within five working
days of the Project approval hearing. The Final EIR certification hearing for the proposed Project
is scheduled for:

July 13, 2016 at 7:00 p.m.
Palmdale Water District
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, California 93550

This hearing, which will be part of a Regular Board Meeting, is open to agencies and members
of the public.
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Governor

Date:
To:
From:

Re:

DFPI.I.W
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ;‘gf %‘E-.
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research g ﬁ H
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit ‘m'
Ken Alex
Director
Memorandum

December 2, 2015

All Reviewing Agencies
Scott Morgan, Director
SCH # 2015061054

Palmale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project

The State Clearinghouse forwarded the above-mentioned project to your agency for

review on November 24, 2015 with incorrect review dates. Please make note of the

following information for your files:

Review period ends: January 7, 2016

We apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused. All other project information

remains the same.

cc: Matthew Knudson
Palmdale Water District
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, CA 93550

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0618 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

Al

This comment letter is addressed to reviewing agencies of the Project

and provides a correction to the review period dates previous
by the State Clearinghouse to the review agencies. No speci
is necessary for this comment.

A

1dentified
response
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RESPONSES

OFFICERS BOARD L')F_IJEE ';lOKS
KEITH DYAS
DAt LR Dvision 2
Ganeral Manager o
HOLLY H. HUGHES GEORGE M, LANE
Socretory-Treosurer il
Vice President
5k IELlZ.V.SDRT'v-\BJ\l
December 21, 2015 Division
A PUBLIC AGENCY FRAME S. DOMATO
Division 3
ROBERT A, PARRIS
Division 5
Palmdale Water District i
2029 East Avenue Q Division &

MEAL A, WEISENBERGER

ivision

Palmdale, CA 93550
Attn: Matthew Knudson; Assistant General Manager

Re: Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Draft
EIR; SCH No. 2015061054 — Request for 30 Day Comment Period Time
Extension

Dear Mr. Knudson,

The Antelope Valley-East Kern Water Agency is in receipt of the Draft EIR for the
above-mentioned project. The Agency has embarked on a review of the EIR and
associated documents and has engaged an outside engineering firm to assist in this
review. Due in part to the holiday season the review and recommendations are
expected to be completed and presented to the AVEK's Board of Directors on January
12 2016 at the first regularly scheduled Board Meeting. This will be subsequent to the
current comment period deadline of January 11, 2016.

The Agency respectfully requests that the Palmdale Water District extend the current
draft EIR comment period deadline 30 days to February 11, 2016 to allow the Board
of Directors to carefully consider the environmental impacts associated with the project.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and should this request not be granted the
Agency would appreciate notification as soon as possible so that we might be able to
make other arrangements.

Sincerely,

w"ﬁnm Feony

Dan Flory

General Manager
AVEK Water Agency
(661) 943-3201
dflory@avek.org

cc: State Clearing House
cc: Keith Dyas, President of the Board of Directors; AVEK Water Agency
cc: AVEK Board of Directors

6500 WEST AVENUE M » PALMDALE, CALIFORNIA 93551
(661) 943-3201 + FAX (641} 943-3204

Bl

B2

PWD notes AVEK’s request to extend the Draft EIR comment period
by 30 days, with an enging date of February 11, 2016. While PWD is
not extending the deadline of the public comment period, PWD has
coordinated with AVEK and is planning to accept, consider, and address
late comments from AVEK on the Project.

PWD has further coordinated with AVEK regarding accepting comments
past the end of the public review period and received a letter dated
January 27, 2016 (Letter H). Refer to Letter H and its responses for the
additional comments from AVEK.

RTC-3
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

STATE OF CALIFORMIA - CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 MINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942834

SACRAMENTO, CA 942350001

[914) 653-5791

December 21, 2015

Matthew Knudson
Assistant General Manager
Palmdale Water District
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, California 93550

Draft Environmental Impact Report, Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and
Recovery Project, South of City of Palmdale, Los Angeles County, Near Milepost
358.75, Southern Field Division, SCH2015061054

Dear Mr. Knudson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery
Project (Project) in the city of Palmdale and the unincorporated area of Los Angeles
County. California of Department of Water Resources (DWR) responded to your office
on July 20, 2015 with regards to the Project Notice of Preparation. The Project
proposes to develop groundwater banking programs to help meet future demands and
improve reliability of the Palmdale Water District (District). Programs include
construction of a new 50-cubic foot per second turnout from the California Aqueduct
(Aqueduct) and a 36-inch diameter pipeline that would convey water to the 160-acre
groundwater recharge site in the city of Palmdale. Also included is an optional raw
water pump station that would be located near the recharge site and would be designed
to accommodate the District's water banking partners in order to pump water back to
the Aqueduct.

DWR has the following comments about the DEIR:

1. Page 2-4: 2.5.1 Project Activities: The District shall explain where the data came
from for the 6 out of 10 assumed to be wet years and 4 out of 10 dry years. If this
is a 50-year Project, additional climate change analysis might be needed to
confirm these assumptions will hold for the life of the Project. Given data
available now this might be an unreasonable assumption. If the average number
of wet years declines, would the Project still meet its expectations?

2. Page 3.2-9: Sensitive Natural Communities: The District shall clarify the rarity
ranking for the desert salt brush scrub. The text references a ranking of $3.5,
and both tables 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 have the ranking as S3.2. Also on page 3.2-10,
desert salt bush scrub is ranked as S3 within the text.

Cl

C2

This comment accurately described the proposed Project. PWD
acknowledges receipt of the Department of Water Resources (DWR)
responses to the Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP). No specific
response is necessary for this comment.

The assumption was that over a 10-year cycle, there would be 6 normal/
wet years and 4 dry years. The long-term average State Water Project
(SWP) allocation of the 10-year period is 58 percent, which is the stated
long-term average SWP Table A allocation under future conditions,
according to the SWP Final Delivery Reliability Report 2013. Note that
the long-term average SWP Table A allocation is 62 percent with the
SWP Final Delivery Capability Report 2015. The table below shows
the assumed allocation for each year in the 10-year cycle. Note that
31 percent is the stated allocation for a 4-year drought, according to
the 2013 Report. Based on the SWP Final Delivery Reliability Report
2013, 58 percent allocation occurs in average years, with anything above
58 percent occurring during wet years, and anything below occurring
during dry years. As discussed in the SWP Final Delivery Reliability
Report 2013, 31 percent is the prescribed allocation for a drought.

RTC-4
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C3

Year SWP Allocation (%)
74%
74%
85%
74%
74%
31%
31%
31%
31%
10 74%
Average 58%

—

ok el BN o)l IO, [ - [OS I \S)

If average number of wet years decline, the Project would still meet its
expectations. If Table A average has to be adjusted from current estimates
and becomes not enough, the Project assumes recycled water content
would increase from 20 to 30 to 40 percent and possibly to 50 percent.
The increase in recycled water content adjustment is an approval that
will be applied for from the Department of Drinking Water (DDW). In
order for the DDW to approve an increase of recycled water content,
the Project would have to demonstrate an ability to meet total organic
carbon (TOC) standards with the increased recycled water content. It is
expected that the Project, if it demonstrates an ability to meet the TOC
standards, could increase recycled water content from 20 to 30 percent
in approximately three years, and from 30 to 40 percent in an additional
two years. Ultimately, if the Project is meeting TOC requirements, it
could potentially increase its recycled water content to 50 percent by
eleven years. Ify an increase in recycled water content is not possible,
PWD may increase its current Table A Amount (a maximum of 21,300
AF/yr) through either short-term or permanent transfer of a portion of
some other contractors’ Table A Amounts. Partners that participate in
the dproposed Project can also bank SWP water. When a fpartner agency
or district request water from PWD, a limited amount of PWD Table A
allocation could by-pass delivery to PWD and be credited or delivered
via the East Branch of the California Aqueduct for the partner to extract
downstream or to serve as credit to offset extractions upstream of PWD.

Tables 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 had the correct ranking of S3.2 for desert salt
bush scrub. The ranking of S3.5 on page 3.2-9 and the ranking of S3 on
page 3.2-10 have been corrected to S3.2.

RTC-5
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Matthew Knudson
December 21, 2015
Page 2

3. The District shall submit any proposals that would require a Turnout Agreement
and/or Pump-In Agreement for consideration. Requests should be sent to:

Craig Trombly, Chief
C4 Project Water Management
State Water Project Analysis Office
California Department of Water Resources
1426 9" Street, Room 1640
Sacramento, California 95814

Please provide DWR with a copy of any subsequent environmental documentation
when it becomes available for public review. Any future correspondence relating to this
proposed project shall be sent to:

5 Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief

C SWP Encroachments Section

Division of Operations and Maintenance
Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-2
Sacramento, California 95814

If you have any questions, please contact Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief of the SWP
Encroachments Section, at (916) 659-7168 or Jonathan Canuela at (916) 653-5095.

Sincerely,

A ‘éﬁo il 2
+~ David M. Samson, Chief

§
e State Water Project Operations Support Office
Division of Operations and Maintenance

cc:  State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814

C4

G5

The contact information for proposals that would require a Turnout
Agreement and/or Pump-In Agreement is noted. No revisions to the
Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment.

The contact information for subsequent environmental documentation
is noted. No revisions to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this
comment.

RTC-6
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g South Coast Region
| 3883 Ruffin Road

te of California — Natural Resources Agenc
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor &
CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director &

San Diego, CA 92123
(858) 467-4201
www.wildlife.ca.gov

December 24, 2015

Mr. Matt Knudson

Palmdale Water District

20209 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, CA 93550
mknudson@palmdalewater.org

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Palmdale Regional
Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project, Antelope Valley
Los Angeles County, (SCH# 2015061054)

Dear Mr. Knudson:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) has reviewed the above-
referenced Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Palmdale Regional Groundwater
Recharge and Recovery Project (Project).

The Project area is located in the northeastern portion of the City of Palmdale in Los Angeles
County and surrounding unincorporated Los Angeles County and City of Lancaster. More
specifically, the Project site is situated north of Highway 138, east of Highway 14, south of
Edwards Air Force Base, and west of the community of Lake Los Angeles.

The objective of the Project is to develop a groundwater banking, storage, and extraction
program, using a combination of raw imported State Water Project (SWP) water and locally
produced recycled water delivered to a new recharge basin located on undeveloped land in
northeast Palmdale. \Water for groundwater recharge would be obtained from the East Branch
of the California Aqueduct (SWP water) and recycled water from the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District's Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant. The Project consists of a recharge
site, a distribution site, a network of recovery wells surrounding the recharge site, and several
associated pipelines. The recharge site is located south of East Avenue L, west of 105th
Street East, north of Avenue L-8, and east of 100th Street East. The distribution site is located
approximately 0.5 mile south of the recharge site's southern boundary. The recovery wells are
located along side of East Avenue K-8, 110th Street East, East Avenue M, and 95th Street.
The Project also includes alignments for raw, potable, and recycled water supply mains that
would be located mostly within existing streets. The pipelines are bounded by the East
Avenue K-8 to the north, the East Branch of the California Aqueduct to the south, 106th Street
to the east, and 60th Street East to the west.

The approximate 311 acre Project would potentially ocour in phases. The preliminary phase is
intended to meet the PWD's water demands for the first 22 years of the Project's life. The
second phase is sized to meet PWD’s water demand through the 50-year Project evaluation
period.

The Project supports Desert salt bush ( Triplex spp.) scrub, a threatened plant community,
Mojave creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) scrub, exotic grassland (Bromus spp.) and
agricultural uses as well as developed and disturbed habitats.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870

D1

D2

This comment accurately described the proposed Project. No specific
response is necessary for this comment.

This is correct; the proposed Project impact area supports these
communities.
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D8

D9

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Mr. Matt Knudson
Palmdale Water District
December 24, 2015
Page 2 of 5

The Department previously provided written comments on the PWD’s Notice of Preparation on
July 20, 2015. The following comments and recommendations on the DEIR have been
prepared pursuant to the Department's authority as a Responsible Agency under CEQA
Guidelines section 15381 over those aspects of the Project that come under the purview of
the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code § 2050 ef seq.) and Fish and
Game Code section 1600 et seq., and pursuant to our authority as Trustee Agency with
jurisdiction over natural resources affected by the project(California Environmental Quality Act,
[CEQA] Guidelines § 15386) to assist the Lead Agency in avoiding or minimizing potential
project impacts on biological resources.

Specific Comments

Mitigation Measures for Mohave Ground Squirrel and Mojave Desert Tortoise. The DEIR

states that trapping surveys following Department approved protocols were conducted for the
CESA-listed Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophifus . mohavensis). United States Fish
and Wildlife (USFW) protocol surveys were also conducted for the CESA- and Federal
Endangered Species Act (FESA)-listed Mojave desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii). No
Mojave desert tortoise or Mohave ground squirrel, or their respective signs, were observed
during field surveys; therefore, the DIER concluded that these species are absent from the
Project site.

Survey results for Mojave desert tortoise and Mojave ground squirrel are valid for one year.
The Project is designed to be conducted in phases therefore; the Department recommends
renewed approved protocol level surveys for these species if project disturbances will oceur
greater than one year following current protocol survey results. Further consultation with the
Department and CESA incidental take authorization may be required if any CESA listed
species are detected anywhere within the Project site during the life of the Project.

Impacts to Swainson's Hawk. The DEIR concluded that Swainson'’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) a
state threatened species under CESA has a low potential to migrate through and forage and
not expected to nest in the Project area.

Swainson's hawk annually nests in the Antelope Valley in Los Angeles and southern Kern
County. Antelope Valley Swainson's hawk nest in Joshua tree woodlands and more
commonly in ornamental roadside trees, and windrow or perimeter trees in active and
historical agricultural areas. Foraging habitat includes dry land and irrigated pasture, alfalfa,
fallow fields, low-growing row or field crops, new orchards, and cereal grain crops, grasslands,
Joshua tree woodlands, and other desert scrub habitats that support a suitable prey base.

The Department recommends that the Final EIR access Project impacts, avoidance and
mitigation measures for Swainson’s hawk utilizing the Department's Swainson’s Hawk Survey
Protocol, Impact Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for Renewable Energy Projects in the
Antelope Valley of Los Angeles and Kern Counties, California which suggest surveys and
acquisition of mitigation lands prior to construction of any project if nests are found within five
miles of a project site. The protocol may be found at the following Department website:
http:/iwww.dfg.ca.goviwildlife/nongame/survey_monitor. html.

An incidental take permit under CESA for the Project may be required from the Department if
the Project will result in loss of foraging habitat and disruption of breeding activities during the

D3

D4

D5

The Department’s dpreviously. rovided comments on the Notice of
Preparation were addressed within the Biological Technical Report and
Draft EIR. The comments provided in this comment letter on the Draft

EIR are being addressed herein.

The Department’s statements are correct. No desert tortoise or Mohave
ground S(%uirrel or their respective signs were observed, and the Draft
EIR concluded that these species are absent from the proposed Project

impact area.

It is acknowledged that the Department considers the results of surveys
for the desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel valid for a period of
one year and recommends renewed surveys if ground disturbance does
not occur within that year.

The Mohave ground squirrel survey that was conducted (on the Recharge
Site) was completed in July 2015. No Mohave ground squirrel or its sign
was found. The construction schedule shows Recharge Site construction
beginning in July 2017. While this is greater than one year following
completion of the Mohave ground squirrel survey, it was concluded that
the Mohave ground squirrel is not present on the Recharge Site based
not only on the negative survey results but because of the: (1) 1poor
habitat quality (monoculture of salt bush shrubs with lesser and isolated
components of annuals and perennials; these squirrels prefer habitat with
a variety of shrub species); (2) site’s level of disturbance (i.e., deposited
refuse, former agricultural uses, and off-road vehicle use); (3) paucity
of other small mammals (the usually common antelope ground squirrel
is scarce, and the California groundy squirrel was not evident [with one
exception]); and (4) the fact that no Mohave %round squirrels have
been observed in the general area for the past 26 years. Appendix A
(Mohave Ground Squirrel Trapping Report) of the Biological Technical
Report (Appendix E of the Draft EIR) describes the Recharge Site as,
“_.significantly disturbed and has been and is used as a place to deposit
refuse and for agricultural purposes; past and present. The site is littered
with old tires, household trash, broken bottles, appliances, construction
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D5
cont.

D6

D7

trash, and other items often discarded in the dump.” Therefore, a renewed
survey for the Mohave ground squirrel is not considered warranted but
the Department would %e consulted prior to construction to allow for
additional field verification, if deemed necessary.

The desert tortoise survey was completed in October 2015. In the Mojave
Desert, typical desert tortoise habitat consists of creosote bush scrub
with a high diversity of perennials. Mojave creosote bush scrub occurs
alon§ portions of the 1E)ipelines (i.e., portions of the well pipeline, 36-inch
pipeline, and 48-inch pipeline), which would be constructed in/alon
existing streets and future street alignments. Mojave creosote bush scru
does not occur on the Recharge Site. Neverthefess, the entire proposed
Project was surveyed for the desert tortoise, and no desert tortoise or
its sign was found. While proposed Project construction is scheduled to
begin in May 2017, and the latest work 1s scheduled to begin in February
2018, and this is greater than one year after the desert tortoise survey was
completed, it has been reasonably concluded that the desert tortoise is
absent from the protocol survey area due to the negative survey results,
limited potential habitat, as well as the fact that there are no records of
the desert tortoise in the CNDDB within 5 miles of the proposed Project.
Therefore, a renewed survey for the desert tortoise is not considered
warranted but the Department would be consulted prior to construction
to allow for additional field verification, if deemed necessary.

It should be noted that Project Design Features include monitoring by
a qualified biologist for work occurring at undeveloped portions of the
proposed Project (Recharge and Distribution Sites and Recovery Wells).
If Mohave ground squirrel or desert tortoise is observed, the qualified
biologist would stop work, and PWD would consult with the Department.

The Department’s statement is correct that the Draft EIR concluded that
Swainson’s hawk has low potential to migrate through and forage in the
proposed Project impact area and is not expected to nest there.

The Department’s information (provided in the comment) regarding
nesting for the Swainson’s hawk in Antelope Valley in Joshua tree
woodlands, ornamental roadside trees, and windrow or perimeter
trees in active and historical agricultural areas is acknowledged. There
are a few dozen Joshua trees in the northwest portion of the 160-acre
Recharge Site. The impacted Joshua trees may be relocated to the area
within the Recharge Site which would be conserved. The Department’s
information regarding foraging habitat is acknowledged; the proposed
Project impact area supports some potential Swainson’s hawk foraging
habitat (i.e., inactive/fall)lIZ)W agriculture [10.5 acres along pipeline routes,
which occur in/along streets], grassland [1.0 acre along pipeline route],
and desert scrub habitats [191.1 acres; most of which are on the Recharge
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D7
cont.

D8

D9

Site]). However, as noted in the second paragraph of response to comment
D5, the Recharge Site is significantly 1stur%e and supports a paucity of
small mammals. “Over most of the species’ range, breeding Swainson’s
Hawks show a strong dependence on ground squirrels, voles, or other
abundant small mammal prey” (http://www.prbo.org/calpif/htmldocs/
species/riparian/swainsons_hawk.html)). Therefore, the Swainson’s hawk
is considered to have low potential to forage in the proposed Project
impact area.

The Department’s survey protocol for Swainson’s hawk states that there
are 10 breeding pairs of Swainson’s hawk in Antelope Valley and that
the species exhibits high nest site fidelity. Since this is Department data,
and the Department’s CNDDB tracks nesting of the Swainson’s hawk, it
is reasonable to conclude that all of these nest sites are in the CNDDB.
As part of the analysis of the proposed Project, a search of the CNDDB
for the proposed Project impact area and a five-mile buffer around it
was queried. Six Swainson’s hawk nests were reported in the buffer (in
1921, 1979, 1999, and 2012), the nearest being approximately 1.9 miles
northeast of the northeastern Recovery Wells. Witﬁ this CNDDB location
data, and the fact that there are no suitable nesting sites in the proposed
Project impact area (see response to comment D7), impacts to Swainson’s
hawk nesting are not anticipated, so a Swainson’s Ilq)awk survey is not
considered warranted. See response to comment D7 regarding impacts to
potential Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

See response to comment D7 regarding the loss of Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat and response to comment D8 regarding impacts to
Swainson’s hawk breeding activities. The need for an incidental take
permit is not anticipated.
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D10

DI11

D12

D13

D14

D15

Mr. Matt Knudson
Palmdale Water District
December 24, 2015
Page 3of 5

breeding season causing incidental loss of fertile eggs or nestling, or otherwise lead to nest
abandonment.

Impacts to Tricolored Blackbird. On December 10, 2015, the California Fish and Game
Commission (Commission) voted to advance the tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) as a
candidate species for listing under CESA. The species is now subject to the same legal
protections as endangered or threatened species under CESA. Tricolored blackbirds are
known to nest in the Antelope Valley within emergent wetland habitat. The Project may
presently or during the life of the Project support nesting and foraging habitat for tricolored
blackbird. The FEIR should evaluate Project impacts, avoidance and mitigation measures for
tricolored blackbirds including surveying for breeding colonies on the Project site within
appropriate habitat and areas within three miles of the Project site that may support breeding
colonies. Project activities that may result in incidental take of tricolored blackbirds include
disturbances to foraging habitat during the nesting season may require CESA Incidental Take
Permit authorization from the Department.

Impacts to Special Status Botanical Species. The DEIR describes that botanical surveys using
line transects were conducted on the Project site and that no special status plant species were
detected.

It is not clear in the DEIR what focused survey methodology was used to determine presence
of absence of special status plant species. The Department recommends a floristic-based
assessment of special status plants and natural communities, following the Department's
Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts fo Special Status Native Plant Populations
and Natural Communities (see http:/fwww.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/plant/). Adverse Project impacts
to special status plants should be considered significant under CEQA. Special status plants
include: plants listed under CESA,; plants listed as 1A, 1B and 2 of the California Native Plant
Society Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California; and plant species
designated as state-listed rare pursuant to the Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA; Fish and
Game Code §1900 et seq.). Take of CESA listed, or state-listed rare plants that may occur as
a result of the project may only be permitted through an incidental take permit or other
authorization issued by the Department.

The Project as proposed will be conducted in phases; it may be several years between
activities that may result in-adverse impacts to special status plant species. The Department
does not consider botanical surveys greater than two years old as representative of species
presence or absence on project sites and recommends resurveying the Project site if survey
results are greater than two years old.

Special Status Plant Communities. The DEIR describes that the Project will permanently
impact 168.2 acres of desert salt bush scrub which show various levels of human disturbance
and invasion by exotic vegetation. The DIER acknowledges desert saltbush scrub has a
CDFW sensitivity ranking of S3.2 or threatened. PWD proposed as a mitigation measure to
conserve 50-acres of desert saltbush scrub using a 40 acre Project adjacent site and an
offsite unspecified 10 acre site.

The Department recommends requiring all biological studies for CEQA purposes use the
vegetation classifications found in The Second Edition of a Manual of California Vegetation,
which provides a standardized, systematic classification and description of vegetation in the

D10

D11

D12

D13

The proposed Project would not support nesting or foraging habitat for
the tri-colored blackbird. As explained in Section 3.2 (Indirect Impacts,
Nuisance Animal Species) and the Project Description (Section 2.0) of
the Draft EIR, PWD would prevent/control the growth of vegetation
in the bottom of the recharge basins by disking, and the interior slopes
of the basins would be lined with shotcrete that would prevent the
growth of vegetation surrounding the water in the basins. Therefore,
the establishment of emergent wetland habitat that could support the
tri-colored blackbird Wou1§ be prevented presently and during the life
of the Project.

There is no existing potential tri-colored blackbird breeding habitat in the
proposed Project impact area and none known to occur within three miles
of it. The CNDDB was queried for the proposed Project impact area
and a 5-mile buffer surrounding it; no tri-colored blackbird records were
found. Therefore, impacts to tri-colored blackbirds are not anticipated,
and an incidental take permit would not be needed.

The Department is correct. The sensitive plant survey was conducted
using transects, and no special status plant species were found.

Presence/absence of special status plant species was determined
consistent with the Department’s protocols in terms of the methods,
timing, and number of visits. Systematic searches of the sites, which
relied primarily on transects, adequately covered the Project area. The
timing was optimal for detecting special status plant species, although it
was a drought year, as acknowledged in Section 4.6 (Survey Limitations)
in the Biological Technical Report (Appendix E to the Draft EIR). The
searches did not, however, include visits to any reference sites. No special
status plant species (e.g., CESA-listed and/or CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1A,
1B, and 2 species) were observed, nor are any expected to occur in the
progosed Project impact area. Therefore, there would be no impacts to
such species, and an incidental take permit would not be required. See
response to comment D13.

It is acknowledged that the Department does not consider botanical
surveys more than two years old to be valid. The sensitive plant species
survey was conducted in April 2015, and the latest scheduled date for the
start of any construction is February 2018 (Recovery Well Equipping).
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D13  All other construction, however, would begin in 2017. If construction
cont. starts later than the two-year period, the Department would be consulted

concerning the need for botanical surveys. Prior to conducting field
surveys, sensitive species and habitat databases were queried for species
that could occur in the proposed Project vicinity: the CNDDB; the
California Native Plant Society’s Inventory of Rare, Threatened, and
Endangered Plants of California; Calflora; and regional lists produced
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. These resources, in addition to
the general biological surveys conducted prior to the sensitive plant
survey, were used to determine which sensitive plant species could have
potential to occur in the proposed Project impact area. During the survey,
the biologists looked for all sensitive plant species—not just those on
the potential-to-occur list. None was found. Of those on the potential-to-
occur list (Appendix D in the Biological Technical Report [Appendix E
to the Draft EIR]), the potential to occur was determined to ge either
(1) low due to potentiaf)habitat being limited or (2) none because no
ﬁotential habitat is present, or the species is of a life form that would

ave been observed if present (e.g., stem succulent). Of all the species in
Appendix D, only two are of a level of sensitivity where impacts to them
could be significant if they were to be present: alkali mariposa lily (Rare
Plant Rank 1B.2; a perennial bulbiferous herb) and short-joint beavertail
(Rare Plant Rank 1B.2; a stem succulent). However, alka{i mariposa lily
is considered to have low potential to occur due to the presence of only
limited potential habitat, and short-joint beavertail is considered absent
because it is a stem succulent that would have been observed if present.

Also, as explained in Survey Limitations (Section 4.6 of the Biological
Technical Report [Appendix E to the Draft EIR]), lower rainfall and
hi%her temperatures in fall 2014/winter 2015 may have adversely
affected the germination and growth of some plant species. However,
since the majority of the proposed Project impact area has been disturbed
in the past, primarily by agricultural activities but also, for example, by
residential development and road construction, the potential for sensitive
plant species to occur, in general, is considered low, so the weather
conditions were not considered to have had a significant effect on the
results of the sensitive plant species survey. Due to the proposed Project
impactarea’s generally disturbed condition, the limited number of species
that the database query returned, and the negative results of the sensitive
plant species survey, it is asserted that if sensitive plant species were
present, they would have been found. Also, due to the proposed Project
mmpact area’s generally disturbed condition, it is considered highly
unlikely that a sensitive plant species would become established during
the construction period. Therefore, at this time, no additional sensitive
plant survey is considered warranted.
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D14 The Department’s statements about impacts to desert salt bush scrub are

D15

correct. However, PWD is not proposing to conserve habitat as mitigation
for desert salt bush scrub impacts in the Draft EIR. PWD is proposing to
conserve 40 acres of the Recharge Site as a Project Design Feature. See
response to comment D16.

Mapping and classification of vegetation communities was completed
following guidance provided in Preliminary Descriptions of the
Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986), which
represents an acceptable classification system that can be applied
throughout California.

Vegetation community classifications provided in 4 Manual of California
Vegetation, Second Edition, (MCV; Sawyer et al. 2009) represent the
preferred classification system by CDFW for reasons that are fully
acknowledged and respected.

In acknowledgement of the MCV classification system and to provide
more clarification to the commenter, a ‘cross-walk’ analysis has been
completed. Table 1 below lists the vegetation communities described in
Holland and the equivalent vegetation communities described in MCV.
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D15 Table 1
cont. Vegetation Communities ‘Cross-Walk’ for the Palmdale Regional
Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project
Holland MCV Acreage
Mojave Creosote | «  Larrea tridentata Shrubland Alliance 22.9
Bush Scrub
Desert Salt Bush |« Atriplex polycarpa Shrubland Alliance 168.2
Scrub o Atriplex canescens Shrubland Alliance
o (Sparse Elements) Larrea tridentata
Shrubland Alliance
o (Sparse Elements) Ericameria Nauseosa
Shrubland Alliance
o (Sparse Elements) Salsola tragus*
Non-Native e Bromus rubens-Schismus (arabicus, 1.0
Grassland barbatus) Semi-Natural Herbaceous
Stands
o Brassica (nigra) and Other Mustards Semi-
Natural Herbaceous Stands
Non-Vegetated |«  Larrea tridentate-Ambrosia dumosa 0.1
Channel Shrubland Alliance
o  (Not Treated in MCV) Bare Earth/Ruderal
Herbaceous Stands
Agriculture o (Not Treated in MCV) Cultivated 21.5
Agricultural Fields and Inactive/Fallow
Agricultural Fields
Disturbed o (Sparse Elements) Eriogonum fasciculatum 44.6
Habitat Shrubland Alliance
o (Sparse Elements) Lotus scoparius
Shrubland Alliance
o (Sparse Elements) Tamarix spp. Semi-
natural Shrubland Stands
o (Not Treated in MCV) Bare Earth/Ruderal
Herbaceous Stands
Developed o (Not Treated in MCV) Developed Land 52.9
TOTAL 311.2
*Alliance or association previously recognized by authors of MCV, but not included in
the MCV Second Edition
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Mr. Matt Knudson
Palmdale Water District
December 24, 2015
Page 4 of 5

State. Native desert vegetation described as Mojave creosote bush scrub, desert saltbush
scrub or other generic terms tend to downplay any significant vegetation resources on the
project site. This should make it easier to better determine habitat rarity and Project impacts
because the different dominant communities on-site will be described at a finer level to allow
meaningful assessment. This classification system has been the State standard since 2009.
Further guidance on nomenclature standards and assessing project impact significance can
be found on the following Department's website: http://www. dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/
natural comm_background.asp

The Department recommends a no less than %:1 mitigation ratio for losses to heavily
disturbed, a 1:1 mitigation ratio to less disturbed, and a 2:1 mitigation ratio for undisturbed
desert saltbush scrub to adequately mitigate for losses to this threatened vegetative
community.

Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements (LSA). The DEIR concludes that the project will
not impact any CDFW regulated waters of the state. However the DEIR states: “The entire

Recharge and Distribution Sites, as well as portions of the associated facilities (including the
Potable Water Pump Station, recharge basins, several Recovery Wells, and applicable
portions of the associated Raw Water/Return Water, Potable and Recycled Water pipelines),
are located within @ mapped 100-year floodplain associated with Big Rock an approximately
1.9-mile long segment of the proposed 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline and 36-inch Raw
Water/Return Water Pipeline alignment along 105th Street East is located within a mapped
100-year floodplain associated with Big Rock Wash.” Figure 2.4 in the DIER also appears to
show the proposed 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline crossing Little Rock Wash.

The Department has broad regulatory authority over impacts to waters of the state including
episodic drainages and their floodplains. Due to the linear nature of the Project crossi ng Little
Rock Wash and the Project’s location within a designated floodplain the Department
recommends that PWD provide written notification to the Department pursuant to section 1600
et seq. of the Fish and Game Code. Based on this notification and other information, the
Department determines whether a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) with the
applicant is required prior to conducting the proposed activities. The Department’s issuance of
a LSA for a project that is subject to CEQA will require CEQA compliance actions by the
Department as a Responsible Agency. As a Responsible Agency, the Department may
consider the Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report of the local jurisdiction
(Lead Agency) for the project. To minimize additional requirements by the Department
pursuant to section 1600 ef seq. and/or under CEQA, the document should fully identify the
potential impacts to the stream or riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance,
mitigation, monitoring and reporting commitments for issuance of the LSA. A notification
package for a LSA may be obtained by accessing the Department's web site at
www.wildlife.ca.gov/habcon/1600.

Impacts to Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia). The DEIR describes that Burrowing owl was
observed during focused field surveys and that pre construction surveys, incidental take
avoidance and mitigation measures would be performed following the Department's Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012).

The Department concurs with this mitigation measure.

D15
cont.

D16

D17

The cross-walk analysis acknowledges the vegetated attributes
of disturbed communities defined in Holland and elsewhere. The
commenter states that native desert vegetation described as Mojave
creosote bush scrub, desert saltbush scrub or other generic terms tend to
downplay any significant vegetation resources on the Project site. In the
case of the proposed Project, the contrary is actually the case when the
Holland classifications are broken down into the MCV classifications.
For example, the desert saltbush scrub described for the Project has a
high percent coverage of bare ground and vegetation elements that are
found in MCV alliances Atriplex polycarpa Shrubland Alliance, Atriplex
canescens Shrubland Alliance, Larrea tridentata Shrubland Alliance,
and Ericameria Nauseosa Shrubland Alliance, but also a high percent
coverage of non-native species such as Russian thistle, tall tumble
mustard, Mediterranean grass, and red-stem filaree. Based on the cross-
walk analysis, Project impacts to vegetation as identified in the Draft EIR
are not understated or downplayed.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Project’s impacts to lower
quality desert salt bush scrub that do not support highly sensitive species
are less than significant. Desert salt brush scrub is widely distributed and
in the proposed Project area, does not support highly sensitive species
such as the Mohave ground squirrel and desert tortoise. As impacts are
less than significant, no mitigation is required. The Project would include
conservation of approximately 40 of the 50 acres outside of the fenced
area on the Recharge Site. Approximately 97 percent (48.4 acres) of the
50-acre area outside of the 110-acre fenced portion of the Recharge Site
consists of desert salt bush scrub. The 50 acres is within PWD ownership
and approximately 40 acres of the land would remain in open space,
in perpetuity. The land would be placed in a conservation easement,
restrictive covenant, or other legal protective mechanism as part of the
proposed Project.

Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR correctly shows that the 30-inch Potable
Water pipeline within Palmdale Boulevard does cross Little Rock Wash.
However, as discussed in the Draft EIR, the 30-inch Potable Water
pipeline would be located entirely within the maintained road right-of-
way. Likewise, construction activities would occur entirely within the
maintained road right-of-way and would not encroach into areas of
the wash. Standard construction best management practices would be
implemented during pipeline placement in Palmdale Boulevard, including
the portion that crosses Little Rock Wash. Construction activities and
pipell)ine placement would occur entirely within the maintained portion
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D17

cont.

D18

D19

of Palmdale Boulevard, and best management practices would be
implemented during construction to ensure no runoff or contaminants
would impact the wash. As such, no encroachment into or impacts to
jurisdictional areas would occur. Minor additional text has been added to
Section 3.2, Biological Resources, to further clarify that no jurisdictional
impacts would occur.

Refer to response D17. As discussed, the Project would not result in
impacts to jurisdictional areas.

The Department’s concurrence with the burrowing owl mitigation
measure is acknowledged.
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Page 5 of 5

Raptor Foraging Habitat. The Antelope Valley is uniquely situated as a major spring flyway
and unique raptor nesting and foraging site. The area is widely acknowledged by the scientific
and recreational ornithological community as a premier wintering raptor foraging habitat. The
area continues to be converted for urban uses diminishing the use for raptor nesting and
foraging. The DEIR identifies approximately 258 acres of vegetated areas on the Project site.
The Department recommends that loss of vegetated areas resulting from the Project site be
considered a significant cumulative loss to raptor foraging habitat under CEQA and should be
mitigated by a no less than %1 ratio of conserved habitat of similar quality.

Habitat Mitigation Lands Conservation Easement. The Department recommends that all

designated Project habitat mitigation lands be protected in perpetuity with minimal human
intrusion by recording and executing a perpetual conservation easement in favor of an
approved agent dedicated to conserving biological resources. A management and monitoring
plan, including a funding commitment, should be developed for conservation easement and
implemented in perpetuity to protect the existing biological functions and values. The
Department also recommends fencing and signage for any conservation easement areas to
restrict unauthorized grazing, off road vehicle use and other activities that would be
considered contrary to the maintenance of conservation values within any Project habitat
mitigation lands.

Fencing. The DIER describes that the recharge site would be surrounded by an 8-foot-high
chain link fence. Birds and reptiles seek out hollow metal fence posts in which to reside and
then become trapped, resulting in mortality. Hollow fence posts should be capped to avoid this
hazard. Raptor's talons can become entrapped within the bolt holes of metal fence stakes
resulting in mortality. Metal fence stakes should be plugged with bolts or other plugging
materials to avoid this hazard. Further information on this subject may be found at:
http://kern.audubon.org/death_pipes.htm

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the referenced DEIR. The Department requests
an opportunity to review and comment on any response that the City has to our comments
and to receive notification of the forthcoming hearing date for the Project (CEQA Guidelines;
§15073(e)). The Department also recommends early consultation regarding Incidental Take
Permits, Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements, and project design features to maximize
avoidance and minimization measures. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Scott Harris at (805) 644-6305 or email at
scott.p.harris@uwildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Aoy ) Conortnesy

Betty J. Courtney
Environmental Program Manager |
South Coast Region

ec: Ms. Erinn Wilson, Los Alamitos
Ms. Kelly Schmoker, Laguna Niguel
Ms. Victoria Chau, Los Alamitos
Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse, Sacramento

D20

D21

D22

D23

While there may be approximately 258 acres of vegetated areas in the
proposed Project impact area (i.e., Mojave creosote bush scrub, desert
salt bush scrub, non-native grassland, inactive/fallow agriculture,
active agriculture, and disturbed habitat), most of these communities
are widely distributed throughout the approximately 50,000-square-
mile (approximately 32,000,000-acre) Mojave Desert. The loss of
approximately 258 acres as potential raptor foraging habitat due to the
proposed Project would, therefore, be less than significant. And, due to the
relatively small acreage lost from the proposed Project, its contribution
to the cumulative loss of raptor foraging habitat throughout the region
would also be less than significant.

As discussed in response D16, Project design features include the
conservation of 40 acres outside of the fenced area on the Recharge Site.
The 40 acres of the land would remain in open space, in perpetuity. The
land would be placed in a conservation easement, restrictive covenant,
or other legal protective mechanism as part of the proposed Project. This
conservation of 40 acres is a Project Design Feature, and is not being
provided as mitigation for significant impacts. As discussed in response
D16, impacts to desert salt bush scrub are less than significant, and no
mitigation is required. Thus, the recommended measures for habitat
mitigation lands conservation easements are not applicable.

The Department’s recommendations to protect birds and reptiles will be
incorporated into the proposed Project as a Project Design Feature.

The Department’s requests and recommendations are noted.
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Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
43301 Division St., Suite 206
Lancaster, CA 93535-4649

661.723.8070
Fax 661.723.3450

Eldon Heaston, Executive Director

El

E2

E3

E4

In reply, please refer to AVG116/001

January 4, 2016

Mr. Matthew Knudson
Palmdale Water District
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, California 93550

Project: Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Environmental
Impact Report.

Dear Mr, Knudson:

The Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (District) has received notification regarding El  This comment indicates that the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management
the Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Environmental Impact Report. District (AVAQMD) has received notification of the proposed Project.
No specific response to this comment is necessary.
The District has reviewed the Report and concurs with the proposed analysis of the air quality impacts
associated with the intended project. The proposed project must comply with the all requirements 5 .
outlined in District Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. Plzlrsuanlz t(f Rule 403 sublr)n}i]ttal of a Dust antrol Plan E2 PWD . aCanWIGd%eS . AVAQMD § concurrence with the pI’OpOSGd
prior to initiating construction activities may be required depending on the amount of soil to be analYSIS of air qua lty 11_npacts a_SSOCI'(‘,lted with the pI‘OpOSGd PI‘O_]GCt. Th_e
disturbed. requirement for compliance with District Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, is
noted and is included as a Project Design Feature in Section 2.5.4 of the
All diesel fueled construction equipment must comply with the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Draft EIR.
§2449 for the In-Use, Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation.
. N . . . E3  The requirement for all diesel-fueled construction equipment to comply
Thank you for the opportunity to review this planning document. If you have any questions regardin, . . : :
the information presented in this letter pleaseg contact me at (661) 723(’1—8070 ext.g 2 o% with the California Code of Regulatlons (CCR) §2449 1s noted.
bbanks@avagmd.ca.gov. . . . .
E4  This comment is a closing to the letter and provides contact information
incerel for further questions. No specific response to this comment is necessary.
Bret Banks
Deputy Director

Cillan,

Cities

Antelope Valley
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January 11, 2016

Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning
Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Richard J. Bruckner
Dircctor

Mr. Matthew Knudson
Palmdale Water District
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, CA 93550

Dear Mr. Knudson:

COMMENTS ON THE PALMDALE REGIONAL GROUNDWATER RECHARGE AND
RECOVERY PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning appreciates the opportunity to provide written
comments on the Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR). The proposed project would develop groundwater banking programs with new
spreading grounds to help meet future water demands and improve reliability.

The project is primarily located within the City of Palmdale, although portions are routed through
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. Please see the following comments provided by the Department
of Regional Planning:

Biological Resources

A large portion of the project site supports the growth of Joshua trees exceeding 1% density, and
therefore meet the definition of Joshua tree woodland, per A Manual of California Vegetation, 2nd
Edition (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf and Evens 2009). The County recommends discussion of impacts to
Joshua trees and woodlands as potentially significant effects of the project, and implementation of
mitigation as appropriate.

Section 2.4.1 Existing Environmental Setting should be revised to specify that the proposed project site
is located within the Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Area (SEA). This SEA was designated, in
part, in recognition of the importance of hydrological connectivity between the San Gabriel Mountains
and the dry lake bed complex on Edwards Air Force Base (Rosamond and Rogers dry lakes, Piute
Ponds, and other playa and dry lake bed associated elements) to sensitive biological resources in the
region, including migratory birds. The County recommends an analysis of possible off-site hydrological
impacts to the dry lake bed complex and Antelope Valley SEA.

Introduction of large volumes of water to the site may provide an attraction to wildlife, which may be
harmful or beneficial depending on the species. Unpredictable changes in water level may act as an
ecological sink for migratory waterfow! if they are induced to nest on site or nearby while water is
present and then are forced to abandon nests or foraging sites when water levels decline; anaerobic
conditions in recharge basins may promote conditions contributing to avian botulism; and increased
resource availability associated with the ponds may benefit opportunistic wildlife such as coyotes,
ravens and Argentine ants, with cascading effects on less adaptable native wildlife in the project region.
The County recommends a discussion of how the project is designed or will be managed in order to
avoid such impacts. Implementation of mitigation is recommended as appropriate.

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292

F1

F2

F3

This comment is an introductory statement and a basic description
and location for the proposed Project. The description and location, as
described, are correct. No specific response to this comment is necessary.

Joshua trees were observed in Mojave mixed woody scrub and Mojave
desert wash scrub, which were in the mapping buf%,er for the proposed
Project. In addition, there is an estimated 19 living Joshua trees within
the 160-acre Recharge Site, 11 of which are located within potential
impact areas and 8 of which are located in avoidance areas that will
be conserved. These trees are not in sufficient densities to constitute a
functioning Joshua tree woodland habitat type. Most of the Joshua trees
and Joshua tree woodland habitat in the vicinity of the Recharge Site
is located further to the south and east within off-site areas that will be
avoided by the Project. Prior to construction, the 11 impacted Joshua
trees on the Recharge Site may be relocated to the avoidance areas that
will be conserved by the Project, thereby minimizing the impact.

The following text has been added to Section 2.4.1:

The northernmost portion of the proposed Project (including
the Recharge Site and surrounding area to the north, south, and
east) as well as the central portion of the 30-inch pipeline (where
it crosses Littlerock Wash) are located in the Antelope Valley
Significant Ecological Area.
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cont.

The portion of the Project located within the Antelope Valley Significant
Ecological Area (SEA) along Palmdale Boulevard (where it crosses
Littlerock Wash) would not impact the SEA, as project construction
activities would occur entirely within the developed portion of the
Palmdale Boulevard roadway. For the other portions of the Project
that are within the Antelope Valley SEA, construction activities would
temporarily disturb some portions, while long-term operation of the
Project would result in permanent development within the SEA.
Along the northern portion of 105th Street that occurs within the SEA,
the Project would include two underground pipelines (portions of the
36-inch Raw Water/Return Water and 30-inch Potable Water pipelines).
Additionally, portions of the Well Collection Pipeline would be within
the SEA. Impacts in these areas would be temporary during construction
and would not affect the SEA during long-term operation. Up to 11
Recovery Wells would be located within the SEA, as well as portions of
the Recharge Site basins. These areas would be permanently impacted b
the Project. Biological impacts in these areas would be mitigated througf;
implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. The portion
of the Project within the Antelope Valley SEA along 105th Street and
the Recharge Site are located on the eastern edge of the SEA designation
area that is approximately 10 miles wide. The implementation of the
Project along this edge of the Antelope Valley SEA that is 10 miles wide
in this area would not significantly impact the function of the SEA. New
text has been added to Section 7.4 of the Final EIR to provide additional
information regarding the Project and its relationship to the SEA.

The Edwards Air Force Base dry lake complex is located at a distance
of over 10 miles north of the Project site. As discussed in the hydrology
section of the Draft EIR, surface drainage within the Project site and
adjacent areas is primarily to the north through a number of intermittent
washes and overland flow, which ultimately enters one or more of
the dry lakes. As discussed in Section 3.6.3 of the Draft EIR, overall
drainage patterns within the site and vicinity are not anticipated to be
substantially altered by the Project due to subsurface pipelines and
surface features limited to the proposed SWP Turnout, recharge basins
and associated berms, Recovery Wells and related percolation ponds, and
the 2-acre Distribution Site. No effects to the Edwards Air Force Base
dry lake complex are anticipated. A detailed, site-specific hydrologic
analysis would be conducted for the Project as part of final design, but
is not needed for decision makers to assess project-level impacts of the
proposed development.
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The potential for impacts to wildlife from operation of the proposed
Project, including impacts from Argentine ants, coyotes, ravens, and
avian botulism, were addressed in Section 3.2 (Indirect Impacts,
Nuisance Animal Species). All of these potential impacts were }t?ound
to be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. As
explained in response to comment D10, the proposed Project would
prevent the creation of habitat for birds that nest in emergent wetland
vegetation, thereby avoiding the potential impacts noted in the comment.
No mitigation would be requiredl.)
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Mr. Matthew Knudson
January 11, 2016
Page 2

Edwards Air Force Base

o If hydrological impacts to the dry lake bed complex are anticipated, consultation with Edwards Air Force
Base is recommended.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at (213) 974-6461, or at

phachiva@planning.lacounty.qgov.
Sincerely,

‘atricia Hachiya, AIC
Supervising Regional
Impact Analysis Section

PH:JD:jd:ems

011116_L_PALMDALE_KNUDSON

F5

Fé6

See response to comment F3. No impacts to the dry lake bed complex
on Edwards Air Force Base are anticipated as a result of the proposed

Project.

The contact information provided has been noted.
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Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

January 12, 2016
State Clearinghouse No.: 2015061054

Matthew Knudson
2029 East Avenue Q
Palmdale, CA 93550

mknudson@palmdalewater.org

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report-Paimdale Regional
Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project, Palmdale, Los Angeles
County

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Water Board) staff
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Palmdale Regional Groundwater
Recharge and Recovery (Project) Draft EIR dated November 23, 2015. The Water Board did not
receive the June 19, 2015 Notice of Preparation for this project.

While the Water Board believes that the project will be beneficial for the Antelope Valley, the
DEIR is inadequate because it does not fully evaluate groundwater quality impacts. The known
effects of adjacent land uses with respect to groundwater and geology for the project
alternatives on receiving water quality are unknown. All three project alternatives area located
near agriculture, and one alternative is directly upstream of the agricultural site belonging to Los
Angeles County Sanitation District.

Table ES-1 in the DEIR indicates that there is a potentially significant impact to groundwater.
The proposed mitigation measure, e.g. to conduct additional studies, is inadequate because the
study results are needed to establish necessary and appropriate mitigations. A receiving
groundwater anti-degradation analyses must be completed which establishes baseline water
quality, assesses the effects in comparison with the assimilative capacity, and assess potential
of forming trihalomethanes and other disinfection byproducts from using chlorinated tertiary
effluent to supplement recharge water. Also, infiltration capacity, an empirical determination of
the impact of faulting and potential impact from historical land use e.g. agriculture, in the vicinity
should be evaluated. Please ensure that the Final EIR evaluates groundwater quality issues
raised in this letter.

Project Description

The Project is intended to provide Palmdale Water District with a sustainable and drought-
resistant long term water supply solution. The abjective of the Project is to develop a
groundwater banking, storage and extraction program to supplement potable water supply. The
proposed Project has two phases. Phase i over the first 22 years would provide 14,125 AFY
and Phase |l would meet demand over 50 years by providing up to 24,250 AFY with a maximum
design potential of 30,000 AFY. Source water would be provided from the State Water Project
and locally produced tertiary disinfected recycled water from Palmdale’s Los Angeles County

Kmaerey Cox, cHar | PATTY Z. KOUYOUMUIAN, EXECUTIVE OFFICER

2501 So. Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 | 14440 Civic Or., Stu. 200, Victorville, CA 92392
e-mail L ca. | website www. ca.

€ necvereo uptn
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G2

G3

G4

PWD recommended distribution of the Notice of Preparation to the
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (by marking an “X” on
the Environmental Document Transmittal Form submitted to the State
Clearinghouse with the Project Notice of Preparation). Based on the
CEQAnet entry for the Notice of Preparation, “Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Region 6 (Victorville)” is listed as one of the reviewing
agencies, which indicates that the State Clearinghouse provided a copy
0% the Notice of Preparation to the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board. PWD has added the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board to the direct mailing list for future project mailings.

Additional analysis of potential impacts to groundwater has been added
in response to this comment letter. Refer to responses G10, G11, and G12
for additional details regarding groundwater quality.

Refer to responses G11 and GI2 for additional details regarding
groundwater quality. An antidegradation analysis has been conducted for
the Project. The results of this analysis have been incorporated into Final
EIR Section 3.6. Refer to Final EIR Appendix I, the Project’s Title 22
Engineering Report, for additional details regarding the antidegradation
analysis. Refer to response G10 regarding infiltration capacity analysis
information.

This comment accurately describes the proposed Project. No specific
response is necessary for this comment.
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Matthew Knudson -2- January 12, 2016

Sanitation District 20 Water Reclamation Plant. The preferred project location for the recharge
site 'is 160 acres. This water is placed in four recharge basins at the recharge site over 80
acres and then recovered for distribution. The Recovery wells are located along East Avenue K-
82 The recovered water Distribution Site is located south of the recharge site's southern
boundary.

Of the original ten alternatives listed in the Feasibility Study, three alternatives are currently in
consideration; the preferred alternative, alternative 10A and alternative 9R. The preferred
alternative and alternative 10A are both located south of East Avenue L and north of Avenue L-
8, with alternative 10A being closer to Littlerock Wash. Alternative 9R is located immediately
south of Avenue N and directly up gradient of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts
agricultural operations. Alternative 9R also straddles the border between the Buttes and
Lancaster sub-basins.

In the Littlerock Creek Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Feasibility Study,
published on February 6, 2015, the District made assumptions about the recovery capacity in
the Pearland, Buttes and Lancaster Sub-basins based on computer groundwater models. The
Buttes sub-basin does not have detailed water quality and hydrogeological data compared with
Pearland and Lancaster sub-basins. The District does not currently know the impact of
groundwater recharge affecting or affected by current or planned quarry operations, the nearby
existing Los Angeles County Sanitation District 20 Water Reclamation Plant nitrate plume, and
adjacent residential / agricultural operations. The District does not know the recharge rate at
which the basin is able to infiltrate water on average over a long period and the capacity of
sustained yield from recovery wells, which may resuit in less accurate recharge and recovery
projections and recovered water quality. There is a certain amount of implementation risk and
uncertainty associated with each alternative due ta the lack of available water quality and the
hydrogeological data.

Water Board Authority

All groundwater and surface waters are considered waters of the State. Surface waters include
streams, ponds, lakes, and wetlands, and may be ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial. Al
waters of the State are protected under California law. State law assigns responsibility for
protection of water quality in the Lahontan Region to the Water Board. Some waters of the State
are also waters of the U.S. The Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) provides additional protection
for those waters of the State that are also waters of the U.S.

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan) contains policies that the
Water Board uses with other laws and regulations to protect the quality of waters of the State
within the Lahontan Region. The Basin Plan sets forth water quality standards for surface water
and groundwater of the Region, which include designated beneficial uses as well as narrative
and numerical objectives which must be maintained or attained to protect those uses. The Basin
Plan can be accessed via the Water Board's website at:

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/water issues/programs/basin_plan/references.shtml

! located south of East Avenue L west of 105" Street East, north of Avenue L-8 and east of 100" Street East
* East Avenue K-8, 110" Street East, East Avenue M and 95" Street

G5

G6

G7

This comment accurately describes the locations of Alternatives 10A and
9R. No specific response is necessary for this comment.

It is true that the assumptions identified in the February 6, 2015
feasibility study are based on computer groundwater models. The design
criteria for the recharge basins in the Preliminary Design Report, which
followed the feasibility study and was included as Appendix C of the
Draft EIR, were based on a design infiltration rate of three feet per da
and design recovery capacity were estimated in the groundwater model.
Obtaining a more accurate measurement of infiltration rate through
standard infiltration tests will provide a more accurate assessment of the
required sizing for the recharge basins. Refer to response G10 for more
detailed information regarding the basis of design infiltration and the
Pilot Infiltration Test Basin and monitoring wells that would occur prior
to Project implementation.

The Water Board’s authority for J)rotection of water quality in the
Lahontan Region is acknowledged. The Basin Plan, which contains
policies that the Water Board uses with other laws and regulations to
protect the quality of waters of the State, is also noted.
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General Comments

The Final EIR must include an improved assessment of those factors that may affect water
quality from the project, an evaluation of projected water quality impacts and identify specific
mitigation measures to reduce these effects to less than significant. The EIR does not

| adequately address:

1. Flow directions or drainage patterns in Section 3.6.3. The project should already have a
hydrology study based on field data that indicates flow patterns and site-specific
drainage patterns.

2. Section 3.6, Hydrogeology and Water Quality, and the subsection on Groundwater do
not adequately evaluate the potential impacts to groundwater quality associated with the
proposed recharge basins. The District has not measured the recharge rate using
standard infiltration tests, therefore the recharge rate and recovery capacity for each
alternative are not known quantities.

3. The DEIR does not describe the current baseline groundwater quality in terms of salts
and nutrient concentrations and how the expected mass loading added will affect the salt
and nutrient balance of the sub-basin. Further the assimilative capacity of the sub-basin
in relation to the Salt and Nutrient Management Plan is not explained. The EIR must
include an evaluation of salt and nutrient load and an assessment of remaining
assimilative capacity.

4. The DEIR does not evaluate the project’s compliance with State Water Resources
Control Board Resolution 68-16 with respect to current and proposed groundwater
quality in order to preserve the highest quality of waters consistent with the maximum
benefit to the people of the state and will not unreasonably affect current and future
beneficial uses of the receiving water. Any change in the water quality a result of the
groundwater recharge project requires a groundwater degradation analysis.

5. The Water Board disagrees with the assertion under Section 5.2 Unavoidable Adverse
Impacts pursuant to Section 15126.2(b) that there are no significant or unavoidable
water quality impacts identified for the proposed project. There have been significant
past and current agricultural land practices adjacent to the proposed altematives, and
any recharge project could potentially mobilize and move salts and nutrients through the
soil with the recharge water wetting front and affect present Municipal and Domestic
Supply Beneficial Uses specified in Chapter 2 of the Basin Plan. The extent of this can
only be verified with actual log of test borings installed in the project vicinity from a
geologic/geotechnical investigation that includes groundwater sample collection.

6. In order to demonstrate that a fault acts as a hydraulic barrier (controlling feature)
conducting a pump test is the industry standard to verify the change in water elevation
across the fault. The specific plan project area is located in the Antelope Hydrologic Unit
(HU} in the Lancaster Buttes and Rock Creek hydrologic areas (HA). Any assumptions
about faulting need to be backed by pump tests as stated in Section 3.6 Subsection
Groundwater which assumes that faulting between the Pearland and Buttes sub-basins
will act as partial groundwater flow barriers (Kennedy Jenks and Consultants 2015).

G8

G9

G10

Additional information regarding the topics identified in General
Comments 1 through 8 are addressed in responses G9 through G16,
below.

The Draft EIR identifies drainage characteristics of the watershed
and project area in Section 3.6.1. A hydrology/drainage study for the
Project, including an analysis of surface drainage flow patterns, would
be completed as part of the final design for the Project. As discussed
in Section 3.6.3 of the Draft EIR, overall drainage patterns within the
site and vicinity are not anticipated to be substantially altered by the
Project due to subsurface pipelines and surface features limited to the
proposed SWP Turnout, recharge basins and associated berms, Recovery
Weﬁs and related percolation ponds, and the 2-acre Distribution Site. A
detailed, site-specific hydrologic analysis would be conducted for the
Project as part of final design, but is not needed for decision makers to
assess project-level impacts of the proposed development.

Although standard infiltration tests have not been conducted, a design
infiltration was developed and a pilot infiltration test basin would be
conducted. The details of the preliminary percolation evaluation are
included in Section 8.3.1.1 of the Title 22 Engineering Report (see
Appendix I of the Final EIR). The design infiltration rate for the recharge
basins was based on limited research and field testing to evaluate
subsurface conditions and recommend design infiltration rates for five
locations, of which three sets of data are within or near the Recharge Site
for the Project. Adocument review of published and unpublished geologic/
geotechnical reports pertaining to the Project area for appropriate seismic
and faulting information, depth to groundwater, and site geology and
field exploration of the Project area was conducted. Based on subsurface
soils encountered in the exploratory borings, the silty sand encountered in
the exploratory borings is favorable for the recharge basin construction,
good infiltration rates, and good Soil-Aquifer Treatment. The results of
the percolation tests, conversion factors, and a factor of safety were used
to estimate the infiltration rates for the Project area. The recommended
design infiltration rates for the Project area, based on the results of the
Percolation Test Results Report, are presented in Table 8-1 of the Title 22
Engineering Report.

PWD will construct and operate a temporary Pilot Infiltration Test
Basin prior to construction of the full-scale recharge basins. The Pilot
Infiltration Test Basin will be on the order of 0.25 to 0.50 acre and will
be operated for up to 30 days to confirm actual site infiltration rates and

RTC-25



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

G10 guide the sizing of the recharge basins to achieve the ultimate recharge
cont. capacity for the Project.

G11

Additional borings and several deeper borings would be performed
during detailed design to confirm the preliminary findings. In the
interim, PWD will proceed with the Pilot Infiltration Test Basin, as
well as drilling the first of three proposed monitoring wells. Monitoring
Well No. 1 (refer to Section 9.1 of the Title 22 Engineering Report) is
proposed to be approximately 120 feet north of the north edge of the
north recharge basin (Recharge Basin No. 4). This location would allow
soil logging to be collected on a 500-foot bore hole. Upon completion
of Monitoring Well No. 1, background water quality sampling directly
under the Recharge Site would %egin. Additionally, two 100—%00‘[ deep
soil borings would be conducted in the area of the proposed Recharge
Basins to provide additional soil boring data. As discussed, the further
testing ancf) data collection for the Project would occur as part of detailed
design of the Project and is not needed for decision makers to assess
project-level impacts of the proposed development.

Groundwater quality is described in Section 3.6.1 of the Hydrology and
Water Quality section of the Draft EIR (refer to pages 3.6-5 through 3.6-7
of the Draft EIR for a description of groundwater quality). Table 3.6-1
of the Draft EIR identifies average water quality concentrations of seven
constituents (arsenic, boron, chloride, fluoride, nitrate, total chromium,
and total dissolved solids) in the Buttes, Lancaster and Pearland

roundwater basins. As discussed in Section 3.6.1 of the Draft EIR
page 3.6-6), the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin is characterized by
“generally good water quality” that “...meets the SNMP water quality
management goals,” as described in the Antelope Valley Salt and Nutrient
Management Plan (SNMP).

The Title 22 Engineering Report (Appendix I of the Final EIR) contains
an analysis of the assimilative capacity of the sub-basin in relation to the
Antelope Valley SNMP. Assimilative capacities of the Antelope Valley
Basin are also discussed in the Title 22 Engineerin%Re ort. The Project’s
proposed impact on assimilative capacity usage has geen added to the
Final EIR Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed in the
Title 22 Engineering Report and in Final EIR Section 3.6, the expected
combined impact of the proposed Project and other SNMP recycled
water projects on boron, chloride, chromium, fluoride, and nitrate are
negligible (less than or equal to 2 percent usage of the average basin
assimilative capacity). The impact of recycled water and recharge
projects is anticipated to increase the assimilative capacities of TDS and
arsenic relative to current non-recycled water uses. TDS is anticipated
to increase by 2028, but to no greater than 16 percent of assimilative
capacity for this constituent. Arsenic levels in the greater Antelope Valley
basin are expected to exceed 20 percent of the average basin assimilative
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capacity by 2028. Relative to impacts by the projects previously included
in the 2014 SNMP, the proposed Project is extpected to have no impact on
the percent usage of assimilative capacity of arsenic and to increase the
percent usage of assimilative capacity 0%, TDS by less than 0.5 percent.
The inclusion of the proposed Project does not result in appreciable
increased utilization of the basin’s assimilative capacity compared to
levels previously deemed acceptable. Although arsenic is anticipated to
exceed 20 percent of assimilative capacity of the greater Antelope Valley
basin within 10 years of initiation of the proposed Project, and recharge
projects I?reviously evaluated in the 2014 SNMP, the SNMP states that
it is unlikely that the water quality management goal will be achievable
for arsenic in the groundwater given the high natural occurrence of this
chemical (SNMP, 2014). Refer to Final EIR Section 3.6 and Appendix I
of the Final EIR for additional details on the analysis.

The State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 Antidegradation Policy
specifies that any activity involving disposal of waste to high-quality water
must ensure that the highest water quality consistent wit% the maximum
benefit to the people of the state will be maintained. Groundwater
recharge projects using recycled water have potential to lower water
quality within a basin and must demonstrate compliance with Resolution
No. 68-16. Under this antidegradation policy, every groundwater basin
in California must adopt a SNMP. Each SNMP should be tailored to
site-specific factors and water quality concerns in each basin. Each plan
must address all sources of salt and/or nutrients to the groundwater basin,
including recycled water irrigation projects and groundwater recharge
reuse projects. Once a SNMP is in effect for a basin demonstration of
compliance should be consistent with the requirements of that SNMP.
Section 11.8 of the Title 22 Engineering Report (Appendix I of the Final
EIR) contains an antidegradation analysis. The results of the analysis are
summarized in response G11 above and have been added to the Final
EIR in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Please refer to responses G11 and G12 above. Additional analysis has
been included in Section 3.6 of the Final EIR to present the results of
the antigradation analysis. The additional analysis did not reveal new
or substantially more severe significant or unavoidable water quality
impacts associated with the proposed Project.

Dozens of studies have been conducted in the Antelope Valley, including
the United States Geological Survey work in 1966 which measured water
levels on each side of the fault (Bloyd 1967). Many faults in the Antelope
Valley are considered barriers to groundwater movement and have been
used by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and others
(e.g., Bloyd, 1967) to delineate groundwater subbasins in the Antelope
Valley. Leighton and Phillips (2003) evaluated groundwater flow in
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G14 the seven subbasins of the AVGB proper where subbasin boundaries

cont. generally fall along known or inferred faults. Leighton and Phillips
(2003) and Siade et al. (2014) assumed the fault between the Pearland
and Buttes Subbasins to be a partial groundwater flow barrier. Based on
existing and documented information, it is well known that faults form
some sort of barrier and the degree to which this fault forms a barrier
does not affect the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The
Project does not require pump tests to demonstrate that faulting between
the Pearland and Buttes sub-basins would act as partial groundwater flow
barriers. This has been documented through numerous existing studies,
as discussed above.
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7. Thg baseline leachable fraction of contaminants of concern in the soil for the preferred
project alternative should be established to correctly describe its potential impact on
groundwater.

8. The impact of the following activities to receiving groundwater must be established:
a. Chiorinated tertiary treated recycled water used for blending in the recharge process
and the resultant formation of trihalomethanes and other disinfection byproducts in
groundwater,

b. Total Dissolved Solids and nutrients on the receiving water quality from percolating
imported water and recycled water, and

c. Infiltration through the soil column given proximity to current land uses (Agricultural
areas can have contributions to nutrients, salts, pesticides, and herbicides etc.) in the
vicinity of the three selected alternatives on water quality.

Permitting Requirements

A number of activities associated with the Project may require permits issued by either the State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) or Lahontan Water Board. The required
permits may include the following

* Streambed alteration and/or discharge of fill material to a surface water may require a
CWA, section 401 water quality certification for impacts to federal waters (waters of the
U.S.), or dredge and fill waste discharge requirements for impacts to non-federal waters,
both issued by the Lahontan Water Board.

* Land disturbance of more than an acre may require a CWA, section 402(p) storm water
permit, including a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General
Construction Storm Water Permit, Water Quality Order (WQO) 2009-0009-DWQ,
obtained from the State Water Board, or individual storm water permit obtained from the
Lahontan Water Board if water of the United States are affected. The DEIR should
identify where waters of the United State are present within the project area. The Water
Board may establish individual waste discharge requirements to address stormwater
impacts to state only waters.

 Disposal from wastewater treatment or State Water Project recharge facilities that may
affect receiving groundwater will require waste discharge and/or water reclamation
requirements issued by the Water Board. Needed Information in a report of waste
discharge is available on the State Water Board's web site at

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water issues/programs/land disposal/waste discharge req
uirements.shtml

- _Recycled water uses are subject to water reclamation and waste discharge requirements
issued by the Water Board. An Engineering Report must be submitted to the Water
Board and State Division of Drinking Water, which also must approve the Engineering
Report.

Please be advised of the permits that may be required for the proposed Project, as outlined
above. The specific project activities that may trigger these permitting actions should be

Gl15

Gl6

In order to establish a baseline leachable fraction of contaminants
of concern in the soil to correctly describe its potential impact on
groundwater, Roux, Inc. performedy a water quality modeling analysis
using the PHAST model to evaluate a combination of processes
involving adsorption-desorption in response to changes in pH as well as
dilution. Based on the results (presented in Appendix I of the Final EIR),
the contaminant of greatest concern in the soil is arsenic. Although the
modeled recharged water contains less arsenic that ambient groundwater,
the net result from the PHAST model is that a small amount of arsenic
is desorbed from sediments under the recharge basin and pushed out to
the extraction wells, but the concentration increase is relatively modest
(below the MCL). PWD is planning on constructing Monitoring Well
No. 1 just north (down gradient) of the proposed recharge basins in
mid-2016 in order to evaluate the soil profile in the aquifer and to begin
regular sampling of the background water quality. From this water
quality sampling, the actual groundwater quality beneath the recharge
basins will be compared to the regional groundwater quality used in the
PHAST model, and the model updated if conditions differ from those
assumed based on local regional water quality data.

The chlorine residual present in the recycled water will be oxidized
upon recharge as the chlorine demand of the soil is high and the chlorine
residual is low (in parts per million), and no residual chlorine will be
present in the recharge water after passing through the first few feet of
soil under the recharge basins. Thus, there will be minimal formation
of trihalomethanes (THMs) or other disinfection by-products in the
groundwater (roughly 250 to 300 feet beneath the surface). The THMs
and other disinfection by-products present in the recycled water will be
removed by volatization, sorption and biodegradation within the first
few feet of soil under the recharge basins through soil aquifer treatment
(SAT). Measurements from lysimeters at sample depths of 10, 20, and
30 feet beneath the surface from other similar groundwater replenishment
ﬁrojects using tertiary recycled water, as well as laboratory column tests,

ave shown essentially complete removal of any pre-existing THMs and
other disinfection by-products through SAT.

The impact of total dissolved solids (TDS) and nitrate on the receiving
groundwater quality from the recharge water has been addressed in
the anti-degradation analysis presented in Title 22 Engineering Report
(Appendix I of the Final EIR). Using the same methodology as the 2014
SNMP for the Antelope Valley, the combined impact of the Project
in addition to the previous 11 projects (analyzed in the 2104 SNMP)
was assessed. The expected combined impact of the Project and other
SNMP recycled water projects on nitrate in the Antelope Valley basin are
negligible (less than or equal to 2% usage of the average basin assimilative
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capacity). The expected combined impact of the PRGRRP and other

cont. SNMP recycled water projects on TDS are 16% (less than the allowed

G17

20% utilization of assimilative capacity for multiple projects as specified
by the State Water Resources Control Board). Relative to impacts by the
projects previously included in the 2014 SNMP, the Project is expected
to increase the percent usage of assimilative capacity of TDS by less than
0.5%. The impact of the Project is therefore not anticipated to imlpact
TDS and nitrate concentrations in the basin beyond acceptable levels as
defined by the 2014 SNMP for the Antelope Valley and the State Water
Resources Control Board.

Prior to initiating groundwater recharge, the capacity of the Project
Recharge Site soils to treat Palmdale WRP tertiary effluent via SAT will
be assessed usin%a soil column pilot study. The study will be designed
to approximate the flow conditions anticipated in the subsurface of the
Project Recharge Site (i.e., unsaturated flow followed by saturated flow,
simulating the vadose zone transport of the recharge water between
the recharge basin and Monitoring Well No. 1). Constituents to be
evaluated in the column pilot study will include (but are not limited to):
total organic carbon and N nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA; see Section
11.6.2.1 of the Title 22 Engineering Report for additional details).The
rotocol for the pilot study and the study’s results will be submitted
or review and approval by DDW. Completion of the pilot study is not,
however, necessary to provide an adequate project-specific analysis of
Project impacts pursuant to CEQA.

PWD acknowledges the potential permitting requirements listed that
would be issued by either of the State Water Resources Control Board
or the Lahontan Water Board. The proposed Project is not expected
to require a Clean Water Action, Section 401 permit, as no streambed
alteration and/or discharge of fill material to a surface water is proposed.
Refer to Final EIR Section 3.2, Biological Resources for discussion of
jurisdictional impacts.
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identified in the appropriate sections of the final EIR. The project proponent should consult the
Water Board staff early on should project implementation result in activities that trigger these
permitting actions. Information regarding these permits, including application forms, can be
downloaded from our website at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan

[ We look forward to a continued discussion of the above issues with the Palmdale Water District.
We are encouraged that Palmdale Water District is taking the initiative to establish long-term
planning strategies in an effort to meet water demand sustainability. If you have any questions
please feel free to contact Cephas Hurr cephas.hurr@waterboards.ca.qov (760) 241-3408 or

Jehiel Cass jehiel.cass@waterboards.ca.gov (760) 241-2434.
Cephas Hurr, WRCE

cc:. David Ferguson DavidFerguson@KennedyJenks.com
Sheryl Horn SherylH@helixepi.com

G18 This comment is a closing to the letter and provides contact information
for further questions. No specific response to this comment is necessary.
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A PUBLIC AGENCY

January 27, 2016

Palmdale Water District
2029 Avenue Q
Palmdale, CA 93550

Re: Palmdale Regional Groundwater
Recharge and Recovery - EIR

Dear Dennis,

The Antelope Valley- East Kern Water Agency (AVEK) would like to thank you for the opportunity
to review and comment on the Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Agency understands the importance of fully utilizing
recycled water for the region and Palmdale Water District (PWD) and is currently conducting a
comprehensive review of the project to determine the level of participation that the Agency may
request. The Agency has commissioned a study to assist the Board of Directors in determining the
potential benefits that the Project may derive for AVEK's rate and tax payers. However to address
the potential environmental impacts of the project in a timely matter the following comments are
provided

Section 2.5 Project Characteristics

The Feasibility Study includes an assumption that the blending ratio of SWP water to
recycled water would change from 4: 1 to 1: 1 over 11 years, What is the basis for this
assumption, and how would changes in this assumption impact the project?

Section 2.5 Project Characteristics

The recycled water for recharge would come from the Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant.
How is this recycled water currently being used? Would the use of this water for recharge in
the proposed project reduce the amount of groundwater recharge in areas where this
recycled water is currently delivered?

Section 2.6 Project Approvals

This section does not indicate that AVEK approvals would be required for the Project. AVEK
believes that the AVEK Act, and the State Water Contract with the Department of Water
Resources would require the approval of the Agency prior to delivery of imported water to
our service area or the construction of a new turnout. In addition LAFCO regulations would
appear to require LAFCO's approval prior to proceeding with the project.

H1

H2

PWD acknowledges that Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency
(AVEK) is conducting a comprehensive review of the Project to determine
the level of participation that AVEK may request and has commissioned
a study to determine the potential benefits that the Project may derive for
AVEK’s rate and tax payers. AVEK’s comments on the EIR are addressed
in responses H2 through H7 below.

The Project assumes recycled water content would increase from 20 to
30 to 40 percent and possibly to 50 percent. The increase in recycled
water content adjustment is an approval that will be applied for from
the Department of Drinking Water (DDW). In order fgr the DDW to
approve an increase of recycled water content, the Project would have
to demonstrate an ability to meet total organic carbon (TOC) standards
with the increased recycled water content. It is expected that the Project,
if it demonstrates an ability to meet the TOC standards, could increase
recycled water content from 20 to 30 percent in approximately three

ears, and from 30 to 40 percent in an additional two years. Ultimately,
if the Project is meeting TOC requirements, it could potentially increase
its recycled water content to 50 percent by eleven years. If an increase
in recycled water content is not possible, PWD may increase its current
Table A amount (a maximum of 81,300 AF/yr) through either short-term
or permanent transfer of a portion of some other contractors’ Table A
Amounts. Partners that participate in the proposed Project can also bank
SWP water. When a partner agency or district request water from PWD,
a limited amount of PWD Ta%le A allocation could by-pass delivery to
PWD and be credited or delivered via the East Branch of the California
Aqueduct for the partner to extract downstream or to serve as credit to
offset extractions upstream of PWD.
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H3

H4

Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant (PWRP) produces approximately
10,000 acre-feet-per-year of tertiary disinfected recycled water. The
high-quality recycled water is used by one irrigation user and for in-plant
uses. The remainder of the recycled water is being applied as agricultural
irrigation at agronomic rates, meaning that it is applied at a quantity that
does not allow water to percolate to the groundwater basin. The recycled
water cannot be applie(F to agricultural uses at a rate that is larger than
what would be used by the plants, so no groundwater recharge of recycled
water is currently occurring. The use of the PWRP’s recycled water
for the proposed Project would not reduce the amount of groundwater
recharge in other areas, as no groundwater recharge is currently being
accomplished with the PWRP’s recycled water.

While PWD is still determining whether these approvals would be
required for the Project, they have been added to Section 2.6 of the EIR.
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An agreement between AVEK and PWD would likely assure LAFCO that there is no
duplication of service and that the tax and ratepayers of AVEK would not be adversely
impacted.

This section should indicate that AVEK approval is required prior to proceeding with the
project, along with appropriate LAFCO approvals.

Section 3.6.4 Hydrology and Water Quality Mitigation Measures

What is the time frame for the site specific groundwater quality investigation (MM HYD-2)?
The EIR notes that the results of this work could change the proposed project, including the
reduction or elimination in the use of recycled water for recharge or the implementation of
source water treatment prior to recharge.

Section 7.10 Utilities and Service Systems

Has there been an assessment of the impacts of this new source of supply on the Palmdale
water distribution system? Would new infrastructure be required to address hydraulic
constraints or water quality issues within the Palmdale distribution system?

The Agency understands how important recycled water is to PWD to satisfy buildout water
demands within the PWD service area. The Agency also respects PWD's autonomy and would like to
explore ways that the two agencies can partner to benefit our constituencies and provide reliable
water supplies that we need in the future. This may be the appropriate time to begin this type of
dialogue and explore options that maybe available by working together to secure a cost effective
and secure water future.

Sincerely,

Dan Flory, General Manager
Antelope Valley - East Kern Water Agency

HS5

H6

H7

PWD will drill the first monitoring well at the monitoring site and
begin sampling in 2016. Although the EIR identifies that the reduction
or elimination of recycled water as a recharge source could occur
depending on the results of the requiring modeling/investigative efforts,
a reduction or elimination of recycled water is not expected to occur,
based on currently known information. In fact, it is expected that the
Project would be able to increase recycled water content in the future,
based on a demonstration that the extracted recharge water is meeting
DDW requirements, as discussed in response H2 above.

The PWD is in the process of updating its Water Master Plan. The
roposed Project would tie into the 2800 pressure zone, which is PWD’s
argest zone and accommodates about half of PWD’s demand. With

existing wells being reduced due to adjudication and the proposed Project

coming on line, the 2800 pressure zone would be at 40 to 50 percent of
its capacity. PWD’s Leslie O. Carter Water Treatment Plant (LOCWTP)
and other wells could still feed to the 2800 zone and upper zones. The

Water Master Plan preparation is ongoing and would address specificity.

PWD agrees with AVEK that recycled water is important to satisfy
buildout water demands within PWD’s service area. PWD will continue
to engage in dialogue with AVEK and explore options for the two
a}%er%mes to partner to provide reliable water supplies that are needed for
the future.
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1955 Workman Mill Rood, Whittier, CA 90401-1400

Mailing Address: PO, Box 49%8, Whittier, CA 20407-4%98 GRACE R
Telephane: (562) 699-7411, FAX: (562) 699.5422 hief Engineer
www.locsd . org

Matt Knudson January 29, 2016
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This comment is an introduction that briefly describes the Project and
identifies the reuse of recycled water as a high-priority goal of Sanitation
Districts Nos. 14 and 20 of Los Angeles County (Districts Nos. 14 and
20). No specific response to this comment is necessary.

PWD acknowledges that the proposed Project is located within an area
identified for agricultural activities and storage reservoirs as a part of
District 20’s PWRP 2025 Facilities Plan and Environmental Impact
Report (2025 Plan). It is also noted that District 20 has completed an
upgrade of the PWRP, has been actively acquiring property in the Project
area, and has constructed the first phase of storage reservoirs. The
agricultural uses and storage reservoirs are identified in Section 2.4.2,
Adjacent Land Uses, in the Draft EIR. Additional text has been added to
the Final EIR, Section 2.4.2, to indicate that the immediate Project area
is identified as part of the preferred effluent management alternative for
the 2025 Plan, and that LACSD has been actively obtaining property in
the area for effluent management of the recycled water provided by the
PWRP.

Palmdale Water District (PWD) acknowledges the generally supportive
stance of District Nos. 14 and 20 because the Project would beneficially
use recycled water to augment the water supply. The development of an
agreement with the Palmdale Recycled Water Authority is acknowledged.
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14

IS

Additional information regarding the toEics identified in items 1 through
11 are addressed in responses 15 through 115, below. The NOP comment
letter received from LACSD is included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.
The comment contained in the NOP letter were reviewed and considered
during preparation of the Draft EIR; however, further explanation and/
or text revisions have been made based on the responses provided in this
letter, as detailed in responses I5 through 115 below.

It is acknowledged that the Project vicinity, including portions of the
proposed Project areas identified on Draft EIR Figure 2-3, include areas
designated for LACSD’s planned agricultural reuse site. As discussed in
response 12, text has been added to the Final EIR, Section 2.4.2 to provide
clarification that the Project vicinity is identified as part of the preferred
effluent management alternative for the 2025 Plan. It is acknowledged
and agreed that the proposed Project’s use of recycled water and other
alternative reuse opportunities may reduce, but not eliminate LACSD’s
need for a ricultura{)reuse property. PWD thanks LACSD for indicating
openness for PWD’s use of the designated land, provided that recycled
water is used for the Project or a use of equal volume as LACSD’s
intended use of the property.
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Matt Knudson -2- January 29, 2016
Plan indicates that District No. 20 will be required to obtain 5,140 acres of land for agricultural
reuse phased over time according to need. District No. 20 has already acquired more than 1,000
acres of land in the vicinity, including about 50 acres within the area identified as “Recharge
Site” and about 60 acres identified near the proposed locations of the “Recovery Wells,”
“Temporary Percolation Ponds,” and “Distribution Site.” The Project’s use of recycled water and
other alternative reuse opportunities may reduce, but not eliminate, District No. 20°s need for
agricultural reuse property. The Districts are open to your use of this land provided you use
recycled water or identify a use of equal volume as the Districts intended use of the property.

2. District No. 20 intends to use the property surrounding the recharge site and recovery wells for
agricultural reuse employing the use of pivot irrigation. However, irrigation with recycled water
is not permitted within 50 feet of domestic water supply wells. Therefore, the Draft EIR should
have evaluated the potential impacts of the location of the proposed facilities on the ability of
District No. 20 to utilize the surrounding property for agricultural reuse.

3. The Section 2.6 of the Draft EIR should include completion of agreements necessary to effectuate
delivery of recycled water to the proposed Project. These agreements would include: (1) a
recycled water purchase and delivery agreement; (2) a turnout agreement for use of pipeline, (3)
permits/easements for use of real property intended for District No. 20°s agricultural reuse, and
(4) easements for any facilities located on treatment plant property.

4. The Draft EIR (e.g., on Section 2.5.3 on page 2-13) assumes that recycled water will be available
to the Project at a constant rate year round. While the production of recycled water at the PWRP
is relatively constant, demand for recycled water varies daily and seasonally. The highest
demand occurs during summer without the proposed Project. This requires storage of recycled
water in reservoirs during the winter and drawdown from the reservoirs in the summer. District
No. 20 must manage recycled water in the absence of use by the proposed Project. This is
accomplished via agricultural reuse. District No. 20 may be required to limit deliveries of
recycled water to the proposed Project in order to effectuate recycled water management.

5. The quality of the recycled water made available to the Project by District No. 20 would depend
on whether the water comes directly from the PWRP or from the storage reservoirs. The recycled
water produced by the PWRP meets all disinfected tertiary recycled water quality requirements
detailed in Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations. Water in the open storage reservoirs
can be eutrophic and may come into contact with environmental contaminates such as water fowl.
The stored water is currently screened as it is withdrawn from the storage reservoirs to remove
clumps of algae, feathers, and other debris that could clog irrigation nozzles. The Project should
evaluate whether existing water quality from the two sources will be adequate for the intended
groundwater recharge use.

6. The pipeline between the PWRP and the storage reservoirs was not designed to support the
Project. District No. 20 must operate this pipeline for effluent management needs. Therefore, the
recycled water conveyance portion of the Project needed to evaluate modifications or additional
facilities (including pump stations, controls, storage, etc.) required to divert recycled water to the
proposed recharge site.

7. Hydrology and Water Quality, Section 3.6.1 Existing Conditions, Groundwater (pg. 3.6-4).
Please modify the first sentence on the page as follows:

...Additional (artificial) recharge also occurs through agricultural return flows (from irrigation)
and, in more recent years, from sources including local recharge efforts—e-g—at-the—Palmdale

DOC # 3560518
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The LACSD’s concern that the Project may potentially interfere with
the proposed LACSD effluent management area is due to the location of
the proposed 16 Recovery Wells. However, 5 of the 16 Recovery Wells
(RC-6,-7,-8, -9, and -10) are outside of the effluent management area and
thus would not interfere with future LACSD agricultural use. In addition,
none of the Project Recovery Wells would interfere with pivot irrigation
east of 110th Street East, which may provide LACSD with sufficient land
(east of 110th Street East) to meet all of its future agricultural needs in
combination with the recycled water consumed by the Project.

Ofthe 11 Recovery Wells proposed to be located within LACSD’s effluent
management area, 6 Recovery Wells (RC-1, -2, - 11, -12, -14, and -15)
are placed in such a manner that they would not interfere with a full-sized
pivot circle. In essence, if full-sized pivot circles were developed on the
160-acre squares on which these Recovery Wells reside, these Wells
would not interfere because they are located on the non-irrigated corners.
The remaining 5 Recovery Wells (RC-3, -4, -5, -13, and -16) may cause
potential issues with agricultural use of the LACSD proposed effluent
management areas. These wells would prevent full-sized pivot circles
from being placed in the 160-acre squares in which they reside. In the
case that LACSD decides to move forward with the development of all
proFosed effluent management sites in these areas, several alternatives
will be suggested, including:

* Modification/rearrangement of pivot circles. Possible solutions
include: use of quarter-sized pivot circles that are rearranged to avoid
the Recovery Well site; an(P use of a half-pivot circle, rearranged
such that the Recovery Wells lie in the gaps.

*  Use of different agricultural techniques, as to forego the area needed
for a pivot circle.

It should be noted that the underlying reason for agricultural uses
within the LACSD proposed effluent management areas is due to the
need to use recycled water that is in excess of demand. As the proposed
Project would be using recycled water that LACSD would otherwise
be consuming within the proposed effluent management areas, it is
exgected that agricultural uses could decrease within the proposed
effluent management areas. The decreases of agricultural areas in the
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110
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proposed effluent management area could be coordinated with the areas
where conflicts between Recovery Wells and pivot irrigation circles
would occur. New text has been added to Section 7.4 (Land Use and
Planning) in the Effects Found Not to be Significant chapter of the Final
EIR to identify and discuss potential conflicts with the pivot irrigation of
agricultural reuse areas.

The agreements identified in this comment have been added to Section 2.6
of the Draft EIR.

PWD acknowledges that District No. 20 may be required to limit
deliveries of recycled water to the proposed Project in order to effectuate
rec%cled water management. PWD considers the proposed Project to be
viable even if such delivery limitations occur.

Please see Section 4 of the Draft Title 22 Engineering Report provided
in Appendix [ of the Final EIR. The only constituent of concern for the
Palmdale WRP effluent is N-nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA). Proposed
measures to reduce NDMA are dilution and photolysis. It is anticipated
that recycled water drawn from the seasonal storage ponds would have
reducedylevels of NDMA due to sunlight exposure (gre er to response G16
for information regarding the soil column pilot study which will measure
the SAT for NDMA). However, this recycled water may contain higher
levels of algae and solids, which could potentially affect the porosity of
the recharge basins. This can be reduced with filtration of the recycled
water prior to recharge or more intensive scraping of the recharge basins;
which is a maintenance issue. While filtration can be performed under
pressure through various filters, a low-head option that is well suited to
the recycled water turn-out delivery to the Distribution Structure is the
use of a traveling screen.

No additional facilities are required. There is sufficient hydraulic head in
the existing 48-inch diameter recycled water transmission Hipeline under
LACSD’s full range of operation including bi-directional flows.

The proposed text change has been incorporated into Section 3.6.1 of the
Draft EIR.
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Development of agricultural areas and recycled water storage reservoirs
as part of LACSD’s effluent management practices has been added
to the cumulative impacts section. The consideration of this potential
development does not result in a new or substantially more severe
cumulative impact.

The text in Section 6.3.3 of the Final EIR has been revised to remove
the identified text. Section 6.3.3 has been re-written to provide more
details regarding why the Run-of-River Alternatives were not carried
forward for detailed analysis. Additional reasoning for not carrying the
two Run-of-River Alternatives forward include: (1) the steep and highly
permeable terrain of the Littlerock Creek north of the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct and south of Palmdale Boulevard makes control of
recharge through SWP releases from the East Branch of the California
Aqueduct challenging, (2) the upper reach of the creek passes from the
Pearland Subbasin to the Buttes Subbasin, and the lower reach from
Buttes Subbasin into the Lancaster Subbasin, which does not provide
sufficient control over which subbasin the SWP would recharge; and
(3) during a recharge test in 2002 after 5,000 acre-feet were released into
the creek, the groundwater was reported in the bottom of the adjacent
quarries at depths of approximately 75 feet below ground surface.
Groundwater replenishment of recycled water through surface spreading
in or adjacent to the creek would be complicated by the challenge in
tracking the recharge locations of the diluent water; in this case SWP
released from the East Branch of the California Aqueduct into the creek.

The requested text revisions have been incorporated into Section 6.3.5
of the Final EIR.

The groundwater modeling performed using the sub-regional model
operating at the high 2040 extraction rates from all 16 wells did show at
the end of 20 years that the Alternatives would pull water in from the outer
edges of the plume. It is likely that the groundwater modeling discussed
in Sections 6.5.2 and 6.6.2 showed differing results from LACSD’s
modeling and sampling as part of the cleanup and remediation program
for the nitrate plume because the modeling discussed in Sections 6.5.2
and 6.6.2 included the proposed Project, which was not likely included
in modeling associated with the cleanup and remediation program for
the nitrate plume. Although the modeling associated Witﬁ these two
alternatives showed that at full capacity and full operation, water would
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I15  pull from the outer edges of the plume, neither of the alternatives is
cont. the proposed Project or the environmentally superior alternative. No
revisions to the Draft EIR have been made as a result of this comment.

I16  The contact information for questions regardin% the letter is noted. No
revisions to the Draft EIR are required as a result of this comment.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This chapter provides a summary of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for implementation
of the Palmdale Water District’s (PWD’s) Palmdale Groundwater Recharge and Recovery
Project (herein referred to as “proposed Project”). This EIR has been prepared in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code [PRC]
Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA (State CEQA
Guidelines) published by the Public Resources Agency of the State of California (California
Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.).

This chapter highlights the major areas of importance in the environmental analysis for the
proposed Project as required by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123. It provides a brief
description of the proposed Project objectives, the proposed Project, and alternatives to the
proposed Project. In addition, this chapter includes a table summarizing: (1) the direct impacts
that would occur from implementation of the proposed Project; (2) the level of impact
significance before mitigation; (3) the recommended mitigation measures that would avoid or
reduce significant environmental impacts; and (4) the level of impact significance after
mitigation measures are implemented.

ES.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Project site is located generally in the northeastern portion of the City of Palmdale
in Los Angeles County and surrounding unincorporated Los Angeles County and City of
Lancaster. More specifically, the proposed Project site is situated north of Highway 138, east of
Highway 14, south of Edwards Air Force Base, and west of the community of Lake Los Angeles.
The proposed Project site is located in portions of the Alpine Butte, Lancaster East, Littlerock,
and Palmdale U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle maps. The proposed
Project consists of a Recharge Site, a Distribution Site, a network of Recovery Wells surrounding
the Recharge Site, and several associated pipelines. The Recharge Site is located south of East
Avenue L, west of 105" Street East, north of Avenue L-8, and east of 100™ Street East. The
Distribution Site is located approximately 0.5 mile south of the Recharge Site’s southern
boundary. The Recovery Wells are located along side of East Avenue K-8, 110" Street East, East
Avenue M, and 95" Street. The proposed Project also includes alignments for raw, potable, and
recycled water supply mains that would be located mostly within existing streets. The pipelines
are bounded b¥ the East Avenue K-8 to the north, the East Branch of the California Aqueduct to
the south, 106™ Street to the east, and 60™ Street East to the west.

Portions of the pipelines, the Recharge Site, and some of the Recovery Wells would be located
within the City of Palmdale. Portions of the proposed Project occurring within the City of
Lancaster are limited to the Recovery Wells located north of Avenue L, between 102™ Street
East and 107" Street East. Portions of the proposed Project occurring within unincorporated
Los Angeles County include the Potable Water and Raw Water/Return Water Pipelines south of
East Avenue Q and east of 80™ Street East.
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ES.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Objectives

The proposed Project is intended to meet PWD’s long-term water needs through a solution that is
reliable, sustainable, cost effective, and drought-resistant. The overarching objective of the
proposed Project is to develop a groundwater banking, storage, and extraction program, using a
combination of raw imported State Water Project (SWP) water and locally produced recycled
water delivered to a new recharge basin located on undeveloped land in northeast Palmdale.
Additional objectives of the proposed Project include:

e Help to provide a diversified portfolio of ground and surface water;
e Increase reliability of water supply;

e Replenish groundwater supplies;

e Save for future dry periods; and

e Provide a cost-effective solution for long-term water supply.
Proposed Project

The PWD plans to develop groundwater banking programs with new spreading grounds to
recharge imported water and recycled water, as well as recovery facilities to help meet future
water demands and improve reliability. Water for groundwater recharge would be obtained from
two sources: raw water from the East Branch of the California Aqueduct (SWP water) and
recycled water from the Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s (LACSD’s) Palmdale Water
Reclamation Plant. The SWP water would be the blending source for the recharge water. The
recharge capacity of the proposed Project is estimated to be approximately 50,000 to
52,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) (an acre-foot is approximately 326,000 gallons). For the
magnitude of recharge envisioned under the proposed Project, SWP water would need to be
recharged nearly year-round during wet years, which is estimated to occur approximately 6 out
of every 10 years. During dry years (anticipated to be approximately 4 out of every 10 years), no
SWP recharge would occur. Recycled water produced locally also would be included in the
recharge (compliant with applicable regulations); this source is anticipated to be available at an
approximately constant rate year-round.

The proposed Project would potentially occur in phases. The preliminary phase is intended to
meet the PWD’s water demands for the first 22 years of the proposed Project’s life, providing a
water supply of 14,125 AFY. The second phase is sized to meet PWD’s water demand through
the 50-year proposed Project evaluation period (through 2067), as well as ultimate buildout,
providing a water supply of up to 24,250 AFY. If a partner agency joins PWD, up to
30,000 AFY could be pumped back to the SWP for use by the partner agency. The components
of the proposed Project, which are each designed to accommodate the ultimate demand of the
proposed Project, are as follows: a SWP Turnout, Recharge Site, Raw Water/Return Water
Pipeline, Recycled Water Pipeline, sixteen Recovery Wells, a Distribution Site, Potable Water
Pump Station and Potable Water Pipeline, and a Return Water Pump Station.
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ES.3 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This EIR contains a discussion of the potential significant environmental effects resulting from
implementation of the proposed Project, including information related to existing site conditions,
analyses of the type and magnitude of individual and cumulative environmental impacts, and
feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts. For analysis
purposes, certain assumptions were made in the types, quantities, and uses of equipment and
workers. These assumptions reflect the best level of judgment and information available about
the design of the proposed Project, but they also allow necessary flexibility for adjustments
during final design and performance of the work. Refinements in the proposed Project may result
in minor variations in specific types, numbers, and uses of equipment and workers; however, the
assumptions used in the analyses are considered as conservative proposed Project scenarios for
assessing air emissions and noise. Actual emissions and noise levels could be lower than shown
in the analysis conclusions.

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, PWD circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP)
for this Draft EIR on June 19, 2015 to responsible agencies and other interested parties, to solicit
comments on the scope of the Draft EIR. The 30-day public review period ended on July 20,
2015. The NOP and comment letters received on the NOP are included in Appendix A of this
document. This EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project for the
following issue areas:

1. Air Quality 5.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

2.  Biological Resources 6. Hydrology and Water Quality
3. Cultural and Paleontological Resources 7.  Noise

4.  Geology and Soils

The proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts to the following
environmental issue areas; therefore, these issue areas are discussed in Chapter 7.0, Effects
Found Not to be Significant:

1.  Aesthetics 8.  Population and Housing

2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 9.  Public Services

3. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 10. Recreation

4.  Land Use and Planning 11. Transportation and Traffic

5. Mineral Resources 12. Utilities and Service Systems

ES.4 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the identification of any areas of
controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by other agencies and the public.
No areas of controversy were identified for the proposed Project in the NOP comment letters or
during the public scoping meeting.
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ES.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 6.0, Project Alternatives, of this Draft EIR. A number of
alternatives were identified and subjected to screening analysis, as part of the proposed Project
design process. These alternatives are discussed briefly at the beginning of the chapter. The
objective of the alternatives analysis is to consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives to foster informed decision-making and public participation. Two off-site
alternatives were carried forward for analysis in Chapter 6.0.

ES.6  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Table ES-1, Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, provides a summary of the
environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed Project and
feasible mitigation measures that could reduce or avoid environmental impacts. For each impact,
Table ES-1 identifies the significance of the impact prior to and following implementation of
mitigation measures. All Project-specific significant impacts would be reduced to below a level
of significance following implementation of the mitigation measures. Project-related impacts
combined with impacts from other projects in the cumulative project study area also would not
result in significant and unmitigable cumulative impacts.
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Table ES-1
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Air Quality
Conflict with The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Applicable Air exceed the assumptions in the significant significant
Quality Plans applicable air quality planning

documentation.
Conformance with Proposed Project construction and | Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Air Quality Standards | operation emissions would not significant significant

exceed regional criteria pollutant

thresholds established by the

Antelope Valley Air Quality

Management District (AVAQMD)

for criteria pollutants.
Cumulatively The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Considerable Net result in regional and localized significant significant
Increase in Criteria exceedances of thresholds
Pollutants established by AVAQMD nor

contribute to cumulative impacts.
Expose Sensitive Proposed Project-related local Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Receptors to emissions of criteria pollutants significant significant
Pollutants and toxic air contaminants would

not expose nearby residences,

schools, or other sensitive

receptors to significant health

risks.
Create Objectionable | Proposed Project-related odors Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Odors from construction and operations | significant significant

would be small magnitude and

short term and would not be

objectionable to a substantial

number of people.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Biological Resources
Adversely Affect The proposed Project has the Potentially | MM BIO-1: A pre-construction take avoidance survey shall be | Less than
Candidate, Sensitive, | potential to cause direct, adverse | significant conducted for each phase of construction at the Recharge and significant

or Special Status
Species

effects to sensitive animal species
(burrowing owl and nesting birds)
during construction.

Distribution Sites, Recovery Wells, Well Collection Pipeline,
temporary Percolation Pond parcels, and the undeveloped
portion of 105" Street East. The survey shall be completed no
more than 14 days prior to ground-disturbing activities and
shall cover the proposed Project impact area and all potential
burrowing owl habitat within 500 feet, as feasible. More
specifically, the survey shall cover all proposed Project features
except: (1) where the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline would
occur in East Palmdale Boulevard and (2) where the 36-inch
Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would be constructed
between East Avenue R2 in the north and East Avenue S in the
south. If there is no sign of burrowing owl occupation (as
defined in CDFW 2012), then no further mitigation is required.
If sign of occupation is present, the following measures shall be
implemented.

e Direct impacts to occupied burrowing owl burrows shall be
avoided during the breeding period from February 1
through August 31 (CDFW 2012). “Occupied” is defined as
a burrow that shows sign of burrowing owl occupancy
within the last three years.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Biological Resources

cont.)

Direct impacts to occupied burrows shall also be avoided
during the non-breeding season. If present, burrowing owls
may be excluded from their burrows. Burrow exclusion is a
technique of installing one-way doors in burrow openings
during the non-breeding season to temporarily exclude
burrowing owl, or permanently exclude burrowing owl and
close burrows after verifying burrows are empty by site
monitoring and scoping. Eviction of burrowing owl during
the non-breeding season would require prior CDFW
approval of a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan (CDFW
2012).

The burrowing owl and its habitat adjacent to, but outside
of, Project impact areas, if present, shall be protected in
place, and disturbance impacts shall be minimized through
the use of buffer zones, visual screens, or other measures
(CDFW 2012) as deemed necessary by a qualified
biologist.

Mitigation for direct, permanent impacts to nesting,
occupied, and satellite burrows and/or burrowing owl
habitat shall be required such that the habitat acreage and
number of burrows and burrowing owls impacted are
replaced based on the burrowing owl life history
information provided in Appendix A of the Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012), site-specific
analysis, and consultation with the CDFW. A Burrowing
Owl Mitigation Plan shall be prepared and submitted to the
CDFW for approval prior to impacts to the burrowing owl
and/or its habitat.

ES-7




Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project

Final EIR

Executive Summary

Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

Biological Resources

cont.)

MM BI0O-2: Vegetation clearing shall take place outside the
general avian breeding season (which generally occurs from
February through August). Tree removal/trimming shall take
place outside the raptor breeding season (which generally
occurs from January through August). If vegetation clearing
and/or tree removal/trimming cannot occur outside the general
avian and raptor breeding seasons, then a pre-construction
survey for avian nesting shall be conducted by a qualified
biologist within seven calendar days prior to vegetation
clearing and tree removal/trimming. If nests are not observed,
work may proceed. If nests are found, work may proceed
provided that construction activity is: (1) located at least

500 feet from raptor nests; (2) located at least 300 feet from
listed bird species’ nests; and (3) located at least 100 feet from
non-listed bird species’ nests. A qualified biologist shall
conspicuously mark the buffer so that vegetation clearing does
not encroach into the buffer until the nest is no longer active
(i.e., the nestlings fledge, the nest fails, or the nest is
abandoned, as determined by a qualified biologist).

Adversely Affect
Sensitive Natural
Communities

The proposed Project would result
in permanent impacts to 168.2
acres of sensitive natural
communities; however, desert salt
brush scrub is widely distributed
and in the proposed Project
survey area and does not support
highly sensitive species such as
the Mohave ground squirrel and
desert tortoise.

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Biological Resources (cont.)
Adversely Affect The proposed Project would not No impact No mitigation is required. Less than
Federal Protected result in impacts to United States significant
Water Quality or Army Corps of Engineers and
Wetland California Department of Fish and

Wildlife jurisdictional areas.
Interfere With the The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Movement of Native | interfere with the movement of significant significant
Wildlife, Wildlife wildlife or wildlife corridors.
Corridors, or Wildlife
Nursery
Conflict with Local The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Policies or conflict with local policies or significant significant
Ordinances ordinances protecting biological
Protecting Biological | resources.
Resources
Conflict with an The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Adopted Habitat conflict with any regional significant significant
Conservation Plan conservation plans, local

ordinance, or policies protecting

biological resources.
Cultural Resources
Impacts to Historic The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Resources result in significant impacts to the | significant significant

East Branch of the California

Aqueduct or other significant

historic resources.

ES-9




Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project

Final EIR Executive Summary
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
Cultural Resources (cont.)
Impacts to The proposed Project has the Potentially MM CUL-1: If potentially significant buried archaeological Less than
Archaeological potential to impact unknown significant materials are encountered during construction activities, all significant
Resources archaeological resources during work must be halted in the vicinity of the archaeological
the proposed Project construction. discovery until a qualified archaeologist can visit the site of

discovery and assess the significance of the archaeological

resource. If the find is identified as significant, appropriate

treatment as determined by the archaeologist shall be

implemented prior to the recommencement of ground

disturbance in the area. A report documenting the methods and

results of the treatment shall be prepared and submitted to

PWD and filed with the local repository.
Impacts to The proposed Project has the Potentially | MM CUL-2: In the event fossil materials are exposed during Less than
Paleontological potential to impact unknown significant ground disturbing activities, work (within 100 feet of the significant
Resources paleontological resources during discovery) shall be halted until a qualified paleontologist

the proposed Project construction.

meeting the criteria established by the Society for Vertebrate
Paleontology is retained to assess the find. If the find is
identified as significant, appropriate treatment as determined by
the paleontologist shall be implemented prior to the
recommencement of ground disturbance in the area. A report
documenting the methods and results of the treatment shall be
prepared and submitted to PWD and filed with the local

repository.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

Cultural Resources (cont.)

Impacts to Human
Remains

The proposed Project has the
potential to unearth unknown
human remains during the
proposed Project construction.

Potentially
significant

MM CUL-3: In the event that human remains are discovered
during construction activities in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery, the Los Angeles County Coroner must be
notified within 24 hours of the discovery, in accord with Health
and Safety Code §7050.5, State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e),
and PRC 85097.98. The Coroner must then determine within
two working days of being notified if the remains are subject to
his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be
Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone
within 24 hours, in accordance with PRC 85097.98. The NAHC
then designates a Most Likely Descendant with respect to the
human remains within 48 hours of notification. The Most
Likely Descendant will then have the opportunity to
recommend to the proposed Project proponent means for
treating or disposing, with appropriate dignity, the human
remains and associated grave goods within 24 hours of
notification.

Less than
significant

Geology and Soils

Rupture of a Known
Earthquake Fault

The proposed Project site and
vicinity could encompass
currently unknown active or
potentially active faults and has
not been subject to the proposed
Project-specific geotechnical
investigation.

Potentially
significant

MM GEO-1: A site-specific geotechnical investigation shall be
completed for the proposed Project prior to final Project design
approval. This investigation shall identify appropriate site-
specific criteria related to considerations such as grading,
excavation, fill, and structure/facility design. Applicable results
and recommendations from the geotechnical investigation
(including on-the-ground geotechnical observations and testing
to be conducted during the proposed Project excavation,
grading and construction activities) shall be incorporated into
the associated proposed Project design documents to address
identified potential geologic and soil hazards.

Less than
significant

ES-11




Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project

Final EIR Executive Summary
Table ES-1 (cont.)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Geology and Soils (cont.)

Specifically, this shall include, but is not necessarily limited to,
the following potential hazards: ground rupture; ground
acceleration (ground shaking); soil liquefaction (and related
issues such as dynamic settlement and lateral spreading);
landslides; geologic and soil instability (including
manufactured slopes, trench excavations,
compressible/collapsible soils, subsidence [based on
review/verification or, if applicable, modification of the
conclusions in the proposed Project updated groundwater
model], and corrosive soils); and expansive soils. The final
proposed Project design documents shall also encompass
applicable standard design and construction practices from
sources including the CBC, IBC/Greenbook, and (as
appropriate) City/County standards, along with the results and
recommendations of plan review by the PWD and on-the-
ground geotechnical observations and testing (with related
requirements to be included in applicable engineering/design
drawings and construction contract specifications). A summary
of the types of remedial measures typically associated with
identified potential geologic and soil hazards, pursuant to
applicable regulatory and industry standards (as noted), is
provided below. The remedial measures
identified/recommended as part of the described site-specific
geotechnical investigation shall take priority over the more
general types of standard regulatory/industry measures listed
below.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Geology and Soils (cont.)

Ground Rupture: (1) locate (or relocate) applicable
facilities away from known active (or potentially active)
faults and outside of associated CGS Earthquake Fault
Zones; and (2) require appropriate (typically 50-foot)
building exclusion buffers on either side of applicable fault
traces.

Ground Acceleration (Ground Shaking): (1) incorporate
applicable seismic loading factors (e.g., IBC/CBC criteria)
into the design of facilities such as structures, pavement,
pipelines, manufactured slopes, and drainage facilities;

(2) use remedial grading techniques where appropriate
(e.g., removing/replacing and/or reconditioning unsuitable
soils); and (3) use properly engineered fill per applicable
industry/regulatory standards (e.g., IBC/CBC), including
criteria such as appropriate fill composition, placement
methodology, compaction levels, and moisture content.

Liguefaction and Related Effects: (1) remove unsuitable
soils and replace with engineered fill (as previously
described), per applicable regulatory/industry standards
(e.g., IBC/CBC); (2) employ measures such as deep soil
mixing (i.e., introducing cement to consolidate loose soils)
or use of subsurface structures (e.g., stone columns or piles)
to provide support (i.e., by extending structures into
competent underlying units); (3) install subdrains in
appropriate areas to avoid or reduce near-surface saturation;
and (4) design for potential settlement of liquefiable
materials through means such as use of post-tensioned
foundations and/or flexible couplings for pipeline
connections.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Geology and Soils (cont.)

Landslides: (1) replace susceptible deposits with stabilized
fill where appropriate; and (2) incorporate structures such
as retaining walls and buttresses where appropriate to
provide support.

Geologic and Soil Instability: (1) use standard efforts such
as over-excavation and recompaction or replacement of
unsuitable soils with engineered fill; (2) employ applicable
slope grade and/or height limitations, landscaping/irrigation
design, and slope drainage controls per established
regulatory/industry standards (e.g., IBC/CBC); (3) limit
trench slope grades as appropriate to reflect local conditions
(e.g., dry or cohesive soils, and seepage); (4) use
appropriate trench shoring per applicable regulatory
requirements (CBC, OSHA and/or Cal-OSHA); (5) use
engineered fill, subdrains, surcharging (i.e., loading prior to
construction to induce settlement) and/or settlement
monitoring (e.g., through the use of settlement monuments)
in appropriate areas (e.g., areas of identified subsidence
potential); (6) implement groundwater withdrawal
monitoring/ restrictions per established legal/regulatory/
industry standards (if applicable); and (7) remove
unsuitable (corrosive) deposits and replace with non-
corrosive fill, use corrosion-resistant construction materials
(e.g., corrosion-resistant concrete and coated or non-
metallic facilities), and install cathodic protection devices
(e.g., use of a more easily corroded “sacrificial metal” to
serve as an anode and draw current away from the structure
to be protected) per established regulatory/industry
standards (e.g., IBC/CBC).
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation
Geology and Soils (cont.)
e Expansive Soils: (1) replace and/or mix expansive materials
with non-expansive fill; and (2) cap expansive soils in place
with an appropriate thickness of non-expansive fill per
established regulatory/industry standards (e.g., IBC/CBC).
Strong Seismic The proposed Project site could Potentially MM-GEO-1 (identified above) Less than
Ground Shaking potentially experience peak significant significant
ground shaking values of up to
approximately 0.7 g in association
with large earthquake events
along major faults. This level of
ground shaking could potentially
result in significant impacts to
proposed facilities such as
structures and pipelines.
Seismic Related Based on the stratigraphic and Potentially MM-GEO-1 (identified above) Less than
Ground Failure, seismic conditions in the proposed | significant significant
Including Project site vicinity, as well as the
Liquefaction fact that the presence/level of
groundwater in much of the site
has not been verified, potential
impacts from liquefaction and
related effects would be
potentially significant.
Landslides The proposed Project site and Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
vicinity exhibit primarily level significant significant

terrain, with the nearest areas of
substantial topography located
approximately 2 miles to the east
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before Mitigation Measure(s)
Mitigation

Significance
After
Mitigation

Geology and Soils (cont.)

Unstable Geologic
Unit or Soil

Implementation of the proposed
Project could potentially result in
impacts associated with geologic
and soil instability, including
manufactured slopes, trench
excavations, compressible/
collapsible soils, subsidence, and
corrosive soils.

Potentially | MM-GEO-1 (identified above)
significant

Less than
significant

Expansive Soils

While mapped alluvial soils in the
proposed Project site and vicinity
are generally identified as
exhibiting low expansion
potential, a number of these
materials may locally exhibit
higher clay content and related
expansion potential.

Potentially MM-GEO-1 (identified above)
significant

Less than
significant

Soils Incapable of
Supporting Septic
Tanks

The proposed septic system/leach
field facilities would not result in
significant effects to groundwater
quality, based on the small-scale
nature of the proposed system, the
presence of extensive alluvial
deposits in the proposed Project
site area (which are anticipated to
be suitable for septic system
operation), and the anticipated
lack of shallow groundwater or
bedrock.

Less than No mitigation is required.
significant

Less than
significant
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
Generate GHG The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Emissions that may generate GHG emissions that significant significant
Resultina would result in a significant
Significant Impact impact on the environment.
Conflict with Plans The proposed Project would not Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
for Reducing GHG conflict with applicable plans, significant significant
Emissions policies, or regulations adopted

for the purpose of reducing GHG

emissions.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Alter Drainage Overall drainage patterns within Potentially MM HYD-1: Conduct a Site-specific Hydrologic Less than
Patterns or the site and vicinity are not significant Investigation. A site-specific hydrologic investigation shall be | significant

Stormwater Flows

anticipated to be substantially
altered by proposed development;
however, the associated site-
specific effects to drainage
patterns and flow directions
within and from the proposed
Project site cannot be determined
due to lack of a detailed
hydrology study.

completed for the proposed Project prior to approval of final
design. Applicable results and recommendations from this
investigation shall be incorporated into the associated final
design documents to address identified potential hydrologic
concerns, including, but not necessarily limited to, drainage
alteration, runoff rates/amounts and storm water management,
and flood hazards. The final proposed Project design
documents shall also encompass applicable standard design and
construction practices from sources including NPDES and local
standards (with related requirements to be included in
applicable engineering/design drawings and/or construction
contract specifications). A summary of the types of remedial
measures typically associated with identified potential
hydrologic concerns, pursuant to applicable regulatory and
industry standards (as noted), is provided below.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

The

remedial measures identified/recommended as part of the

described site-specific hydrologic investigation will take
priority over the more general types of standard
regulatory/industry measures listed below.

Drainage Alteration: (1) locate applicable facilities outside
of surface drainage courses and drainage channels;

(2) re-route surface drainage around applicable facilities,
with such re-routing to be limited to the smallest area
feasible and re-routed drainage to be directed back to the
original drainage course at the closest feasible location
(i.e., the closest location to the point of diversion); and

(3) use drainage structures to convey flows within/through
development areas and maintain existing drainage patterns,
where appropriate and feasible.

Runoff Rates/Amounts and Storm Water Management:
(1) minimize the installation of new impervious surfaces
(e.g., by surfacing with pervious pavement, gravel or
decomposed granite); (2) use flow regulation facilities
(e.g., detention/retention basins) and velocity control
structures (e.g., riprap dissipation aprons at drainage
outlets), to maintain pre-development runoff rates and
amounts, if applicable; and (3) utilize additional and/or
enlarged drainage facilities to ensure adequate on- and
off-site storm drain system capacity, if applicable.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Issue

Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measure(s)

Significance
After
Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

Flood Hazards: (1) locate proposed facilities outside of
mapped 100-year floodplain boundaries wherever feasible;
(2) based on technical analyses such as Hydrologic
Engineering Center-River Analysis System (HEC-RAS)
studies, restrict facility locations to avoid adverse impacts
related to impeding or redirecting flood waters; (3) based
on HEC-RAS studies, use measures such as raised fill pads
to elevate proposed structures above calculated flood levels,
and/or utilize protection/containment structures

(e.g., berms, barriers or water-tight doors) to avoid flood
damage; and (4) if Project-related activities/facilities result
in applicable proposed changes to mapped FEMA
floodplains, obtain an approved Conditional Letter of Map
Revision (CLOMR) and/or Letter of Map Revision
(LOMR) from FEMA, as applicable.

Create Flow that
Would Exceed
Capacity of Existing
Stormwater Drainage
Systems

Potential impacts related to runoff
rates/amounts and storm drain
capacity from proposed Project
development are expected to be
less than significant; however, an
assessment of pre- and post-
development runoff rates is
required to evaluate these
conditions and pending
completion of a detailed site-
specific hydrology study, these
impacts are conservatively
assessed as potentially significant.

Potentially
significant

MM-HYD-1 (identified above)

Less than
significant
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Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Place Housing in No housing is proposed as part of | No impact No mitigation is required. No impact
100-Year Flood the proposed Project
Hazard Area development, and no associated

impacts related to locating such

structures within flood hazard

areas would result from the

proposed Project implementation.
Place Structures in Based on the subsurface location | Potentially | MM-HYD-1 (identified above) Less than
100-Year Flood of most proposed facilities significant significant
Hazard Area that (i.e., pipelines) and the relatively
Would Impede Flow | minor extent of proposed surface

development within the noted

floodplains, no associated

substantial impacts are anticipated

in relation to structures impeding

or redirecting flood flows.

However, because detailed studies

have not been conducted, site-

specific effects related to flood

flow movements and directions

from proposed surface facilities

are considered potentially

significant.
Flood Hazards, from | The proposed Project site would Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Tsunamis, Seiches, not be subject to significant significant significant

Mudflows, or Dam
Inundation

tsunami, seiche, mudflow, or dam
inundation impacts.
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Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)
Deplete Groundwater | No substantial impacts related to | Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Supplies groundwater supplies/levels significant significant

(including aquifer drawdown or

mounding effects) are anticipated

from implementation of the

proposed Project.
Violate Water Impacts to groundwater quality Potentially MM HYD-2: Conduct a Site-specific Groundwater Quality | Less than
Quality Standards or | are potentially significant due to significant Investigation. A site-specific groundwater quality investigation | significant

Waste Discharge

Requirements

lack of site-specific water quality
modeling and septic system
evaluation.

shall be completed for long-term operations associated with the
proposed Project, prior to the RWQCB issuing a permit to
operate. This investigation shall include detailed, numerical
modeling to assess potential proposed Project-related effects to
groundwater quality in the proposed Project Recovery Wells
and other applicable wells in the site vicinity. Applicable
results and recommendations from this investigation shall be
incorporated into the associated individual final Project design
documents to address identified potential long-term
groundwater quality issues related to proposed recharge and
recovery efforts, including the use of recycled water. The
described modeling/investigative efforts and the final Project
design documents shall also encompass applicable regulatory
standards from sources including the SWQCB/RWQCB, CCR
Titles 17 and 22 (including a Project-specific Title 22
Engineering Report per Article 7, Section 60323), Title 22
Water Code section 13562.5 for Groundwater Replenishment
Using Recycled Water, and pertinent local standards, with
related requirements to be included in associated
engineering/design drawings and construction/operation
contract specifications.
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Significance Significance
Issue Impact Before Mitigation Measure(s) After
Mitigation Mitigation

Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

Depending on the results of the noted modeling/investigative
efforts, standard remedial measures that could potentially be
used to address identified concerns may include: (1) reduction
(e.g., through blending) or elimination of recycled water as a
recharge source; (2) implementation of applicable source water
treatment (e.g., to reduce TDS levels) prior to recharge; and
(3) modification of the proposed Project elements such as the
location and/or configuration of Recovery Wells (e.g., to
increase the residence time and/or recovery percentage of
recharged water), and/or the location/capacity of recharge
basins. The measures identified/recommended as part of the
described site-specific groundwater quality investigation shall
take priority over the more general types of standard efforts
identified above.

MM HYD-3: Conduct a Site-specific Septic System
Investigation. A site-specific septic system investigation shall
be completed for the proposed Project, prior to final Project
design approval, to assess related potential impacts to
groundwater quality. This investigation shall include
appropriate analysis of the proposed septic system, pursuant to
applicable regulatory requirements from sources including the
SWQCB/RWQCB, Los Angeles County, and the City of
Palmdale. Specific elements of the septic system analysis may
include: (1) system design adequacy (e.g., septic tank/leach
field locations and dimensions, and provision of adequate
separation from groundwater aquifers); (2) soil/percolation
testing; (3) assessment of potential groundwater quality impacts
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After
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Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)

from nitrates and other applicable contaminates; and

(4) identification of appropriate operation and maintenance
requirements to ensure proper system function. Applicable
results and recommendations from this investigation shall be
incorporated into the final septic system design to address
potential groundwater quality issues related to proposed septic
system operation. Depending on the results of the noted
evaluation, standard remedial measures that could potentially
be used to address identified concerns may include:

(1) redesign/relocation of proposed septic system facilities;

(2) use of alternative septic system design (e.g., disinfection
systems); (3) use of alternative waste disposal systems

(e.g., composting or incinerator toilets); and (4) connection to a
municipal sewer system. The measures identified/
recommended as part of the described septic system
investigation shall take priority over the more general types of
efforts identified above.

Noise

Generate Noise
Levels in Excess of
Standards

The proposed Project is located
within the cities of Palmdale and
Lancaster and unincorporated Los
Angeles County. The proposed
Project would include 24-hour
construction activities for the
Recovery Well construction,
which would extend outside of
hours allowed in the cities of
Palmdale and Lancaster noise
standards; however, associated
well sites located at minimum

Less than
significant

No mitigation is required.

Less than
significant
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Noise (cont.)

distances of 2,500 feet (City of
Palmdale) and 5,000 feet (City of
Lancaster) from any existing
residential uses." Project-related
construction activity within the
County portion of the proposed
Project would include installation
of pipelines and Recovery Wells.
Pipeline construction would
exceed the Los Angeles County
standard of 75 dBA for
construction noise levels at single-
family residential structures;
however, the small exceedance
and single-day exposure for any
one residence would result in less
than significant impacts.
Nighttime pipeline construction
noise would not exceed the Los
Angeles County standard of

60 dBA for nighttime mobile
construction noise levels at the
nearest residences and would be
less than significant.

! California Government Code Section 53091 exempts PWD, as a regional public water purveyor and utility, from local zoning and building ordinances,
including local noise ordinances in the local zoning or building codes. This exemption applies to Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery
Project as a direct component of PWDs treatment, storage and transmission system. Nonetheless, PWD intends to voluntarily work with the local communities
to reduce impacts due to conflicts with the local noise ordinances.
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Noise (cont.)
Result in Excessive The proposed Project would result | Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Ground-borne in minor vibration during significant significant
Vibration or Noise construction, but the vibration
Levels level at a distance of 25 feet

would be minor. Operational

vibration levels associated with

the proposed Project would be

limited to pumps at the Recovery

Wells, with the level and extent of

such vibration effects to be minor.
Permanent Increase Operational noise associated with | Potentially MM NOI-1: Recovery Well Building Design. If the PWD Less than
in Ambient Noise Recovery Wells within the City of | significant does not own all of the land within 750 feet of a planned well significant
Levels Lancaster and unincorporated Los pump and pump building outside the City of Palmdale limits,

Angeles County would result in the well building shall be designed and built to provide noise

noise levels in excess of the control reduction to the less-than-significant level of 45 dBA at

respective standards for each 50 feet. Specifically, this could potentially include standard

jurisdiction at the nearest property industry measures such as providing appropriately designed

lines. noise-control louvers or in-line duct silencers for the well

building ventilation to reduce external noise levels.

Temporary Increase Temporary noise increases would | Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
in Ambient Noise occur as a result of construction significant significant

Levels

activities associated with the
proposed Project. These impacts
would be temporary and less than
significant.
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Noise (cont.)
Excessive Noise Los Angeles/Palmdale Regional Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Levels Associated Airport is located approximately | significant significant
with a Public Airport | 3.5 miles to the northwest of the

proposed Project, at its closest

point (from the 30-inch potable

water pipeline alignment). The

proposed Project would not be

exposed to excessive noise levels

from the Los Angeles/ Palmdale

Regional Airport or any other

airport.
Excessive Noise The nearest private airstrip is Less than No mitigation is required. Less than
Levels Associated located at a distance of 6.5 mile. significant significant

with a Private
Airstrip

The proposed Project would not
be exposed to excessive noise
levels due to distances from the
Project site to private airstrips.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared by the Palmdale Water District (PWD)
for the proposed Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project (proposed
Project). The proposed Project involves the construction and operation of a groundwater
recharge recovery facility, associated pump station and facilities, and potable and raw water
pipelines. This EIR was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Project on the
environment and on adjacent communities.

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE EIR

This EIR assesses the potential environmental effects of the proposed Project. This EIR has been
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public
Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA
(State CEQA Guidelines) published by the Public Resources Agency of the state of California
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). PWD is the Lead
Agency under CEQA (PRC Section 21067, as amended), is responsible for the preparation of the
EIR, and will use this document to objectively review and assess the proposed Project prior to
approval or disapproval.

This EIR is intended to: (1) inform decision makers and the public about the potentially
significant environmental effects of the proposed activities; (2) identify the ways that significant
environmental effects can be avoided or reduced; and (3) prevent significant, avoidable damage
to the environment by requiring changes in the proposed Project through the use of alternatives
or mitigation measures, to the extent that PWD determines the changes to be feasible (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15002; PRC Section 21002.1).

1.2 SCOPE OF THE EIR

On June 19, 2015, PWD circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to responsible agencies and
other interested parties (Appendix A). As identified in the NOP, the following issues are
discussed in detail in the EIR (Chapter 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis).

1. Air Quality 5.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

2. Biological Resources 6.  Hydrology and Water Quality
3. Cultural and Paleontological Resources 7.  Noise

4.  Geology and Soils

The proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts to the following
environmental issue areas; therefore, these issue areas are discussed in Chapter 7.0, Effects
Found Not to be Significant:

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Land Use and Planning

Mineral Resources

Population and Housing
Public Services

Recreation

Transportation and Traffic

0. Utilities and Service Systems

agrwpdE
2O oo~N®
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1.3  CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT PROCESS

CEQA requires review by public agencies on a proposed project prior to the project’s approval in
order to identify and address potential environmental effects. Projects that are not exempt from
CEQA require preparation of a Negative Declaration or an EIR. An EIR is an informational
document that informs public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to minimize the significant effects,
and describes reasonable alternatives to the project.

This Draft EIR evaluates a Project proposed by PWD. In addition to being the proposed Project
proponent, PWD is also the CEQA Lead Agency as defined in Section 21067 of the PRC and, as
such, is the public agency with the primary responsibility for preparing and certifying the EIR as
adequate along with approving the proposed Project.

The EIR process facilitates the objective evaluation of potentially significant direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts and proposes mitigation measures to address any such impacts. This
document has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, and the State CEQA
Guidelines.

As discussed previously, the NOP for the proposed Project was released on June 19, 2015,
announcing the preparation of a Draft EIR. The NOP was advertised in the Antelope Valley Press
on June 19, 2015, and in the Spanish language publication La Prensa on July 1, 2015. A hard
copy of the NOP was also placed at the Palmdale City Library, and an electronic copy was
placed on the PWD website.

In response to the NOP, PWD received four phone calls (two from local property owners, one
from the California Department of Water Resources [DWR], and one from California
Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]; see summary of these phone calls in Appendix A).
PWD also received six written responses to the NOP. Four of the six responses were from
agencies/organizations, including the CDFW, the DWR, County Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County, and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The
additional two written comments were submitted by one local resident.

A public scoping meeting was held on July 11, 2015 to provide information on the proposed
Project, answer related questions, and solicit written comments. There were 16 attendees at the
scoping meeting. One set of written comments was provided during the scoping meeting. The
NOP, a memorandum summarizing the phone calls received during the NOP response period,
comment letters received on the NOP, and the one comment received during the scoping meeting
are included in Appendix A of this document.

This Draft EIR is being circulated for public review to public agencies and interested members
of the general public for a period of 45 days. Comments on the adequacy of this Draft EIR must
be provided to PWD by the close of the 45-day public review period (January 11, 2016) in order
to be addressed in the Final EIR.
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During the 45-day public review period, comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR may be
submitted to the lead agency at the following mailing address:

Matthew Knudson, Palmdale Water District
2029 East Avenue Q, Palmdale, California 93550
or by email to mknudson@palmdalewater.org.

1.4 FORMAT OF THE EIR
This EIR is organized as follows:

Executive Summary — The Executive Summary includes a discussion of the proposed Project
location, a brief Project description, a discussion of the scope of environmental analysis, areas of
controversy known to the Lead Agency, alternatives considered, and a summary of
environmental impacts and proposed mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid impacts
determined to be significant.

Chapter 1.0, Introduction — This chapter describes the purpose and scope of the EIR, provides a
brief summary of the CEQA process, and establishes the document format.

Chapter 2.0, Project Description — This chapter provides a description of PWD and the
proposed Project, including the need for and objectives of the proposed Project, the proposed
Project location, the existing setting and land uses of the proposed Project area, and the proposed
Project characteristics. In addition, a discussion of discretionary actions required for proposed
Project implementation is included in this chapter.

Chapter 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis — This chapter constitutes the main body of the
EIR and includes the detailed impact analysis for each identified environmental issue. The topics
analyzed in this chapter include: air quality, biological resources, cultural and paleontological
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, hydrology and water quality, and
noise. Under each topic, Chapter 3.0 includes a discussion of existing conditions, the thresholds
identified for the determination of significant impacts, and an evaluation of the impacts
associated with implementation of the proposed Project. Where the impact analysis demonstrates
the potential for the proposed Project to have a significant adverse impact on the environment,
mitigation measures are provided which would minimize the significant effects. For each topic,
the EIR provides a conclusion regarding the significance level of impacts after implementation
of mitigation measures.

Chapter 4.0, Cumulative Impact Analysis — This chapter addresses the cumulative impacts due
to implementation of the proposed Project in combination with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable or probable future projects in the area.

Chapter 5.0, Mandatory CEQA Topics — This chapter discusses additional topics required by
CEQA, including growth inducement, unavoidable adverse impacts, and irreversible
environmental changes.
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Chapter 6.0, Alternatives to the Proposed Project — This chapter provides a description of
alternatives to the proposed Project and an evaluation of their potential to reduce or avoid the
proposed Project’s significant impacts.

Chapter 7.0, Effects Found Not to be Significant — This chapter includes a discussion of those
environmental issues from the CEQA Environmental Checklist for which no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated and for which detailed analysis is not necessary.

Chapter 8.0, References — This chapter includes a listing of applicable reference materials.

Chapter 9.0, List of Preparers — This chapter includes a list of individuals involved in the
preparation of the EIR, including Lead Agency staff and consultants.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This chapter describes the PWD and the proposed Project for the public, reviewing agencies, and
decision makers. In conjunction with the description of the proposed Project activities, this
chapter includes the need for and objectives of the proposed Project; a description of the
proposed Project’s location; an overview of the existing setting and adjacent land uses; a
description of the proposed Project’s characteristics; and a summary of other approvals that may
be required for proposed Project implementation.

21  ABOUT PALMDALE WATER DISTRICT

PWD provides service to an area of approximately 40 square miles, including the majority of the
City of Palmdale, as well as adjacent areas outside of Palmdale City limits. PWD supplies clean,
safe drinking water to residents and businesses within its service area using several resources,
including the State Water Project (SWP) via the East Branch of the California Aqueduct,
Littlerock Reservoir, groundwater wells, and the Leslie O. Carter Water Treatment Plant
(LOCWTP). PWD uses an average of 4 billion gallons of California Aqueduct water each year,
which is stored in Palmdale Lake and treated at PWD’s LOCWTP. Littlerock Reservoir is fed by
natural runoff from snow packs in the local mountains and from rainfall. The water is then
transferred from Littlerock Reservoir to Palmdale Lake, where it is treated at PWD’s LOCWTP
before delivery to customers. PWD also has 22 active groundwater wells that pump water from
as deep as 550 feet below ground in the Lancaster and Pearland subbasins of the Antelope Valley
Groundwater Basin (AVGB). In drought conditions, PWD relies more heavily on groundwater
resources to serve customers. The LOCWTP utilizes state of the art processes to produce up to
35 million gallons of clean, safe drinking water every day for PWD residents and businesses.

2.2 PROJECT NEED AND OBJECTIVES

The Project site is located within the AVGB, which is a topographically closed groundwater
basin that has primarily been used for agricultural purposes. It is fed by runoff from the
surrounding mountains, which run over the many subbasins via three main creeks, including
Littlerock Creek. Littlerock Creek provides the majority of recharge to the Antelope Valley and
runs through much of the PWD service area.

Due to the extensive agricultural use over the past century, the AVGB has been in an overdraft
condition (i.e., pumping greater than natural recharge) since about 1930, leading to rapidly
declining groundwater head that caused land subsidence. In 1999, the process to adjudicate
groundwater production rights in the AVGB was initiated. In 2011, the adjudication court ruled
that the safe yield (equivalent to natural recharge plus return flows) of the AVGB is
110,000 acre-feet per year (AFY).! Although groundwater production has declined significantly
from its peak in the 1950s — 60s, it remains above the safe yield of the AVGB. The adjudication
process seeks to allocate the declared safe yield to the various groundwater producers in the
AVGB. This process will result in groundwater producers having diminished access to
groundwater resources in the future.

! One acre-foot is the volume of water required to cover an area of 1 acre to a depth of 1 foot, and includes
approximately 326,000 gallons.
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Based on water supply and growth projections, at the current rate of consumption, the PWD
water supply could be running at a deficit by 2021. The Project is needed to meet future water
demands by developing groundwater “banking” to store available water underground during
normal years, replenish groundwater supplies, and save for future dry periods. Currently, PWD
receives water supply from the SWP when it is available. When supply from the SWP is not
available, PWD uses water from the Littlerock Reservoir and pump water from groundwater
wells. The surface water supply from the SWP is highly variable and, as a result of the drought,
has reached a historic 50-year low. With less SWP supply available in recent years, groundwater
reserves have been increasingly taxed.

The proposed Project is intended to meet PWD’s long-term water needs through a solution that is
reliable, sustainable, cost effective, and drought-resistant. The overarching objective of the
proposed Project is to develop a groundwater banking, storage, and extraction program, using a
combination of raw imported SWP water and locally produced recycled water delivered to new
recharge basins located on undeveloped land in northeast Palmdale. Additional objectives of the
proposed Project include:

e Help to provide a diversified portfolio of ground and surface water;
e Increase reliability of water supply;

e Replenish groundwater supplies;

e Save for future dry periods; and

e Provide a cost-effective solution for long-term water supply.
2.3 PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Project site is located generally in the northeastern, undeveloped portion of the
City of Palmdale in Los Angeles County and surrounding unincorporated Los Angeles County
and City of Lancaster (Figure 2-1, Regional Location Map). More specifically, the proposed
Project site is situated north of Highway 138, east of Highway 14, south of Edwards Air Force
Base, and west of the community of Lake Los Angeles. The Project site is located in portions of
the Alpine Butte, Lancaster East, Littlerock, and Palmdale U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
7.5-minute quadrangle maps (Figure 2-2, Project Vicinity [USGS Topography]). The proposed
Project consists of several components at different locations, including a Recharge Site, a
Distribution Site, a network of Recovery Wells surrounding the Recharge Site, and several
associated pipelines. The Recharge Site is located south of East Avenue L, west of 105" Street
East, north of Avenue L-8, and east of 100" Street East. The Distribution Site is located
approximately 0.5 mile south of the Recharge Site’s southern boundary. The Recovery Wells are
located along side of East Avenue K-8, 110™ Street East, East Avenue M, and 95™ Street. The
proposed Project also includes alignments for raw, potable, and recycled water supply mains that
would be located mostly within existing streets (Figure 2-3, Proposed Project — Aerial
Photograph). The pipelines are bounded by East Avenue K-8 to the north, the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct to the south, 106™ Street to the east, and 60™ Street East to the west.

Portions of the pipelines, the Recharge Site, the Distribution Site, and some of the Recovery
Wells would be located within the City of Palmdale (Figure 2-4, Proposed Project and Local
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Jurisdictional Boundaries). Portions of the proposed Project occurring within the City of
Lancaster are limited to the Recovery Wells located north of Avenue L, between 102™ Street
East and 107" Street East. Portions of the Project occurring within unincorporated Los Angeles
County include the Potable Water and Raw Water/Return Water Pipelines south of East
Avenue Q and east of 80" Street East, as well as the Recovery Wells north of East Avenue L
outside of the Lancaster city limits.

24  EXISTING SETTING AND LAND USES

2.4.1 Existing Environmental Setting

The proposed Project is located within a relatively broad alluvial plain and exhibits a generally
level topographic profile. Elevations in the Project area range from approximately 2,900 feet
above mean sea level (amsl) near the proposed southern terminus of the Project, to 2,500 feet
amsl near the recharge basins proposed at the north end of the Project area. Surface drainage
from most of the Project vicinity is via sheet flow and small, un-named intermittent drainages
that flow primarily north, as well a larger intermittent drainage, Littlerock Wash.

The northernmost portion of the proposed Project (including the Recharge Site and surrounding
area to the north, south, and east) as well as the central portion of the 30-inch pipeline (where it
crosses Littlerock Wash) are located in the Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Area (SEA).

Soils in the Project area primarily include a variety of sands and sandy loams (U.S. Department
of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service [USDA NRCS] 2015). Generalized
vegetation in the Project area primarily consists of agricultural land and common desert scrub
communities.

2.4.2 Adjacent Land Uses

The northern portion of the proposed Project, which consists of the Recharge Site, Recovery
Wells, and associated facilities at the Distribution Site, is located within a relatively undeveloped
area, previously used for agricultural uses. However, portions of property in the Project area
have been identified as proposed sites for Los Angeles County Sanitation District’s (LACSD’s)
preferred effluent management alternative, as identified in LACSD’s Palmdale Water
Reclamation Plant 2025 Facilities Plan. Property located generally between Avenue K-8 to the
north, Avenue M to the south, 70" Street East to the west, and 150" Street to the east are
identified as the proposed site for LACSD’s preferred effluent management alternative for
recycled water from the Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant and LACSD has been actively
acquiring property in the project area. Areas immediately adjacent to the proposed Recharge Site
and Distribution Site are vacant, although scattered rural residential uses are located in the area.
There are two recycled water seasonal storage ponds approximately 0.5 mile east of the proposed
Recharge Site, associated with LACSD’s preferred effluent management alternative. The nearest
use to the northern Project components consists of rural residential at a distance of approximately
1,500 feet to the south, at East Avenue M-8.

The proposed pipeline alignments traverse through undeveloped, vacant land north of Palmdale
Boulevard. At Palmdale Boulevard, one pipeline traverses west, while the second pipeline
traverses south. These pipeline alignments each traverse through both developed and vacant
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areas. The pipeline alignment along Palmdale Boulevard is adjacent to single-family, rural
residential uses and an elementary school, and more concentrated single-family residential uses
west of 65" Street East. Residential development occurs along the 105" Street East and
106™ Street East pipeline alignment, with a high school and church also located adjacent to the
pipeline alignment. There are also solar farms located in the vicinity of East Avenue O and
East Avenue P, between 105" Street East and 110" Street East.

2.5 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

A Feasibility Study was conducted for a number of potential Project design alternatives,
including the proposed Project, by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants (KJC; 2015a). The Project
description below is based on the analysis and results contained in the Feasibility Study, which is
provided as Appendix B of this EIR and the Preliminary Design Report, also prepared by
KJC (2015b) and provided as Appendix C of this EIR.

2.5.1 Project Activities

The PWD plans to develop groundwater banking programs with new spreading grounds to
recharge imported water and recycled water, as well as recovery facilities to help meet future
water demands and improve reliability. Water for groundwater recharge would be obtained from
two sources: raw water from the East Branch of the California Aqueduct (State Water Project or
SWP water) and recycled water from the Les-Angeles-County-Sanitation-Bistriet’s{L ACSD’s})
Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant. The SWP water would be the blending source for the
recharge water. The recharge capacity of the proposed Project is estimated to be approximately
50,000 to 52,000 AFY. For the magnitude of recharge envisioned for the proposed Project, SWP
water would need to be recharged nearly year-round during wet years, which is estimated to
occur approximately 6 out of every 10 years. During dry years (anticipated to be approximately
4 out of every 10 years), no SWP recharge would occur. Recycled water produced locally also
would be included in the recharge (compliant with applicable regulations); this source is
anticipated to be available at an approximately constant rate year-round.

The proposed Project would potentially occur in two phases. The first phase is intended to meet
the PWD’s water demands for the first 22 years of the proposed Project’s life, providing a water
supply of 14,125 AFY. The second phase is sized to meet PWD’s water demand through the
50-year proposed Project evaluation period (through 2067), as well as ultimate buildout,
providing a water supply of up to 24,250 AFY. If a partner agency joins PWD, up to
30,000 AFY could be pumped back to the SWP for use by the partner agency. The components
of the Project, which are each designed to accommodate the ultimate demand of the Project, are
listed below and shown in Figure 2-5, Process Flow Diagram:

e SWP Turnout: The new 50-cubic foot per second (cfs) Turnout would be located at the
intersection of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct and 106™ Street East
(Figure 2-6, SWP Turnout Section). (A turnout at the East Branch of the California
Agqueduct is a connection/gate that allows water to leave the Aqueduct.) The Turnout
consists of a rectangular cutout of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct concrete
canal lining, approximately 25 feet long by 10 feet wide. A trashrack and an algae screen
would be installed over the cut-out section to prevent trash and algae from entering the
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turnout. A 36-inch diameter pipe would enter the side of the East Branch of the California
Aqueduct. Water would flow into the pipeline, through a flow meter, then through the
Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline to the Recharge Site (both of which are discussed in
more detail below). The new Turnout structure would be composed of reinforced
concrete. Stop logs and a motor-actuated sluice gate would control the flow entering the
pipeline. The East Branch of the California Aqueduct would remain in operation during
the construction of the SWP Turnout. A cofferdam would be used to provide a dewatered
section of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct for construction activities. Water
passing the cofferdam would have a slight increase in velocity due to the cross-sectional
area restriction; however, this velocity increase should not impact East Branch of the
California Aqueduct operations since the bottom and side slopes are lined with four
inches of concrete. Once construction is complete, the cofferdam would be removed and
water flow in the East Branch of the California Aqueduct would return to normal.

e Recharge Site: The Recharge Site is 160 acres and is defined by East Avenue L to the
north, East Avenue L-8 to the south, 100™ Street East to the west, and 105" Street East to
the east. The basins at the Recharge Site would consist of four 20-acre cut-and-fill earth
embankment recharge basins with shotcrete interior slopes (Figure 2-7, Recharge Basins
Overall Site Plan). The basins would occupy approximately 80 acres in the center of the
160-acre Recharge Site and would be surrounded by an eight-foot-high chain-link
security fence topped with three-strand barbed wire. The fenced area would include the
recharge basins and the sloped berms surrounding the basins, covering approximately
110 acres of the 160-acre site. The side slope of the recharge basin embankments at the
Recharge Site would be 3:1, with a maximum height of approximately 8 feet (Figure 2-8,
Recharge Basin [Typical]). Each basin would have an emergency spillway (Figure 2-9,
Recharge Basin Section). The entire 80 acres of recharge basins would be surrounded by
a 26-foot-wide access road. An access road 20 feet wide would also be located between
each basin. The 50 acres outside of the 110-acre fenced area containing the recharge
basins would be partially disturbed during construction activities on the inner 110 acres,
but the impacts to 40 of the 50 acres would be temporary and would not occur over all
40 acres. The remaining 10 acres of the 50-acre area would be utilized for long-term soil
stockpiling associated with basin maintenance (see Section 2.5.3, Operational Activities
for more details). Following construction of the recharge basins and associated structures,
with the exception of the access road from the Distribution Site to the Recharge Site and
an approximately 10-acre portion to be utilized for soil stockpiling, the area outside of the
fenced recharge basins would be allowed to revegetate naturally and would remain
unused. PWD would designate the approximately 40 acres of this unfenced portion of the
Recharge Site in a conservation easement, restrictive covenant, or other legal protective
mechanism.

e Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline: The Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would be
approximately 8.6 miles long and would connect the Distribution Site with the East
Branch of the California Aqueduct at the proposed SWP Turnout described above. The
36-inch diameter Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would travel north along 106™ Street
East from the SWP turnout for approximately 2.3 miles. It would then traverse west along
East Avenue S for approximately 0.1 mile, and then north along 105" Street East for
approximately 1.5 miles to the terminus of 105" Street East at East Palmdale Boulevard.
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The Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would continue north from the intersection of
105" Street East and East Palmdale Boulevard, along the future 105" Street East
alignment through undeveloped land for approximately 4.7 miles to connect with the
recharge basins at the Recharge Site.

e Recycled Water Pipeline: The Recycled Water Pipeline includes the construction of a
30-inch pipeline that would connect to an existing 48-inch recycled water pipeline at the
intersection of 105" Street East and East Avenue M. The proposed 30-inch Recycled
Water Pipeline would traverse north and west for approximately 0.1 mile along
105" Street East, paralleling the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline, until
reaching the Distribution Box at the Distribution Site (Distribution Site is discussed in
more detail below) where the recycled water would flow by gravity through the
Combined Recharge Supply Pipeline the last 0.6 mile to the Recharge Site.

e Recovery Wells: The Project would include sixteen Recovery Wells potentially
occurring in two phases, with all Recovery Wells having an estimated capacity of
1,200 gallons per minute (gpm). The Recovery Wells are intended to be phased one half
at a time with eight Recovery Wells installed during the first phase and the additional
eight Recovery Wells installed in the second phase. The Recovery Wells would be
configured surrounding the Recharge Site, located on an approximately 1.5-mile by
1.5-mile square, centered around the Recharge Site. The wells are set back a minimum of
0.5 mile on each side of the Recharge Site to provide more than one year of travel time,
as required by the California Department of Drinking Water, for recycled water traveling
from the recharge basins to the Recovery Wells. Four Recovery Wells would be located
along 95" Street East, between Avenue M and Avenue K-8; five Recovery Wells would
be located along 110" Street East, between Avenue M and Avenue K-8; three Recovery
Wells would be located along Avenue K-8, between 95 Street East and 110" Street East;
and four Recovery Wells would be located along Avenue M, between 95" Street East and
110" Street East. One of the Recovery Wells located along Avenue M would be within
the fenced Distribution Site (discussed in more detail below). All 16 Recovery Wells
would be approximately 200 horsepower, housed in buildings, and would operate up to
97 percent of the year (Figure 2-10, Recovery Well Plan [Typical]). Approximately
6 miles of Well Collection Pipeline would connect the Recovery Wells to the Potable
Water Pump Station (discussed in more detailed below; Figure 2-11, Recovery Wells and
Well Collection Pipeline). The Well Collection Pipeline for the first phase is sized to
deliver water from the Recovery Wells in both phases to the Recharge Site and is located
either in existing or future street alignments. The Well Collection Pipeline would vary in
size, ranging from 12 inches at the north of the site to 36 inches at the south of the site.
The proposed Project would also include five temporary Percolation Ponds on parcels in
close proximity to Recovery Wells for water collection and percolation into the
groundwater basin during Recovery Well testing. These parcels would be bermed using
soil within each parcel and would temporarily store water pumped up during Recovery
Well testing. The water would remain on each parcel until it has percolated back into the
groundwater basin. The berms on each parcel would then be redistributed around the
parcel.
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Distribution Site: The one-million-gallon Storage Tank and Pump Station Building
(with chlorination facilities) would be located on a two-acre parcel approximately
0.5 mile south of the Recharge Site, at the northwestern corner of the Avenue M and
105" Street East intersection (Figure 2-12, Distribution Site Plan). Figures 2-13, Tank
Plan and Section, and 2-14, Chlorination Room Plan, portray the head tank and
Chlorination Room plans at the Distribution Site, respectively. A 48-inch Combined
Recharge Supply Pipeline would convey water between the Distribution Site and the
Recharge Site. This 48-inch Combined Recharge Supply Pipeline would be
approximately 0.5 mile in length and would convey water from the Distribution Box at
the Potable Water Pump Station to the Splitter Box at the Recharge Site. An access road
would connect the Recharge Site and the Distribution Site.

Potable Water Pump Station and Potable Water Pipeline: The Potable Water Pump
Station is intended to accommodate the ultimate demand. However, the pumps
themselves are to be phased, meaning the four 3,000-gpm, 400-horsepower pumps (plus
one additional pump as a spare) are intended to accommodate the 14,125 AFY demand,
and the ultimate demand would be supplied through an additional two pumps of the same
size and capacity (Figure 2-15, Pump Station Building Plan). Although most phasing for
the proposed Project is intended to be within two parts, this Potable Water Pump Station
is capable of being implemented through multiple phases as demand increases. The
Potable Water Pump Station would be located on the same 2-acre parcel as the 1-million-
gallon Storage Tank and Chlorination Room. The proposed Project would also include
the installation of a 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline that originates at the Potable Water
Pump Station and proceeds south along the same alignment as the Raw Water/Return
Water Pipeline and then traverses west along East Palmdale Boulevard, until 60" Street
East. The Potable Water Pipeline would be approximately 9.2 miles long. The Potable
Water Pump Station would operate continuously to meet PWD’s potable demands. There
would be a bathroom in the control room, which would require an on-site septic tank and
leach field.

Return Water Pump Station: The optional Return Water Pump Station is designed to
accommodate a water banking partner or partners in order to pump-back to the East
Branch of the California Aqueduct. The Return Water Pump Station would be located
adjacent to the one-million-gallon Storage Tank and discharge back into the 30-inch
diameter Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline. The Pump Station Building would house
both the raw water and potable water pumps in a single building. It is not required for the
Return Water Pump Station to be implemented until a water banking partnership is
achieved. The Return Water Pump Station may be combined with the Potable Water
Pump Station, resulting in a six-pump, 3,750-gpm, 600-horsepower pump station, with
one additional pump as a spare. The Return Water Pump Station, if it is implemented,
would operate the majority of the year for an anticipated 4 out of 10 years, which is the
anticipated frequency of dry years.
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2.5.2 Project Construction

Project Schedule and Stages

Construction of the proposed Project is expected to commence in May 2017, and would occur
over a period of approximately 21 months. The proposed Project would be constructed in two
phases to reflect water supply and demand considerations. Specifically, the first phase would
include: (1) the SWP turnout; (2) all pipelines; (3) the Potable Water Pump Station (with five of
seven pumps and related Distribution Site facilities such as storage tank and chlorination
structures); (4) the Recharge Site; and (5) 8 of the 16 Recovery Wells (and associated pipeline
connections to the Potable Water Pump Station). The second phase would generally be limited to
adding additional facilities/capacity to the noted Project elements developed in the first phase,
such as additional Recovery Wells and associated Well Collection Pipeline sections, the
additional two pumps at the Potable Water Pump Station, and the Return Water Pump Station. It
is also possible that all of the Recovery Wells and Potable Water Pump Station pumps could be
constructed during the first phase, if a partner agency joins PWD in the proposed Project and
there is sufficient demand. Construction would occur in five stages, as shown in Table 2-1,
Construction Schedule and Stages.

Construction Activities

Construction of the proposed Project would occur in five stages: Recovery Well drilling,
Recovery Well equipping, pipelines and SWP Turnout, Recharge Site, and Distribution Site.

Table 2-1
CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND STAGES
Stage Project Component Construction Period Tlgtal Sjcage
uration
1 Recovery Well Drilling May 2017 — March 2018 10 months
2 Recovery Well Equipping February 2018 — February 2019 12 months
3 Pipelines and SWP Turnout July 2017 — June 2018 11 months
4 Recharge Site July 2017 — July 2018 12 months
5 Distribution Site October 2017 — February 2019 16 months

Recovery Well Drilling and Equipping

Recovery Well drilling and equipping would occur within a 150-foot by 150-foot square for each
well site, for a total of 22,500 square feet per well, and a total of 360,000 square feet for all
16 wells. No excavation would be required for Recovery Well drilling. Minimal grading (less
than 1,000 cubic yards; cy) would occur during the Recovery Well drilling stage. Recovery Well
equipping would require approximately 3,000 cy of excavation, approximately 5,000 cy of
imported fill, and approximately 7,500 cy of compacted fill. Vehicles accessing the wells from
Pearblossom Highway would turn north on 87" Street East, continue onto 90™ Street East, turn
east on East Avenue M or north to East Avenue L to access the Recovery Well sites.
Construction staging and laydown areas would be adjacent to the Recovery Wells.
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Pipelines and SWP Turnout

Construction of the SWP Turnout would include a temporary placement of a coffer dam around
the turnout area to dewater the local site. Water would continue flowing in the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct during construction. The SWP Turnout could be constructed simultaneously
with the pipeline construction as the sluice gate would prevent water from entering the pipe upon
completion of the SWP Turnout construction. Construction staging and laydown areas would be
at the SWP Turnout, located to the northeast of the 106" Street East bridge. The maximum area
to be disturbed by construction equipment activity at the SWP Turnout is approximately
750 square feet. The construction staging and laydown area would be 200 feet by 50 feet, for a
total area of 10,000 square feet. Vehicles accessing the SWP Turnout location would proceed
north from Pearblossom Highway for approximately 0.25 mile to the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct.

The Project includes the construction of steel (cement mortar lined and coated) pipelines,
including the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline, the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline, and
a 30-inch Recycled Water Pipeline. Pipeline installation would consist of traditional open-trench
construction methods, with the exception of two areas which would be installed using jack-and-
bore construction methods. Jack-and-bore construction methods would be used at two locations
for installation of the Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline: at the Palmdale Boulevard crossing and
along 106" Street East at the railroad crossing. Jack-and-bore construction methods at these two
locations would require jacking and receiving pits, which would be located within the road right-
of-way. Jack-and-bore activities would occur for approximately two weeks at each location.
Pipelines installed with traditional open-trench methods are planned for placement at a depth of
approximately 7 feet and would require an open trench approximately 5 feet wide for pipeline
placement. Where potable water, raw water, and/or recycled water pipelines parallel each other,
the individual pipes would be separated by 10 feet to meet CCR requirements. Total pipeline
length for the Project is approximately 24.5 miles, consisting of 8.6 miles for the 36-inch Raw
Water/Return Water Pipeline, 9.2 miles for the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline, 0.1 mile for the
30-inch Recycled Water Pipeline, 0.6 mile (of 48-inch pipe) from Distribution Box at the
Distribution Site to Splitter Box at recharge basins, and 6 miles of Well Collection Pipeline.
During construction of the pipelines, excavated soil would be placed adjacent the alignment. It is
estimated that two crews would install pipe, each with 300 linear feet per day of production,
totaling 600 linear feet of pipeline installation per day. Trenches would be backfilled and/or
covered at the end of each day. Construction staging areas for the pipelines would be at the
Distribution Site, while laydown areas would be adjacent to the open trench along the alignment
throughout construction.

Construction vehicles accessing the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline alignment from
Pearblossom Highway would turn north on 106™ Street East, turn west on East Avenue S, turn
north on 105" Street East. Vehicles accessing the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline
aIi%nment north of Palmdale Boulevard would use the proposed easement, as well as north on
90" Street East and from West Avenue N. Vehicles accessing the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline
ali%nment from Pearblossom Highway, would turn north on Fort Tejon Road, continue north on
47" Street East, and turn east on East Palmdale Boulevard, or would use the same access route as
for the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline (see above).
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Water shutdown (less than 48 hours) would be required during the connection of the 30-inch
potable water pipeline at East Palmdale Boulevard and 60™ Street East to PWD’s distribution
system.

Recharge Site

Construction of the Recharge Site would require 250,000 cy of excavation and 200,000 cy of
compacted fill with shrinkage (balanced cut and fill). Construction staging and laydown for the
recharge basins would occur adjacent to the Recovery Wells and at the Distribution Site.
Vehicles accessing the Recharge Site from Pearblossom Highway would turn north on 87" Street
East, continue onto 90™ Street East, turn east on East Avenue M, and enter the site on the north.

Distribution Site

Construction at the Distribution Site would require approximately 5,000 cy of excavation and
approximately 4,000 cy of compacted fill. Construction staging and laydown would occur within
the Distribution Site. Vehicles accessing the Distribution Site from Pearblossom Highway would
follow the same route as those accessing the recharge basins.

Personnel, Equipment and Construction Hours

Project construction would require varying levels of personnel and equipment at the Recharge
Site and along the pipeline alignments during different phases of construction. Personnel and
equipment requirements are identified in Table 2-2, Equipment, Personnel, and Construction
Hours.

Table 2-2
EQUIPMENT, PERSONNEL, AND CONSTRUCTION HOURS
Subphase | On Site Equipment | On Site Personnel | Hours
Stage 1 — Well Drilling
Month 1: Submittals and permits N/A N/A N/A
Month 2: Site preparation; auger, 1 drilling rig 2-person crew Normal weekday
set, and grout conductor casings to working hours;
a depth of 50 feet (all wells) no weekends

Months 3 through 8: Well drilling,
approximately 15 days per well

One well drilling rig

2-person crew

24 hours per day,
7 days per week

Months 4 through 9: Well testing,
approximately 10 days per well
including mobilization and
demobilization

One pump test rig

2-person crew

24 hours per day,
7 days per week

Month 10: Final video;
chlorination, sampling, testing

Mobile van
Pickup truck

2-person crew

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends
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Table 2-2 (cont.)

EQUIPMENT, PERSONNEL, AND CONSTRUCTION HOURS

Subphase

On Site Equipment |

On Site Personnel

Hours

Stage 2 — Well Equipping

Months 1 through 2: Submittals
and equipment orders

N/A

N/A

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

Months 3 through 5: Equipment
fabrication, off-site testing, and
delivery

1 delivery truck

1 truck driver

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

Months 6 through 12: Site work,
well equipping (mechanical and
electrical), and fencing.
Approximately 6 weeks per well,
but overlapping crews progressing
from well to well; each well about
3 weeks behind the preceding well

Crew 1 (Site Work) —
Elevated water tank,
water truck, and
backhoe

Crew 2 (Mechanical) —
Flatbed truck with
boom crane

Crew 3 (Electrical) -
Pickup truck

Crew 1 (Site Work) —
3-person crew

Crew 2 (Mechanical) —
2-person crew

Crew 3 (Electrical) —
2-person crew

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

Stage 3 — Pipelines and SWP Turn

out

Months 1 through 5: Submittals,
fabrication, and delivery of
pipeline

1 delivery truck

1 truck driver

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

Months 6 through 15: Pipeline
trenching, installation, backfill, and
paving

Backhoe (Cat 690 or
similar), excavator,
loader, water truck,

small backhoe/loader,
welding truck (2),

trailer-mounted
generator, pick-up
trucks.

Two large diameter
pipeline (8- to 10-
person) crews for the
36" Raw Water/Return
Water Pipeline, 30"
Potable Water Pipeline,
and larger diameter
(20" and 24" portions
of the Well Collection
Pipelines; total 22 miles
(2 crews for 10 months
each). One small
diameter pipeline (4- to
5-person) crew for the
10", 12" and 16" Well
Collection Pipelines;
total 3 miles (1 crew for
4 months).

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends.
May perform
night work for
pipeline
installation on
busy roadways,
likely Palmdale
Boulevard.

Months 15 through 16: Project
clean-up (1 or 2 crews)

1 trash bin, 1 front-end
loader

2-person crew

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends
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Table 2-2 (cont.)
EQUIPMENT, PERSONNEL, AND CONSTRUCTION HOURS

Subphase

On Site Equipment

On Site Personnel

Hours

Stage 4 — Recharge Site

Month 1: submittals, permits

N/A

N/A

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

Month 2: clear and grub

Months 3 through 7: rough grading
(balanced cut and compacted fill)

Month 8: fine grading of slopes;
excavation for inlet and outlet
boxes

Months 7 through 11: form and
cast splitter box, and inlet and
outlet concrete boxes; trench, lay,
and backfill inlet and outlet

Three to four scrappers
(Cat 623), grader (Cat
12G), backhoe
(Komatsu 450 or
similar), water tower,
two large water trucks
(Water Pull Cat 621B
or similar), loader (Cat
652 or similar),
generator, welding

8- to 10-person crew

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

pipelines truck

Month 12: clean-up and testing

Stage 5 — Distribution Site

Months 1 through 2: Submittals N/A N/A N/A

and equipment orders

Months 3 through 7: Equipment
fabrication, off-site testing, and
delivery

1 delivery truck

1 truck driver

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends

Months 6 through 8: Site work,
underground (mechanical and
electrical), and foundations

Crew 1 (Site Work) -
Elevated water tank,
water truck, and
backhoe

Crew 2 (Tank Sub) —
30-ton crane, weld
truck

Crew 3 (Mechanical) —
Flatbed truck with
boom crane, 30-ton
crane, weld truck

Crew 4 (Electrical) —
Pickup truck

Crew 5 (Specialty
Trades) — Short
duration such as

carpenters, concrete
finishing, roofing, etc.

Crew 1 (Site Work) —
3-person crew

Crew 2 (Tank Sub) -
4- to 5-person crew

Crew 3 (Mechanical) -
4-person crew

Crew 4 (Electrical) —
3-person crew

Crew 5 (Specialty
Trades) — Short
duration such as

carpenters, concrete
finishing, roofing, etc.

Normal weekday
working hours;
no weekends
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Table 2-2 (cont.)
EQUIPMENT, PERSONNEL, AND CONSTRUCTION HOURS

Subphase | OnSite Equipment | On Site Personnel | Hours
Stage 5 — Distribution Site (cont.)
Months 8 through 12: Steel tank 30-ton crane, weld 4- to 5-person crew Normal weekday
construction, surface preparation, truck working hours;
priming, and coating; hydrostatic no weekends
test; disinfection and testing
Months 9 through 15: Building Crews 1-5 as identified | Crews 1-5 as identified | Normal weekday
construction including wet wells, for months 6 through 8 | for months 6 through 8 | working hours;
pump cans, piping, mechanical, above above no weekends

electrical, bridge crane, roofing,
and associated building trades

Month 16: Clean-up and final 1 trash bin, 1 front-end Superintendent Normal weekday
acceptance loader (1 person) working hours;
no weekends

2.5.3 Operational Activities

Long-term activities for the proposed Project would consist of maintenance. An operator would
visit the Recharge Site and Distribution Site on a daily basis. Removal of debris in Recovery
Well site blow-offs would occur on a quarterly basis, while removal of accumulated sediment
would occur on an annual basis. Recovery Well pumps would be pulled from the bottom of each
Recovery Well approximately every 7 to 8 years for maintenance or replacement. The recharge
basins would be tilled/scarified every two years, on average. Soils removed from the recharge
basins would be stockpiled on an approximately 10-acre portion of the Recharge Site, outside of
the fenced 110-acre portion of the site and would be subject to standard measures to control dust.
The basins would normally always receive at least some recycled water; therefore, at least one
basin of the four would receive recharge water and be partially or completely full (depending on
the recharge rates). At the relatively low recharge rates of recycled water only, PWD would have
the option to keep one basin relatively full (bottom covered with water) or two basins partially
full. At higher flow rates, the basins are designed to have two basins in service and two basins in
a drying cycle and to rotate roughly every three months. At low flows, they may not rotate until
approximately 6 months. Basins with recharge water in them would maintain a depth of 3 to
4 feet, which dramatically reduces growing grasses in the bottom of the recharge basins. Basins
that are in drying cycles would drain the bottom approximately one foot of water to the next
lower basin to accelerate the drying and maintenance process. These operational procedures may
change seasonally from wet winter months to dry summer months with shorter drying cycles
required during hot summer months.

The proposed pumps would be housed inside the Pump Station Building, requiring minimal
maintenance. The tank would require re-painting the outside and re-coating the inside
approximately every 15 years. No ongoing, long-term chemical deliveries would be required for
the Project. Sodium hyprochlorite would be produced at the Distribution Site, in the Pump
Station Building, from an on-site generator using salt, soft water, and electricity. The sodium
hypochlorite would be stored at a concentration of 0.8 percent, which is considered
non-hazardous. During intermittent sodium hypochlorite generation, the system would vent
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hydrogen gas to the atmosphere. One truck of salt would be delivered to the Distribution Site
approximately every 4 months. The water softener cylinders (regenerated at the supplier’s
facilities off-site) will be delivered and changed-out about every one to two weeks. Oil for pump
motors and generators would be replaced occasionally, and would potentially be stored on-site.
The pumps are electric and, therefore, would not require fuel usage or storage.

The Raw Water/Return Water and Recycled Water Pipelines would have little to no
maintenance. PWD would perform a valve-turning program that would cycle each major valve
approximately once every three years.

Outdoor site lighting would be provided for the Project for use during occasional maintenance
activities. Lighting would be provided at the SWP Turnout, Distribution Site, each of the
recharge basins (one on each inlet and outlet for a total of eight), the Splitter Box, and each of
the 16 Recovery Well sites. These lights would not normally be on; they would be turned on
when needed for maintenance activities and would potentially have lockable light switches.

2.5.4 Project Design Measures

Construction

1. Open trench at any one time shall be limited to 600 feet along road right-of-way. Trench
shall be backfilled and compacted or covered with steel plates at the conclusion of
construction activities each day.

2. During construction of the Project, the Project shall comply with the requirement of
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District’s (AVAQMD’s) Rule 403, Fugitive
Dust, to prepare a Dust Control Plan for controlling fugitive dust and avoiding nuisance.
Compliance with this rule would result in a reduction in short term particulate pollutant
emissions. The PWD shall confirm this requirement is included as notes on the
Contractor Specifications. The Contractor’s compliance with this requirement shall be
performed to the satisfaction of the PWD. The Dust Control Plan shall include fugitive
dust control strategies to be implemented before, during, and after dust-generating
activities. These strategies may include, but are not limited to:

e Construction Scheduling: Grading activities shall be temporarily halted and/or site
watering would be increased during wind speeds that exceed 25 miles per hour (mph)
if there is evidence of visible wind-driven fugitive dust.

e Water Application: The Project shall apply water to the construction site as necessary
to control fugitive dust.

e Soil Binders/Wood Mulch: Soil binders and wood mulch shall be applied as
necessary.

e Stock Piles Stabilization: All soil stockpiles not currently in use shall be stabilized
from erosion through the use of watering, soil binders, or protected with a plastic or
geo-textile mat.
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3. During Project construction activities at the Recharge Site, Distribution Site and
Recovery Wells, limits of the Project impact footprint shall be clearly delineated with
staking, orange construction fencing, and/or silt fencing, as appropriate, to avoid
unauthorized impacts.

4. Monitoring shall be provided by a qualified biologist approved by PWD to ensure that all
impacts occur within designated limits for work occurring at undeveloped portions of the
Project site (Recharge and Distribution Sites and Recovery Wells). Monitoring entails
communicating with contractors, taking daily notes, and ensuring that the requirements of
the mitigation measures are being met by being present during construction activities
including all initial grubbing and clearing of vegetation.

5. The qualified biologist shall perform periodic inspections of construction (after grubbing
and clearing of vegetation) once or twice per week depending on the sensitivity of the
adjacent biological resources. The qualified biologist shall send monthly monitoring
reports to PWD. At the end of construction of each stage, the biologist shall prepare a
post-construction report for PWD that documents the as-built impacts of construction so
that mitigation requirements can be revised accordingly, if necessary.

6. Contractors, subcontractors, and their respective personnel shall refer environmental
issues including wildlife relocation, sick or dead wildlife, or questions about
environmental impacts to the qualified biologist. Experts in wildlife handling may need
to be brought in by the qualified biologist for assistance with wildlife relocations.

7. All Project lighting shall be of the lowest illumination possible for safety and security and
shall be selectively placed, shielded, and directed away from adjacent sensitive
vegetation outside the Project impact area.

8. Construction traffic and operational vehicular activity on unpaved access roads shall not
exceed a speed of 15 mph.

Operation

1. Following construction of the recharge basins and associated structures, with the
exception of the access road from the Distribution Site to the Recharge Site, the 50 acres
outside of the fenced recharge basins would be allowed to revegetate naturally and would
remain unused. PWD would designate the 50-acre, unfenced portion of the Recharge Site
in a conservation easement, restrictive covenant, or other legal protective mechanism.

2. Vegetation would not be allowed to grow on the basin floors and would be controlled
through periodic disking.

3. All Project lighting shall be of the lowest illumination possible for safety and security and
shall be selectively placed, shielded, and directed away from adjacent sensitive
vegetation outside the Project impact area.

4. All soil stockpiles associated with basin maintenance shall be stabilized from erosion
through the use of watering, soil binders, or protected with a plastic or geo-textile mat.
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5. Fencing used for the Project shall incorporate the following elements to avoid hazards to
birds and reptiles: (1) Hollow fence posts shall be capped; and (2) Metal fence stakes
shall be plugged with bolts or other plugging materials.

26 OTHER REQUIRED PROJECT APPROVALS

California Government Code Section 53091 exempts PWD, as a regional public water purveyor
and utility, from local zoning and building ordinances. This exemption applies to the proposed
Project, which would be a direct component of PWD’s treatment, storage, and transmission
system. Nonetheless, Project implementation is anticipated to require traffic control plan from
the City of Palmdale. Project components also occur within the boundaries of the City of
Lancaster. These cities may have discretionary authority over some aspects of the Project and
may use this EIR when considering the Project or issuing permits.

Other permits or approvals that could potentially be required include:

1. A DWR Encroachment Permit and Turnout Agreement for work within the DWR
right-of-way;

2. A permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Lahontan Region,
and approval from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) for the use of
recycled water for the proposed Project;

3. Conformance with applicable SWRCB National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) and/or Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) requirements;

4. An encroachment permit from Union Pacific Railroad,;
5. Los Angeles County permits for well drilling and operation; and
6. An encroachment permit from Los Angeles County;

7. Approval from Antelope Valley East Kern Water Agency (AVEK) for delivery of
imported water to AVEK service area or construction of a new turnout;

8. Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) approval;

9. A recycled water purchase and delivery agreement with LACSD;

10. A turnout agreement with LACSD for use of pipeline;

11. Permits/easements with LACSD for use of real property intended for LACSD’s
agricultural reuse; and

12. Easements for any facilities on Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant property.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

As outlined in Section 2.0 of this EIR, Project Description, the proposed Project would
potentially be constructed in two phases to reflect water supply and demand considerations.
Specifically, the first phase would include: (1) the SWP turnout; (2) all pipelines; (3) the Potable
Water Pump Station (with five of seven pumps and related Distribution Site facilities such as
storage tank and chlorination structures); (4) the Recharge Site; and (5) 8 of the 16 Recovery
Wells (and associated pipeline connections to the Potable Water Pump Station). The second
phase would generally be limited to adding additional facilities/capacity to the noted Project
elements developed in the first phase, such as additional Recovery Wells and associated Well
Collection Pipeline sections, the additional two pumps at the Potable Water Pump Station, and
the Return Water Pump Station. It is also possible that all of the Recovery Wells and Potable
Water Pump Station pumps could be constructed during the first phase, if a partner agency joins
PWD in the proposed Project and there is sufficient demand. As a result, the analysis contained
in each of the subchapters in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, includes all elements
of the proposed Project in both development phases.

3.1 AIRQUALITY

This section identifies and evaluates the proposed Project’s potential to have adverse effects
related to air quality during construction and operation.

3.1.1 Existing Conditions

The proposed Project site is located in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB), which includes
parts of Kern, Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. Air quality management
within the MDAB is divided among several air districts, which each have primary authority for
air quality in their jurisdiction; the Project site lies in the southwestern area of the MDAB and
within the boundaries of the AVAQMD. Both the State and federal governments have
established health-based Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for seven air pollutants, which
are known as criteria pollutants. These pollutants include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO),
nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of
10 microns or less (PMyg), fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM25s),
and lead (Pb). The AAQS are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace within a
reasonable margin of safety. Federal and State standards for pollutants that are addressed in this
analysis are shown in Table 3.1-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Regional air quality is defined by whether the area has attained or not attained State and federal
standards, as determined by monitoring. Areas that are in non-attainment are required to prepare
plans and implement measures that would bring the region into attainment. When an area has
been reclassified from non-attainment to attainment for a federal standard, the status is identified
as “maintenance,” and there must be a plan and measures established that would keep the region
in attainment for the following ten years. Table 3.1-2, Designations of Criteria Pollutants in the
Antelope Valley Portion of the MDAB, lists the current attainment designations for the proposed
Project area.
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Table 3.1-1
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS
Pollutant Averaging California Federal Standards
Time Standards Primary? Secondary”
Ozone 1 Hour 0.09 ppm (180 ug/m?) - -
(Os) 8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m®) | 0.075 ppm (147 ug/m®) | Same as Primary
oM 24 Hour 50 pg/m’ 150 pg/m® Same as Primary
10 AAM 20 pg/m?® - Same as Primary
PM 24 Hour - 35 pg/m® Same as Primary
25 AAM 12 pg/m® 12.0 pg/m® Same as Primary
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?) -
co 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) 9 ppm (10 mg/m®) -
8 Hour 3
(Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m’) a -
NO AAM 0.030 ppm (57 pug/m®) | 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m®) | Same as Primary
? 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m?) | 0.100 ppm (188 pg/m®) -
24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m?) - -
0.5 ppm
SO, 3 Hour - - (1,300 pg/m®)
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m®) | 0.075 ppm (196 pg/m?) -~
30-day Avg. 1.5 ug/m® - -
Calendar 3
Lead Quarter a 1.5 pg/m .
Rolling Same as Primary
3
3-month Avg. B 0.15 ug/m

Source: CARB 2013

Og: 0zone; ppm: parts per million; pg/m®. micrograms per cubic meter; PMyq: large particulate matter;

AAM: Annual Arithmetic Mean; PM,s: fine particulate matter; CO: carbon monoxide; mg/m3: milligrams per cubic meter;
NO,: nitrogen dioxide; SO,: sulfur dioxide; —: No Standard.
® National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect the

public health.

® National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.
Note: More detailed information in the data presented in this table can be found at the CARB website (www.arb.ca.gov).
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Table 3.1-2

DESIGNATIONS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS IN THE
ANTELOPE VALLEY PORTION OF THE MDAB

Ambient Air Quality Standard

Attainment Status

8-hour ozone (Federal)

Nonattainment; classified Severe 17

Ozone (State)

Nonattainment; classified Extreme

PMy, (Federal)

Unclassifiable

PMyg (State)

Nonattainment

PM, s (Federal)

Unclassifiable/Attainment

PM, s (StatE‘)

Unclassified

CO (State and Federal)

Attainment

NO, (State and Federal)

Attainment/Unclassified

SO, (State and Federal)

Attainment/Unclassified

Lead (State and Federal) Attainment

Particulate Sulfate (State) Unclassified
Hydrogen Sulfide (State) Unclassified
Visibility Reducing Particles (State) Unclassified

Source: AVAQMD 2015

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) designates an area as “Unclassifiable” if,
based on available information, it cannot be classified as either meeting or not meeting the
national primary or secondary ambient air quality standard for the pollutant. For the California
Air Resources Board (CARB), an “Unclassified” designation indicates that the air quality data
for the area are incomplete and do not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment.

Table 3.1-2 above shows that the USEPA has designated the AVAQMD portion of the MDAB as
being in Nonattainment for ambient ozone standard. Pursuant to the approved 2008 Federal
Ozone Attainment Plan and given the Severe-17 Nonattainment designation, the AVAQMD has
17 years from the plan approval date (2004) to achieve attainment (i.e., 2021). The State has
designated the AVAQMD portion of the MDAB as being in Extreme Nonattainment for ozone.
The Extreme status allows the use of undefined reductions based on the anticipated development
of new control technologies or improvement of existing technologies in the Attainment Plan; this
status could extend the attainment date by three years to 2024. To be designated as an
Attainment area by the State, the AVAQMD portion of the MDAB would need to achieve both
the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards (AVAQMD 2004).

In 2007, the USEPA revoked the annual PM;, standard as research indicated that there are no
considerable health effects associated with long-term exposure to PM;o. With this change, the
basin is technically in Attainment for the federal PMy, standards, although the redesignation
process has not yet begun. The USEPA has designated the AVAQMD portion of the MDAB as
being an Unclassified area for PMy,. The State has designated the AVAQMD portion of the
MDAB as being in Nonattainment for the State PM; standard, which is more restrictive than the
federal standard.
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Standard Conditions

SC 3.1-1. During construction of the proposed Project, the proposed Project shall comply with
the requirement of AVAQMD’s Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, to prepare a Dust Control Plan for
controlling fugitive dust and avoiding nuisance. Compliance with this rule would result in a
reduction in short term particulate pollutant emissions. The PWD shall confirm this requirement
is included as notes on the Contractor Specifications. The Contractor’s compliance with this
requirement shall be performed to the satisfaction of the PWD. The Dust Control Plan shall
include fugitive dust control strategies to be implemented before, during, and after
dust-generating activities. These strategies may include, but are not limited to:

e Construction Scheduling: Grading activities would be temporarily halted and/or site
watering would be increased during wind speeds that exceed 25 mph if there is evidence
of visible wind-driven fugitive dust.

e Water Application: The proposed Project shall apply water to the construction site as
necessary to control fugitive dust.

e Soil Binders/Wood Mulch: Soil binders and wood mulch shall be applied as necessary.

e Stock Piles Stabilization: All soil stockpiles not currently in use shall be stabilized from
erosion through the use of watering, soil binders, or protected with a plastic or geo-textile
mat.

3.1.2 Significance Thresholds

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant
adverse environmental impact on air quality if it would:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

e Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation.

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
Project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors).

e Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
e Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The AVAQMD’s CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines (AVAQMD 2011) establish
significance thresholds to assess the regional impact of Project-related air pollutant emissions in
the AVAQMD. Table 3.1-3, AVAQMD Criteria Pollutant Significance Emissions Thresholds,
summarizes the AVAQMD’s mass emissions thresholds, which are presented as annual values
for long-term operational and short-term construction emissions. A project with emission rates
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below these thresholds is considered to have a less than significant effect on regional air quality
throughout the AVAQMD portion of the MDAB.

Table 3.1-3
AVAQMD CRITERIA POLLUTANT SIGNIFICANCE
EMISSIONS THRESHOLDS
Criteria Pollutant ATTLEL ThIES 10
(tons)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)* 25
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)* 25
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 25
Particulate Matter (PMyy) 15
Particulate Matter (PM,s) 15
Hydrogen Sulfide (H,S) 10
Lead 0.6

Source: AVAQMD 2011
*These gases are precursors to the formation of ozone.

3.1.3 Impact Analysis

Applicable Air Quality Plan Consistency

The AVAQMD’s current air quality planning documentation, pursuant to State Implementation
Plan (SIP) and California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requirements applicable to the Project site,
includes four separate documents: (1) the AVAQMD 2004 Ozone Attainment Plan (State and
federal); (2) the AVAQMD List and Implementation Schedule for District Measures to Reduce
PM Pursuant to Health & Safety Code §39614(d); (3) the 8-Hour Reasonably Available Control
Technology — State Implementation Plan Analysis; and (4) the AVAQMD Federal 8-Hour Ozone
Attainment Plan (Western Mojave Desert Non-attainment Area).

A project is considered non-conforming if it conflicts with or delays implementation of any
applicable attainment or maintenance plan. A project is conforming if it complies with all
applicable AVAQMD rules and regulations; complies with all proposed control measures that
are not yet adopted from the applicable plan(s); and is consistent with the growth forecasts in the
applicable plan(s) (or is directly included in the applicable plan). Conformity with growth
forecasts can be established by demonstrating that the project is consistent with the land use plan
that was used to generate the growth forecast. An example of a non-conforming project would be
one that increases the gross number of dwelling units; increases the number of trips; and/or
increases the overall vehicle miles traveled in an affected area (relative to the applicable land use
plan) (AVAQMD 2011).

The proposed Project would result in construction criteria pollutant emissions below the CEQA
significance thresholds established by the AVAQMD, as shown in Table 3.1-4 below and,
therefore, would not conflict with or delay implementation of any applicable attainment or
maintenance plan. The proposed Project would not conflict with the applicable land use plan
because there would be negligible long-term emissions of criteria pollutants, as shown in
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Table 3.1-5 below, and the proposed Project would not generate new growth. No impacts would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

Conformance with Air Quality Standards

Criteria pollutant and ozone precursor emissions from Project construction and operation are
assessed using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2 (South
Coast Air Quality Management District [SCAQMD]; 2013). CalEEMod is a computer model
developed by SCAQMD with the input of several air quality management and pollution control
districts to estimate criteria air pollutant emissions from various urban land uses
(SCAQMD 2013). CalEEMod has the ability to calculate both mobile (i.e., vehicular) and area
source or stationary source emissions. CalEEMod allows land use selections that include project
land use types, sizes, and metric specifics.

Construction

Construction of the proposed Project would result in emissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), CO, sulfur oxides (SOx), PMjg, and PM,s. Emissions from
construction would result from fuel combustion and exhaust from construction equipment and
vehicle traffic (i.e., worker commute and delivery truck trips) and, for fugitive dust, grading and
site work. Emissions estimates and assumptions are detailed in Appendix D.

For modeling purposes, it was assumed construction of the Project would commence in the
summer of 2017 and require approximately 21 months to complete. It was also assumed
construction activities would occur during normal working hours Monday through Friday with
the exception of Recovery Well drilling and testing activities, which would occur 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week from July 2017 through January 2018. As described in Section 2.0, Project
Description, construction of the proposed project would occur in five phases: Recovery Well
drilling, Recovery Well equipping, pipelines and SWP Turnout, Recharge Site, and Distribution
Site. The proposed Project construction emissions were estimated using the assumptions
provided in Table 2-2.

Although there would be no significant impacts related to this issue, the proposed Project would
be required to comply with AVAQMD Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, as a standard condition
(SC 3.1-1), which requires implementation of a Dust Control Plan. The Dust Control Plan
includes strategies such as minimal grading, regular watering, application of soil binders and
wood mulch, and control of track-out from the site. Therefore, dust control measures are
included in the emissions calculations. The CalEEMod output showing equipment assumptions
and detailed emissions are included in Appendix D. The results of the modeling are shown in
Table 3.1-4, Annual Construction Emissions (Tons), and indicate that Project related emissions
would be less than the construction mass emissions CEQA thresholds established by AVAQMD.
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Table 3.1-4
ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (Tons)

Year VOC NOx CcO SOX PMyq PM, s
2017 0.7 7.2 5.0 <0.05 0.6 0.4
2018 0.7 6.5 4.7 <0.05 0.5 0.3
2019 <0.05 0.2 0.2 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05
Maximum Annual Emissions 0.7 7.2 5.0 <0.05 0.6 0.4
AVAQMD Annual Thresholds 25 25 100 25 15 15
Exceeds AVAQMD Thresholds? No No No No No No

Source: AVAQMD 2011 (thresholds). See Appendix D for calculations.

VOC: volatile organic compound(s); NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: sulfur oxides;
PMyq: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less;

PM,s: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less.

Therefore, short-term construction emissions, with dust-control measures required in accordance
with SC 3.1-1, would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Operations

Long-term activities for the proposed Project would consist of maintenance. Operational
emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. The primary source of operational emissions is
mobile sources (vehicle trips). An operator would visit the Recharge Site and Distribution Site
on a daily basis. Removal of debris in Recovery Well site blow-offs would occur on a quarterly
basis, while removal of accumulated sediment would occur on an annual basis. The proposed
pumps would be housed inside the Pump Station Building at the Distribution Site, requiring
minimal maintenance. Weekly water softener cylinders would be changed by an outside vendor.
Salt would be delivered (via one 10- to 14-ton truck) on a quarterly basis and blown into the
on-site combination brine saturator and salt storage tank. The emissions from mobile sources
were calculated using CalEEMod default trip lengths and emission factors from EMFAC2011.

As shown in Table 3.1-5, Annual Operational Emissions (Tons), long-term operational emissions
would be below the AVAQMD regional thresholds of significance. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Table 3.1-5
ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS (Tons)

VOC NOx (6{0) SOx PMy PM;s
Maximum Annual Emissions <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05
AVAQMD Annual Thresholds 25 25 100 25 15 15
Exceeds AVAQMD Thresholds? No No No No No No

Source: AVAQMD 2011 (thresholds). See Appendix D for calculations.

VOC: volatile organic compound(s); NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: sulfur oxides;

PMy: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less;

PM,s: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less.
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Cumulatively Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutants

The region is a federal and/or State nonattainment area for ozone and PMjo. The proposed
Project would contribute particulates and the ozone precursors VOC and NOx to the area during
short term Project construction. As described in above, regional emissions during construction
would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation. Construction emissions would be less than the AVAQMD CEQA
significance thresholds (Table 3.1-4). Therefore, regional construction emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable, and the impact would be less than significant.

With respect to local impacts, cumulative construction particulate impacts are considered when
projects may be within a few hundred yards of each other. As shown in Figure 4-1 and discussed
in Section 4.0, most of the cumulative projects occurring in the area are not within a few hundred
yards of the proposed Project. The construction schedule for the other cumulative projects
occurring in the area is unknown and, although it is unlikely that they would all be under
construction at the same time as the proposed Project, they are conservatively assumed to
overlap for the purposes of this analysis. As shown in Table3.1-4 and Table 3.1-5,
implementation of the standard conditions during construction would ensure construction and
operational emissions would be below AVAQMD thresholds. Because these thresholds have
been developed for the specific purpose of addressing cumulative impacts, the proposed Project
would not contribute significantly to cumulative impacts regarding local pollutant emissions.
Therefore, local construction emissions and long-term emissions would not be cumulatively
considerable, and the impact would be less than significant.

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Pollutants

Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and other areas where people live
and/or sleep. The northern portion of the proposed Project site (which encompasses the Recharge
and Distribution Sites and Recovery Wells) does not contain air-pollution-sensitive receptors.
The nearest residences to these portions of the proposed Project site are located more than
1,500 feet to the south at East Avenue M-8.

The nearest residential areas to the proposed pipeline alignment construction (beyond those
residences near the Project site along East Avenue M-8, identified above) start about 4.25 miles
south of the site at the intersection of Palmdale Boulevard and 105" Street East. The pipeline
alignments would split at this location: the Potable Water Pipeline would travel west along East
Palmdale Avenue, and the Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would continue to the south (with a
small jog west at East Avenue S to 106™ Street East) to the East Branch of the California
Agqueduct. There are several separate residential community areas along these portions of the
pipeline routes with houses as close as 30 feet to the edge of the roadway. Other sensitive
locations include Daisy Gibson Elementary School on East Palmdale Avenue, Littlerock High
School (to the east of 105" Street East), a church at north side of East Avenue S and
106™ Street East.

Exposure of sensitive receptors is addressed for two situations: CO hotspots and diesel exhaust
emissions. A CO hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle
congestion on major roadways, typically at signalized intersections. As described above, vehicle
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trip generation from the operation of the proposed Project would be negligible. Because existing
traffic volumes in the area are low and the proposed Project would not generate significant traffic
volumes, it would not create or contribute to a CO hotspot and, therefore, no analysis is
necessary.

CARB identified particulate exhaust emissions from diesel-fueled engines (which is known as
diesel particulate matter; DPM) as Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) in 1998. Construction of the
proposed Project would result in the generation of DPM emissions from the use of on-site,
heavy-duty, and off-road diesel equipment that is required for construction activities, and from
on-road diesel equipment used to bring materials to and from the proposed Project site. Exposure
is a combination of the emissions rate and the length of time exposed, with exposures calculated
over periods of 9 to 70 years. The proposed Project would utilize relatively limited diesel
equipment and the construction period would be relatively short. Combined with the highly
dispersive properties of DPM and additional reductions in exhaust emissions from improved
equipment, Project generated or construction-related emissions of TACs would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of TACs. The impact would be less than significant.

Although not a direct air pollutant, valley fever (coccidioidomycosis) fungal spore infections
develop through inhalation of airborne fungal spores contained in windblown dust, and is
recognized to be endemic in areas with dry, alkaline soil conditions. In order to prevent
exacerbating the existing windblown dust issues in the proposed Project area, all construction
activity for the proposed Project would be conducted under a rigorous Dust Control Plan
prepared in accordance with AVAQMD Rule 403 (SC 3.1-1). Adherence to the Dust Control
Plan would prevent the proposed Project from substantially increasing windblown dust
concentrations compared to background levels. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.

Odors

The proposed Project would not handle trash; generate or treat sewage; use or generate
chemicals; or engage in other activities that would generate odors. Diesel exhaust fumes would
be generated by equipment during site-preparation and construction activities. Diesel fumes
would result in odors that may be perceptible to occupants of facilities in the immediate vicinity
of the Project site. Diesel odors would occur for short periods and would dissipate within a short
distance from the Project site. The odors would not be objectionable because of the relatively
small magnitude and short duration. Operation of the proposed Project would not cause
objectionable odors. Therefore, this proposed Project would have no odor impact, and no
mitigation is necessary.

3.1.4 Mitigation Measures

The proposed Project would not result in a significant impact to air quality. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.
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3.1.5 Conclusions

The proposed Project would not conflict with the applicable land use plan. Project emissions of
criteria pollutants during construction and operations would remain below AVAQMD regional
emissions thresholds. The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a cumulative air quality impact, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, or generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
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3.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section describes the existing biological conditions within the Project site and applicable
off-site areas, identifies pertinent regulatory requirements associated with biological-related
issues, evaluates potential biological impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to
implementation of the proposed Project (as applicable). A Biological Technical Report has been
prepared for the proposed Project by HELIX Environmental Planning (HELIX; 2015a), with this
study summarized in the following analysis. The complete report is included as Appendix E of
this EIR.

A number of different surveys have been conducted to document biological resources present in
the Project area including focused surveys for sensitive species. The surveys addressed in
Biological Technical Report were conducted by HELIX in 2014 and 2015 (refer to Appendix E
for detailed information regarding the survey dates and details).

3.2.1 Existing Conditions

Vegetation Communities

A total of 10 vegetation communities/land uses were mapped in the proposed Project impact area
(Table 3.2-1, Existing Vegetation Communities/Land Uses in the Project Impact Area; refer to
Appendix E for figures of vegetation mapping). Two of the communities are considered sensitive
(vulnerable) by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW; 2010): desert salt brush
scrub and desert salt brush scrub-disturbed.

Table 3.2-1
EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/LAND USES
IN THE PROJECT IMPACT AREA
Vegetation Community/Land Use! Rsr?lzli;ygz Acreage

Mojave creosote bush scrub (34100) S4 19.4
Mojave creosote bush scrub-disturbed (34100) S4 3.5
Desert salt bush scrub (36110) S3.2 142.2
Desert salt bush scrub-disturbed (36110) S3.2 26.0
Non-native grassland (42200) S4 1.0
Non-vegetated channel (--) - 0.1
Agriculture (inactive/fallow; --) -- 11.0
Agriculture (active; --) -- 10.5
Disturbed habitat (--) -- 44.6
Developed (--) -- 52.9

TOTAL - 311.2

Source: HELIX 2015a
! Numbers in parentheses are Holland (1986) codes.
2 Communities with a rarity rating of S3.2 are considered sensitive.
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Mojave Creosote Bush Scrub (including -disturbed)

This vegetation community is dominated by widely spaced, medium to large shrubs, growing on
sandy, well-drained soils. The ground between shrubs is usually bare, with ephemeral annuals in
spring following winter rains. Mojave creosote bush scrub is the most common habitat for
Mohave ground squirrel. Mojave creosote bush scrub that has been disturbed exhibits lower
shrub cover and higher cover of non-native, herbaceous species than the undisturbed community.
Disturbance could have been caused by previous vegetation clearing or agricultural uses, for
example. Some of the non-native species that are present in the proposed Project impact area
include cheatgrass and Mediterranean grass.

Desert Salt Bush Scrub (including -disturbed)

This community in the proposed Project impact area is dominated by allscale, usually at low
density with much bare ground, with subdominants including shad scale, creosote, rubber
rabbitbrush, and valley lessingia. Desert salt bush scrub is the dominant community on the
Recharge Site.

Non-native Grassland

Non-native grassland is a dense to sparse cover of annual grasses, which may be associated with
showy-flowered, native, annual forbs. Characteristic species in this community in the proposed
Project impact area include red brome, Italian ryegrass, foxtail barley, filaree, and black mustard.
Most of the annual, introduced species that comprise the majority of species and biomass within
non-native grassland originated from the Mediterranean region, an area with a long history of
agriculture and a climate similar to California.

Non-vegetated Channel

Non-vegetated channel includes sandy, gravelly, or rocky fringes of waterways or flood
channels. It is unvegetated on a relatively permanent basis, although some weedy species may
grow along the outer edges channel and exhibit less than 10 percent total cover.

Agriculture (Inactive/Fallow)

This community in the Project impact area includes agricultural fields that are not actively
cultivated, but instead are mowed or otherwise managed.

Agriculture (Active)

Active agriculture in the proposed Project impact area includes agricultural fields that are
actively cultivated.

Disturbed Habitat

Disturbed habitat is highly disturbed ground that retains a soil substrate. If it is vegetated at all, it
supports an assemblage of almost exclusively non-native, weedy, upland species that colonize
after human disturbance. There is no recognizable native or naturalized vegetation association,
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and characteristic species vary considerably depending on local colonization potential. Disturbed
habitat within the proposed Project impact area is heavily dominated by several species of
Russian thistle and shows signs of past human disturbance such as grading or agriculture.

Developed

Developed land has been built upon or physically altered to the point that it no longer naturally
supports vegetation. Developed land can also include maintained landscaping. Developed land in
the proposed Project impact area includes paved roads.

Plant Species

A total of 74 plant species were observed in the proposed Project impact area and 50-meter
buffer. (These plants are listed in Appendix C of the Biological Technical Report.) Sensitive
plant species include species that are: listed as threatened or endangered by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS); listed as threatened, endangered, or rare by the CDFW; or included
in the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants.
Sensitive plant species that were determined to have potential to occur are listed in Appendix D
of the Biological Technical Report. None of these species was observed during field surveys of
the proposed Project site.

Animal Species

A total of 40 animal species were observed or detected in the proposed Project impact area and
50-meter buffer. (These animals are listed in Appendix B of the Biological Technical Report.)
Sensitive animal species include those that have been afforded special status and/or recognition
by federal and State resource agencies. Sensitive animal species that were determined to have
potential to occur in the Project area are listed in Appendix E of the Biological Technical Report.
Focused surveys were conducted for three species: desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, and
burrowing owl. No desert tortoise or Mohave ground squirrel, or their respective signs, were
observed during field surveys. Five additional sensitive status species were observed during field
surveys: northern harrier, California horned lark, loggerhead shrike, Le Conte’s thrasher, and
burrowing owl. No Critical Habitat for federal listed species occurs in or adjacent to the
proposed Project impact area.

Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State

The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI; USFWS 2015) indicates that Littlerock Wash in the
proposed Project survey area is classified as Riverine. Littlerock Wash contains potential waters
of the U.S. and waters of the State regulated by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) and CDFW, respectively. Other NWI Riverine areas pass east of two of the Recovery
Well sites and occur in the East Branch of the California Aqueduct. While freshwater pond is
included in the NWI adjacent to the proposed Project impact area, there are no ponds or signs of
ponding present.
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Regulatory Framework

Activities affecting the biological resources determined to exist or have the potential to exist
within the study area are subject to the federal, State, and local regulations discussed below. The
standards and regulations most relevant to the proposed Project are summarized below, with
additional detail provided in the proposed Project’s Biological Technical Report (Appendix E).

Federal
Endangered Species Act

The federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) designates threatened and endangered animals and
plants and provides measures for their protection and recovery. “Take” of federal listed animal
species and of federal listed plant species in areas under federal jurisdiction is prohibited without
obtaining a federal permit. Take is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, Kill,
trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Harm includes any act that
actually kills or injures fish or wildlife, including significant habitat modification or degradation
that significantly impairs essential behavioral patterns of fish or wildlife. Activities that damage
the habitat of (i.e., harm) listed wildlife species require approval from the USFWS for terrestrial
species. The FESA also generally requires determination of critical habitat for listed species. If a
project would involve a federal action potentially affecting critical habitat, the federal agency
would be required to consult with the USFWS.

FESA Section 7 and Section 10 provide two pathways for obtaining authority to take federal
listed species. Under Section 7 of the FESA, a federal agency that authorizes, funds, or carries
out a project that “may affect” a listed species or its critical habitat must consult with the
USFWS. Under Section 10 of the FESA, private parties with no federal nexus (i.e., no federal
agency will authorize, fund, or carry out a project) may obtain an Incidental Take Permit to harm
listed species incidental to the lawful operation of a project.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA,; 16 U.S. Code Sections 703-711) includes provisions for
protection of migratory birds, including the non-permitted take of migratory birds. The MBTA
regulates or prohibits taking, Killing, possession of, or harm to migratory bird species listed in
Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 10.13. Migratory birds include geese, ducks,
shorebirds, raptors, songbirds, and many others. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment
and/or loss of reproductive effort (killing or abandonment of eggs or young) is considered a
“take.” The MBTA is an international treaty for the conservation and management of bird
species that migrate through more than one country and is enforced in the United States by
the USFWS. The MBTA was amended in 1972 to include protection for migratory birds of prey
(raptors).

Clean Water Act (Section 404)

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the USACE is charged with regulating the
discharge of dredge and fill materials into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. The terms “waters of
the U.S.” and “jurisdictional waters” have a broad meaning that includes special aquatic sites,
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such as wetlands. Waters of the U.S., as defined by regulation and refined by case law include:
(1) the territorial seas; (2) coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers, and streams that are navigable
waters of the U.S., including their adjacent wetlands; (3) tributaries to navigable waters of the
U.S., including adjacent wetlands; and (4) interstate waters and their tributaries, including
adjacent isolated wetlands and lakes, intermittent and ephemeral streams, prairie potholes, and
other waters that are not a part of a tributary system to interstate waters or navigable waters of
the U.S., the degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate commerce.

Section 401 of the CWA requires that any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any
activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. must obtain a Water Quality
Certification, or a waiver thereof, from the State in which the discharge originates. In California,
the RWQCB issues Water Quality Certifications.

State
California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) established that it is State policy to conserve,
protect, restore, and enhance State endangered species and their habitats. Under State law, plant
and animal species may be formally designated rare, threatened, or endangered by official listing
by the California Fish and Game Commission. CESA authorizes that private entities may “take”
plant or wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened under the FESA and CESA, pursuant
to a federal Incidental Take Permit if the CDFW certifies that the incidental take is consistent
with CESA (Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1[a]). For State-only listed species, Section 2081
of the CESA authorizes the CDFW to issue an Incidental Take Permit for State listed threatened
and endangered species if specific criteria are met.

Native Plant Protection Act

Sections 1900-1913 of the California Fish and Game Code (Native Plant Protection Act; NPPA)
direct the CDFW to carry out the State Legislature’s intent to “...preserve, protect and enhance
endangered or rare native plants of this State.” The NPPA gives the California Fish and Game
Commission the power to designate native plants as “endangered” or “rare” and protect
endangered and rare plants from take.

California Desert Native Plants Act

The California Desert Native Plants Act (Division 23 of the California Food and Agriculture
Code) was established to protect California desert native plants from unlawful harvesting on both
public and private lands. The act also provides information necessary to legally harvest native
plants so as to ultimately transplant those plants with the greatest possible chance of survival.
The Act further encourages public participation in implementing the safeguards established by
this division and in evaluating the effectiveness and desirability of the safeguards.

California Fish and Game Code

California Fish and Game Code provides specific protection and listing for several types of
biological resources. Section 1600 of Fish and Game Code requires a Streambed Alteration
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Agreement (SAA) for any activity that would alter the flow, change or use any material from the
bed, channel, or bank of any perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral river, stream, and/or lake
(i.e., waters of the State). Typical activities that require an SAA include excavation or fill placed
within a channel, vegetation clearing, structures for diversion of water, installation of culverts
and bridge supports, cofferdams for construction dewatering, and bank reinforcement.
Notification is required prior to any such activities, and CDFW will issue an SAA with any
necessary mitigation to ensure protection of the State’s fish and wildlife resources.

Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, it is unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any
regulation made pursuant thereto. Raptors and owls and their active nests are protected by
California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5, which states that it is unlawful to take, possess,
or destroy any birds of prey or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird
unless authorized by the CDFW. Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take or possess any
migratory non-game bird as designated in the MBTA (see Section 3.1.2). These regulations
could require that construction activities (particularly vegetation removal or construction near
nests) be reduced or eliminated during critical phases of the nesting cycle unless surveys by a
qualified biologist demonstrate that nests, eggs, or nesting birds will not be disturbed, subject to
approval by CDFW and/or USFWS.

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 grants the State Water Resource Control
Board (SWRCB) and its regional offices power to protect water quality and is the primary
vehicle for implementation of the State’s responsibilities under Section 401 of the CWA (see
Section 3.1.3). The Porter-Cologne Act grants the SWRCB authority and responsibility to adopt
plans and policies, regulate discharges to surface and groundwater, regulate waste disposal sites,
and require cleanup of discharges of hazardous materials and other pollutants. Typically, the
SWRCB and RWQCB act in concert with the USACE under Section 401 of the CWA in relation
to permitting fill of federal jurisdictional waters.

3.2.2 Significance Thresholds

The PWD utilizes CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for criteria to determine significant impacts.
Accordingly, the following significance thresholds are used.

The proposed Project would typically result in a significant or potentially significant impact if it
would:

e Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly, or through habitat modifications on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status® in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or the USFWS.

1 Specifically for plant species, impacts would be significant for those that are: (1) State or federal listed and/or

(2) CNPS Rare Plant Rank 1 or 2 species.
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e Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW
or USFWS.

e Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the CWA through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means.

o Interfere substantially with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species, wildlife corridors, or wildlife nursery sites.

e Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
native plant preservation policy or ordinance.

e Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan.

3.2.3 Impact Analysis

Direct Impacts

Candidate, Sensitive, and Special-Status Species

Eight sensitive plant species were evaluated for their potential to occur in the proposed Project
impact area, and all have either low potential to occur or no potential to occur (Appendix D of
the Biological Technical Report). None of these species was observed during Project surveys,
nor were any other sensitive plant species. Therefore, no sensitive plant species would be
impacted by the proposed Project, and no mitigation would be required.

The proposed Project has the potential to cause direct, adverse effects to sensitive animal species
during construction. These impacts would occur primarily from vegetation removal and grading
activities, which would cause loss of habitat and potentially cause direct injury or mortality to
individuals. Twelve sensitive animal species were evaluated for their potential to occur in the
proposed Project impact area (Appendix E of the Biological Technical Report). Five of these
species were observed in the proposed Project impact area: loggerhead shrike, northern harrier,
California horned lark, Le Conte’s thrasher, and burrowing owl. Two species not observed but
with moderate potential to occur include coast horned lizard and prairie falcon (i.e., moderate
potential to forage; no nesting habitat present). The other five species have low potential to occur
or are not expected to occur. Direct injury or mortality to the loggerhead shrike, northern harrier,
California horned lark, Le Conte’s thrasher, and prairie falcon is not anticipated as these species
can move out of harm’s way. The loss of habitats for these species (desert salt bush scrub and
Mojave creosote bush scrub) would be less than significant due to the widespread nature of these
communities and the species’ lower levels of sensitivity. Direct injury or mortality to the coast
horned lizard if it was to be present (it has moderate potential to occur) and the loss of its
potential habitats would also be less than significant for the reasons stated above (widespread
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habitats and low level of sensitivity). In summary, direct impacts to these sensitive animal
species would be less than significant.

The proposed Project site is located within an area requiring Mohave ground squirrel focused
surveys. The CDFW requires a trapping survey for the Mohave ground squirrel for projects that
propose impacts to habitat with potential to support the species and are within or adjacent to the
species’ known range. Mohave ground squirrel biologist, Mike McGovern, Ph.D., conducted a
visual survey of the Recharge Site to assess the habitat on that site and to look for Mohave
ground squirrels. He determined that the Recharge Site contained potentially suitable habitat for
the species and recommended trapping. He conducted a trapping survey on April 15 through
April 19, May 6 through May 10, and July 3 through July 7, 2015 (refer to the Biological
Technical Report for additional surveys regarding the surveys). The trapping survey was
performed over a representative grid covering potential habitat within the Recharge Site, in
accordance with the most current protocol prescribed by the CDFW.

Mohave ground squirrels are found in a variety of habitats in the western Mojave Desert but
appear to prefer habitat with a variety of species of shrubs. The Recharge Site is, primarily, a
monoculture of salt bush with lesser and isolated components of annual vegetation and shrubby
perennials. The Recharge Site, therefore, appears to be poor habitat for the species. Even the
usually common antelope ground squirrel is scarce. The Recharge Site is significantly disturbed
and has been used as a place to deposit refuse and for agricultural purposes, as well for off-road
vehicles.

It is reasonable to conclude that the Mohave ground squirrel is not present on the Recharge Site
based on: (1) negative survey results; (2) paucity of other small mammals; (3) poor habitat
quality; (4) the site’s level of disturbance; and (5) the fact that there have been no Mohave
ground squirrels observed in the general area in the past 26 years.

Additionally, a visual survey of the pipeline alignments and the distribution site was conducted
by Dr. McGovern to assess habitat suitability for the Mohave ground squirrel. The distribution
site was surveyed on foot. The pipeline routes were surveyed by driving the routes and stopping
at various locations. In areas where there were no roads, the routes were surveyed on foot. In all
incidences, notes of the soils and vegetation were taken, as well as photographs. It was
determined that the habitats in these areas were not suitable to support the Mohave ground
squirrel; therefore, trapping was not warranted over these portions of the Project impact area.

The habitat at the Distribution Site and along the 30-, 36-, and 48-inch pipeline alignments was
deemed not suitable to support the Mohave ground squirrel, so they were not trapped. Similarly,
the habitat at the proposed Recovery Well locations and Well Collection Pipeline between
recovery wells and at the temporary Percolation Pond parcels was deemed not suitable to support
the Mohave ground squirrel and was not trapped. The habitat was not suitable because it:
(1) consisted of dirt and/or paved roads in developed areas; (2) consisted of sparsely vegetated
and disturbed desert vegetation dominated by creosote bush (a variety of shrub species is
preferred); (3) was significantly disturbed due to past agricultural activities and only supports
annual plant species; and/or (4) is significantly disturbed and has been used as a place to deposit
refuse.
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A burrowing owl and an occupied burrow (a concrete pipe in the ground) were found along the
Potable Water and Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline alignments. Other, similar concrete pipes
were found in the immediate vicinity that may be connected to the occupied pipe and form a
burrow complex. Additionally, other burrows with potential to support the burrowing owl are
present in the proposed Project impact area. The following types of activities have potential to
impact the burrowing owl, its nests or eggs, and destroy or degrade its habitat during
construction: grading, earthmoving, burrow blockage, and heavy equipment or vehicles
compacting and crushing burrow tunnels (CDFW 2012). If burrowing owls occupy burrows in
the proposed Project impact area, or within 500 feet of the proposed Project impact area, prior to
construction, the proposed Project has potential to have a substantial adverse effect on this
sensitive species, resulting in a significant impact. Mitigation would be required. Implementation
of the mitigation listed in Section 3.2.4 would reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Potential direct impacts to nesting birds protected by the MBTA and California Fish and Game
Code could result if clearing of vegetation or construction occurs during the breeding season
(generally February through August and, for raptors, January through August). Clearing of
vegetation or construction activities could cause destruction or abandonment of active nests or
mortality of adults, young, or eggs. Impacts to nesting birds would be considered a significant
impact, and mitigation would be required. Implementation of the mitigation listed in
Section 3.2.4 would reduce the impacts to less than significant.

Sensitive Natural Communities

The proposed Project would impact a total of 311.2 acres of vegetation communities/land uses
(as presented in Table 3.2-1). Of the total 311.2 acres, 168.2 acres represent permanent impacts
to sensitive natural communities, and specifically, desert salt bush scrub, which has a statewide
rarity ranking of S3.23:5. Impacts to this community are also expected on portions of the
Recharge Site that are outside of the 110-acre fenced area, including permanent impacts to
10 acres for soil stockpiling and minor temporary impacts to portions of the remaining area. The
temporary impacts are not anticipated to be extensive and would likely consist of some
equipment access in order to construct the recharge basins, as well as disturbance from installing
the fence.

The proposed Project would conserve approximately 40 of the 50 acres outside of the fenced
area on the Recharge Site. Approximately 97 percent (48.4 acres) of the 50-acre area outside of
the 110-acre fenced portion of the Recharge Site consists of desert salt bush scrub. The 50 acres
is within PWD ownership and approximately 40 acres of the land would remain in open space, in
perpetuity. The land would be placed in a conservation easement, restrictive covenant, or other
legal protective mechanism as part of the proposed Project, as explained in Section 2.0.

The proposed Project’s unavoidable impacts are limited to relatively low quality desert salt bush
scrub habitat that is widespread in the Mojave Desert and elsewhere, and was found to not
support sensitive species. Due to the low severity of impacts to desert salt bush scrub and PWD’s
commitment to conserving approximately 40 acres of this habitat as a fundamental part of the
proposed Project, impacts are considered less than significant, as explained in further detail
below.
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Table 3.2-2
PERMANENT IMPACTS AND POTENTIAL CONSERVATION AREA
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES/LAND USES
Acreage of
. . Rarit Acreage Potential
Vegetation Community/Land Use* Rankir)llg Impactge d Conservation
Area’

Mojave creosote bush scrub (34100) S4 19.4 --
Mojave creosote bush scrub-disturbed (34100) S4 3.5 --
Desert salt bush scrub (36110) S3.2 142.2 42.3
Desert salt bush scrub-disturbed (36110) S3.2 26.0 6.1
Non-native grassland (42200) S4 1.0 --
Non-vegetated channel (--) -- 0.1 --
Agriculture (inactive/fallow; --) - 11.0 --
Agriculture (active; --) - 10.5 --
Disturbed habitat (--) -- 44.6 1.6
Developed (--) -- 52.9 --

TOTAL -- 311.2 50.0

Source: HELIX 2015a

! The proposed Project would include conservation of approximately 40 of the 50 acres located outside of the fenced portion
of the Recharge Site. The location of the 10 acres that would be used for soil stockpiling is undetermined at this time,
therefore, the entire 50 acres is shown as the potential conservation area.

Desert salt bush scrub has a rarity ranking of S3.2, which is considered to be highly imperiled;
therefore, the community is considered a High Priority Vegetation Type by the CDFW.
However, CDFW, in Addressing High Priority Vegetation Types, further assesses priority
according to vegetation community quality and the quantity impacted. High quality communities
include, for example, those that lack invasive, exotic species and have no evidence of human-
caused disturbance. Desert salt bush scrub in the proposed Project impact area, which is almost
entirely on the Recharge Site, is significantly disturbed (by humans) as the Recharge Site has
been used as a place to deposit refuse and for agricultural purposes, as well for off-road vehicles.
Desert salt bush scrub-disturbed in the proposed Project impact area has also been disturbed by
humans and has been invaded by exotic plant species such as Russian thistle, tall tumble
mustard, Mediterranean grass, and red-stem filaree. Neither desert salt bush scrub nor desert salt
bush scrub-disturbed was found to support highly sensitive species such as Mohave ground
squirrel and desert tortoise.

Desert salt bush scrub is widely scattered on the margins of dry lakebeds in the Colorado,
Mojave, and Great Basin deserts (that are located in parts of California, Arizona, New Mexico,
Nevada, Utah, Oregon, Washington, Wyoming and Idaho) at elevations from below sea level to
more than 5,900 feet amsl. The Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) Area
encompasses 22,585,000 acres of southeastern California north, east, and southeast of the
proposed Project impact area. The DRECP Area spans the Mojave and Colorado/Sonoran deserts
and a small portion of the Great Basin Desert. The vast DRECP Area is bounded by Baja
California, Mexico to the south; Arizona and Nevada to the east; the Sierra Nevada and
Tehachapi mountain ranges to the north and northwest; and the Peninsular and Transverse
mountain ranges to the west. Approximately 361,909 acres of desert salt bush scrub have been
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mapped in the DRECP Area alone. The proposed Project would impact less than 0.001 percent
(0.00046 percent) of the total amount of desert saltbush scrub mapped in the DRECP Area.

The proposed Project’s impacts to lower quality desert salt bush scrub (142.2 acres) and desert
salt bush scrub-disturbed (26.0 acres) that do not support highly sensitive species and are small
in area compared to the overall coverage of desert salt bush scrub in just the DRECP Area
(361,909 acres) would, therefore, be less than significant in accordance with the CDFW
guidelines for addressing High Priority Vegetation Types. PWD also is conserving a 40-acre
portion of the Recharge Site as open space following construction. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation would be required.

Impacts to non-sensitive vegetation communities and land uses, such as agriculture, would be
less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

Wetlands, Waters of the U.S., and Waters of the State

The 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline along East Palmdale Boulevard has been designed to be
constructed within the maintained road right-of-way-ef-theread-_and would not encroach into
areas of Little Rock Wash. Standard construction best management practices would be
implemented during pipeline placement in Palmdale Boulevard, including the portion that
crosses Little Rock Wash. Construction activities and pipeline placement would occur entirely
within the maintained portion of Palmdale Boulevard, and best management practices would be
implemented during construction to ensure no runoff or contaminants would impact the wash.
Additionally, the Recovery Wells, Well Collection Pipeline, and temporary Percolation Pond
parcels along 110" Street (east of the Recharge Site) have been located west of the street to avoid
the potential jurisdictional areas located east of the street.

With the proposed Project design_and implementation of standard construction best management
practices, there would be no impacts to waters of the U.S. and waters of the State, and no
mitigation or permitting would be required.

Wildlife Corridors and Wildlife Nursery Sites

The proposed Project impact area is not in a specific route used by wildlife to move between
habitat areas; nor is it a specific linkage that connects to other habitat areas. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not interfere with the movement of wildlife or wildlife corridors, and no
mitigation would be required.

While some species may use the impact area for breeding or nesting, no wildlife nursery sites are
known or expected to occur there. A wildlife nursery site is a specific, established location often
used repeatedly for breeding purposes, such as a heron rookery or bat maternal colony roost.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not interfere with wildlife nursery sites, and no mitigation
would be required.

Local Policies, Ordinances, and Adopted Plans

PWD is a special district; therefore, the regional and local plans and policies do not apply to the
proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with any regional
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conservation plans, local ordinance, or policies protecting biological resources, and no mitigation
would be required.

Indirect Impacts

Fugitive Dust

Fugitive dust produced by construction could disperse onto adjacent native vegetation. A
continual cover of dust may reduce the overall vigor of individual plants by reducing their
photosynthetic capabilities and increasing their susceptibility to pests or disease. This, in turn,
could affect animals dependent on these plants (e.g., seed-eating rodents). Fugitive dust also may
make plants unsuitable as habitat for insects and birds. Implementation of Project Design
Measures, identified in Section 2.5.4 of this EIR to reduce dust generation, would ensure impacts
associated with fugitive dust remain less than significant.

Noise

Noise resulting from construction including grubbing, grading, and vehicular traffic would be a
temporary impact to local, sensitive wildlife. Due to its temporary nature, the impact would be
adverse but not substantial, and no mitigation would be required.

Water Quality

Water quality can be adversely affected by potential surface runoff and sedimentation during
construction. The use of petroleum products (fuels, oils, and/or lubricants) and erosion of cleared
land during construction could potentially contaminate surface waters and drainages such as
Littlerock Wash. Decreased water quality may adversely affect vegetation and wildlife.
However, the proposed Project’s requirements with the NPDES (discussed in more detail in
Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality) would ensure water quality impacts associated with
surface runoff and sedimentation remain less than significant.

Invasive Plant Species

Many non-native plant species are highly invasive and can, among other things, displace native
vegetation and reduce native species diversity, change ground and surface water levels, and
adversely affect native wildlife that is dependent on the native plant species.

Construction and ground disturbance activities can spread non-native plant species from
developed or disturbed areas to areas of native vegetation. However, the proposed Project lies
within an area that has already experienced high levels of disturbance from previous agricultural
activities and land clearing, and non-native plant species are already present inside and outside
the proposed Project impact area. Therefore the proposed Project is not expected to have a
substantial adverse effect on sensitive species or sensitive vegetation communities due to
invasive plant species, and no mitigation would be required. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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Nuisance Animal Species

The introduction of artificial water sources into arid environments can result in the spread of
already-present exotic ants such as the Argentine ant. The Argentine ant was observed during
Project surveys. The Argentine ant likely became established in the Project impact area due to
agriculture and residential development and its associated irrigation. Argentine ants out-compete
native ants that are the primary prey item for the sensitive coast horned lizard, adversely
affecting that species. The optimal environment for Argentine ants is characterized by moderate
temperatures and moisture levels, and moisture gradients regulate invasiveness of this species.
Argentine ants generally penetrate farther into moist habitats than into dry and sparse habitats.
Since the area surrounding the Recharge Site supports dry, sparse habitat, it is anticipated that if
Argentine ants are on the Recharge Site that they would not spread far beyond it into the drier
habitat of the coast horned lizard; they would more likely spread toward irrigated agricultural
land. Therefore, the proposed Project would not be anticipated to have a substantial adverse
effect on a sensitive species from the Argentine ant, and no mitigation would be required.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Water sources can also increase numbers of predators such as common raven and coyote, both
observed or detected during Project surveys, which are known to prey on desert tortoise and
other native species. The Recharge Site would, however, be surrounded by an 8-foot-high chain
link fence (topped with three-strand barbed wire), which would exclude the coyote. Therefore,
the number of coyotes would not increase due to the new water source at the recharge basins and
impacts would be less than significant.

The common raven gets its water primarily through the food it eats, but if this is not sufficient, it
will drink water. While the new water source associated with the recharge basins could attract
(more) ravens to the area of the Recharge Site, a potential increase in numbers is not expected to
have a substantial effect on sensitive species because the primary potential prey species, which
are also the most sensitive, the State and/or federal listed desert tortoise and Mohave ground
squirrel, are not present. Therefore, a potential increase in common raven numbers would be less
than significant and would not require mitigation.

Avian botulism is a paralytic disease caused by ingestion of a toxin produced by the bacterium,
Clostridium botulinum. This bacterium is widespread in soil and requires warm temperatures, a
protein source, and an anaerobic environment to become active and produce toxin. Decomposing
vegetation and invertebrates combined with warm temperatures can provide ideal conditions for
the bacterium (USGS 2013). Birds either ingest the toxin directly or eat invertebrates containing
the toxin. PWD would prevent/control the growth of vegetation in the bottom of the recharge
basins by disking, as necessary, and the interior slopes of the basins would be shotcrete that
would prevent the growth of vegetation surrounding the water in the recharge basins. The
prevention/control of vegetative growth would reduce or eliminate invertebrates dependent on
such vegetation and would eliminate the potential for decomposing vegetation in the basins.
Therefore, PWD’s vegetation management activity would prevent the production of the ideal
conditions for the bacterium, and the potential for avian botulism would be significantly reduced.
Consequently, the proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive
species or non-sensitive species related to avian botulism, and no mitigation would be required.
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Night Lighting

Night lighting exposes wildlife to an unnatural light regime that may adversely affect foraging
patterns, increase predation risk, cause biological clock disruptions, and disrupt wildlife
movement.

With the exception of well drilling and testing, and perhaps pipeline installation on busy
roadways, Project construction activities would occur during the daytime. Night lighting is
proposed for use during construction associated with well drilling and testing and potentially
some small portions of pipeline installation. Implementation of Project Design Measures,
identified in Section 2.5.4 of this EIR, would ensure impacts associated with construction
nighttime lighting remain less than significant.

Proposed Project operation would include night lighting. Outdoor night lighting is intended for
occasional maintenance activities and would be provided at the following locations: SWP
Turnout, Distribution Site, each of the recharge basins (one on each inlet and outlet; total eight),
the Splitter Box, and at each of the Recovery Well sites (potentially above each well building
door and general site lighting). These lights would not be expected to be normally on and would
potentially have lockable light switches. Night lighting has the potential to be bright and be
directed such that it could have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive species in adjacent
sensitive vegetation; however, implementation of Project Design Measures, identified in
Section 2.5.4 of this EIR, would ensure impacts associated with operational nighttime lighting
remain less than significant.

Human Activity

Increases in human activity in an area can result in the degradation of sensitive
vegetation/wildlife habitat outside a project impact area through, for example, the creation of
unauthorized trails. However, implementation of Project Design Measures, identified in
Section 2.5.4 of this EIR, would ensure impacts associated with human activity remain less than
significant.

Increases in vehicular activity due to a project can cause increases in road-killed wildlife. Use of
unpaved Project access roads could result in an increase in road kill, which could have a
substantial adverse effect on sensitive species (e.g., coast horned lizard should it be present).
However, implementation of Project Design Measures, identified in Section 2.5.4 of this EIR,
would ensure impacts associated with vehicular activity remain less than significant.

3.2.4 Mitigation Measures

Burrowing Owl

MM BIO-1: A pre-construction take avoidance survey shall be conducted for each phase of
construction at the Recharge and Distribution Sites, Recovery Wells, Well Collection Pipeline,
temporary Percolation Pond parcels, and the undeveloped portion of 105" Street East. The
survey shall be completed no more than 14 days prior to ground-disturbing activities and shall
cover the proposed Project impact area and all potential burrowing owl habitat within 500 feet,
as feasible. More specifically, the survey shall cover all Project features except: (1) where the
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30-inch Potable Water Pipeline would occur in East Palmdale Boulevard and (2) where the
36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would be constructed between East Avenue R2 in the
north and East Avenue S in the south. If there is no sign of burrowing owl occupation (as defined
in CDFW 2012), then no further mitigation is required. If sign of occupation is present, the
following measures shall be implemented.

e Direct impacts to occupied burrowing owl burrows shall be avoided during the breeding
period from February 1 through August 31 (CDFW 2012). “Occupied” is defined as a
burrow that shows sign of burrowing owl occupancy within the last three years.

e Direct impacts to occupied burrows shall also be avoided during the non-breeding season.
If present, burrowing owls may be excluded from their burrows. Burrow exclusion is a
technique of installing one-way doors in burrow openings during the non-breeding season
to temporarily exclude burrowing owl, or permanently exclude burrowing owl and close
burrows after verifying burrows are empty by site monitoring and scoping. Eviction of
burrowing owl during the non-breeding season would require prior CDFW approval of a
Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan (CDFW 2012).

e The burrowing owl and its habitat adjacent to, but outside of, Project impact areas, if
present, shall be protected in place, and disturbance impacts shall be minimized through
the use of buffer zones, visual screens, or other measures (CDFW 2012) as deemed
necessary by a qualified biologist.

e Mitigation for direct, permanent impacts to nesting, occupied, and satellite burrows
and/or burrowing owl habitat shall be required such that the habitat acreage and number
of burrows and burrowing owls impacted are replaced based on the burrowing owl life
history information provided in Appendix A of the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (CDFW 2012), site-specific analysis, and consultation with the CDFW. A
Burrowing Owl Mitigation Plan shall be prepared and submitted to the CDFW for
approval prior to impacts to the burrowing owl and/or its habitat.

Nesting Birds

MM BIO-2: Vegetation clearing shall take place outside the general avian breeding season
(which generally occurs from February through August). Tree removal/trimming shall take place
outside the raptor breeding season (which generally occurs from January through August). If
vegetation clearing and/or tree removal/trimming cannot occur outside the general avian and
raptor breeding seasons, then a pre-construction survey for avian nesting shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist within 7 calendar days prior to vegetation clearing and tree removal/trimming.
If nests are not observed, work may proceed. If nests are found, work may proceed provided that
construction activity is: (1) located at least 500 feet from raptor nests; (2) located at least 300 feet
from listed bird species’ nests; and (3) located at least 100 feet from non-listed bird species’
nests. A qualified biologist shall conspicuously mark the buffer so that vegetation clearing does
not encroach into the buffer until the nest is no longer active (i.e., the nestlings fledge, the nest
fails, or the nest is abandoned, as determined by a qualified biologist).
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3.2.5 Conclusions

Based on the implementation of the mitigation described in Section 3.2.4, all identified Project-
related impacts associated with biological resources would be avoided or reduced below a level
of significance, with no significant unavoidable adverse impacts.
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3.3 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section describes the existing site conditions, identifies applicable regulatory requirements,
and evaluates potential impacts and applicable mitigation measures associated with cultural and
paleontological resources for the proposed Project. Applied Earthworks, Inc. (&) prepared a
cultural resources survey report for the proposed Project (&£ 2015), which is summarized in this
section and contained in Appendix F of this EIR.

3.3.1 Existing Conditions

The proposed Project study area for the cultural resources survey report included a total of
approximately 601 acres. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this report includes the entire
Project cultural resources study area.

Twenty cultural resources have been previously recorded within a one-quarter mile radius of the
APE, seven of which are located within the proposed Project’s cultural resources study area. A
cultural resources survey discovered the presence of 11 additional cultural resources within the
Project cultural resources study area, increasing the total number of resources within the APE
to 18. The East Branch of the California Aqueduct is located within the proposed Project area
and is National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) eligible. None of the remaining onsite resources have been previously
evaluated for the NRHP or the CRHR.

Survey Methodology

A Phase | archaeological survey of the APE was conducted in June and September 2015. A file
search of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) located at the South
Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton was
conducted in preparation for the survey. The Phase | survey entailed an intensive pedestrian
survey of the 601-acre APE. Following the survey, archival research was conducted and
historical maps were examined to determine land ownership within the proposed Project area and
to supplement archaeological results with historical documentation.

The results of the file search indicate that eleven previous investigations have been conducted on
portions of the Project site, and seven cultural resources were found within the APE. Of these,
five are historic-period archaeological refuse scatters (P-19-004323, A£-2829-17H, /A-2829-18H,
/E-2829-19H, and A-2829-20H), one is an isolated historical well head (P-19-100581), and one
is the historic East Branch of the California Aqueduct (P-19-004154).

The Phase | pedestrian survey was conducted between June 3 and 9, 2015 and on September 22,
2015 by two A archaeologists and included the 160-acre Recharge Site, five 2.5-acre temporary
percolation pond parcels, the approximately 2-acre Distribution Site, 16 Recovery Well sites and
associated Well Collection Pipeline, and the pipeline alignments for the Potable Water and Raw
Water/Return Water Pipelines. Altogether, this encompassed the entire 601 acres of the APE.
The Recharge and Distribution Sites, the temporary percolation ponds, and the majority of the
Recovery Well sites were located in undeveloped land, some of which was formerly used for
agriculture. These were intensively surveyed by walking 10- to 15-meter parallel transects. Some
Recovery Well locations were in densely vegetated and flooded agriculture fields that were not
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surveyed due to their inaccessibility and the low potential for intact cultural resources.
Approximately 50 percent of the pipeline alignments were located in the right-of-way for
existing paved roads; these were surveyed by reconnaissance driving along the alignment. The
remaining portions of pipeline alignment were walked in transects.

Unusual landforms were investigated for cultural constituents. Artificial landscape contours,
such as road cuts, natural features, such as rodent burrows and drainages, and abrupt changes in
soil or vegetation type were carefully examined to ensure that visible cultural resources were
identified and documented.

Located historical resources were documented using standard State of California Department of
Parks and Recreation Archaeological Site Forms (DPR 523 [1995]). Resources identified
included the 7 previously recorded and 11 newly recorded resources. Previously recorded
resources were examined and updated as necessary if the site record was deemed inadequate or
incorrect. Newly identified resources were photographed and recorded by size, concentration,
and cultural features. Locations were plotted on the appropriate USGS quadrangle maps using a
Trimble GeoXH handheld global positioning system (GPS) unit. No artifacts were collected
during the survey.

Newly recorded resources consisted of nine historic-period archaeological sites, one historic-
period isolated artifact, and one prehistoric isolated artifact. The historic sites consisted of refuse
deposits and scatters containing cans and glass containers dating to the first half of the
20" century and a historic period farmstead. The historic isolate consisted of a steel wellhead
with no associated artifacts and no known date. The prehistoric isolate consisted of one
secondary-stage reduction flake of chalcedony (a translucent variety of quartz of various colors
and waxy luster) that is not local to the area. It did not have any visible edge wear or
modification.

Archival research was conducted by examining records from the General Land Office (GLO)
available from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Los Angeles County Assessor’s
Office, the U.S. Census, the U.S. Cities Directories, and the California Death Index available
from Ancestry.com. Historical USGS Quadrangle maps were also consulted. Fifteen-minute
USGS Quadrangle maps were available for the Alpine Butte, CA (1945) and Lancaster, CA
(1933, 1958) quadrangles. Seven-and-a-half-minute USGS Quadrangle maps were available for
the Alpine Butte, CA (1957), Lancaster East, CA (1958), Littlerock, CA (1930, 1957), and
Palmdale, CA (1958) quadrangles.

Native American Consultation

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on May 8, 2014; July 7,
2014; and November 10, 2014 for a review of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) for the proposed
Project. The purpose of the review was to determine if any known Native American cultural
properties are present within or adjacent to the proposed Project. The NAHC responses were
received on May 19, 2014; July 15, 2014; and November 21, 2014, respectively. They stated that
no known cultural properties exist within the area and provided a list of Native American
contacts representing tribes associated with the location to consult for further information or
concerns regarding the proposed Project’s impact to cultural resources. These representatives
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were contacted by email or letter on July 23, 2014 and with follow-up telephone calls on
July 29, 2014. A sample letter and a table showing the contacts and their responses is located in
Appendix A of the cultural resources survey report (Appendix F of this EIR).

Three responses were received from the nine representative groups or individuals contacted.
Beverly Salazar Folkes, an individual of Chumash, Tataviam, and Fernandefio descent,
suggested the presence of an archaeological and Native American monitor for ground
disturbance in intact native soil, citing that Littlerock was a drawing area for Native people.
Robert Robinson, a representative of the Kern Valley Indian Community, recommended the
presence of a culturally affiliated Native American monitor for all ground disturbing activity due
to the continuous history of Native occupancy in the area. Lastly, Kimia Fatehi, the Fernandefio
Tataviam Band of Mission Indians’ Tribal Historic and Cultural Preservation Representative,
requested more information and stated that the proposed Project is located within an area of
cultural sensitivity to the tribe. She provided a map of the tribe’s culturally sensitive areas that,
upon inspection, revealed the proposed Project to be outside of these areas.

Prehistoric, Ethnographic, and Historic Setting

Detailed prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic settings for the proposed Project vicinity are
provided in the cultural resources survey report (Appendix F). Prehistoric archaeological sites in
California are places where Native Americans lived or carried out activities during the
prehistoric period before 1769 A.D. These sites contain artifacts and subsistence remains, and
they may contain human burials. Artifacts are objects made by people and include tools (such as
projectile points, scrapers, and grinding implements), waste products from making flaked stone
tools (debitage), and non-utilitarian artifacts (beads, ornaments, ceremonial items, and rock art).
Subsistence remains include the inedible portions of foods, such as animal bone and shell, and
edible parts that were lost and not consumed, such as charred seeds. The ethnographic setting
provides information regarding ethnohistoric inhabitants and groups in the region. Historic
settings detailed in the cultural resources survey report (Appendix F) include those for Los
Angeles County, the Antelope Valley, the City of Palmdale, and the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct.

Paleontological Setting

According to the City of Palmdale General Plan (City of Palmdale 1993), twelve rock units were
identified within the City and have been categorized into three classifications for paleontological
sensitivity: high sensitivity/potential, unknown sensitivity/potential, and low sensitivity/
potential. The City of Palmdale General Plan describes the three classifications as follows:

High Potential: The Palmdale Planning Area encompasses five sedimentary rock units
ranging in age from 12 million to 10,000 years. These rock units have produced significant
non-renewable plant and vertebrate paleontologic resources and have a high potential to
produce future resources. These units include, chronologically, the Punchbowl, Ana Verde,
Harold Formations, the Nadeau Gravels/Pleistocene Old Alluvium, and pleistocene
Lacustrine and Fluvial Sediments.
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Unknown Potential: There are two rock units in Palmdale which have an unknown potential
for producing paleontological resources, the Vasquez Formation and the Pleistocene
Alluvium. The Vasquez Formation is approximately 38 to 22.5 million years old dating it
back to the Oligocene Age. The Pleistocene alluvium which is of high potential is covered by
a thin layer of recent alluvium. This layer has an unknown potential for producing
paleontologic resources.

Low Potential: There are five igneous and metamorphic rock units in Palmdale which have a
low potential to produce significant paleontologic resources. These units include:
Precambrian Pelona Schist, mesozoic metavolcanics, Mesozoic granite, quartz monzonite,
and diorits.

The entire portion of the proposed Project within the City of Palmdale boundaries is located
within an area designated as unknown sensitivity/potential (Exhibit 3-56, City of
Palmdale 1992).

Vertebrate paleontological localities have been recorded between the intersection of Pearblossom
Highway and the East Branch of the California Aqueduct (approximately 1.2 miles west of the
proposed Project’s SWP turnout location) and Littlerock Wash. Fossil horse teeth, mammoth
tooth fragments, and rabbit, bird, carnivore and rodent teeth and bone fragments were uncovered
at these sites (City of Palmdale 1993).

With the exception of the southwest corner, the City of Lancaster Planning Area contains gentle
sloping alluvial sediments with finer soils that have developed over time, possibly burying hard
organic materials that were deposited there and preserving fossils (City of Lancaster 2006).
Thus, the majority of the Lancaster Planning Area, including the southeastern corner of the city
limits, in which portions of the proposed Project are located, is designated with a moderate to
high potential sensitivity for paleontological resources (Figure 5b, City of Lancaster 2006).

The Antelope Valley Area Plan EIR (Los Angeles County 2014a) indicates that fossil localities
are found throughout the Antelope Valley, including in southeast Palmdale. These fossil
specimens vary in type and species (Los Angeles County 2014a).

Regulatory Framework

The proposed Project is subject to federal and state regulatory requirements related to potential
cultural resources issues. Specific regulatory requirements are summarized below.

National Historic Preservation Act of 1996

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 was enacted to “Establish a Program for
the Preservation of Additional Historic Properties throughout the Nation and for Other Purposes”
(16 U.S. Code 470). The NHPA authorized the creation of a NRHP. The NRHP is the nation’s
official list of cultural resources worthy of preservation. It is part of a national program to
coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect our historic
and archaeological resources. The NRHP is administered by the National Park Service, which is
part of the U.S. Department of the Interior.
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Criteria for Determination of Federal Historic Designation and Listing

Federal criteria for nomination of a resource to listing on the NRHP are similar to the state
criteria and include (1) consideration of the quality of significance in American history,
architecture, archeology, engineering and culture present in districts, sites, buildings, structures
and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling
and association and (2) that a resource meets one or more of the following criteria:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history;

2. s associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction or
that represent the work of a master or that possess high artistic values or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction
and/or

4. Yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

California Public Resources Code (Division 5, Chapter 1)

Division 5, Chapter 1 of the Public Resources Code established regulations for the protection of
historic resources in the state of California. It established the CRHR, an authoritative guide to
California’s significant historical and archeological resources. The CRHR is to be used by state
and local agencies, private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of
the state and to indicate which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and
feasible, from substantial adverse change. The California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)
administers the CRHR.

Criteria for Determination of State Historic Designation and Listing

The state has established select criteria for listing a resource on the CRHR. Specifically, the
resource must:

1. Be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the U.S.;

2. Be associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national history;

3. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction
or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values and/or

4. Yield, or have the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of
the local area, California or the nation.
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Public Resources Code Section 5097 et seq.

State law addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and
protects such remains from disturbance, vandalism or inadvertent destruction; establishes
procedures to be implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during
construction of a project; and designates the NAHC to resolve disputes regarding the disposition
of such remains. In addition, the Native American Historic Resource Protection Act makes it a
misdemeanor punishable by up to a year in jail to deface or destroy an Indian historic or cultural
site that is listed or may be eligible for listing in the CRHR.

3.3.2 Significance Thresholds

Project-related impacts to cultural resources would be significant if the proposed project would:

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

e Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource on site or unique geologic
feature.

e Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

The identified significance thresholds are based on criteria provided in Appendix G of the State
CEQA Guidelines. The thresholds are intended to ensure conformance with existing regulatory
requirements and protect cultural resources.

3.3.3 Impact Analysis

Historical Resources

The East Branch of the California Aqueduct was built to bring water to the Southern California
region and its customers. This resource has previously been determined eligible for the NRHP
and the CRHR under Criteria A/1 and C/3 for its association with an important historic event and
its engineering merits. The proposed Project proposes to construct a new SWP turnout in the
vicinity of 106" Street East. The turnout would connect to the side of the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct in order to draw water from the aqueduct to the proposed recharge water
supply line. When originally planned, designed, and engineered, the aqueduct system was
expected to undergo this type of alteration over time to meet future growth and demand. Given
this, the construction and operation of ancillary features, such as the proposed turnout, is
consistent with the long-term plan and design of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct. As
the proposed work to the California Aqueduct would be implemented in a manner keeping with
the function and character of the canal and its associated features, the addition of a new turnout
would not substantially alter any of the seven aspects of historical integrity, including location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association that relate to the aqueduct’s
historical significance. Because the proposed modifications would not alter the characteristics
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that qualify the East Branch of the California Aqueduct for the NRHP and CRHR, proposed
Project impacts to historical resources would be less than significant.

Archaeological Resources

Fourteen archaeological sites and three archaeological isolates are located within the proposed
Project APE. Site CA-LAN-4323H/P-19-004323 was an historical refuse deposit that was largely
destroyed and displaced during the construction of a solar farm. Given its lack of integrity, CA-
LAN-4323H is not eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR.

Sites A-2829-17H, A-2829-18H, A-2829-19H, A-2829-20H, A-2829-JS-1H, A-2829-JS-3H,
AE-2829-JS-4H, A-2829-JS-6H, A-2829-JS-7TH, A-2829-JS-8H, and A-2829-JS-10H consist of
historical refuse scatters dating from the early to mid-twentieth century. The artifacts composing
these scatters appear to be of mainstream American origin, reflecting well documented consumer
practices typical of ranching and rural communities of the era. Archival research could not
associate any of these deposits to events that have made significant contributions to the broad
patterns of our history (Criterion A/1), nor can they be associated with events or the lives of
persons significant in our past (Criterion B/2). The sites do not embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, and thus are not recommended
eligible under Criterion C/3. Furthermore, most of the sites appear to lack the potential to contain
substantial subsurface cultural deposits that could yield important historical information. As
such, these sites are not considered significant to the study of the local or regional history and
settlement of this part of the Mojave Desert (Criterion D/4).

Site /E-2829-JS-9H represents the remains of a small 1950s-era farmstead containing a well,
pump, residential slab foundation, fence posts, piles of discarded lumber, ancillary slab
foundations, and a light scatter of domestic household refuse. Archival information suggests that
the farmstead may have initially been established on the property by Louis J. and Marion P.
Koenig in the early 1950s. Tax records indicate that the farmstead was occupied until the early
1960s, at which time the property fell into disuse. The farmstead was demolished sometime
thereafter with A-2829-JS-9H representing the remnants of the historical buildings and
associated structures. The artifactual and architectural constituents of the site were not found to
be associated with any events or individuals of historical significance (Criteria A/1 and B/2), nor
do they exhibit any significant architectural or engineering merits (Criterion C/3). Furthermore,
the site appears to have little potential to contain subsurface cultural deposits that could yield
important historical information. As such, /E-2829-JS-9H is not considered significant to the
study of the local or regional history and settlement of this part of the Mojave Desert
(Criterion D/4).

Site /E-2829-JS-11H represents the remains of a small mid- to late-twentieth-century farmstead
that contains a well casing, perimeter footing for a pump house, remnants of perimeter and slab
foundations for ancillary buildings, irrigation standpipes, piles of discarded lumber, and a scatter
of broken concrete nails and glass as well as walnut and peach trees. Archival information
suggests that a single building of unknown function may have been present on the property as
early as 1930, but the farmstead does not appear to have been established until around 1933
under the ownership of Sheman and Rosie Simon. Tax records indicate that the farmstead
continued to prosper through the mid-twentieth century, but appears to have suffered a decline
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once Sheman Simon died in 1965. The farmstead was demolished sometime thereafter with
FE-2829-JS-11H representing the remnants of the historical buildings and associated structures.
No information has been found to suggest that the mid- to late-twentieth-century farmstead
remains found at AE-2829-JS-11H are directly associated with events or persons that are
significant in local, state, or national history (Criteria A/1 and B/2). The site does not exhibit any
architectural or engineering merits that would qualify it as significant under Criterion C/3.
/E-2829-JS-11H is not considered significant to the study of the local or regional history and
settlement of this part of the Mojave Desert (Criterion D/4).

Isolate P-19-100581 consists of a historic-period wellhead with two associated concrete pads,
and isolate /AE-2829-JS-1SO-2H consists of a historic-period wellhead with no other associated
features. Because these resources are not directly associated with historically significant events
or persons, they are not considered significant under Criteria A/ or B/2. Moreover, the wellheads
are of standard design and construction and do not exhibit any significant architectural or
engineering merits (Criterion C/3). Finally, these types of ancillary remnant features are common
to abandoned rural farmstead parcels across the nation, the state, and the region. As such, the
resources lack the potential to provide any information that would be considered significant to
the study of the local or regional history and settlement of this part of the Mojave Desert
(Criterion D/4).

Isolate A-2829-JS-1SO-5 is a prehistoric chalcedony flake with no associated artifacts, features,
or context. It is not unique, unusual, rare, or otherwise exceptional. It has no archaeological or
scientific value, does not meet any NRHP or CRHR criteria, and therefore, is not a significant
resource under the NHPA or CEQA.

None of the archaeological sites or isolates within the proposed Project APE are eligible for
listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. As such, the proposed Project would not result in significant
impacts to these resources. However, there is potential for impacts to unknown archaeological
resources during Project construction. This potential is considered a significant impact, requiring
mitigation. Mitigation measure CUL-1 would reduce impacts associated with unknown
archeological resources to a less-than-significant level.

Paleontological Resources

The proposed Project portion within the City of Palmdale is located within an area designated as
unknown potential/sensitivity for paleontological resources. The portion of the proposed Project
site north of Avenue L within the City of Lancaster, which includes two Recovery Wells, is
located within an area identified by as having moderate to high potential for paleontological
resources (City of Lancaster 2006). The Antelope Valley Area Plan EIR (Los Angeles
County 2014a) indicates that fossil localities are found throughout the Antelope Valley,
including in southeast Palmdale. Based on the potential for fossil localities to be located within
the proposed Project area, and the potential for impacts to unknown paleontological resources
during proposed Project construction activities, the proposed Project would result in a potentially
significant impact to paleontological resources, requiring mitigation. Mitigation measure CUL-2
would reduce impacts associated with unknown paleontological resources to a less-than-
significant level.
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Human Remains

There is no record of previously recorded human remains in the proposed Project APE and no
human remains were observed during the cultural survey. All of the archaeological sites are
surface refuse scatters with little potential for subsurface deposits and the archaeological isolates
are either architectural in nature or lacking context. None of the archaeological resources are
expected to contain subsurface human remains. However, the potential for unearthing unknown
human remains is a potentially significant impact, requiring mitigation. In the unlikely event that
human remains are encountered, mitigation measure CUL-3 would reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

3.3.4 Mitigation Measures

The findings of this study indicate that of the 17 identified cultural resources, the East Branch of
the California Aqueduct is the only historic property/historic resource located within the
proposed Project APE. No further management is recommended for the 16 cultural resources that
do not meet criteria for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. Moreover, an assessment of effects
indicates that the proposed Project would not have an adverse effect or impact on the
significance of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct. Therefore, no further management of
this cultural resource is recommended. The following measures are to be observed in the unlikely
event that subsurface archaeological resources or human remains are encountered or if proposed
Project modifications and expansions have the potential to impact resources.

MM CUL-1 If potentially significant buried archaeological materials are encountered during
construction activities, all work must be halted in the vicinity of the
archaeological discovery until a qualified archaeologist can visit the site of
discovery and assess the significance of the archaeological resource. If the find is
identified as significant, appropriate treatment as determined by the archaeologist
shall be implemented prior to the recommencement of ground disturbance in the
area. A report documenting the methods and results of the treatment shall be
prepared and submitted to PWD and filed with the local repository.

MM CUL-2 In the event fossil materials are exposed during ground disturbing activities, work
(within 100 feet of the discovery) shall be halted until a qualified paleontologist
meeting the criteria established by the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology is
retained to assess the find. If the find is identified as significant, appropriate
treatment as determined by the paleontologist shall be implemented prior to the
recommencement of ground disturbance in the area. A report documenting the
methods and results of the treatment shall be prepared and submitted to PWD and
filed with the local repository.

MM CUL-3 In the event that human remains are discovered during construction activities in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery, the Los Angeles County Coroner must
be notified within 24 hours of the discovery, in accord with Health and Safety
Code 87050.5, State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(e), and PRC 85097.98. The
Coroner must then determine within two working days of being notified if the
remains are subject to his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains
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to be Native American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within
24 hours, in accordance with PRC 85097.98. The NAHC then designates a Most
Likely Descendant (MLD) with respect to the human remains within 48 hours of
notification. The MLD will then have the opportunity to recommend to the
proposed Project proponent means for treating or disposing, with appropriate
dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods within 24 hours of
notification.

3.3.5 Conclusions

With implementation of the mitigation measures detailed in Section 3.3.4, Project impacts
associated with the archaeological and paleontological resources in the proposed Project vicinity
would be reduced to less than significant.
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3.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

This section describes and analyzes geologic/geotechnical conditions, issues and related design
and/or mitigation measures to address potential impacts associated with development of the
proposed Project. A number of technical analyses that encompass geology and soils issues have
been prepared for the proposed Project by KJC, including: (1) a Feasibility Study to evaluate
several potential Project design alternatives, including an alternative essentially the same as the
proposed Project (KJC 2015a); (2) a Preliminary Design Report (PDR), which provides design,
cost and related information (e.g., permit/easement requirements) for the proposed Project
(KJC 2015b); and (3) a Project-specific groundwater model to update preliminary modeling
conducted as part of the Feasibility Study (KJC 2015c). The Feasibility Study includes
descriptions of regional/local geologic conditions and a preliminary assessment of potential
subsidence issues. The PDR includes an evaluation of potential corrosive soil issues, while the
updated groundwater model provides a related assessment of potential subsidence from the
proposed Project. Applicable information from the referenced studies (and other pertinent
sources) is included in the following analysis, with the Project Feasibility Study, PDR, and
groundwater model included in Appendices B, C, and G, respectively, of this EIR. While this
section is focused predominantly on geologic/soil conditions and related geotechnical concerns
within and adjacent to the areas proposed for development, portions of the analysis necessarily
include a broader scope (e.g., regional fault/seismicity descriptions).

3.4.1 Existing Conditions

Regional Geologic Setting

The proposed Project site is located in the Mojave Desert Geomorphic Province, just north of the
boundary with the Transverse Ranges Province (with these provinces representing 2 of 11 such
geomorphic designations within the state). The Mojave Desert Province is a generally triangular-
shaped area, bordered on the west and south by the San Andreas Fault/Transverse Ranges, on the
north by the Garlock Fault, and on the east by the Colorado River/state line. This area is
characterized by isolated and generally low mountain ranges, separated by broad areas of desert
plains with deep alluvial deposits and internal drainage. The Transverse Ranges Province is a
generally linear-shaped, east-west trending area that extends between the San Bernardino
Mountains on the east and several offshore islands west of the Los Angeles Basin. This region is
characterized by steep, east-west trending mountain ranges and intervening valleys (including the
San Gabriel Mountains south of the Project site), and exhibits complex geologic structure
associated with tectonic plate boundary conditions along the San Andreas Fault System.

Site Geology/Topography

The proposed Project site and adjacent areas are located within a relatively broad alluvial plain,
formed by deposition within a structural depression related to local tectonic activity. Associated
Holocene (less than approximately 11,000 years old) and Pleistocene (between approximately
11,000 and 2 million years old) alluvial soils are derived primarily from erosion of the nearby
San Gabriel Mountains to the south and the Tehachapi Mountains to the west. Additional
surficial materials present within the site and vicinity include historic artificial fill associated
with development such as structures and roads, Holocene fluvial deposits along active drainage
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channels (e.g., Littlerock Creek), and Pleistocene lacustrine (lake) deposits associated with an
ancient lake incorporating portions of the site (KJC 2015a). Geologic exposures in surrounding
areas include Cretaceous (between approximately 65 and 135 million years old) granitic rocks in
the nearby mountains and other minor local structures such as Alpine Butte to the east (with
similar materials underlying the proposed Project site and vicinity at depth), Holocene lacustrine
deposits at the Rosamond and Rogers dry lake beds to the north, and minor exposures of Tertiary
(between approximately 2 and 65 million years old) sedimentary rocks in various locations
(California Geological Survey [CGS], 2003). Additional descriptions of surficial and underlying
deposits within and adjacent to the Project site are provided below under the discussion of
stratigraphy.

The proposed Project site and adjacent areas exhibit a generally level topographic profile
associated with an alluvial plain structure as previously noted, with a minor grade to the north.
On-site elevations range from approximately 2,900 feet amsl near the proposed SWP Turnout, to
2,500 feet amsl in the vicinity of the proposed Recharge Site. Surface drainage from most of the
proposed Project site is via sheet flow and small unnamed intermittent drainages that flow
primarily north, as well as larger intermittent drainages including Littlerock and Big Rock
washes (refer to Figure 2-2, Project Vicinity (USGS Topography). Drainage within the proposed
Project site vicinity (and the Mojave Desert Province) is predominantly internal, with most local
flows continuing north and terminating at several dry lakes (e.g., Rosamond Lake).

Stratigraphy

Surficial and geologic exposures within or underlying the proposed Project site and adjacent
areas are described below in order of increasing age.

Historic Artificial Fill

Artificial fill deposits are present at numerous locations within the site and vicinity in association
with previous or current uses such as roadways, urban development and the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct. These materials are likely derived from local sources, and typically consist
of dry and loose (unconsolidated), fine- to coarse-grained silty sands with variable amounts of
gravel, pebbles and cobbles.

Late Holocene Fluvial Deposits

Fluvial deposits within and adjacent to the proposed Project site are associated with active
drainages such as Littlerock Wash. These materials are typically unconsolidated and consist of
coarse- to very coarse-grained sandy deposits with no soil development and variable mounts of
gravel, pebbles, cobbles and boulders.

Holocene to Pleistocene Alluvial Soils

Alluvial materials within and adjacent to the site consist of poorly sorted gravel, sand, silt and
clay deposits that are unconsolidated to moderately consolidated, with consolidation typically
increasing with depth. These materials were deposited as alluvial fans derived from erosion of
the surrounding mountains, and extend to depths of several hundred feet locally (KJC 2015a).
The alluvial deposits typically exhibit soil development characteristics (soil profiles), and are
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mapped as the Hesperia-Rosamond-Cajon and Arizo soil associations in the Project site and
vicinity. The Hesperia-Rosamond-Cajon Soil Association is characterized by well- to
excessively drained, very deep soils with a loamy sand to silty clay surface layer, while the Arizo
Soil Association includes excessively-drained, very deep soils with a loamy fine sand or gravelly
loamy sand surface layer (USDA/Soil Conservation Service [SCS] 1970).

Pleistocene Lacustrine Deposits

The lacustrine materials were deposited in an ancient lake that slowly migrated north over time,
and are present within or adjacent to the northern portion of the Project site (KJC 2015a). These
materials are finer-grained than the described alluvial deposits, encompassing greater amounts of
silt- and clay-size grains. Where present, the lacustrine deposits provide a confining layer
between individual aquifers within the AVGB, with additional information provided below under
the discussion of groundwater.

Cretaceous Granitic Rocks

As previously noted, Cretaceous granitic rocks are exposed in the San Gabriel Mountains to the
south of the Project site, as well as in a number of local structural features such as Alpine Butte
(approximately two miles east of the proposed Project site). These materials are generally
mapped as undifferentiated granitic rocks with some localized metamorphic units, and are
associated with a batholith (a large igneous intrusive body) that extends across the western
Mojave Desert (KJC 2015a). As described above, the Project site and vicinity include a deep
sequence of alluvial deposits, with geophysical exploration conducted in areas to the west (along
70" Street East) identifying granitic basement rocks at depths of between approximately 430 and
600 feet below ground surface (bgs) (KJC 2015a).

Groundwater

The proposed Project site and vicinity are located within the AVGB. The AVGB includes a
number of subbasins, with the proposed Project site located in portions of the Pearland, Buttes,
and Lancaster subbasins (Figure 3.4-1, Hydrogeologic Setting and Historical Subsidence in the
Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin). There are three primary aquifers associated with the
AVGB, the upper, middle and lower aquifers, which are separated locally by a confining (low
permeability) unit consisting of the previously described lacustrine deposits. The upper (primary)
aquifer extends locally from the ground surface to a depth of several hundred feet, and is
associated predominantly with alluvial deposits. Historic groundwater levels in the proposed
Project site vicinity were recorded at depths of approximately 175 to 350 feet bgs between 1943
and 2013 (KJC 2015a and 2015c). The AVGB has been in an overdraft condition
(i.e., withdrawals exceeding recharge) since the 1930s, with associated reductions in
groundwater levels. Three exploratory borings were conducted in the vicinity of the proposed
Recharge Site as part of the proposed Project percolation testing program. These borings
extended to maximum depths of 21.5 feet below the surface and no groundwater was
encountered, although it is noted that local groundwater levels “...could vary depending upon the
seasonal precipitation and possible groundwater pumping activity in the site vicinity...”
(KJC 2015a). Additional description of local groundwater conditions and characteristics is
provided in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Quality.
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Regional Structure/Seismicity

The proposed Project site is within a broad, seismically active region dominated structurally by
the San Andreas Fault Zone and related faults (Figure 3.4-2, Regional Fault Map). No active or
potentially active faults, or CGS Earthquake Fault Zones, are mapped or known to occur within
or adjacent to the proposed Project site and vicinity (CGS 2010, 2007). Active faults are defined
as those exhibiting historic seismicity or displacement of Holocene materials, while potentially
active faults have no historic seismicity and displace Pleistocene but not Holocene strata. The
principal active fault in the proposed Project vicinity is the Mojave Segment of the San Andreas
Fault, located approximately three miles to the south at its closest point. This segment of the San
Andreas Fault ruptured during the 1857 Fort Tejon earthquake, and is considered the
predominant source of potential future earthquake activity in the proposed Project vicinity
(CGS 2003). The described CGS fault zone designations are generally intended to “...regulate
development near active faults so as to mitigate the hazard of surface fault rupture...”
(CGS 2007). The closest CGS Earthquake Fault Zone designations to the proposed Project site
are located along the described nearby segments of the San Andreas Fault Zone approximately
three miles to the south. Additional active and potentially active faults in the general proposed
Project site vicinity include: (1) the Llano Fault, approximately 6 miles to the east; (2) the
Mirage Valley Fault, approximately 14 miles to the northeast; (3) the Blake Ranch Fault,
approximately 17 miles to the northeast; (4) the San Gabriel Fault, approximately 18 miles to the
south; (5) the Garlock Fault, approximately 32 miles to the northwest; and (6) the Helendale
Fault, approximately 40 miles to the east (CGS 2010).

The proposed Project site, like much of southern California, is located within a Seismic Zone 4
designation. Seismic Zone 4 is the highest risk category of the four nationwide seismic zones,
and generally reflects locations with a 10 percent chance of experiencing an earthquake-
generated peak ground acceleration (PGA), or ground shaking, level of 0.4g within the next
50 years (where g equals the acceleration due to gravity). For comparison purposes, Seismic
Zone 1 (the lowest risk category) exhibits a 10 percent chance of experiencing an earthquake-
generated PGA of 0.1g within the next 50 years. Based on modeling conducted by the CGS for a
magnitude 7.8 earthquake along proximal segments of the San Andreas Fault Zone, estimated
on-site PGA levels a with a 10 percent chance of being exceeded within the next 50 years are
summarized as follows: (1) approximately 0.35g to 0.65g for firm rock conditions;
(2) approximately 0.38g to 0.71g for soft rock conditions; and (3) approximately 0.42g to 0.68g
for alluvial conditions (CGS 2003). Additional discussion of potential hazards associated with
on-site ground shaking levels is provided below in Section 3.4.3.

Regulatory Setting

Development of the proposed Project is subject to a number of regulatory requirements and
industry standards related to potential geologic hazards. These requirements and standards
typically involve measures to evaluate risk and mitigate potential hazards through design and
construction techniques. Specific guidelines encompassing geologic criteria that may be
applicable to the design and construction of the proposed Project include: (1) the International
Code Council, Inc. (ICC) International Building Code (IBC, most recent update), and the related
California Building Code (CBC) (CCR, Title 24, Part 2, most recent update); (2) the Greenbook
Committee of Standard Specifications for Public Works Projects (most recent update);
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(3) the California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (PRC; Division 2, Chapter 7.8, Section 2690
et seq.); (4) the Alquist-Priolo Act (PRC Section 2621 et seq.); and (5) local standards, as
applicable. Regulatory requirements related to potential erosion and sedimentation effects
(i.e., under the NPDES) are discussed in Section 3.6 of this EIR, due to their relationship to
water quality issues. Summary descriptions of the listed geologic standards are provided below,
with specific elements applicable to the proposed Project discussed in Section 3.4.3.

International Building Code and Greenbook

The IBC (which encompasses the former Uniform Building Code [UBC]) is produced by the
ICC (formerly the International Conference of Building Officials) to provide standard
specifications for engineering and construction activities. Publication of the Greenbook, the
Standard Plans for Public Works Construction, is under the oversight of Public Works
Standards, Inc. (PWSI), a nonprofit mutual benefit corporation whose members include the
American Public Works Association, Associated General Contractors of California and
Engineering Contractors Association. The IBC and Greenbook provide standard specifications
for engineering and construction activities, including measures to address geologic and soil
concerns. Specifically, these measures encompass issues such as seismic loading
(e.g., classifying seismic zones and faults), ground motion, engineered fill specifications
(e.g., compaction and moisture content), expansive soil characteristics and pavement design. The
referenced guidelines, while not comprising formal regulatory requirements per se, are widely
accepted by regulatory authorities and are routinely included in related standards such as local
grading codes. The IBC and Greenbook guidelines are regularly updated to reflect current
industry standards and practices, including criteria such as the American Society of Civil
Engineers (ASCE) and ASTM International (formerly the American Society for Testing and
Materials [ASTM]).

State
California Building Code

The CBC encompasses a number of requirements related to geologic issues. Specifically, these
include general provisions (Chapter 1); structural design, including soil and seismic loading
(Chapters 16/16A); structural tests and special inspections, including seismic resistance
(Chapters 17/17A); soils and foundations (Chapters 18/18A); concrete (Chapters 19/19A);
masonry (Chapters 21/21A); wood, including consideration of seismic design categories
(Chapter 23); construction safeguards (Chapter 33); and grading, including excavation, fill,
drainage and erosion control criteria (CBC Appendix J). The CBC encompasses standards from
other applicable sources, including the IBC and ASTM International, with appropriate
amendments and modifications to reflect site-specific conditions and requirements in California.

California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act

The California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act provides a statewide seismic hazard mapping and
technical advisory program to assist local governments in protecting public health and safety
relative to seismic hazards. The act provides direction and funding for the State Geologist to
compile seismic hazard maps and to make those maps available to local governments. The Act,
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along with related standards in the Seismic Hazards Mapping Regulations (CCR Title 14,
Division 2, Chapter 8, Article 10, Section 3270 et seq.), also directs local governments to require
the completion and review of appropriate geotechnical studies prior to approving development
projects. These requirements are implemented on a local level through means such as general
plan directives and regulatory ordinances.

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

The Alquist-Priolo Act (PRC Section 2621 et seq.) is intended to prevent the construction of
buildings used for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults. The law requires the
State Geologist to establish regulatory zones known as Earthquake Fault Zones (previously
called Special Studies Zones and Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones) around the surface traces of
active faults, and to distribute maps of these zones to all affected cities, counties and state
agencies. The Act also requires completion of a geologic investigation prior to project approval,
to demonstrate that applicable structures will not be constructed across active faults and/or that
appropriate setbacks from such faults (generally 50 feet) are included in the project design.

Local Standards

The County of Los Angeles and the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster have adopted standards to
address geology and soils related issues. Local standards are implemented through requirements
such as general plan elements, ordinances and codes, and typically reflect the previously
described federal, state and industry standards. While PWD is typically exempt from local
requirements, the proposed Project design and implementation will include measures to provide
conformance with applicable local regulations wherever practical. Applicable local standards
that will be reflected in the Project design and implementation as appropriate include the
following:

e The County of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element (1990); and Grading Code
(Title 26, County of Los Angeles Building Code, Appendix J).

e The City of Palmdale General Plan Safety Element (1993); Engineering Design
Standards (1991); and Grading Permit (Section 8.04.265, Chapter 70, Excavation and
Grading, Palmdale Municipal Code).

e The City of Lancaster General Plan, Plan for Public Health and Safety (2009); and
Grading Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2225, Title 15, Building Code, Lancaster Municipal
Code).

3.4.2 Significance Thresholds

The PWD utilizes CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for criteria to determine significant impacts.
Accordingly, the following significance thresholds are used (with potential impacts related to
erosion addressed in Section 3.6 of this EIR as previously noted).
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The Project would result in a significant or potentially significant impact if it would:

e 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 CGS Special Publication 42);

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking;
iii. Seismic related ground failure, including liquefaction; or
iv. Landslides.

e 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 on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse.

e Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section 1803.5.3 of the CBC, creating
substantial risks to life or property.

e 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
wastewater.

3.4.3 Impact Analysis

Ground Rupture

Ground rupture from fault displacement and related effects such as lurching (i.e., the rolling
motion of surface materials associated with passing seismic waves) can adversely affect surface
and subsurface facilities such as structures, pipelines and wells. As previously described, no
known active/potentially active faults or associated CGS Earthquake Fault Zones are located
within or adjacent to the proposed Project site. Accordingly, the potential for earthquake-related
ground rupture and/or related effects to impact proposed facilities/operations is considered
generally low. Because the site and vicinity could encompass currently unknown active or
potentially active faults and has not been subject to Project-specific geotechnical investigation,
however, associated impacts are considered potentially significant. Mitigation is identified below
in Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts, and entails completion of a detailed
geotechnical analysis for proposed development to evaluate potential geologic hazards from
ground rupture and identify associated standard remedial design and construction measures.

Seismic Ground Shaking

As described above in Section 3.4.1, the proposed Project site could potentially experience peak
ground shaking values of up to approximately 0.7g in association with large earthquake events
along major faults (particularly the nearby San Andreas Fault Zone). This level of ground
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shaking could potentially result in significant impacts to proposed facilities such as structures
and pipelines. Mitigation is identified below in Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts,
and entails completion of a detailed geotechnical analysis for proposed development to evaluate
potential geologic hazards from ground shaking and identify associated standard remedial
measures.

Liquefaction and Related Effects

Liquefaction is the phenomenon whereby soils subjected to seismic (or other) ground shaking
effects exhibit a loss of shear strength and demonstrate fluid-like flow behavior due to excess
pore pressure. Loose, granular and saturated soils with relative densities of less than
approximately 70 percent are most susceptible to these effects, with liquefaction potential
greatest at depths of less than approximately 50 feet. Surface and near surface manifestations
from these events can include loss of support for structures/foundations, pavement and pipelines;
excessive dynamic settlement; and other effects such as lateral spreading (i.e., horizontal
displacement on sloped surfaces as a result of underlying liquefaction). Based on the previously
described assessment of the local seismic environment, the CGS conducted an evaluation of
liquefaction potential that includes the proposed Project site and vicinity (CGS 2003). This
analysis concluded that many of the described alluvial and fluvial deposits present in the
proposed Project site and vicinity are susceptible to liquefaction under appropriate seismic and
groundwater conditions. Specifically, while shallow groundwater was not observed in on-site
areas subject to exploratory borings, local levels in other portions of the site may vary,
particularly if perched groundwater is present (with perched groundwater generally consisting of
one or more unconfined aquifers supported by impermeable or semi-permeable strata, and
variable with conditions including seasonal precipitation). Based on the described stratigraphic
and seismic conditions in the proposed Project site vicinity, as well as the fact that the
presence/level of groundwater in much of the site has not been verified, potential impacts from
liquefaction and related effects would be potentially significant. Mitigation is identified below in
Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts, and entails completion of a detailed geotechnical
analysis for proposed development to evaluate potential geologic hazards related to liquefaction
and identify associated standard remedial design and construction measures.

Landslides

The occurrence of landslides and other types of slope failures (e.g., rock falls) is influenced by a
number of factors, including slope grade, geologic and soil characteristics, moisture levels and
vegetation cover. Landslides can be triggered by a variety of potentially destabilizing conditions
or events, such as gravity, fires, precipitation, grading and seismic activity. As described above
in Section 3.4.1, the proposed Project site and vicinity exhibit primarily level terrain, with the
nearest areas of substantial topography located approximately 2 miles to the east (Alpine Butte)
and 3 miles to the south (the San Gabriel Mountains). Based on the described conditions, as well
as the fact that many of the proposed facilities would be located underground (i.e., pipelines),
potential impacts to the proposed Project from off-site landslides are considered less than
significant. It should also be noted that assessment of landslide hazards is a standard element of
geotechnical investigation, and would be evaluated as part of the detailed geotechnical analysis
outlined below in Section 3.4.4.
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The proposed Project would also involve the construction of manufactured slopes in association
with the recharge basins and soil stockpile, with associated potential slope failure impacts
addressed below under the discussion of Geologic and Soil Instability.

Geologic and Soil Instability

Implementation of the proposed Project could potentially result in impacts associated with
geologic and soil instability. Specifically, this could involve issues related to manufactured
slopes, trench excavations, compressible/collapsible soils, subsidence, and corrosive soils as
outlined below. Potential instability issues involving off-site landslides, seismically-induced
liquefaction and related effects are addressed above in this section.

Manufactured Slopes

While many of the proposed Project facilities would be located underground and/or would not
entail the construction of manufactured slopes, the proposed recharge basins would include
earthen embankments with maximum heights of approximately eight feet and maximum grades
of 3:1 (horizontal to vertical). The interior embankment slopes would be lined with shotcrete to
enhance stability (KJC 2015b), although the exterior (and potentially interior) slopes could be
subject to significant impacts related to instability (i.e., slope failure) and mitigation is identified
below in Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts. The soil stockpile that would occur on
the Recharge Site as a result on maintenance activities associated with the recharge basins would
also be subject to significant impacts related to instability and mitigation is identified below in
Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts. As previously described, this would entail
completion of a detailed geotechnical analysis for proposed development to evaluate potential
hazards related to manufactured slope instability and identify associated standard remedial
design and construction measures (with potential erosion/sedimentation issues on manufactured
slopes and other areas addressed in Section 3.6 as previously noted). The temporary percolation
ponds associated with the Recovery Wells would also include earthen embankments, although no
associated significant impacts related to slope instability would result due to their small scale
(maximum heights of approximately 3 feet) and temporary nature (refer to Section 2.5.1,
Project Activities).

Trench Excavations

The proposed Project would require the excavation of relatively large trenches to accommodate
the construction and installation of pipelines up to 36 inches in diameter. These excavations
would be required to conform with applicable federal and state safety requirements (e.g., U.S.
Occupational Safety and Health Administration [OSHA] and California Occupational Safety and
Health Administration [Cal-OSHA] standards), which identify related measures for trench
dimensions and shoring. Accordingly, potential impacts related to the stability of trench
excavations are considered significant, and related mitigation is identified below in Section 3.4.4
to address these potential impacts. As previously described, this would entail completion of a
detailed geotechnical analysis for proposed development to evaluate potential hazards related to
trench instability and identify associated standard remedial design and construction measures.
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Compressible/Collapsible Soils

A number of on-site materials may potentially be compressible under loading, including alluvial
deposits. In addition, portions of these materials may also be susceptible to hydro-collapse, a
process in which loose, dry soils undergo rapid consolidation (collapse) when wetted. The
potential occurrence of compressible and/or collapsible soils could result in hazards such as
differential settlement (different degrees of settlement over relatively short distances), with
associated significant potential effects to facilities including structures and pipelines. Mitigation
is identified below in Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts, and entails completion of a
site-specific geotechnical analysis for proposed development to evaluate potential geologic
hazards related to compressible/collapsible soils and identify associated standard remedial design
and construction measures.

Subsidence

Potential impacts related to subsidence are typically associated with conditions such as
groundwater (or other fluid) withdrawal and/or loading related to the placement of larger surface
structures. The Project Feasibility Study (KJC 2015a) provides a preliminary analysis of
potential subsidence issues associated with the implementation of groundwater recharge
alternatives (including the proposed Project), along with an assessment of historic subsidence
related to groundwater withdrawal in the AVGB. Specifically, subsidence in the AVGB has
occurred primarily in the Lancaster subbasin, with observed land subsidence of up to
approximately 6.6 feet in the central portion of the subbasin, and between approximately 1 and
2 feet in the northern portion of the proposed Project site (near the recharge basins, refer to
Figure 3.4-1). This subsidence is attributed to historic groundwater withdrawals of up to
approximately 400,000 AFY during the 1940s to 1960s, which exceeded the recharge rate of
approximately 30,000 AFY (KJC 2015a). Associated subsidence modeling was conducted for
the proposed Project as part of the previously described Feasibility Study and updated
groundwater model. These analyses include applicable elements from previous hydrogeologic
studies and models conducted for the AVGB, as well as modifications to reflect site-specific
conditions (i.e., a smaller extent) and increased resolution (from reduced model grid spacing,
with detailed descriptions provided in the Project Feasibility Study and updated groundwater
model [KJC 2015a and 2015c]). The Feasibility Study analysis identified potential
Project-related subsidence of up to approximately 0.1 foot (1.2 inches) in the vicinity of the
proposed Recharge Site, while the more current and detailed groundwater model update
concludes that the proposed Project would “...not...lead to appreciable land subsidence.”
(KJC 2015c). Based on these conclusions and the fact that the proposed Project would entail
controlled groundwater recharge and recovery (with no substantial surface development/
loading), associated potential subsidence impacts would be less than significant. As noted above
for landslides, however, assessment of subsidence hazards is a standard element of geotechnical
investigation, and the noted results from the Project Feasibility Study and updated groundwater
model would be evaluated and verified (or modified as necessary) as part of the detailed
geotechnical analysis outlined below in Section 3.4.4.
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Corrosive Soils

Based on existing soil survey data and geotechnical investigations conducted for other
(unrelated) facilities in the proposed Project vicinity (including an area that crosses the proposed
Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline), alluvial soils mapped within and adjacent to the site exhibit
generally low to moderate corrosion potential (USDA/SCS 1970, KJC 2015b). Specifically, the
noted geotechnical investigations identified the following data related to corrosive soil potential:
(1) pH levels ranging between 7.4 and 8.1; (2) soluble sulfate levels of between 4.6 and 307 parts
per million (ppm); (3) soluble chloride levels ranging from 1.2 to 33 ppm; and (4) saturated
resistivity levels (i.e., the ability to restrict, or resist, electric current) of between 1,400 and
4,400 ohms centimeter (Ohm-cm). Based on these levels, the associated investigations concluded
that the subject soils exhibit a generally moderate corrosive potential (KJC 2015b). The proposed
Project design includes corrosion protection for pipelines through measures such as cement
mortar coating, bonding rubber ring joints (for electrical conductivity), and installation of test
stations (KJC 2015b). Long-term exposure of proposed Project facilities to corrosive soils,
however, could potentially result in significant impacts related to deterioration and eventual
failure of concrete (from sulfate) and metal (from pH, chloride and resistivity) structures,
including foundations, reinforcing steel and subsurface pipelines. Mitigation is identified below
in Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts, and entails completion of a site-specific
geotechnical analysis for proposed development, including evaluation of potential corrosion
hazards, and identification of associated standard remedial design and construction measures.

Expansive Soils

Expansive (or shrink-swell) behavior in soils is attributable to the water-holding capacity of clay
minerals, and can adversely affect the integrity of facilities such as foundations, pavement and
underground pipelines. While mapped alluvial soils in the proposed Project site and vicinity are
generally identified as exhibiting low expansion potential (USDA/SCS 1970), a number of these
materials (as well as lacustrine deposits) may locally exhibit higher clay content and related
expansion potential. Accordingly, impacts from expansive soils would be potentially significant,
and mitigation is identified below in Section 3.4.4 to address these potential impacts. As
previously described, this would entail completion of a detailed geotechnical analysis for
proposed development to evaluate potential hazards related to expansive soils and identify
associated standard remedial design and construction measures.

Wastewater Disposal Systems

The Potable Water Pump Station would include a restroom facility in the control room, which
would require an on-site septic tank and leach field. The proposed septic system/leach field
facilities are not anticipated to result in significant effects to groundwater quality, based on the
small-scale nature of the proposed system, the presence of extensive alluvial deposits in the
proposed Project site area (which are anticipated to be suitable for septic system operation), and
the anticipated lack of shallow groundwater or bedrock (as discussed above and in Section 3.6).
Due to the preliminary nature of proposed Project design features and related (e.g., percolation)
analyses conducted as part of the described Feasibility Study, however (KJC 2015a), potential
impacts related to septic system operation are considered significant and related mitigation is
provided in Section 3.6 based on the relationship of this issue to groundwater quality.
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3.4.4 Mitigation Measures

As described above in Section 3.4.3, implementation of the proposed Project would result in a
number of potentially significant impacts related to geology and soils. Accordingly, the
following mitigation is provided to address those issues, and would (along with related
mitigation for septic system operation in Section 3.6) avoid or reduce all identified geology and
soils impacts below a level of significance.

MM GEO-1: Conduct Site-specific Geotechnical Investigation

A site-specific geotechnical investigation shall be completed for the proposed Project prior to
final Project design approval. This investigation shall identify appropriate site-specific criteria
related to considerations such as grading, excavation, fill, and structure/facility design.
Applicable results and recommendations from the geotechnical investigation (including on-the-
ground geotechnical observations and testing to be conducted during the proposed Project
excavation, grading and construction activities) shall be incorporated into the associated
proposed Project design documents to address identified potential geologic and soil hazards.
Specifically, this shall include, but is not necessarily limited to, the following potential hazards:
ground rupture; ground acceleration (ground shaking); soil liquefaction (and related issues such
as dynamic settlement and lateral spreading); landslides; geologic and soil instability (including
manufactured slopes, trench excavations, compressible/collapsible soils, subsidence [based on
review/verification or, if applicable, modification of the conclusions in the proposed Project
updated groundwater model], and corrosive soils); and expansive soils. The final proposed
Project design documents shall also encompass applicable standard design and construction
practices from sources including the CBC, IBC/Greenbook, and (as appropriate) City/County
standards, along with the results and recommendations of plan review by the PWD and on-the-
ground geotechnical observations and testing (with related requirements to be included in
applicable engineering/design drawings and construction contract specifications). A summary of
the types of remedial measures typically associated with identified potential geologic and soil
hazards, pursuant to applicable regulatory and industry standards (as noted), is provided below.
The remedial measures identified/recommended as part of the described site-specific
geotechnical investigation shall take priority over the more general types of standard
regulatory/industry measures listed below.

e Ground Rupture: (1) locate (or relocate) applicable facilities away from known active (or
potentially active) faults and outside of associated CGS Earthquake Fault Zones; and
(2) require appropriate (typically 50-foot) building exclusion buffers on either side of
applicable fault traces.

e Ground Acceleration (Ground Shaking): (1) incorporate applicable seismic loading
factors (e.g., IBC/CBC criteria) into the design of facilities such as structures, pavement,
pipelines, manufactured slopes, and drainage facilities; (2) use remedial grading
techniques where appropriate (e.g., removing/replacing and/or reconditioning unsuitable
soils); and (3) use properly engineered fill per applicable industry/regulatory standards
(e.g., IBC/CBC), including criteria such as appropriate fill composition, placement
methodology, compaction levels, and moisture content.
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Liguefaction and Related Effects: (1) remove unsuitable soils and replace with
engineered fill (as previously described), per applicable regulatory/industry standards
(e.g., IBC/CBC); (2) employ measures such as deep soil mixing (i.e., introducing cement
to consolidate loose soils) or use of subsurface structures (e.g., stone columns or piles) to
provide support (i.e., by extending structures into competent underlying units); (3) install
subdrains in appropriate areas to avoid or reduce near-surface saturation; and (4) design
for potential settlement of liquefiable materials through means such as use of post-
tensioned foundations and/or flexible couplings for pipeline connections.

Landslides: (1) replace susceptible deposits with stabilized fill where appropriate; and
(2) incorporate structures such as retaining walls and buttresses where appropriate to
provide support.

Geologic and Soil Instability: (1) use standard efforts such as over-excavation and
recompaction or replacement of unsuitable soils with engineered fill; (2) employ
applicable slope grade and/or height limitations, landscaping/irrigation design, and slope
drainage controls per established regulatory/industry standards (e.g., IBC/CBC); (3) limit
trench slope grades as appropriate to reflect local conditions (e.g., dry or cohesive soils,
and seepage); (4) use appropriate trench shoring per applicable regulatory requirements
(CBC, OSHA and/or Cal-OSHA); (5) use engineered fill, subdrains, surcharging
(i.e., loading prior to construction to induce settlement) and/or settlement monitoring
(e.g., through the use of settlement monuments) in appropriate areas (e.g., areas of
identified subsidence potential); (6) implement groundwater withdrawal monitoring/
restrictions per established legal/regulatory/industry standards (if applicable); and
(7) remove unsuitable (corrosive) deposits and replace with non-corrosive fill, use
corrosion-resistant construction materials (e.g., corrosion-resistant concrete and coated or
non-metallic facilities), and install cathodic protection devices (e.g., use of a more easily
corroded “sacrificial metal” to serve as an anode and draw current away from the
structure to be protected) per established regulatory/industry standards (e.g., IBC/CBC).

Expansive Soils: (1) replace and/or mix expansive materials with non-expansive fill; and
(2) cap expansive soils in place with an appropriate thickness of non-expansive fill per
established regulatory/industry standards (e.g., IBC/CBC).

Conclusions

Based on the implementation of the mitigation described in Sections 3.4.4 and 3.6.4 (i.e., for
septic system operation), all identified Project-related impacts associated with geology and soils
would be avoided or reduced below a level of significance, with no significant unavoidable
adverse impacts.
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3.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section identifies and evaluates the proposed Project’s potential to have adverse effects
related to GHG emissions during construction and operation.

3.5.1 Existing Conditions

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as average
temperature, precipitation, or wind patterns over a period of time. Climate change may result
from natural factors, natural processes, and human activities that change the composition of the
atmosphere and alter the surface and features of the land. Significant changes in global climate
patterns have recently been associated with global warming, which is an average increase in the
temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface; this is attributed to an accumulation of
GHG emissions in the atmosphere. GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere, which, in turn, increase
the Earth’s surface temperature. Some GHGs occur naturally and are emitted to the atmosphere
through natural processes, while others are created and emitted solely through human activities.
The emission of GHGs through fossil fuel combustion in conjunction with other human activities
appears to be closely associated with global warming (OPR 2008).

As defined under California’s Assembly Bill (AB) 32, GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CHy,), nitrous oxide (N»O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and
sulfur hexafluoride (SFg). Although water vapor is the most abundant and variable GHG in the
atmosphere, it is not considered a pollutant; it maintains a climate necessary for life.

GHGs have long atmospheric lifetimes that range from one year to several thousand years. Long
atmospheric lifetimes allow for GHGs to disperse around the globe. Because GHGs vary widely
in the power of their climatic effects, climate scientists have established a unit called global
warming potential (GWP). The GWP of a gas is a measure of both potency and lifespan in the
atmosphere as compared to CO,. For example, because methane and N,O are approximately 25
and 298 times more powerful than CO,, respectively, in their ability to trap heat in the
atmosphere, they have GWPs of 25 and 298, respectively (CO, has a GWP of 1). Carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO.e) is a measurement that enables all GHG emissions to be considered as a group
despite their varying GWP. The GWP of each GHG is multiplied by the prevalence of that gas to
produce CO,e. The atmospheric lifetime and GWP of selected GHGs are summarized in
Table 3.5-1, Global Warming Potentials and Atmospheric Lifetimes. As shown in the table, the
GWP for common GHGs ranges from 1 (CO,) to 22,800 (SFs).
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Table 3.5-1
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIALS AND ATMOSPHERIC LIFETIMES

Greenhouse Gas Atmospheric Lifetime | Global Warn_1ing Pot_ential

(years) (100-year Time Horizon)
Carbon Dioxide (CO,) 50-200 1
Methane (CHy,) 12 25
Nitrous Oxide (N,O) 114 298
HFC-134a 14 1,430
PFC: Tetraflouromethane (CF,) 50,000 7,390
PFC: Hexafluoroethane (C,Fg) 10,000 12,200
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFs) 3,200 22,800

Source: IPCC 2007
HFC: hydrofluorocarbon; PFC: perfluorocarbon

AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, recognizes that California is the
source of substantial amounts of GHG emissions. The statute states that:

Global warming poses a serious threat to the economic wellbeing, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California. The potential adverse
impacts of global warming include the exacerbation of air quality problems, a
reduction in the quality and supply of water to the state from the Sierra snowpack,
a rise in sea levels resulting in the displacement of thousands of coastal businesses
and residences, damage to marine ecosystems and the natural environment, and an
increase in the incidences of infectious diseases, asthma, and other human health-
related problems.

In order to avert these consequences, AB 32 establishes a State goal of reducing GHG emissions
to 1990 levels by the year 2020, which is a reduction of approximately 16 percent from
forecasted emission levels, with further reductions to follow (CARB 2014).

The northern portion of the proposed Project site, which encompasses the Recharge and
Distribution Sites and Recovery Wells, is currently undeveloped and does not directly generate
GHG emissions due to the absence of on-site water use, energy use, and vehicle trip generation.
While the proposed pipeline alignments are located mostly within area roadways that include
vehicle trips that generate GHG emissions, those trips are not attributable to the proposed
Project.

3.5.2 Significance Thresholds

Given the relatively small levels of emissions generated by a typical project in relationship to the
total amount of GHG emissions generated on a national or global basis, individual development
projects are not expected to result in significant, direct impacts with respect to climate change.
However, given the magnitude of the impact of GHG emissions on the global climate, GHG
emissions from new development could result in significant, cumulative impacts with respect to
climate change. Thus, the potential for a significant GHG impact is limited to cumulative
impacts.
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According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant
adverse environmental impact on air quality if it would:

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment.

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of GHGs.

The CEQA Guidelines require Lead Agencies to adopt GHG thresholds of significance. When
adopting these thresholds, the amended Guidelines allow Lead Agencies to consider thresholds
of significance adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by experts,
provided that the thresholds are supported by substantial evidence, and/or to develop their own
significance threshold.

The PWD has not yet adopted a significant threshold for GHGs. The AVAQMD’s CEQA and
Federal Conformity Guidelines (AVAQMD 2011) establish significance thresholds to assess the
impact of Project-related GHG emissions in the AVAQMD. The AVAQMD GHG Significance
Threshold is 100,000 tons of CO,e per year for long-term operational and short-term
construction emissions. A project with emissions rates below this threshold is considered to have
a less than significant effect on climate change.

3.5.3 Impact Analysis

GHG Emissions

GHG emissions from Project construction and operation are assessed using the California
Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2 (SCAQMD 2013). CalEEMod is a
computer model developed by SCAQMD with the input of several air quality management and
pollution control districts to estimate emissions from various urban land uses (SCAQMD 2013).
CalEEMod has the ability to calculate mobile (i.e., vehicular), area source, and energy source
emissions. CalEEMod allows land use selections that include project land use types, sizes, and
metric specifics.

Construction

The principal source of GHG emissions during construction of the proposed Project would be the
internal combustion engines of construction equipment, on-road construction vehicles, and
workers’ commuting vehicles.

For modeling purposes, it was assumed construction of the Project would commence in the
summer of 2017 and require approximately 21 months to complete. It was also assumed
construction activities would occur during normal working hours Monday through Friday with
the exception of Recovery Well drilling and testing activities, which would occur 24 hours per
day, 7 days per week from July 2017 through January 2018. As described in Section 2.0, Project
Description, construction of the proposed project would occur in five phases: Recovery Well
drilling, Recovery Well equipping, pipelines and SWP Turnout, Recharge Site, and
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Distribution Site. The proposed Project construction emissions were estimated using the
assumptions provided in Table 2-2.

Emissions of GHGs related to the construction of the proposed Project would be temporary. As
shown in Table 3.5-2, Annual GHG Construction Emissions, based on emission estimates from
CalEEMod for heavy construction equipment, total GHG emissions associated with construction
are estimated at 1,703 tons of CO,e for the duration of construction. The CalEEMod output
showing construction equipment assumptions and detailed emissions are included in Appendix D
of this EIR.

Table 3.5-2
ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS (Tons)

Year CO.e
2017 917
2018 760
2019 27
Total Emissions 1,703*
Amortized Construction Emissions? 57

Source: CalEEMod (output data is provided in Appendix D)
1 The total presented is the sum of the unrounded values.
2 Construction emissions are amortized over 30 years.

GHG emissions reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. Therefore,
in its Draft Guidance Document — Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Significance
Thresholds, the SCAQMD recommends that construction emissions be amortized over a 30-year
Project lifetime so that GHG reduction measures would address construction GHG emissions as
part of the operational GHG reduction strategies (SCAQMD 2008). That methodology is used in
this analysis, and there is no quantitative evaluation of significance for construction impacts.
Instead, the construction GHG emissions are included in the total operational GHG emissions
from the proposed Project, as discussed below.

Operations

Long-term activities for the proposed Project would consist of maintenance. An operator would
visit the Recharge Site and Distribution Site on a daily basis. Removal of debris in Recovery
Well site blow-offs would occur on a quarterly basis, while removal of accumulated sediment
would occur on an annual basis. The proposed pumps would be housed inside the Pump Station
Building at the Distribution Site, requiring minimal maintenance. Weekly water softener
cylinders would be changed by an outside vendor. Salt would be delivered (via one 10- to 14-ton
truck) on a quarterly basis and blown into the on-site combination brine saturator and salt storage
tank. The emissions from mobile sources were calculated using CalEEMod default trip lengths
and emission factors from EMFAC2011.

The primary source of operational GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project is
energy use at the Potable Water Pump Station. Projects that increase electricity consumption also
result in an indirect increase in GHG emissions. The generation of electricity through the
combustion of fossil fuels typically yields CO,, and to a much smaller extent, methane and
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nitrous oxide. As described in Section 2.0, the Potable Water Pump Station would operate
continuously to meet PWD’s potable demands. At full build-out, the Potable Water Pump Station
would include a total of six 400-horsepower pumps. For the purposes of this analysis it is
assumed all six pumps would operate at full capacity year-round and result in an energy
consumption of 15.7 million kilowatt-hours per year.

As shown in Table 3.5-3, Annual Operational GHG Emissions (Tons), the total combined
operational and amortized construction emissions is 5,026 tons of CO.e, which is below the
AVAQMD threshold of significance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Table 3.5-3
ANNUAL OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS (Tons)

Emissions Source CO.e
Area <0.5
Energy 4,965
Mobile 4
Total Operational Emissions 4,969
Amortized Construction (Table 3.5-2) 57
Total Annual Emissions 5,026
AVAQMD Annual Thresholds 100,000
Exceeds AVAQMD Thresholds? No

Source: AVAQMD 2011 (thresholds). See Appendix D for calculations.
Consistency with Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations

There are numerous State plans, policies and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. The principal overall State plan and policy is AB 32, the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. Statewide plans and regulations such as GHG emissions standards for
vehicles (AB 1493), the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), and regulations requiring an
increasing fraction of electricity to be generated from renewable sources are being implemented
at the statewide level; as such, compliance at the project level is not addressed. Therefore, the
proposed Project does not conflict with those plans and regulations.

As previously discussed, the increase in GHG emissions would be less than the AVAQMD
significance threshold being applied to this analysis. Implementation of the proposed Project
would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing GHG emissions. This would represent a less than significant impact.

3.5.4 Mitigation Measures

The proposed Project would not result in a significant GHG impact. Therefore, no mitigation
measures are required.
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3.5.5 Conclusions

Project GHG emissions during construction and operations would remain below the AVAQMD
emissions threshold. Implementation of the proposed Project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.
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3.6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

This section describes and analyzes hydrologic and water quality conditions, associated potential
effects to surface and groundwater resources, and related design and/or mitigation measures to
address potential impacts associated with development of the proposed Project. A number of
technical analyses applicable to hydrology and water quality concerns have been prepared for the
proposed Project by KJC, including the following: (1) a Feasibility Study to evaluate several
potential Project design alternatives, including an alternative essentially the same as the proposed
Project (KJC 2015a); (2) a Preliminary Design Report (PDR), which provides design,
operational, cost and related information (e.g., permit/easement requirements) for the proposed
Project (KJC 2015b); and (3) a Project-specific groundwater model to update preliminary
modeling conducted as part of the Feasibility Study (KJC 2015c). The Feasibility Study includes
descriptions of regional/local hydrogeologic conditions, as well as technical evaluations for
potential groundwater-related issues including water banking needs, groundwater and related
water quality modeling, percolation testing, and resistivity analysis (to determine bedrock
depths). The Project-specific groundwater model was prepared to update the groundwater model
conducted as part of the Feasibility Study, based on site-specific Project and aquifer information
and a current (2014) regional model prepared for the AVGB by the USGS. Applicable
information from the referenced studies (and other pertinent sources) is included in the following
analysis, with the Project Feasibility Study, PDR, and groundwater model included in
Appendices B, C, and G, respectively, of this EIR. While this section is focused predominantly
on hydrology/water quality conditions and related concerns within and adjacent to the areas
proposed for development, portions of the analysis necessarily include a broader scope
(e.g., regional drainage descriptions).

3.6.1 Existing Conditions

Watershed and Drainage Characteristics

The proposed Project site is located within the Antelope Hydrologic Unit (HU), one of 29 such
drainage areas designated for the South Lahontan Hydrologic Basin in the 1995 (as amended)
Lahontan RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan). The Antelope HU is an irregularly
shaped area of approximately 2,460 square miles located predominantly in southern Kern and
northern Los Angeles counties (with minor portions of the HU also extending into western
San Bernardino County). The HU is divided into a number of hydrologic areas (HAs) based on
local drainage characteristics, with the Project site and vicinity located within portions of the
Lancaster Buttes and Rock Creek HAs (Figure 3.6-1, Project Location within Local Hydrologic
Designations). Surface drainage within the Antelope HU and related HAs is internal (i.e., does
not exit the associated watersheds), and occurs primarily as unconfined (sheet or overland) flow
and through a number of small to intermediate creeks including Littlerock Creek, Littlerock
Wash, Big Rock Creek and Big Rock Wash in the proposed Project site vicinity. Specifically,
Littlerock Creek originates in the San Gabriel Mountains approximately 12 miles south of the
Project site, and continues generally north to Littlerock Reservoir (approximately 5.5 miles
southwest of the proposed Project site). Downstream of the reservoir, the creek continues
north/northeast as an intermittent drainage (Littlerock Wash) for approximately 22 miles (and
extends through the western portion of the proposed Project site), before terminating at
Rosamond Dry Lake approximately 11 miles northeast of the proposed Project site.
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Big Rock Creek also originates in the San Gabriel Mountains approximately 14 miles southeast
of the proposed Project site, and flows generally north/northwest before leaving the mountains
near the community of Valyermo. This drainage then continues generally north as Big Rock
Wash (an intermittent drainage), and flows towards Alpine Butte (east of the proposed Project
site) before ultimately terminating in the vicinity of Rosamond and Rogers dry lakes. Littlerock
and Big Rock washes are the principal drainage courses in the proposed Project site and
immediate vicinity as noted, with additional site drainage provided through a number of smaller
unnamed intermittent drainages and as overland flow. Surface flows within the proposed Project
site and related watershed areas are associated primarily with seasonal storm events, and
ultimately drain north before terminating in one or more dry lakes as described. Average annual
precipitation in the general vicinity of the proposed Project site (Palmdale/Lancaster) is
approximately 7.4 inches, with the majority of this precipitation (nearly 84 percent) occurring
during the period of November through March (Melissadata.com 2015).

The proposed Project site and adjacent areas include undeveloped land, as well as low- to
medium-density residential sites (and related commercial/institutional uses), agriculture, several
small solar arrays, and two recycled water seasonal storage ponds (refer to Section 2.4, Existing
Setting and Land Uses, for additional information). Existing drainage improvements in the site
and vicinity are limited primarily to a number of bridge and culvert crossings of larger local
drainages (i.e., Littlerock and Big Rock washes), although many local crossings are “at-grade”
(including multiple crossings of Littlerock Wash along East Palmdale Avenue within the
proposed Project site).

Flood Hazards

The proposed Project site and vicinity have been mapped for flood hazards by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Portions of the site are within areas of mapped
100-year floodplains® associated with portions of Big Rock and Littlerock washes, as depicted on
Figure 3.6-2, Project Site Location within Mapped FEMA 100-Year Floodplain, and outlined
below.

e The entire Recharge and Distribution Sites, as well as portions of the associated facilities
(including the Potable Water Pump Station, recharge basins, several Recovery Wells, and
applicable portions of the associated Raw Water/Return Water, Potable and Recycled
Water pipelines), are located within a mapped 100-year floodplain associated with Big
Rock Wash (FEMA 2008a through 2008d).

e An approximately 1.9-mile long segment of the proposed 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline
and 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline alignment along 105" Street East is
located within a mapped 100-year floodplain associated with Big Rock Wash.
Specifically, this pipeline segment begins at the Distribution Site, and ends
approximately 400 feet north of East O Street (FEMA 2008b and 2008e).

1A 100-year floodplain is associated with a storm event defined as exhibiting a one percent chance of occurring in
any given year (i.e., a 100-year storm).
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e An approximately 1.4-mile long section of the proposed 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline
alignment along East Palmdale Avenue is located within a mapped 100-year floodplain
associated with Littlerock Wash. Specifically, this pipeline segment begins
approximately 100 feet west of 87" Street East, and ends approximately 1,000 feet west
of 75™ Street East (FEMA, 2008f and 2008g).

The remainder of the site and adjacent areas are located outside of the mapped 100-year
floodplain boundaries (FEMA 2008a through 2008h).

Groundwater

The proposed Project site is located within the AVGB, which includes an areal extent of
approximately 1,580 square miles and a storage capacity of between approximately 68 to
70 million acre-feet (DWR 2004). The AVGB is topographically closed, with internal surface
drainage as previously described and groundwater flow predominantly to the northeast and
confined to within the AVGB boundaries (except for minor outflow in the northwestern-most
area; Los Angeles County 2014b, KJC 2015a and 2015c). The AVGB is located within a
structural depression and includes a thick sequence of alluvial deposits derived from the
surrounding mountains, as well as local lacustrine (lake) deposits (refer to Section 3.4, Geology
and Soils, for additional discussion of local geologic and stratigraphic conditions). A number of
groundwater subbasins are associated with the AVGB, with the proposed Project site located in
portions of the Pearland, Buttes, and Lancaster subbasins (refer to Figure 3.4-1, Hydrogeologic
Setting and Historical Subsidence in the Antelope Valley Groundwater Basin). Localized faulting
may constitute barriers to groundwater movement between subbasins in the AVGB, including an
assumed fault between the Pearland and Buttes subbasins that is anticipated to act as a partial
groundwater flow barrier (KJC 2015a and 2015c).

There are three primary aquifers associated with the AVGB, the upper, middle and lower
aquifers, with most current groundwater withdrawal derived from the upper aquifer. The upper
aquifer occurs mainly within alluvial deposits, and varies from unconfined to confined based on
the localized occurrence of low permeability lacustrine deposits. The upper aquifer is locally
separated from the middle/lower aquifers by the noted lake deposits, and extends from near the
ground surface to a depth of several hundred feet in the Project vicinity. Both the middle and
lower aquifers are assumed to be confined by the noted lake deposits and/or other locally
occurring aquitards (e.g., low permeability units, Los Angeles County 2014b).

Historic and recent groundwater levels in the proposed Project site vicinity have been recorded at
depths of approximately 175 to 350 feet below ground surface (bgs) between 1943 and 2013
(KJC 2015a). Three exploratory borings were conducted in the vicinity of the proposed Recharge
Site as part of the proposed Project percolation testing program. These borings extended to
maximum depths of 21.5feet bgs and no groundwater was encountered, although local
groundwater levels may vary with conditions such as seasonal precipitation and groundwater
pumping (KJC 2015a).

Natural recharge of the AVGB occurs through infiltration of mountain front runoff and (to a
lesser extent) local stream/wash flows, and was identified as approximately 30,300 AFY in
groundwater modeling conducted as part of the Project Feasibility Study (KJC 2015a).
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Additional (artificial) recharge also occurs through agricultural return flows (from irrigation)
and, in more recent years, from sources including local recharge efforts{e-g——at-the-Palmdale
WaterReclamation—Plant). The groundwater model in the proposed Project Feasibility Study
identified historic basin-wide withdrawal (pumping) levels of approximately 400,000 AFY
during the mid-1940s to mid-1960s, with these levels declining to approximately 100,000 AFY
at the end of the modeling period in 1995 (KJC 2015a). As a result, the AVGB has been in an
overdraft condition (i.e., withdrawals exceeding recharge) for several decades, with associated
effects such as lowering of local groundwater levels. Based on these conditions, an adjudication
process was implemented for the AVGB in 1999, with a safe yield? of 110,000 AFY identified in
2011. While groundwater production has decreased from the historic highs noted above, it
remains above the identified safe yield (KJC 2015a and 2015c). Under the described (and
ongoing) adjudication process, PWD is anticipated to receive groundwater rights for 7,200 AFY
beginning in 2022 (with a 4-year “tapering” period prior to that time, KJC 2015a). With this
assumption and other local supplies (i.e.,the SWP and local surface water), the PWD is
projected to face a water supply deficit by 2021, with this deficit expected to increase over time
and ultimately reach approximately 21,000 AFY at buildout (KJC 2015a). Accordingly, the
groundwater model in the Feasibility Study assessed a number of alternative scenarios (including
an alternative essentially the same as the proposed Project) to help address projected deficit
conditions through proposed groundwater recharge and recovery efforts. As previously noted,
the groundwater model prepared as part of the Feasibility Study was updated to reflect specific
proposed Project conditions, as well as the most current (2014) USGS regional groundwater
model for the AVGB (along with other applicable Project-related information). The results of the
updated and preliminary groundwater models prepared for the proposed Project are included
under the assessment of potential impacts in Section 3.6.3 as appropriate.

Water Quality
Surface Water

As previously noted, surface water in the Project site and vicinity consists predominantly of
intermittent flows from storm events, with no known surface water quality data available from
the Project site or adjacent areas. Available quantitative and qualitative water quality data in the
Project vicinity are outlined below, and include information from the following sources:
(1) water and fish tissue sampling conducted at Littlerock Reservoir under the State Surface
Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP); (2) impaired water listings conducted under
Section 303(d) of the federal CWA; and (3) qualitative assessments provided in the 2010 PWD
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP; PWD 2011), and the City of Lancaster General Plan
2030 Hydrology and Water Quality Technical Appendix (RBF Consulting 2008).

SWAMP Monitoring

Monitoring under the SWAMP periodically rotates among watersheds, with monitoring
conducted at one upstream location in the Antelope HU (Littlerock Reservoir) between 2001 and
2003 (SWAMP 2007). Specifically, this program included four sampling events (two in the fall

2 The safe yield is generally defined as the amount of groundwater that can be withdrawn without producing
adverse effects (e.g., reduced aquifer levels/well production), and for the AVGB is equivalent to the sum of
natural recharge and return flows.
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and two in the spring), with a total of eight samples collected and these samples including
multiple measurements (or data points). The described samples were tested for conformance with
applicable Basin Plan criteria in the Antelope HU (as outlined below under Regulatory Setting).
Based on limited sampling data as noted, the test results indicate that Basin Plan water quality
objectives were exceeded at moderate to high frequencies for dissolved oxygen, total dissolved
solids (TDS), fluoride, sulfate and boron (SWAMP 2007).

Fish tissue sampling was also conducted at Littlerock Reservoir in 2010 under the SWAMP
Statewide Lakes Survey. This testing identified elevated levels of mercury and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) in certain species, and a related advisory on fish consumption was issued for
Littlerock Reservoir in 2014 by the California Environmental Protection Agency/Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (CalEPA/OEHHA 2014).

Bi-annual Clean Water Act Assessments

The SWRCB and RWQCBs are scheduled to produce bi-annual qualitative assessments of
statewide and regional water quality conditions. These assessments are focused on CWA
Section 303(d) impaired water listings and priority status for assignment of total maximum daily
load (TMDL) requirements. Specifically, the Section 303(d) and TMDL assessments involve
prioritizing waters on the basis of water quality (i.e., impaired) status and the necessity for
assigning quantitative contaminant load restrictions (i.e., TMDLS), with these data submitted to
the USEPA for review and approval. Impaired waters within the proposed Project site watershed
identified in the most current (2010) approved assessment include 100 acres of Littlerock
Reservoir listed for manganese (SWRCB 2015). The proposed TMDL completion date for this
listed impairment is 2021.

2010 Urban Water Management Plan

The PWD derives a portion of its overall water supply from Littlerock Reservoir. Water derived
from this reservoir is treated at the Palmdale Water Treatment Plant prior to municipal use, with
the 2010 UWMP noting that this source “...is generally of very high quality.” (PWD 2011).

City of Lancaster General Plan 2030 Hydrology and Water Quality Technical Appendix

The referenced General Plan Water Quality Appendix provides an overview of typical pollutant
sources in storm water flows, and notes that “The project site lacks any measured data on storm
quality runoff.” Based on the relationship between land use types and associated pollutant
generation, however, the analysis goes on to conclude that: “The expected existing pollutants
in...storm water runoff from developed areas...include trash, nutrients, bacteria, oil and grease,
and household hazardous wastes...”, while “...undeveloped areas could add suspended solids in
the storm water runoff.” (RBF Consulting 2008).

Groundwater

Available groundwater quality data in the proposed Project vicinity are outlined below, and
include information from the following sources: (1) the DWR Statewide Groundwater
Assessment Bulletin (DWR 2004); (2) the Antelope Valley Salt and Nutrient Management Plan
(SNMP, Los Angeles County 2014b); (3) the groundwater model conducted as part of the
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previously described Project Feasibility Study (KJC 2015a); and (4) the PWD 2010 UWMP
(PWD 2011).

DWR Groundwater Assessment

Groundwater in the AVGB is generally classified as calcium bicarbonate in character near the
surrounding mountains, and sodium-calcium bicarbonate (upper aquifer) or sodium bicarbonate
(middle/lower aquifers) in character in the eastern part of the basin (generally including the
proposed Project site area, DWR 2004). The average TDS level reported in the AVGB from a
1995 study was 300 milligrams per liter (mg/l), with an associated range of 200 to 800 mg/I and
high levels of boron and nitrates observed locally (DWR 2004).

Antelope Valley Salt and Nutrient Management Plan

Current groundwater quality in the AVGB upper aquifer is described in the SNMP as “excellent”
although the overall quality “...degrades toward the northern portion of the dry lake areas.”
(Los Angeles County 2014b). The referenced SNMP also includes an assessment of groundwater
quality based on monitoring data collected between 2001 and 2010, including data from the
California Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Program for several
wells in the proposed Project site and vicinity. Specifically, this includes assessment of observed
levels for constituents including arsenic, boron, chloride, fluoride, nitrate, chromium and TDS, as
summarized in Table 3.6-1, Average Water Quality Concentrations in the Buttes, Lancaster and
Pearland Groundwater Subbasins. As indicated from these data, none of the identified primary
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs®) or secondary drinking water MCLs (SMCLs) are
exceeded for average constituent levels in the three subbasins (or the AVGB as a whole),
although individual levels may vary by well and/or depth. Based on the noted data, the AVGB is
characterized as exhibiting “...generally good water quality”... that *...meets the SNMP water
quality management goals.” (Los Angeles County 2014b). According to the SNMP, future water
use is projected to increase arsenic concentrations in the groundwater; however, the basin
average will remain within an acceptable range to protect anticipated beneficial uses. No new
implementation measures were recommended. A monitoring plan was designed to determine
whether salt and nutrient concentrations over time are consistent with SNMP_predictions and
whether existing measures to manage SNMP constituents are effective or if additional measures

are necessary.

Feasibility Study Groundwater Modeling

The groundwater model included in the previously described Feasibility Study includes water
quality modeling, and incorporates applicable data from the GAMA Program. Based on these
modeling efforts, the Feasibility Study notes that “...comparatively calcium- and magnesium-
rich groundwater trends northward into the Antelope Valley from the mountain fronts, generally
following both the Littlerock Creek and Bigrock Creek washes.” (KJC 2015a).

® Primary MCLs are mandatory (enforceable) standards established by the USEPA to protect human health, and
represent the maximum allowable amounts of a contaminant in drinking water delivered to consumers. SMCLs
are non-enforceable standards established as guidelines to assist public water providers in managing drinking
water for aesthetic considerations such as taste, color and odor, typically include recommended and upper level
limits, and are not considered to present a risk to human health.
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Table 3.6-1
AVERAGE WATER QUALITY CONCENTRATIONS IN THE BUTTES,
LANCASTER AND PEARLAND GROUNDWATER SUBBASINS
(2001 - 2010)

Constituents
SMEIEEElT Arsenict Boron®> | Chloride® | Fluoride® | Nitrate? Total 1|  TDS?
Chromium
Buttes 1.32 0.07 19.1 0.38 1.42 8.77 301
Lancaster 8.88 0.14 35.2 0.43 1.53 6.10 325
Pearland 0.76 0.07 17.5 0.19 4.06 1.91 256
mcL® 10 14 500° 2 10 50 1,000°

Source: Los Angeles County (2014b)

! micrograms per liter (u/1).

2 milligrams per liter (mg/l).

® Primary Maximum Contaminant Level (drinking water standard) unless otherwise noted.

4 There is no MCL for boron, with 1 mg/I representing the notification level for the applicable water system governing bodies.
% The secondary MCL (SMCL) for chloride includes a 250 mg/l recommended level and a 500 mg/I upper level.

® The SMCL for TDS includes a 500 mg/l recommended level and a 1,000 mg/I upper level.

Palmdale Water District Urban Water Management Plan

Local groundwater quality is generally assessed in the PWD 2010 UWMP, which identifies TDS
levels in the AVGB of approximately 110 to 1,480 mg/l, and samples from four local
(unidentified) wells that exceed the recommended SMCL of 500 mg/I for TDS (PWD 2011). The
UWMP also identifies nitrate and (potentially) arsenic as local groundwater quality concerns,
with observed nitrate levels from individual wells ranging from undetectable to 15 mg/l and three
(unidentified) tested wells exceeding the associated primary drinking water MCL of 10 mg/I
(PWD 2011).

Regulatory Setting

The proposed Project is subject to a number of regulatory requirements associated with federal,
state and local guidelines, as summarized below.

Federal Clean Water Act/National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Standards

The CWA is intended to “restore and maintain [the] chemical, physical and biological integrity
of the Nation’s waters...” with the overall goal of making all surface waters “fishable and
swimmable.” The CWA regulates the discharge of pollutants to “waters of the U.S.” (as defined
in the CWA), and prohibits the discharge of pollutants unless authorized under a NPDES permit
or waste discharge order. Specific NPDES requirements associated with the proposed Project
include conformance with: (1) the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit, NPDES
No. CAS000002, SWRCB Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ); as amended by Order Nos. 2010-0014-
DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ); and (2) pertinent General Permits and/or Waste Discharge
Requirements (WDRs) related to construction-related groundwater extraction/disposal
(dewatering) and/or operational discharges, if applicable (with these potential requirements
discussed below under SWQCB/RWQCB Standards).
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General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit

Conformance with the Construction General Permit is required prior to development (including
grading or other surface disturbance) exceeding one acre, with this permit issued by the SWRCB
under an agreement with the USEPA. Specific conformance requirements include implementing
a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), an associated Construction Site Monitoring
Program (CSMP), employee training, and minimum best management practices (BMPs), as well
as a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) for applicable projects (e.g., those in Risk Categories 2
or 3, as outlined below). Under the Construction General Permit, project sites are designated as
Risk Level 1 through 3 based on site-specific criteria (e.g., sediment erosion and receiving water
risk), with Risk Level 3 sites requiring the most stringent controls. Based on the site-specific risk
level designation, the SWPPP and related plans/efforts identify detailed measures to prevent and
control the off-site discharge of pollutants in storm water runoff. Depending on the risk level,
these may include efforts such as mandatory technology-based action levels, effluent and
receiving water monitoring/reporting, and advanced treatment systems (ATS). Specific pollution
control measures require the use of best available technology economically achievable (BAT)
and/or best conventional pollutant control technology (BCT) levels of treatment, with these
requirements implemented through applicable BMPs. While site-specific measures vary with
conditions such as risk level, proposed grading and slope/soil characteristics, detailed guidance
for construction-related BMPs is provided in the permit and related local standards (as outlined
below), as well as additional sources including the EPA National Menu of Best Management
Practices for Storm Water Phase Il — Construction (USEPA 2015), and Storm Water Best
Management Practices Handbooks (California Stormwater Quality Association [CASQA] 2012).
Specific requirements for the proposed Project under this permit would be determined during
SWPPP development, after completion of Project plans and application submittal to the
SWRCB.

State Standards

California Code of Regulations

California Code of Regulations (CCR) Titles 17 and 22 contain a number of requirements related
to the use of recycled water and conformance with the California Department of Public Health
(CDPH) Drinking Water Program. Specifically, these include requirements related to
cross-connections and backflow prevention for applicable recycled water facilities, as well as
criteria for groundwater replenishment (recharge) efforts such as dilution factors, constituent
testing and control, retention times, and monitoring/reporting (pursuant to associated RWQCB
authorization, as outlined below under SWRCB/RWQCB Standards). Under Title 22, Article 7,
Section 60323, an Engineering Report is also required for applicable recycled water use, to
provide “...a description of the design of the proposed reclamation system, the means for
compliance with...regulations,...any other features specified by the regulatory agency...and a
contingency plan which will ensure that no untreated or inadequately treated wastewater will be
delivered to the use area.”
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SWRCB/RWQCB Standards

Basin Plan

Surface Water. The RWQCB Lahontan Basin Plan establishes a number of beneficial uses and
water quality objectives for surface and groundwater resources. Beneficial uses are generally
defined as the uses of water necessary for the survival or well-being of man, plus plants and
wildlife. Identified existing and potential beneficial uses for surface waters and wetlands in the
proposed Project area watersheds include: municipal and domestic supply (MUN); agricultural
supply (AGR); groundwater recharge (GWR); freshwater replenishment (FRSH); contact and
non-contact water recreation (REC-1 and REC-2); commercial and sportfishing (COMM); warm
and cold freshwater habitat (WARM and COLD); wildlife habitat (WILD); water quality
enhancement (WQE); and flood peak attenuation/flood water storage (FLD).

Water quality objectives identified in the Basin Plan are based on established beneficial uses and
non-degradation policy requirements, and are defined in the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act as “the allowable limits or levels of water quality constituents or characteristics
which are established for the reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water or the prevention
of nuisance within a specific area” (California Water Code, Division 7, Section 13000 et seq.).
Beneficial uses are described above, while the non-degradation policy (SWRCB Resolution
No. 68-16) is generally intended to maintain existing water quality where it exceeds Basin Plan
objectives. Water quality objectives include both narrative requirements (which can encompass
qualitative and quantitative standards) and specific numeric objectives for identified
contaminants and waters. Established numeric water quality objectives for applicable surface
waters in the Antelope HU are limited to Littlerock Reservoir, as summarized in Table 3.6-2,
Surface Water Quality Objectives for Littlerock Reservoir.

Table 3.6-2
SURFACE WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES FOR LITTLEROCK RESERVOIR

Constituent (mg/I)*
Surface Waters

TDS Cl SO, F B NOs-N | N | PO,

Littlerock Reservoir 176/180 | 12.5/20 | 16.5/19 | 0.20/0.38 | 0.03/0.05 | 0.4/0.7 | -- --

Source: RWQCB 1995, as amended.

1 Values shown are annual average/90th percentile.

TDS = Total Dissolved Solids; Cl = Chloride; SO, = Sulfate; F = Fluoride; B = Boron; NO3-N= Nitrogen as Nitrate;
N = Total Nitrogen; PO, = Dissolved Orthophosphate.

Groundwater. Beneficial uses listed for the AVGB include MUN, AGR, industrial service supply
(IND), and FRSH. All groundwater resources in the Lahontan Basin are subject to narrative and
numerical water quality objectives related to coliform bacteria, chemical constituents
(e.g., drinking water standards), radioactivity and taste/odor.

Groundwater Extraction/Disposal (Dewatering)

Proposed Project implementation would require conformance with applicable requirements if
construction activities would require discharge of extracted groundwater (i.e., dewatering). Such
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activities would likely be authorized under one or more of the following adopted RWQCB and
SWRCB orders:

e RWQCB Order No. R6T-2014-0049, Renewed WDRs and NPDES General Permit for
Limited Threat Discharges to Surface Waters — This order is specifically applicable to
construction dewatering, although it is generally limited to circumstances involving the
discharge of “...high quality or relatively pollutant-free water that poses little or no threat
to water quality or beneficial uses of water.”

e RWQCB Order No. R6T-2010-0024, WDRs for Surface Water Disposal of Treated
Groundwater — This order may be applicable to construction dewatering activities under
circumstances where treatment is required prior to disposal to meet applicable water
quality requirements.

e RWQCB Order No. R6T-2004-0015 (WDID 6A099311007), WDRs for Land Disposal
of Treated Groundwater — This order is specifically intended to address hydrocarbon
pollutants, and may be applicable to construction dewatering activities under
circumstances where associated treatment is required prior to disposal to meet applicable
water quality requirements.

e SWRCB Order No. 2003-0003-DWQ, Statewide General WDRs for Discharges to Land
with a Low Threat to Water Quality — This order is specifically applicable to construction
dewatering, although it also requires conformance with “...any more stringent standards
in the applicable Basin Plan.”

Depending on the specific circumstances of potential groundwater extraction/disposal
requirements associated with proposed Project implementation, one or more separate individual
WDRs may also be required in addition to, or in lieu of, the above noted orders.

Recycled Water Use

The SWRCB has adopted a resolution (No. 2009-0011) and related Recycled Water Policy
regarding water quality control for recycled water use. This Resolution/Policy provides direction
to the Regional Water Boards on permitting recycled water projects, including the use of
recycled water for groundwater recharge projects. Resolution/Policy 2009-0011 acknowledges
that proposed groundwater recharge projects using recycled water “...must be reviewed on a
site-specific basis, and...will require project-by-project review.” Associated general approval
requirements are identified for such projects, however, and include conformance with applicable
CDPH regulations (per CCR Titles 17 and 22, as previously noted), implementation of
applicable groundwater quality monitoring, and conformance with appropriate RWQCB
(e.g., Basin Plan) standards. This Resolution/Policy also directs local agencies/stakeholders to
develop and adopt salt/nutrient management plans for associated groundwater basins, with this
criterion met for the AVGB through adoption of the previously noted Antelope Valley Salt and
Nutrient Management Plan (Los Angeles County 2014b). Specifically, this plan provides an
assessment of groundwater quality and assimilative capacity in the AVGB for applicable
constituents (refer to Table 3.6-1), develops water quality projections and monitoring
requirements for pertinent groundwater development/use scenarios, and identifies related

3.6-10



Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Section 3.6
Final EIR Hydrology and Water Quality

management criteria for applicable stakeholders (including the PWD) to address salt and nutrient
loading in the AVGB and maintain conformance with related Basin Plan criteria.

The State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 Antidegradation Policy specifies that any activity
involving disposal of waste to high quality water must ensure that the highest water quality
consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the state will be maintained. Groundwater
recharge projects using recycled water have potential to lower water quality within a basin and
must demonstrate compliance with Resolution No. 68-16.

Operational Discharge

Long-term operation of the proposed Project would involve discharges from activities such as
well/pump testing that may potentially be subject to one or more adopted RWQCB and SWRCB
orders, including RWQCB Order No. R6T-2014-0049 and SWRCB Order No. 2003-0003-DWQ),
as previously described. Specifically, RWQCB Order No. R6T-2014-0049 provides coverage for
“...discharges of pollutants to surface waters that constitute low-threat concentrations and/or
waste loads...” per applicable criteria identified in the permit, and includes “Well construction
and pump testing of potable aquifer supplies.” Similarly, SWRCB Order No. 2003-0003-DWQ is
associated with “...discharges to land with a low threat to water quality...” and includes
activities such as “...well development discharge, monitoring well purge water discharge, and
boring waste discharge.” Both of these orders include discharge criteria such as conformance
with applicable Basin Plan beneficial uses and water quality objectives.

As noted above under potential dewatering requirements, separate individual WDRs may also
potentially be required for operational discharges in addition to, or in lieu of, the above noted
orders, depending on the specific circumstances of potential discharges associated with proposed
Project implementation (with additional discussion provided below in Section 3.6.3).

Palmdale Water District Standards

UWMP/Groundwater Assessment and Protection Program/Wellhead Protection Plan

The 2010 UWMP provides an overview of PWD demand projections, water supply sources,
reliability, efficiency, demand management measures, and other applicable information. The
UWMP is intended to maintain efficient use of urban water supplies, continue to promote
conservation programs and policies, ensure that sufficient water supplies are available for future
uses, and provide a mechanism for response during drought conditions. Because groundwater
provides approximately 40 percent of the PWD water supply, the UWMP includes applicable
elements of the PWD Groundwater Assessment and Protection Program and Wellhead
Protection Plan. These efforts are generally intended to protect groundwater and related
resources, and include measures to: (1) identify and assess local groundwater sources and wells;
(2) delineate/evaluate groundwater protection areas and associated risks to water quality;
(3) develop strategies to protect water quality and implement public education/involvement
efforts; and (4) implement appropriate monitoring and assessment procedures.
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Cross-connection Program

The PWD Cross-connection Program is intended to implement applicable CDPH Drinking Water
Program requirements related to cross-connections and backflow prevention for recycled water
facilities, as previously described under State Standards.

Local Standards

The County of Los Angeles and the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster have adopted standards to
address hydrology and water quality related issues. Local standards are implemented through
requirements such as general plan elements, ordinances and codes, and typically reflect
associated requirements under the previously described federal, state and regional standards.
While the PWD is typically exempt from local requirements, the proposed Project design and
implementation would include measures to provide conformance with applicable local
regulations wherever practical. Applicable local standards that will be reflected in the proposed
Project design and implementation as appropriate include the following:

e The County of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element (1990); Grading Code (Title 26,
County of Los Angeles Building Code, Appendix J); Integrated Regional Water
Management Plan (2013); Salt and Nutrient Management Plan for the Antelope Valley
(2014b); Low Impact Development Standards Manual (2014c); applicable portions of the
Municipal Code, including the Flood Control District Code, and Title 11 (Health and
Safety), Division 1, Part 2 regarding well drilling and operating permits.

e The City of Palmdale General Plan Safety Element (1993); Engineering Design
Standards (1991); Grading Permit (Section 8.04.265, Chapter 70, Excavation and
Grading, Palmdale Municipal Code); and Floodplain Management Standards (Title 15,
Chapter 15.28, Palmdale Municipal Code).

e The City of Lancaster General Plan, Plan for Public Health and Safety (2009); Grading
Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2225, Title 15, Building Code, Lancaster Municipal Code);
and Storm Water Management Plan (2003).

3.6.2 Significance Thresholds

PWD utilizes CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for criteria to determine significant impacts.
Accordingly, the following significance thresholds are used.

The proposed Project would result in a significant or potentially significant impact if it would:

e Substantially alter the existing drainage patterns or storm water flows of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would
substantially affect downstream drainage patterns or flows, increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff, generate erosion/sedimentation, or result in flooding on- or off-site.

e Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
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e 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.

e Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows.

e 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; or inundation by
seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

e 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 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise
substantially degrade water quality.

3.6.3 Impact Analysis

Drainage Patterns/Flow Directions

As previously described, surface drainage within the Project site and adjacent areas is primarily
to the north through a number of intermittent washes and as overland flow, and ultimately enters
one or more dry lakes. Implementation of the proposed Project would have the potential to result
in some modification of the existing on-site drainage patterns and directions through proposed
grading and construction. These modifications are generally not anticipated to be substantial,
however, based on the nature and extent of the proposed development. Specifically, proposed
Project development would consist largely of subsurface pipelines, with surface features limited
to the proposed SWP Turnout, recharge basins and associated berms, Recovery Wells and related
temporary percolation ponds (refer to Section 2.5.1, Project Activities), and the 2-acre
Distribution Site. Accordingly, overall drainage patterns within the site and vicinity (i.e., north to
the vicinity of Rosamond and Rogers dry lakes) are not anticipated to be substantially altered by
proposed development. Because a detailed hydrology study has not been conducted, however,
the associated site-specific effects to drainage patterns and flow directions within and from the
proposed Project site cannot be determined. As a result, while overall drainage and flow pattern
alterations are not anticipated to be substantial as noted, proposed Project implementation could
potentially result in significant impacts related to drainage patterns/directions, as well as
associated erosion and/or flooding issues. Mitigation is identified below in Section 3.6.4 to
address these potential impacts, and entails completion of a site-specific hydrologic analysis for
proposed development to evaluate potential impacts, including drainage alteration and related
issues, and to identify associated standard remedial measures.

Runoff Rates/Amounts and Storm Water Management

Proposed Project development is not expected to substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff within or from the site. This conclusion is based on the relatively small extent of
proposed on-site development, as well as the nature of associated facilities. Specifically, new
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impervious surfaces (which increase runoff rates and amounts), would generally be limited to the
SWP Turnout structure and the two-acre Distribution Site, with some additional areas (e.g., well
pads/support facilities) to encompass minor areas of impervious surfaces and/or surface
compaction. Based on the noted conclusions and assumptions, potential impacts related to runoff
rates/amounts and storm drain capacity from proposed Project development are expected to be
less than significant. As noted above under the discussion of Drainage Patterns/Flow Directions,
however, mitigation in the form of a site-specific hydrologic analysis would be conducted for the
proposed Project. Because assessment of pre- and post-development runoff rates is a standard
element of such hydrologic analysis, these conditions would be evaluated as part of the proposed
Project hydrologic investigation. Accordingly, if adverse issues related to runoff rates/amounts
or storm drain capacities are identified during these investigations, associated standard remedial
measures would be implemented to address these conditions (as outlined in Section 3.6.4).

Flooding/Floodplain Hazards

100-year Floodplains

As described above in Section 3.6.1, several mapped 100-year floodplains are located within or
adjacent to the Project site (Figure 3.6-2). Because no housing is proposed as part of the
proposed Project development, no associated impacts related to locating such structures within
flood hazard areas would result from proposed Project implementation. Additionally, based on
the subsurface location of most proposed facilities (i.e., pipelines and the Distribution Box), the
proposed elevation of other applicable facilities within mapped floodplains (i.e., Recovery Wells,
pumps and related surface structures) above identified flood water levels (i.e., through grading),
and the relatively minor extent of proposed surface development within the noted floodplains, no
associated substantial impacts are anticipated in relation to flood-related hazards and impeding or
redirecting flood flows. Because detailed studies have not been conducted, however, site-specific
effects related to flood flow movements and directions from proposed surface facilities are
considered potentially significant. Mitigation is identified below in Section 3.6.4 to address these
potential impacts, and entails completion of a site-specific hydrologic analysis for proposed
development to evaluate potential impacts, including floodplain-related issues, and to identify
associated standard remedial measures.

Tsunamis, Seiches, Mudflows and Dam Inundation

Tsunamis (commonly referred to as tidal waves) are sea waves associated with phenomena such
as underwater earthquakes or volcanic activity, and can generate impacts related to inundation in
coastal zones. Because the Project site is located approximately 47 miles inland and at elevations
of over 2,500 feet amsl, no associated impacts related to tsunami hazards would occur.

Seiches are defined as wave-like oscillatory movements in enclosed or semi-enclosed bodies of
water such as lakes or reservoirs, and are most typically associated with seismic activity. Seiches
can result in flooding damage and related effects (e.g., erosion) in surrounding areas from
spilling or sloshing water, as well as increasing pressure on containment structures. The only
source of potential seiche impacts within the Project site is Littlerock Reservoir, located
approximately 5.5 miles to the southwest. Based on this distance and the discussion of potential
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dam inundation effects from this reservoir provided below, associated potential Project-related
impacts from seiche hazards would be less than significant.

Proposed Project development is generally not considered susceptible to significant impacts from
inundation by mudflow, based on the fact that the proposed Project site and vicinity exhibit
primarily level terrain, with the nearest areas of substantial topography located approximately
2 miles to the east (Alpine Butte) and 3 miles to the south (the San Gabriel Mountains).

Based on mapping provided in the Palmdale (1993) and Los Angeles County (1990) general plan
safety elements, the mapped inundation area for Littlerock Reservoir is located along portions of
Littlerock Wash located outside of the proposed Project site. Specifically, the mapped inundation
zone ends approximately 1.8 miles south of East Palmdale Avenue and 2 miles west of
106" Street East at its closest points. As a result, no significant impacts related to dam
inundation hazards would result from implementation of the proposed Project.

Groundwater Supplies/Recharge

Groundwater Supplies/Levels

As previously described, groundwater modeling was conducted as part of the Project Feasibility
Study (KJC 2015a), with an update completed in 2015 to reflect current proposed Project criteria
and the most recent (2014) USGS regional modeling for the AVGB (KJC 2015c). Modeling
conducted for the Feasibility Study included assessment of potential aquifer drawdown and
mounding effects from implementation of the proposed Project. Specifically, this effort involved
the use of data and results from several previous regional models conducted for the AVGB, with
a number of modifications incorporated to reflect local and Project-specific conditions (including
aquifer parameters such as transmissivity and conductivity, as well as current pumping data, with
a detailed description of model methodology provided in Appendix E of the Project Feasibility
Study [KJC 2015a]). The resulting analytical model provides an estimate of proposed Project-
related impacts to groundwater elevations and associated effects related to “residence” (or
retention) times for recycled water and water quality considerations (i.e., the time between
recharge in the basins and withdrawal from the Recovery Wells, as discussed below), as well as
subsidence hazards (as discussed Section 3.4 of this EIR). Based on the results of the described
modeling, the following summary conclusions from the Feasibility Study are provided:

e The proposed number (16) and surrounding configuration of the proposed Recovery
Wells are based on the described modeling, with the Feasibility Study noting that this
design would: “...produce much less drawdown in the vicinity of the extraction wells.
This is attributable simply to increasing the separation distances between individual wells
so that superposition of the wells’ cones of depression is minimized.”

e The potential for localized elevation of aquifer levels (or groundwater mounding) was
also evaluated in the noted modeling, with the Feasibility Study concluding that:
“...predicted groundwater mounding (with respect to average ambient conditions) ranges
between 80 and 180 feet [in depth]; all remaining substantially beneath the target
limitation of 50-foot depth below ground surface.”
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The updated groundwater model involved similar methodology and data sources as outlined
above for the Feasibility Study model, but also includes more current regional modeling and
proposed Project design/operational information as previously described. Specifically, the
current (updated) groundwater model is focused on an approximately 110-square mile area
centered on the proposed Project site, with appropriate grid spacing to provide a more detailed
assessment of Project-related conditions. The updated model also evaluates a number of
operational scenarios to encompass baseline conditions, proposed Project operations by PWD
only, and proposed Project operations with up to an additional 100,000 acre-feet of groundwater
recharge/recovery by one or more partner agencies. Based on the updated modeling, the
following conclusions are provided and are applicable to all operational scenarios for the
proposed Project (KJC 2015c):

e Drawdown associated with proposed Project recovery activities: “...do not locally
dewater the shallow aquifer and/or lead to appreciable land subsidence.”

e Groundwater mounding levels from proposed Project recharge operations are below the
target criterion of 50 feet bgs, with maximum mounding levels on the order of 200 to
250 feet bgs.

e Minimum travel (residence) times for groundwater between the recharge basin and
Recovery Wells is approximately 1.5 years for wells along the northern perimeter, and
3 to 4 years for wells along the southern perimeter.

From the above information and the nature of the proposed Project (i.e., controlled groundwater
recharge and recovery), it is concluded that no significant impacts related to groundwater
supplies/levels (including aquifer drawdown or mounding effects) would result from
implementation of the proposed Project (KJC 2015¢ and 2015d).

Groundwater Recharge

As described under the discussion of Runoff Rates/Amounts and Storm Water Management, new
impervious surfaces associated with the proposed Project would generally be limited to the SWP
Turnout structure, the two-acre Distribution Site, and additional areas (e.g., well pads/support
facilities) that would encompass minor areas of impervious surfaces and/or surface compaction.
Based on these considerations, the fact that most natural recharge in the AVGB occurs in
association with infiltration of mountain front runoff as previously noted, the results of the
updated groundwater model as outlined above, and the nature of the proposed Project
(i.e., controlled groundwater recharge and recovery), no significant impacts related to
groundwater recharge capacity would result from implementation of the proposed Project.

Water Quality
Surface Water

As discussed below, potential surface water quality impacts from implementation of the
proposed Project are associated with both short-term construction activities and long-term
operation and maintenance. Specifically, potential short-term effects are related to erosion and

3.6-16



Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Section 3.6
Final EIR Hydrology and Water Quality

off-site sediment transport (sedimentation), the use and storage of construction-related hazardous
materials (e.g., fuels and lubricants), and the extraction/disposal of shallow groundwater
(dewatering) if required. Potential long-term water quality effects are associated predominantly
with sources including well-related activities (e.g., pump testing), the on-site use and/or storage
of materials such as sodium hypochlorite and lubricants (for electric pumps), and the discharge
of hydrocarbons (e.g., leaks) and particulates (e.g., brake/tire wear) from maintenance-related
vehicular traffic.

Construction-related Pollutants

Erosion/Sedimentation. Proposed excavation, grading, and construction activities could
potentially result in related erosion and sedimentation. Specifically, proposed Project activities
could involve the removal of surface stabilizing features such as vegetation, excavation of
existing compacted materials from graded or cut areas, redeposition of excavated material as fill
in proposed development sites and, potentially, disposal of extracted groundwater onto graded or
unstable areas (i.e., during construction dewatering, if required). Proposed Project-related
erosion could result in off-site sediment transport, with associated water quality effects such as
turbidity and transport of other pollutants that tend to adhere to sediment particles
(e.g., hydrocarbons). While graded, excavated, and filled areas associated with construction
activities would be stabilized through efforts such as compaction and installation of proposed
facilities (including the use of shotcrete on recharge basin embankments), erosion potential
would be higher in the short-term than for existing conditions. Developed areas would be most
susceptible to erosion between the beginning of grading/construction and the installation of
permanent features. Erosion and sedimentation are not considered to be significant long-term
concerns for proposed development, with developed areas to be stabilized as noted.

In addition to the water-related erosion potential described above, construction activities at the
proposed Project site may potentially be subject to wind-generated erosion. While such effects
are generally smaller in scale and magnitude than water-related erosion, similar potential impacts
to on- and off-site water quality could potentially occur.

Identified potential impacts from construction-related erosion/sedimentation would be addressed
through conformance with the NPDES Construction General Permit, as described in
Section 3.6.1 under Regulatory Framework. This would include implementing an authorized
SWPPP for proposed construction, including (but not limited to) erosion and sedimentation
BMPs. While specific BMPs would be determined during the NPDES/SWPPP process based on
regulatory criteria and site characteristics (soils, slopes, etc.), they would likely include standard
industry measures and guidelines from the Construction General Permit and local storm water
standards, as well as the additional sources identified in Section 3.6.1 under Regulatory
Framework. A summary of standard erosion and sedimentation BMPs that may be applicable to
the proposed Project is provided below. Based on the implementation of these and/or other
appropriate erosion and sediment control BMPs as part of (and in conformance with) the Project
SWPPP and related regulatory requirements, associated potential erosion/sedimentation impacts
from proposed Project development would be less than significant. Erosion and sedimentation
controls implemented for the proposed Project would be further defined during the
NPDES/SWPPP process, with the resulting BMPs taking priority over the more general types of
standard industry measures listed below.
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e Comply with seasonal grading restrictions during the rainy season for applicable
locations/conditions.

e Prepare and implement a CSMP to ensure appropriate monitoring, testing, BMP
effectiveness, and conformance with applicable discharge requirements.

e Prepare and implement a REAP, if applicable (i.e., depending on risk level), to ensure
that active construction areas/activities have adequate erosion and sediment controls in
place within 48 hours of the onset of any likely precipitation event (i.e., 50 percent or
greater probability of producing precipitation, per National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration projections).

e Preserve existing vegetation wherever feasible, and use phased grading schedules to limit
the area subject to erosion at any given time.

e Properly manage storm water and non-storm water flows to minimize runoff.

e Use erosion control/stabilizing measures such as geotextiles, mulching, mats, plastic
sheets/tarps, fiber rolls, soil binders, compost blankets, soil roughening and/or temporary
hydroseeding (or other plantings) established prior to October 1 in appropriate areas
(e.q., disturbed areas and graded slopes).

e Use sediment controls to protect the construction site perimeter and prevent off-site
sediment transport, potentially including measures such as temporary inlet filters, silt
fence, fiber rolls, silt dikes, biofilter bags, gravel bag berms, compost bags/berms,
temporary sediment basins, check dams, street sweeping/vacuuming, ATS (if applicable
based on risk assessment), energy dissipators, stabilized construction access
points/sediment stockpiles and properly fitted covers for sediment transport vehicles.

e Store BMP materials in applicable on-site areas to provide “standby” capacity adequate
to provide complete protection of exposed areas and prevent off-site sediment transport.

e Provide full erosion control for disturbed areas and material stockpiles not scheduled for
additional activity for 14 or more consecutive calendar days.

e Provide appropriate training, including emergency preparedness training, for the
personnel responsible for BMP installation and maintenance.

e Use solid waste management efforts such as proper containment and disposal of
construction trash and debris.

e Comply with local dust control requirements (AVAQMD Rule 403), potentially
including measures such as regular watering, use of chemical palliatives, limiting
construction vehicle/equipment speeds and restricting/precluding construction operations
during periods of high wind speeds (see also Standard Condition SC 3.1-1 in Section 3.1,
Air Quality).
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e Implement appropriate monitoring and maintenance efforts (e.g., prior to and after storm
events) to ensure proper BMP function and efficiency.

e Implement sampling/analysis, monitoring/reporting and post-construction management
programs per NPDES requirements.

e Implement additional BMPs as necessary to ensure adequate erosion and sediment
control (e.g., enhanced treatment and more detailed monitoring/reporting).

Construction-related Hazardous Materials. Construction related to proposed Project development
would involve the use and/or storage of hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, solvents,
concrete, paint, trash/debris, drilling fluids, and portable septic system wastes. The accidental
discharge of such materials during construction could potentially result in significant water
quality impacts. Implementation of a SWPPP would be required under NPDES guidelines as
previously noted, and would include specific measures to avoid or reduce potential impacts
related to the use and potential discharge of construction-related hazardous materials. While
detailed BMPs would be determined as part of the NPDES/SWPPP process based on regulatory
criteria and Project-specific parameters, they are likely to include standard industry measures and
guidelines from the Construction General Permit and local requirements, as well as the additional
sources identified in Section 3.6.1 under Regulatory Framework. A summary of anticipated
construction-related hazardous material BMPs that may be applicable to the proposed Project is
provided below. Based on the implementation of these and/or other appropriate hazardous
material BMPs as part of (and in conformance with) the SWPPP and related requirements,
associated impacts would be less than significant. Construction-related hazardous materials
controls implemented for development at the proposed Project site would be further defined
during the NPDES/SWPPP process, with the resulting BMPs taking priority over the more
general types of standard industry measures provided below.

e Minimize the amount of hazardous materials used and stored on site, and restrict
storage/use locations to areas at least 50 feet from storm drains and surface drainages.

e Use raised (e.g., on pallets), covered and/or enclosed storage facilities for all hazardous
materials.

e Maintain accurate and up-to-date written inventories and labels for all stored hazardous
materials.

e Use berms, ditches, impervious liners and/or other applicable methods for material
storage, vehicle/equipment maintenance and fueling areas, and drilling sites to provide a
containment volume of 1.5 times the volume of stored/used materials and prevent
discharge in the event of a spill.

e Place warning signs in areas of hazardous material use or storage and along drainages and
storm drains (or other appropriate locations) to avoid inadvertent hazardous material
disposal.

e Properly maintain all construction equipment and vehicles.
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e Restrict paving operations during wet weather, use appropriate sediment control
devices/methods downstream of paving activities, and properly contain and dispose of
wastes and/or slurry from sources including concrete and paint, by using properly
designed and contained washout areas.

e Provide training for applicable employees in the proper use, handling and disposal of
hazardous materials, as well as appropriate action to take in the event of a spill.

e Store absorbent and clean-up materials in readily accessible on-site locations.
e Properly locate, maintain and contain portable wastewater facilities.

e Regularly (at least weekly) monitor and maintain hazardous material use/storage facilities
and operations to ensure proper working order.

e Implement solid waste management efforts such as proper containment and disposal of
construction trash and debris, and restrict associated storage areas to appropriate locations
at least 50 feet from storm drain inlets and drainage courses.

e Employ a licensed waste disposal operator to regularly (at least weekly) remove and
dispose of construction trash and debris at an authorized off-site location.

e Use recycled or less hazardous materials wherever feasible.

e Post regulatory agency telephone numbers and a summary guide of clean-up procedures
in a conspicuous on-site location.

e Implement additional BMPs as necessary (and in conformance with applicable
requirements) to ensure adequate hazardous material control.

Disposal of Extracted Groundwater. As previously described, historic groundwater levels in the
Project site vicinity are approximately 175 to 350 feet bgs, with no groundwater observed in
exploratory borings extending to depths of 21.5 feet bgs in the vicinity of the proposed Recharge
Site. Based on related analysis in the Project Feasibility Study, however, local groundwater
levels may vary with conditions such as seasonal precipitation and groundwater pumping
(KJC 2015a). Accordingly, while shallow groundwater is not anticipated to be encountered
during proposed Project construction, some potential exists for the localized occurrence of
shallow or perched aquifers and related dewatering requirements. Disposal of groundwater
extracted during construction activities (if required) could potentially generate significant water
quality impacts through erosion/sedimentation, as well as the possible occurrence of pollutants in
local groundwater aquifers. Proposed Project construction would require conformance with
applicable RWQCB/SWRCB criteria prior to disposal of extracted groundwater, as outlined
under Regulatory Framework in Section 3.6.1. While specific requirements to address potential
water quality concerns from disposal of extracted groundwater would be determined based on
regulatory criteria and site-specific parameters, they would likely include the types of standard
measures outlined below.
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e Use erosion and sediment controls similar to those described for NPDES/SWPPP
compliance in applicable areas/conditions (e.g., disposal of extracted groundwater on
slopes or graded areas).

e Test extracted groundwater for appropriate contaminants prior to discharge.

e Treat extracted groundwater prior to discharge, if required, to provide conformance with
applicable discharge criteria (e.g., through methods such as filtration, aeration,
adsorption, disinfection and/or conveyance to a municipal wastewater treatment plant).

Based on the required conformance with regulatory standards and the implementation of related
measures, water quality impacts from disposal of extracted groundwater at the proposed Project
site would be less than significant.

Operational Pollutants

The long-term operation and maintenance of proposed Project facilities would generally not
entail the generation of pollutants associated with most types of urban development, such as
nutrients, trash and debris, hydrocarbons, oxygen demanding substances, bacteria and viruses,
and pesticides. Specifically, the proposed facilities do not entail on-site habitation or associated
uses such as substantial vehicular activity and landscaping that can generate the noted types of
pollutants. Operational discharges from well-related activities (e.g., pump testing) could entail
surface discharges, although associated potential impacts would be less than significant based on
the following considerations: (1) discharge from the noted operational activities would consist of
groundwater from local aquifers (including SWP and/or recycled water used for proposed
recharge efforts) and, if subject to regulatory requirements, would not be expected to include
pollutants that would constitute a threat to potential receiving waters and/or applicable
(e.g., Basin Plan) water quality standards; (2) because the proposed Project area and vicinity are
within a closed (internal) drainage basin, any discharge from operational (or other) sources
would be retained within the local watershed(s), with associated surface drainage ultimately
terminating in one or more dry lakes as described in Section 3.6.1; and (3) due to the noted
internal drainage and arid nature of the local watersheds, there are no downstream receiving
waters and discharges from sources such as pump testing would dissipate locally from
percolation and/or evaporation. Accordingly, such operational activities are typically (and have
historically within the PWD) not been subject to related regulatory discharge standards
(PWD 2015). If such regulatory standards are subsequently determined to be appropriate for the
proposed Project, however, they would likely entail conformance with requirements including
RWQCB Order No. R6T-2014-0049, SWRCB Order No. 2003-0003-DWQ, or an individual
WDR as preciously described under Regulatory Framework. Such conformance would be
mandatory and would involve standard measures (such as testing/treatment) to avoid or reduce
associated potential water quality impacts below a level of significance.

The proposed Project may also involve the on-site use and/or storage of potential pollutants such
as sodium hypochlorite and pump-related lubricants, as well as the generation of
hydrocarbons/particulates from vehicle operation (e.g., for operational and/or maintenance
personnel). The potential for long-term water quality issues associated with the noted activities is
considered generally low, due to: (1) limited use and extent of potential pollutants; (2) the nature
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of proposed Project operations (as previously noted); and (3) the fact that on-site storage of
sodium hypochlorite and lubricants would be confined within the proposed Potable Water Pump
Station building at the Distribution Site, and within associated lubricant enclosures for the
Recovery Well pumps (KJC 2015b, refer also to Section 7.3, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials). As a result, associated potential long-term surface water quality impacts would be
less than significant.

Groundwater

Potential impacts to groundwater quality from proposed Project implementation are related to the
use of SWP and recycled water for proposed recharge efforts in local aquifers, as well as a
proposed septic tank/leach field associated with the control room facility at the Potable Water
Pump Station. The previously described groundwater modeling conducted as part of the Project
Feasibility Study included water quality modeling to assess potential effects to “...the quality of
water recovered from the Project wells and from wells in surrounding areas.” This modeling
included available local groundwater data from sources including the GAMA Program to provide
an analytical assessment of ambient groundwater quality conditions and “...identify possible
groundwater chemistry responses to the introduction of recharge water of differing composition.”
(KJC 2015a). Specifically, this included assessment of potential direct and indirect impacts.
Direct impacts could include the introduction and mechanical spreading of constituents in
recharge water (i.e., water exhibiting different constituent levels than ambient conditions), while
indirect effects entail potential mineralogical interactions from changed aquifer geochemical
conditions (e.g., mobilization of naturally occurring trace elements in response to changing pH
levels, KJC 2015a). The described modeling also included assessment of residence time for the
potential use of recycled water for recharge, with this issue evaluated in the updated groundwater
model as well (as previously described). Based on these efforts, the Feasibility Study provides
the following conclusions for the proposed Project:

e From modeled chloride concentrations (with chloride serving as a non-reactive tracer),
the model results indicate that the proposed well field would capture the majority of
recharged water (thereby reducing potential recharge-related groundwater quality effects
in more distant portions of the aquifer and related wells).

e Modeled concentrations of arsenic suggest “...little potential for mobilization of arsenic
as a result of pH changes and other effects.”

e With respect to the required one-year “residence” time for recycled water in recharge
operations: “...a one year travel time between the basin boundary and the nearest
extraction well is realized, assuming average local parameter values for hydraulic
conductivity, aquifer thickness, and specific yield.” As previously noted, this conclusion
was evaluated/verified in the updated groundwater model, which identified residence
times of between approximately 1.5 and 4 years, depending on the individual well
locations (KJC 2015c).

The State Water Board Resolution No. 68-16 Antidegradation Policy specifies that any activity
involving disposal of waste to high quality water must ensure that the highest water quality
consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the state will be maintained. Groundwater
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recharge projects using recycled water have potential to lower water quality within a basin and
must demonstrate compliance with Resolution No. 68-16. The SNMP for the Antelope Valley
established water quality management goals based on the beneficial use of groundwater as a
source of drinking water and agricultural irrigation water. Based on these water quality goals and
existing aquifer water quality, basin and sub-basin assimilative capacities were established for
seven constituents: arsenic, total chromium, fluoride, nitrate, total dissolved solids, chloride and
boron. Several sub-basins in the Antelope Valley Basin exceed the water quality management
goal for arsenic and therefore possessed no assimilative capacity. These levels are attributed to
natural occurring arsenic in the basin rocks and soils (Los Angeles County 2014b). High natural
levels of arsenic result in an overall average Antelope Valley basin assimilative capacity that is
relatively low. According to the SNMP, it is unlikely that the management goal for arsenic will
be achievable in the groundwater given the high natural occurrence in the Antelope Valley and
that management such as well head treatment will likely be necessary. The Lancaster sub-basin,
the location of the proposed Project, has assimilative capacities for all seven constituents,
including arsenic, that are equal to or greater than those of the basin-wide average values.

Using the same methodology as the 2014 SNMP, the impact of the proposed Project, in addition
to the eleven reuse/recharge projects previously included in the 2014 SNMP, was evaluated. Per
the methodology used in the 2014 Antelope Valley SNMP, Project impacts on the assimilative
capacity were determined relative to the average Antelope Valley Basin assimilative capacity
rather than the individual sub-basin where the projects are/will be located. The full analysis is
contained in the Title 22 Report, which is Appendix | of this EIR. The analysis analyzed three
scenarios: (1) Current Antelope Valley water uses only (disregarding any recycled water or
recharge projects), (2) All recycled water and recharge projects previously evaluated in the 2014
SNMP, and (3) All recycled water and recharge projects previously evaluated as well as the
proposed Project. The anticipated start date of the Project is 2019; therefore, impacts up through
2028 were assessed to evaluate the combined projects’ impacts on assimilative capacity over a
10-year time period as recommended by the SWRCB'’s Recycled Water Policy. The results of
the analysis are contained in Table 3.6-3, Assimilative Capacity Used by 2028, below.
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Table 3.6-3
ASSIMILATIVE CAPACITY USED BY 2028

. Percent Assimilative Capacity
Concentration Increase by 2028 Used by 2028
SNMP SNMP
. SNMP — SNMP =
Constituent | No Recycled — Recycled No Recycled — Recycled
Water %% Water Water %% Water
Projects Pms P II;OIE'CtS + Projects Pms Pr0|e_cts +
CTOIeCts roject CTOIeCts Project
Arsenic 0.00009 0.000095 0.000094 25 28 28
Boron 0.005 0.010 0.010 1 2 2
Chloride 2.1 4.2 4.3 1 2 2
Chromium 0.00003 0.00002 0.00002 <1 <1 <1
Fluoride 0.009 0.009 0.01 2 2 2
Nitrate 0.02 0.05 0.06 <1 <1 <1
TDS 10.0 15.4 15.7 10 15.4 15.7

Source: KJC 2016.
SNMP = Antelope Valley Salt and Nutrient Plan; TDS = Total Dissolved Solids

As reported in Table 3.6-3, the expected combined impact of the proposed Project and other
SNMP recycled water projects on boron, chloride, chromium, fluoride, and nitrate are negligible
(less than or equal to 2 percent usage of the average basin assimilative capacity). The impact of
recycled water and recharge projects is anticipated to increase the assimilative capacities of TDS
and arsenic relative to current non-recycled water uses. TDS is anticipated to increase by 2028,
but to no greater than 16 percent of assimilative capacity for this constituent. Arsenic levels in
the greater Antelope Valley basin are expected to exceed 20 percent of the average basin
assimilative capacity by 2028. Relative to impacts by the projects previously included in the
2014 SNMP, the proposed Project is expected to have no impact on the percent usage of
assimilative capacity of arsenic and to increase the percent usage of assimilative capacity of TDS
by less than 0.5 percent. The inclusion of the proposed Project does not result in appreciable
increased utilization of the basin’s assimilative capacity compared to levels previously deemed

acceptable.

Although arsenic is anticipated to exceed 20 percent of assimilative capacity of the greater
Antelope Valley basin within 10 years of initiation of the proposed Project combined with
recharge projects previously evaluated in the 2014 SNMP, the SNMP states that it is unlikely
that the water quality management goal will be achievable for arsenic in the groundwater given
the high natural occurrence of this chemical (Los Angeles County 2014b). Implementation of the
identified projects is preferable to not having the increased supply available, especially during
drought conditions (Antelope Valley Salt and Nutrient Management Planning Stakeholders
Group [AVSNMPSG], 2014).

Local conditions may result in impacts that differ from the larger, basin-averaged effects. For
example, the Lancaster sub-basin where the proposed Project would be located has an
assimilative capacity for arsenic greater than 250 percent higher than the average assimilative
capacity of the greater Antelope Valley used in the anti-degradation analysis (refer to the Title 22
Report contained in Appendix | of this EIR). Additionally, water quality of nearby wells suggests
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that local groundwater adjacent to the proposed Project recharge site has lower levels of arsenic
than the Antelope Valley basin including some areas of the Lancaster Subbasin.

The SNMP requires monitoring of: TDS, nitrate, arsenic, total chromium, fluoride and boron.
The proposed Project would be required to designate a groundwater well for inclusion in the
SNMP_monitoring program. The PWD would provide annual data reports of groundwater
downgradient of the Project’s Recharge Site. The Project would be required to monitor and
report water quality in compliance with Title 22, SWCRB’s Recycled Water Policy, and the
SNMP for the Antelope Valley. As a result of compliance with these requirements, the Project
would include water quality monitoring for recycled, diluent (including SWP water and upstream
groundwater), recharge, and receiving waters. Refer to Chapter 12 of the Title 22 Report
(Appendix | of this EIR) for detailed monitoring requirements.

The following general specifications shall apply for all Project water quality monitoring
activities:

e PWD shall have in place sampling protocols. Sampling protocols shall include
procedures for handling, storing, testing of samples. For well monitoring, protocols shall
include procedures for purging sampling equipment and collecting samples.

e For monitoring of requlated constituents, all chemical analyses shall be conducted by a
laboratory certified by the State Water Resources Control Board Environmental
Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP) using Department of Drinking Water-
approved methods. Recycled water quality is currently monitored by the LACSDs
pursuant to the NPDES permits and Reuse permits. It is expected that there would be
significant overlap between existing monitoring programs and the monitoring to be
conducted for the Project. To the greatest extent possible, the LACSDs would seek to
ensure that parameters and frequencies are coordinated to eliminate duplication of effort,
by using water and/or wastewater methods with appropriate analytical sensitivity. The
majority of the constituents currently monitored for at the Palmdale WRP use wastewater
analytical methods with reporting limits (RLs) that meet Title 22 approved detection
limits for reporting (DLRs). Certain constituents including coliform, total nitrogen, and
perchlorate, currently are analyzed with drinking water analytical methods. For those
constituents with wastewater method RLs that do not meet Title 22 DLRs, approved
drinking water analytical methods shall be used.

e Quality assurance and quality control measures shall be used for both collection of
samples and laboratory analysis work. The PWD shall develop a quality assurance
project plan that includes the appropriate number of field blanks, laboratory blanks,
replicate samples, and matrix spikes.

e Samples shall be analyzed within allowable holding time limits as specified in 40 CFR
Part 136.3. All QA/QC analyses shall be run on the same dates when samples are
analyzed. Proper chain of custody procedures shall be followed.
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e Records of monitoring information shall be retained for time to be determined upon
consultation with the Lahontan RWQCB and State of California Department of Drinking
Water and shall include, but are not limited to:

Analvtical results,

Date, place and time of sampling,

1
2
3. Individuals who performed the sampling,
4

Laboratory that performed the analysis, including a copy of the laboratory’s
ELAP certification,

Date the analyses were performed,

The analytical technigues used, and

7. Documentation of QA/QC, including chain of custody.

Based on the above considerations and conclusions from Project-related groundwater quality
modeling, as well as the antidegradation analysis and requiring monitoring and reporting,
significant impacts to groundwater quality from implementation of the proposed groundwater
recharge efforts are not anticipated.

The proposed septic system/leach field facilities are also not anticipated to result in significant
effects to groundwater quality, based on the small-scale nature of the proposed system, the
presence of extensive alluvial deposits in the proposed Project site area (which are anticipated to
be suitable for septic system operation), and the anticipated lack of shallow groundwater or
bedrock (as discussed above and in Section 3.4). Due to the preliminary and analytical nature of
the described Feasibility Study investigations and design features, however, detailed, site-
specific water quality modeling and septic system evaluation would be required to verify the
noted conclusions. As a result, Project-related impacts related to groundwater quality are
considered potentially significant, with mitigation identified below in Section 3.6.4 to address
these potential impacts. Specifically, this mitigation entails completion of site-specific numerical
groundwater quality modeling (including a Title 22 Engineering Report) and a septic system
evaluation to evaluate associated potential impacts and, if applicable, to identify associated
standard remedial measures.

3.6.4 Mitigation Measures

As described in Section 3.6.3, implementation of the proposed Project would result in potentially
significant impacts related to hydrologic conditions (including drainage alteration, runoff
generation/storm water management, flood hazards, and groundwater quality). Accordingly, the
following mitigation measures are provided to address those issues, and would avoid or reduce
all identified hydrology and water quality impacts below a level of significance.

MM HYD-1: Conduct a Site-specific Hydrologic Investigation

A site-specific hydrologic investigation shall be completed for the proposed Project prior to
approval of final design. All applicable results and recommendations from this investigation
shall be incorporated into the associated final design documents to address identified potential
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hydrologic concerns, including, but not necessarily limited to, drainage alteration, runoff
rates/amounts and storm water management, and flood hazards. The final Project design
documents shall also encompass applicable standard design and construction practices from
sources including NPDES and local standards (with related requirements to be included in
applicable engineering/design drawings and/or construction contract specifications). A summary
of the types of remedial measures typically associated with identified potential hydrologic
concerns, pursuant to applicable regulatory and industry standards (as noted), is provided below.
The remedial measures identified/recommended as part of the described site-specific hydrologic
investigation will take priority over the more general types of standard regulatory/industry
measures listed below.

e Drainage Alteration: (1) locate applicable facilities outside of surface drainage courses
and drainage channels; (2) re-route surface drainage around applicable facilities, with
such re-routing to be limited to the smallest area feasible and re-routed drainage to be
directed back to the original drainage course at the closest feasible location (i.e., the
closest location to the point of diversion); and (3) use drainage structures to convey flows
within/through development areas and maintain existing drainage patterns, where
appropriate and feasible.

e Runoff Rates/Amounts and Storm Water Management: (1) minimize the installation of
new impervious surfaces (e.g., by surfacing with pervious pavement, gravel or
decomposed granite); (2) use flow regulation facilities (e.g., detention/retention basins)
and velocity control structures (e.g., riprap dissipation aprons at drainage outlets), to
maintain pre-development runoff rates and amounts, if applicable; and (3) utilize
additional and/or enlarged drainage facilities to ensure adequate on- and off-site storm
drain system capacity, if applicable.

e Flood Hazards: (1) locate proposed facilities outside of mapped 100-year floodplain
boundaries wherever feasible; (2) based on technical analyses such as Hydrologic
Engineering Center-River Analysis System (HEC-RAS) studies, restrict facility locations
to avoid adverse impacts related to impeding or redirecting flood waters; (3) based on
HEC-RAS studies, use measures such as raised fill pads to elevate proposed structures
above calculated flood levels, and/or utilize protection/containment structures
(e.g., berms, barriers or water-tight doors) to avoid flood damage; and (4) if Project-
related activities/facilities result in applicable proposed changes to mapped FEMA
floodplains, obtain an approved Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and/or
Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) from FEMA, as applicable.

MM HYD-2: Conduct a Site-specific Groundwater Quality Investigation

A site-specific groundwater quality investigation shall be completed for long-term operations
associated with the proposed Project, prior to the RWQCB issuing a permit to operate. This
investigation shall include detailed, numerical modeling to assess potential proposed Project-
related effects to groundwater quality in proposed Project Recovery Wells and other applicable
wells in the site vicinity. All applicable results and recommendations from this investigation
shall be incorporated into the associated individual final Project design documents to address
identified potential long-term groundwater quality issues related to proposed recharge and
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recovery efforts, including the use of recycled water. The described modeling/investigative
efforts and the final Project design documents shall also encompass applicable regulatory
standards from sources including the SWQCB/RWQCB, CCR Titles 17 and 22 (including a
Project-specific Title 22 Engineering Report per Article 7, Section 60323), Title 22 Water Code
section 13562.5 for Groundwater Replenishment Using Recycled Water, and pertinent local
standards, with related requirements to be included in associated engineering/design drawings
and construction/operation contract specifications. Depending on the results of the noted
modeling/investigative efforts, standard remedial measures that could potentially be used to
address identified concerns may include: (1) reduction (e.g., through blending) or elimination of
recycled water as a recharge source; (2) implementation of applicable source water treatment
(e.g., to reduce TDS levels) prior to recharge; and (3) modification of the proposed Project
elements such as the location and/or configuration of Recovery Wells (e.g., to increase the
residence time and/or recovery percentage of recharged water), and/or the location/capacity of
recharge basins. The measures identified/recommended as part of the described site-specific
groundwater quality investigation shall take priority over the more general types of standard
efforts identified above.

MM HYD-3: Conduct a Site-specific Septic System Investigation

A site-specific septic system investigation shall be completed for the proposed Project, prior to
final Project design approval, to assess related potential impacts to groundwater quality. This
investigation shall include appropriate analysis of the proposed septic system, pursuant to
applicable regulatory requirements from sources including the SWQCB/RWQCB, Los Angeles
County, and the City of Palmdale. Specific elements of the septic system analysis may include:
(1) system design adequacy (e.g., septic tank/leach field locations and dimensions, and provision
of adequate separation from groundwater aquifers); (2) soil/percolation testing; (3) assessment of
potential groundwater quality impacts from nitrates and other applicable contaminates; and
(4) identification of appropriate operation and maintenance requirements to ensure proper system
function. Applicable results and recommendations from this investigation shall be incorporated
into the final septic system design to address potential groundwater quality issues related to
proposed septic system operation. Depending on the results of the noted evaluation, standard
remedial measures that could potentially be used to address identified concerns may include:
(1) redesign/relocation of proposed septic system facilities; (2) use of alternative septic system
design (e.g., disinfection systems); (3) wuse of alternative waste disposal systems
(e.g., composting or incinerator toilets); and (4) connection to a municipal sewer system. The
measures identified/recommended as part of the described septic system investigation shall take
priority over the more general types of efforts identified above.

3.6.5 Conclusions

Based on the implementation of the mitigation described in Section 3.6.4, all identified Project-
related impacts associated with hydrology and water quality would be avoided or reduced below
a level of significance, with no significant unavoidable adverse impacts.
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3.7 NOISE

This section describes the existing noise and vibration environment within the proposed Project
site and applicable off-site areas, identifies pertinent regulatory requirements associated with
noise- and vibration-related issues, evaluates potential noise and vibration impacts, and identifies
mitigation measures related to implementation of the proposed Project (as applicable). An
Acoustical Analysis Report has been prepared for the proposed Project by HELIX (2015b), with
this study summarized in the following analysis along with other applicable information. The
complete acoustical report is included as Appendix H of this EIR.

3.7.1 Existing Conditions

Fundamentals of Noise and Vibration

Sound, Noise and Acoustics

Sound can be described as the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure
waves through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air) to a hearing organ, such as a human ear.
Noise is defined as loud, unexpected, or annoying sound.

In the science of acoustics, the fundamental model consists of a sound (or noise) source, a
receiver, and the propagation path between the two. The loudness of the noise source and
obstructions or atmospheric factors affecting the propagation path to the receiver determine the
sound level and characteristics of the noise perceived by the receiver. The field of acoustics deals
primarily with the propagation and control of sound.

All noise or sound level values presented herein are expressed in terms of decibels (dB), with
A-weighting (dBA) used to approximate the hearing sensitivity of humans. Time-averaged noise
levels are expressed by the symbol Lgg, with a specified duration (e.g., one hour). The
community noise equivalent level (CNEL) is a 24-hour average, where noise levels during the
evening hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. have an added 5 dB weighting, and sound levels during
the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. have an added 10 dB weighting. This is similar to
the Day-Night sound level (Lpn), which is a 24-hour average with an added 10 dB weighting on
the same nighttime hours but no added weighting on the evening hours. Sound levels expressed
in CNEL are always based on dBA. These metrics are used to express noise levels for both
measurement and municipal regulations, as well as for land use guidelines and enforcement of
noise ordinances.

Because decibels are logarithmic units, under the decibel scale a doubling of sound energy
corresponds to a 3-dB increase. In other words, when 2 identical sources are each producing
sound of the same loudness, the resulting sound level at a given distance would be 3 dB higher
than one source under the same conditions. Accordingly, to create an overall 3-dBA Lgqg change
in traffic noise (for example), the traffic volume must double while maintaining the same speed.

As described above, a doubling of sound energy results in a three dB increase in sound. The
subjective human perception of a doubling of loudness, however, will usually be different than
what is measured with precise instrumentation. In typical noisy environments, changes in noise
of 1 to 2 dB are generally not perceptible, although it is widely accepted that people begin to
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detect sound level increases of 3 dB. In addition, a 5-dB increase is generally perceived as
distinctly noticeable, and a 10-dB increase is generally perceived as a doubling of loudness.
Accordingly, a doubling of sound energy (e.g., doubling the volume of traffic on a highway) that
would result in a 3-dB increase in sound would generally be perceived as barely detectable by
the human ear.

Vibration

Vibration is defined as any oscillatory motion induced in a structure or mechanical device as a
direct result of some type of energy input. Sources of ground-borne vibrations can include
natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves or landslides) and human
activities (e.g., trains, traffic or construction equipment/operations). Most perceptible indoor
vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as operation of mechanical equipment,
movement of people, or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne
vibration include construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads (with
vibration from traffic on smooth roadways rarely perceptible). For purposes of this analysis,
ambient and source vibration information is expressed in terms of peak particle velocity (PPV),
given in inches per second (in/sec) over a range of 1 to 100 Hertz (Hz) (with additional
information provided in Appendix H).

Existing Noise and Vibration Environment

Existing Noise and Vibration Sources

Existing sources of noise and vibration in the proposed Project site and vicinity include roadway,
rail and aircraft traffic. Existing major roadways within or adjacent to the site include
Highway 138 (Pearblossom Highway) just south of the proposed SWP Turnout; East Palmdale
Boulevard, which encompasses portions of the proposed Potable Water Pipeline alignment; and
105™ and 106™ Streets East, which include portions of the proposed Potable Water and/or Raw
Water/Return Water Pipelines (refer to Figure 2-3, Proposed Project - Aerial Photograph).
Additional potential sources of noise and vibration in the proposed Project vicinity include Los
Angeles/Palmdale Regional Airport, approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the proposed Project
site at its closest point (from the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline), a single rail line that crosses
the proposed Project site (36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline corridor) at 106" Street
East (just south of East Avenue T), and a number of additional local roadways.

The proposed Project site and adjacent areas include a mix of low- to medium-density residential
sites (and related commercial/institutional uses), agriculture, several small solar arrays, two
recycled water seasonal storage ponds and undeveloped (vacant) areas. Specifically, the
Recharge Site and related Recovery Wells, Distribution Site and pipeline facilities are in an area
that is predominantly undeveloped and contains natural vegetation and some unpaved roads/trails
used by off-highway vehicles. The Raw Water/Return Water and Potable Water Pipelines
encompass undeveloped areas, as well as urban development including uses such as residential
(and related) sites, roads, agriculture, and other facilities as noted.

The proposed Project site is relatively level with an overall grade to the north, and exhibits
elevations of between approximately 2,500 and 2,900 feet amsl.
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Noise-Sensitive Land Uses

Noise-sensitive land uses include sites that may be subject to stress and/or interference from
excessive noise. Noise-sensitive receptors include residences, schools, hospitals, and other areas
where people live and/or sleep. The recharge/recovery area portion of the proposed Project site
(including the proposed Recovery Wells, Recharge Site, and Distribution Site) does not contain
any noise-sensitive receptors. The nearest existing noise-sensitive land uses to this portion of the
proposed Project site are residences located over 1,500 feet to the south at East Avenue M-8.

The nearest residential areas to the proposed pipeline alignment construction (beyond the
residences identified above along East Avenue M-8) begin about 4.25 miles south of the
recharge site at the intersection of East Palmdale Boulevard and 105" Street East. The pipeline
alignments would split at this location, with the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline extending west
along East Palmdale Avenue, and the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline continuing
south (with a small jog west at East Avenue S to 106™ Street East) to the proposed SWP Turnout.
There are several separate residential community areas along the noted portions of both pipeline
routes, with houses as close as 30 feet to the edge of the roadway. Other noise-sensitive land use
sites in proximity to the pipeline routes include Daisy Gibson Elementary School on East
Palmdale Boulevard (west of 97" Street East), Littlerock High School on East Avenue R (east of
105" Street East and south of East Palmdale Boulevard), and a church on East Avenue S (north
of 106" Street East).

Vibration-Sensitive Land Uses

Vibration-sensitive land uses include sites where vibration could potentially interfere with
operations or equipment, such as research, manufacturing, hospital, and laboratory operations.
The degree of sensitivity depends on the specific operations or equipment that would be affected
by the ground-borne vibration. Excessive levels of ground-borne vibration of either a regular or
an intermittent nature can also result in “annoyance effects” to residential uses. No vibration-
sensitive land uses are located within or adjacent to the proposed Project site (other than
residences as previously described), with the closest off-site vibration sensitive use consisting of
health care facilities located on East Palmdale Boulevard approximately 1.3 miles west of
60" Street East.

Noise Measurement Locations and Results

The proposed Project site and vicinity are relatively quiet, with a series of 5-minute noise
measurements conducted at the Recharge Site and along the pipeline alignments on Wednesday,
July 15, 2015. The noise measurement locations and observed noise levels are outlined below in
Table 3.7-1, Project Area Measured Noise Levels (with additional description of noise
measurement methodology and conditions provided in Appendix H).
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Table 3.7-1
PROJECT AREA MEASURED NOISE LEVELS
(July 15, 2015)

No. Time Location ?_BA Noise Source
EQ

1 2:00 p.m 106" Street East, east side, 75 feet north of the 56.3 Traffic on Pearblossom

P9 P-M- 1 East Branch of the California Aqueduct ' Highway

) 106™ Street East, east side, across from residence .
2 2:15p.m. (110 feet north of East Avenue T-6) 43.3 | Wind

_ 106™ Street East, east side across from pumps at
3 2:30 p.m. East Avenue T 48.4 | Pumps
4 2:45p.m. | 106™ Street East, east side at East Avenue S 60.1 gg:::)o and Residential

th
5 3:05 p.m. 105™ Street East and East Avenue R-6 557 | Two Cars
(northeast corner)
6 3:30 p.m. | 105" Street East and East Avenue Q 46.8 | Crow
7 3:50 p.m. | 105" Street East and East Avenue N 45.9 | Wind
8 4:10 p.m. | 10°" Street East and East Avenue M 44.4 | Wind
th
9 4:50 p.m. 58" Street East and East Palmdale Boulevard 731 | Traffic
(southeast corner)

) East Palmdale Boulevard in front of Daisy Traffic and Solar

10 5:20p.m. Gibson Elementary School 21 Inverters

Source: HELIX 2015b

Regulatory Framework

When a local water agency such as PWD is directly and immediately engaged in “the production,
generation, storage, treatment, or transmission of water...”, the agency has an absolute
exemption from complying with local building and zoning ordinances for the location or
construction of facilities (Government Code, 853091, subds. [d],[e]). The proposed Project
involves facilities directly and immediately engaged in the production, generation, treatment, and
transmission of water. For this reason, and because the PWD is the applicable regulatory agency
and CEQA lead agency, the proposed Project is exempt from the noise limits for Los Angeles
County (County) and the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster. The proposed Project design and
implementation, however, would include measures to provide conformance with applicable local
regulations wherever practical. Accordingly, pertinent noise and vibration standards of the
County and the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster are outlined below.

County of Los Angeles Noise Control Ordinance

Construction Noise and Vibration Limits

Construction noise and vibration limits are included in Chapter 12.08, Noise Control, of the Los
Angeles County Code of Ordinances, as stated below:
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§12.08.440  Construction Noise

A.

Operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment used in construction,
drilling, repair, alteration or demolition work between weekday hours of 7:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., or at any time on Sundays or holidays, such that the sound creates a noise
disturbance across a residential or commercial real-property line, except for emergency
work of public service utilities or by variance issued by the health officer is prohibited.

Noise Restrictions at Affected Structures. The contractor shall conduct construction
activities in such a manner that the maximum noise levels at the affected buildings will
not exceed those listed in the following schedule:

1. At Residential Structures.

a. Mobile Equipment (Table 3.7-2, Mobile Construction Equipment Noise
Limits). Maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intermittent, short-term
operation (less than 10 days) of mobile equipment:

Table 3.7-2
MOBILE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LIMITS

Time Single-family | Multi-family | Semi-residential/
Residential Residential Commercial
Daily, except Sundays and legal
holidays, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 75 dBA 80 dBA 85 dBA
Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and all 60 dBA 64 dBA 70 dBA
day Sunday and legal holidays

Source: Los Angeles County Code of Ordinances

b. Stationary Equipment (Table 3.7-3, Stationary Construction Equipment Noise
Limits). Maximum noise level for repetitively scheduled and relatively
long-term operation (periods of 10 days or more) of stationary equipment:

Table 3.7-3
STATIONARY CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LIMITS

Time Single-family | Multi-family | Semi-residential/
Residential Residential Commercial
Daily, except Sundays and legal
holidays, 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and all 50 dBA 55 dBA 60 dBA
day Sunday and legal holidays

Source: Los Angeles County Code of Ordinances
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2. At Business Structures.

a. Mobile equipment. Maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intermittent,
short-term operation of mobile equipment.

b. Daily, including Sunday and legal holidays, all hours: maximum of 85 dBA.

c. All mobile or stationary internal-combustion-engine powered equipment or
machinery shall be equipped with suitable exhaust and air-intake silencers in
proper working order.

d. In case of a conflict between this chapter and any other ordinance regulating
construction activities, provisions of any specific ordinance regulating
construction activities shall control.

(Ord. 11778 §2 (Art. 5 §501(c)), 1978: Ord. 11778 §2 (Art. 5 §501(c)), 1978.)
§12.08.560 Vibration

Operating or permitting the operation of any device that creates vibration which is above the
vibration perception threshold of any individual at or beyond the property boundary of the source
if on private property, or at 150 feet (46 meters) from the source if on a public space or public
right-of-way, is prohibited. The perception threshold shall be a motion velocity of 0.01 in/sec
over the range of 1 to 100 Hz.

(Ord. 11778 §2 (Art. 5 8501(d)), 1978: Ord. 11773 §2 (Art. 5 §501(d)), 1978.)
Operational Noise and Vibration Limits

Operational noise and vibration impacts from the proposed Project are governed by the Los
Angeles County Code, as stated below:

812.08.390  Exterior Noise Standards (Table 3.7-4, Operational Exterior Noise Standards)

A. Unless otherwise herein provided, the following exterior noise levels shall apply to all
receptor properties within a designated noise zone:

B. Unless otherwise herein provided, no person shall operate or cause to be operated, any
source of sound at any location within the unincorporated county, or allow the creation
of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise controlled by such
person which causes the noise level, when measured on any other property either
incorporated or unincorporated, to exceed any of the following exterior noise standards:

Standard No. 1 shall be the exterior noise level which may not be exceeded for a
cumulative period of more than 30 minutes in any hour. Standard No. 1 shall be the
applicable noise level from subsection A of this section; or, if the ambient Lsy exceeds
the foregoing level, then the ambient Lsy becomes the exterior noise level for
Standard No. 1.
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Table 3.7-4
OPERATIONAL EXTERIOR NOISE STANDARDS
Designated Noise Zone Exterior Noise
Noise Zone Land Use Time Interval Level (dB)
(Receptor Property)
I Noise-sensitive area Anytime 45
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
(nighttime) 45
I Residential properties 7:00 am. to 10:00 p.m.
. 50
(daytime)
10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
S 55
Il Commercial properties (nighttime)
7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.
. 60
(daytime)
v Industrial properties Anytime 70

Source: Los Angeles County Code of Ordinances

Note: For the purposes of this analysis, the noise level limits presented in this table are considered
to be expressed in dBA instead of dB, per the measurement methodologies expressed in

Section 12.08.370 of the County Ordinance.

Standard No. 2 shall be the exterior noise level which may not be exceeded for a
cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any hour. Standard No. 2 shall be the
applicable noise level from subsection A of this section plus 5 dB; or, if the ambient Lys
exceeds the foregoing level, then the ambient L,s becomes the exterior noise level for
Standard No. 2.

Standard No. 3 shall be the exterior noise level which may not be exceeded for a
cumulative period of more than five minutes in any hour. Standard No. 3 shall be the
applicable noise level from subsection A of this section plus 20 dB; or, if the ambient
Lg3 exceeds the foregoing level, then the ambient Lg3; becomes exterior noise level for
Standard No. 3.

Standard No. 4 shall be the exterior noise level which may not be exceeded for a
cumulative period of more than one minute in any hour. Standard No. 4 shall be the
applicable noise level from subsection A of this section plus 15 dB; or, if the
ambient L, 7 exceeds the foregoing level, then the ambient L;; becomes the exterior
noise level for Standard No. 4.

Standard No. 5 shall be the exterior noise level which may not be exceeded for any
period of time. Standard No. 5 shall be the applicable noise level from subsection A of
this section plus 20 dB; or, if the ambient L, exceeds the foregoing level then the
ambient Lo becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 5.

(Ord. 11778 §2 (Art. 4 8403), 1978: Ord. 11773 §2 (Art. 4 §403), 1978.)
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§12.08.560  Vibration

Operating or permitting the operation of any device that creates vibration which is above the
vibration perception threshold of any individual at or beyond the property boundary of the source
if on private property, or at 150 feet (46 meters) from the source if on a public space or public
right-of-way is prohibited. The perception threshold shall be a motion velocity of 0.01 in/sec
over the range of 1 to 100 Hz.

(Ord. 11778 §2 (Art. 5 §501(d)), 1978: Ord. 11773 §2 (Art. 5 §501(d)), 1978.)

County of Los Angeles Noise Element

Per the Noise Element of the County General Plan, noise levels up to 60 CNEL are considered
“normally acceptable” for low-density residential development.

City of Palmdale Noise Ordinance

Construction Noise
88.28.030 Construction Noise Prohibited in Residential Zones

Except as otherwise provided in this chapter, no person shall perform any construction or repair
work on any Sunday, or any other day after 8:00 p.m. or before 6:30 a.m., in any residential zone
or within 500 feet of any residence, hotel, motel or recreational vehicle park. For the purposes of
this section, construction and repair work includes work of any kind upon any building or
structure, earth excavating, filling, or moving, and delivery, preparation or operation of
construction equipment, materials or supplies where any of the foregoing entails the use of an air
compressor, jack hammer, power-driven drill, riveting machine, excavator, semi-truck, diesel
power truck, tractor, cement truck, or earth moving equipment, hand hammer, or other machine,
tool, device or equipment which makes loud noise which disturbs the peace and quiet of any
neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal
sensitiveness sleeping or residing in the area.

(Ord. 1335 81, 2007; Ord. 584 81, 1986)
Operational Noise
§9.18.010 Noise

(A) It shall be unlawful for any person to willfully make or continue, or cause or permit to
be made or continued, any loud, unnecessary, or unusual noise which unreasonably
disturbs the peace and quiet of any neighborhood or which causes discomfort or
annoyance to any reasonable person of normal sensitiveness residing in the area.

(B) The characteristics and conditions, which may be considered in determining whether
such noise violates the provisions of this section, shall include, but not be limited to, the
following:
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(1) The volume of the noise;

(2) The intensity of the noise;

(3) Whether the nature of the noise is usual or unusual,

(4) Whether the origin of the noise is natural or unnatural;

(5) The volume and intensity of the background noise, if any;

(6) The proximity of the noise to sleeping facilities;

(7) The nature and zoning of the area within which the noise emanates;

(8) The density of the inhabitation of the area within which the noise emanates;
(9) The time of the day or night the noise occurs;

(10) The duration of the noise;

(11) Whether the noise is recurrent, intermittent, or constant;

(12) Whether the noise is produced by a commercial or noncommercial activity.

(Ord. 1332 §1, 2007)

City of Lancaster Noise Ordinance

Construction Noise
88.24.040 Loud, Unnecessary and Unusual Noises Prohibited—Construction and Building

A person at any time on Sunday or any day between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. shall
not perform any construction or repair work of any kind upon any building or structure or
perform any earth excavating, filling or moving where any of the foregoing entails the use of any
air compressor, jack hammer, power-driven drill, riveting machine, excavator, diesel-powered
truck, tractor or other earth-moving equipment, hard hammers on steel or iron or any other
machine tool, device or equipment which makes loud noises within 500 feet of an occupied
dwelling, apartment, hotel, mobile home or other place of residence.

Operational Noise
88.24.010 - Declaration of Policy

It is declared to be the policy of the city to prohibit unnecessary, excessive and annoying noises
from all sources subject to its police power. At certain levels noises are detrimental to the health
and welfare of the citizenry, and, in the public interests, such noise levels shall be systematically
proscribed.

88.24.030 - Loud, Unnecessary and Unusual Noises Prohibited.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, and in addition thereto, no person shall
make, cause or suffer, or permit to be made upon any premises owned, occupied or controlled by
him/her any unnecessary noises or sounds which are physically annoying to persons of ordinary
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sensitiveness which are so harsh or so prolonged or unnatural or unusual in their use, time, or
place as to occasion physical discomfort to the inhabitants of any neighborhood. All animals
shall be so maintained.

3.7.2 Significance Thresholds

The PWD utilizes CEQA Guidelines Appendix G for criteria to determine significant impacts.
Accordingly, the following significance thresholds are used.

The Project would typically result in a significant or potentially significant impact if it would:

e Expose people to, or result in the generation of, noise levels that exceed the standards
established in local general plans or noise ordinances, or applicable standards of other
agencies.

e Expose people to, or result in the generation of, excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels.

e Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above noise levels existing without the project.

e Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above noise levels existing without the project.

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, expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

e For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels.

3.7.3 Impact Analysis

Assumptions

In the assessment of potential impacts, the Project Acoustical Analysis Report identifies a
number of assumptions for Project-related construction and operational activities, as outlined
below.

Construction-related Assumptions

The proposed Project would include the construction of the Recharge Site, Distribution Site,
Recovery Wells and pipelines. Pipeline construction activities would include trenching,
installation of pipes, backfilling, and (if applicable) repaving of the affected portions of streets.
In addition, the proposed 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline alignment includes the
following two locations where jack-and-bore procedures, also known as auger boring, would be
used: (1) along 105™ Street East where the pipeline would pass under East Palmdale Avenue; and
(2) along 106" Street East where the pipeline would pass under railroad tracks. The
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jack-and-bore process at the noted locations would involve digging a pit with an excavator on
each side of East Palmdale Avenue and the railroad tracks (an entrance and exit pit for the
bore/auger), and boring under the roadway/tracks from the entrance pit to the exit pit on the other
side of the roadway/tracks. The described jack-and-bore activities would require approximately
two weeks at each noted location (one-month total). The loudest activity associated with pipeline
construction as described would be the excavator used to dig the pipeline trenches and jack-and-
bore pits, as the actual jack-and-bore activities would be conducted in the pit which would
provide some noise shielding.

Nighttime pipeline construction may be required due to daytime traffic and transportation
requirements for two locations along East Palmdale Boulevard where the pipeline is required to
pass under the roadway. These two locations are:

e Approximately 750 feet east of the centerline of 70™ Street East on Palmdale Avenue.
The closest residential property is approximately 750 feet away from this station. The
work and potential impacts would be the City of Palmdale.

e Approximately 500 feet west of the centerline of 87" Street East along East Palmdale
Boulevard, with the closest residential property at a distance of approximately 1,050 feet.
The work and potential impacts would be within unincorporated Los Angeles County.

Recharge basin construction activities would include the excavation and movement of soils to
create perimeter berms. Potable Water Pump Station construction at the Distribution Site would
include excavation, movement of soils, fill compaction, and building/pavement (and related
facility) installation. The loudest activity associated with construction of at the Recharge Site and
Distribution Site would be the dozer work.

Recovery Well construction activities would include excavation to create a level pad, drilling of
the Recovery Well shaft (on a continuous 24 hours per day, 7 days per week schedule), paving of
a concrete pad, and installation of above-ground pump equipment. The loudest activity
associated with construction of the Recovery Wells would be an excavator during the daytime
and the well rig (and associated equipment) at night.

Construction-related traffic noise also would be generated from haul trucks and employee
vehicles.

The Project Acoustical Analysis Report also assumes that no construction activities other than
the noted Recovery Well drilling would occur between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on
Sundays or on legal holidays, as outlined in the Los Angeles County Code of Ordinances.

The noise source data for the described *“noisiest” equipment used in the acoustical analysis is
shown below in Table 3.7-5, Construction Noise Source Data.
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Table 3.7-5
CONSTRUCTION NOISE SOURCE DATA

Noise Levels in dB' Measured at Octave Frequencies in Hz
Overall
. N N N N i
Equipment N N N N T I I I Noise Level

= | 2| Z|Z|%X|8|8]| 8| g | @A

- o « B S S S S S

o (o] — N T9) i N < (o]
Excavator’ 117 122 115 114 114 110 118 105 100 116
Dozer as a ~ | 993 | 984 |107.9 | 1103 | 1125 | 119.7 | 1035 | 954 121.2
Line Source
Well Rig - 103.0 | 107.0 | 104.0 | 101.0 | 102.0 | 107.0 | 102.0 | 97.0 110.6

Source: HELIX 2015b

! Based on Sound Power Levels (Sy.).

2 An excavator does not work continuously at full power, with the listed value representing the noise source for an hourly average
assuming full power for 40 percent of the time.

Operational-related Assumptions

During operation, the proposed Project would include the following activities: (1) traffic trips
associated with routine monitoring, inspection and maintenance efforts; and (2) operation of the
recharge basins, Potable Water Pump Station, pipelines, and Recovery Wells.

Project Noise-related Impacts

Construction Noise Levels

Construction of the proposed Project would generate elevated noise levels that may disrupt
nearby on- and/or off-site noise sensitive receptors through construction activity or related
traffic. The noise levels generated at nearby noise-sensitive land uses from each type of activity
are described below. As noted above in Section 3.7.1 under Regulatory Framework, the PWD is
not subject to local government building or zoning regulations (including noise control
ordinances). For the purposes of this analysis, however, the following assessment of impact
significance considers the limits set forth for construction activities in applicable local noise
standards.

Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster

Both the Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster prohibit construction within 500 feet of residential or
other noise sensitive locations on Sunday, or any other day after 8:00 p.m. or before 6:30 a.m.
Only the proposed Recovery Wells would involve construction activities that extend outside the
noted hours, with the associated Recovery Well sites located at minimum distances of 2,500 feet
(City of Palmdale) and 5,000 feet (City of Lancaster) from any existing residential uses. As a
result, potential Project-related construction noise impacts in the cities of Palmdale and
Lancaster would be less than significant.
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Los Angeles County

The County noise control ordinance limits short-term, mobile operating equipment noise levels
to 75 dBA at single-family residential structures between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on
all days except Sunday and legal holidays. Los Angeles County provides a nighttime
construction ordinance limit for mobile equipment of 60 dBA Lgg.

As previously noted, it is assumed that construction of the proposed Potable and Raw
Water/Return Water Pipelines would occur during the daytime, except for the two locations
noted above, where nighttime construction of pipeline would potentially occur. Accordingly, the
County-established noise limit used in this construction noise impact analysis is 75 dBA for
daytime impacts. Between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on Sundays and on legal holidays, the
allowable maximum stationary source construction-related noise level at single-family
residential structures is 60 dBA. The County-established noise limit for mobile construction
equipment used in this construction noise impact analysis for nighttime impacts is 60 dBA.

Project-related construction activity within the County portion of the proposed Project would
include installation of pipelines and Recovery Wells. Specifically, this would encompass the
following proposed Project elements: (1) mobile pipeline construction east of 87" Street East
along East Palmdale Boulevard; (2) mobile and stationary (jack-and-bore) pipeline construction
south of East Palmdale Boulevard along 105" Street East, East Avenue S and 106" Street East;
and (3) construction of Recovery Wells north of East Avenue L but outside of the Lancaster city
limits, as outlined below.

Mobile Pipeline Construction. Excavators and dump trucks associated with mobile pipeline
construction would create a noise level of 75 dBA at a distance of approximately 50 feet.
Pipeline excavation might occur as close as approximately 40 feet to the nearest residence, with
corresponding noise levels as high as 76.5 dBA. While this would exceed the noted Los Angeles
County standard of 75 dBA for daytime construction noise levels at single-family residential
structures, associated potential impacts at any given residence would be less than significant
based on the following considerations: (1) pipeline construction is expected to occur at a rate of
approximately 300 feet per day, with any individual residence therefore only exposed to the
maximum noise levels associated with pipeline construction during a single day; (2) the
maximum potential noise level of 76.5 dBA is relatively close to the noted County limit of
75 dBA; and (3) as previously described, the proposed Project is technically not subject to the
County noise control ordinance.

For nighttime pipeline construction at the two proposed locations (near 70" Street East and near
87" Street East on East Palmdale Boulevard), maximum noise levels for the construction from a
dump truck and an excavator at 500 feet (the distance to the nearest residence from the
70" Street East location) would be approximately 55.1 dBA Leg and 49 dBA at 1,050 feet (the
distance to the nearest residence at the 87" Street East location). Because nighttime construction
(pipeline installation) noise impacts would only occur near any given residential property for a
short duration—one or possibly two nights—and in consideration of the noise levels generated in
comparison to the County of Los Angeles noise ordinance thresholds, noise impacts for
nighttime construction operations in East Palmdale Boulevard would be less than significant.
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Stationary (Jack-and-Bore) Pipeline Construction. Proposed jack-and-bore activities associated
with pipeline construction would occur at minimum distances of 150 feet to the closest home
along East Palmdale Boulevard, and 600 feet to the closest home at the railroad crossing. As a
result, proposed jack-and-bore activities along East Palmdale Boulevard would generate higher
noise levels at associated nearby residences than the railroad crossing. The excavator associated
with this activity would generate the highest noise levels as previously noted, with the actual
jack-and-bore activities to be conducted in the associated pit which would provide some noise
shielding. Accordingly, the maximum calculated noise level associated with jack-and bore
excavation activities would be approximately 65 dBA at the closest home along East Palmdale
Boulevard (150 feet), which is below the noted County limit of 75 dBA. As a result, associated
potential impacts would be less than significant.

Well Construction. The well rig and related equipment used for installation of Recovery Wells at
the Recharge Site would create a noise level of 60 dBA at a distance of approximately 300 feet.
As previously described, the nearest noise-sensitive land uses to this portion of the proposed
Project site are residences located more than 1,500 feet to the south. As a result, associated
construction noise levels would be below the noted maximum stationary source noise level limit
for single-family residential structures of 60 dBA, and related impacts would be less than
significant.

Construction Traffic. The proposed Project would generate minimal traffic during construction,
with such trips limited primarily to off-site transport of excavated soil material via hauling trucks
and employee ingress/egress. The haul trucks would temporarily elevate noise levels along the
transport route during construction. Specifically, at 55 miles per hour truck noise for five trucks
per hour (a conservative estimate) would be 56.5 dBA at 50 feet. The described truck trips would
also be infrequent and occur intermittently during construction, and associated potential noise
impacts would be less than significant.

Operational Noise Levels

For transportation-related noise, a significant impact would occur if the proposed Project results
in a 3 CNEL or greater increase in traffic noise on a roadway segment and the resultant noise
levels exceeds 60 CNEL for residential uses in any of the areas of the proposed Project.

City of Palmdale

Well Operations. The Recharge Site and Distribution Site in the City of Palmdale are zoned
Planned Industrial, which has no specific noise limit or consideration of a noise limit. At 50 feet
from a pump, the noise level may be as high as 68.5 dBA, with no associated significant impacts.

Operational Traffic. The vast majority of operational traffic for the proposed Project, which
would consist of daily visits to the Recharge Site and Distribution Site and quarterly and annual
maintenance activities, would occur at the Recharge Site and Distribution Site in the City of
Palmdale. As indicated above, this area is zoned Planned Industrial and operation-related traffic
noise is therefore not subject to specific noise limits. In addition, operational traffic associated
with the proposed Project would not result in a perceptible change in noise levels associated with
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traffic. As a result, potential noise impacts related to operational traffic in the City of Palmdale
would be less than significant.

City of Lancaster

Well Operations. The City of Lancaster ordinances set the nighttime residential property line
threshold of significance at 45 dBA. Based on the previously described pump design/operation
(i.e., pumps located inside Recovery Well buildings with ventilation required for temperature
control), associated noise impacts from any of the Recovery Well pumps within the City of
Lancaster (with two proposed) may exceed 45 dBA at a distance of up to 750 feet from the
pump. Under the currently proposed Project design, the pumps would be located at distances as
close as 50 feet from existing (undeveloped) residential-zoned property lines within the City of
Lancaster. Based on the distance from the pumps to the noted property lines and the associated
noise levels, impacts from Recovery Well pump noise within the City of Lancaster would be
potentially significant, with related mitigation provided below in Section 3.7.4.

Operational Traffic. Traffic associated with the proposed Project operation would be limited to a
small number of monthly vehicle trips to and from the site during monitoring, inspection and
maintenance visits. As described above for the City of Palmdale analysis, these trips would not
result in a perceptible change in noise levels associated with traffic. As a result, potential noise
impacts related to operational traffic in the City of Lancaster would be less than significant.

Los Angeles County

Well Operations. Operational noise impacts would be considered significant if Project-related
noise levels exceed the County regulations for nighttime residential property-line threshold of
45 dBA. As noted above under the City of Lancaster discussion, noise impacts from any of the
Recovery Well pumps within the County (with five proposed) may exceed 45 dBA at a distance
of up to 750 feet from the pump. Under the currently proposed Project design, the pump
locations would be located at distances as close as 50 feet from existing (undeveloped)
residential-zoned property lines in the County. Based on the distance from the pumps to the
noted property lines and the associated noise levels, impacts from Recovery Well pump noise
within the County would be potentially significant, with related mitigation provided below in
Section 3.7.4.

Operational Traffic. As previously described, Project-related operational traffic would be limited
to a small number of monthly trips related to facility monitoring, inspection and maintenance.
These trips would not result in a perceptible change in noise levels associated with traffic. As a
result, potential noise impacts related to operational traffic in the County would be less than
significant.

Project Vibration-related Impacts

Construction Vibration

There are no established construction vibration ordinances in the County or the cities of
Palmdale and Lancaster. As a result, construction vibration is analyzed based on the “severe”
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criteria, as specified by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans; 2004) and
outlined below and in Table 3.7-6, Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment:

e A maximum of 2 PPV in/sec for transient sources.’

e A maximum of 0.4 PPV in/sec for continuous/frequent intermittent sources.?

Table 3.7-6
VIBRATION SOURCE AMPLITUDES FOR
CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT (in/sec)
Vibration Source PPV at 25 ft
Pile Driver 0.65
Vibratory roller 0.21
Large dozer 0.089
Caisson drilling 0.089
Loaded trucks 0.076
Small dozer 0.003
Loaded Truck (flatbed) 0.027

Source: Caltrans 2004

A vibratory roller is the most likely source of construction-related vibration impacts for both the
pipeline corridors and the Recharge Site. As shown in Table 3.7-6, the vibration reference
associated with a vibratory roller at a distance of 25 feet level is 0.21 PPV, which is below the
identified significance threshold of 0.4 PPV. As a result, potential vibration-related impacts
during construction of the proposed Project would be less than significant.

Operational Vibration

Cities of Palmdale and Lancaster

There are no operational vibration limits identified in applicable standards adopted by the cities
of Lancaster and Palmdale. Accordingly, no significant vibration-related impacts would result
from Project operation in either of these jurisdictions. In addition, as noted below for the County,
operational vibration levels associated with the proposed Project would be limited to pumps at
the Recovery Wells, with the level and extent of such vibration effects to be minor.

Los Angeles County

The County Code of Ordinances specify that operational vibration would be considered a
significant impact if a motion velocity of 0.01 in/sec over the range of 1 to 100 Hz occurs at any
individual location at or beyond the property boundary of the source if on private property, or at
150 feet from the source if on a public space or public right-of-way.

Transient sources create a single, isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls.
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat
equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.

2
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The previously described, pumps at the Recovery Wells and Distribution Site are the only source
of operational vibration associated with operation of the proposed Project. Based on the
associated (and standard) pump operations, vibration levels exceeding the described County
criterion would be limited to areas within approximately 5 to 10 feet of the Recovery Well
pumps. Because, as previously noted, the closest vibration-sensitive land uses to the proposed
Recovery Well pumps are residential sites located more than 1,500 feet to the south, associated
potential vibration impacts would be less than significant. It should also be noted, as described
above for operational noise impacts, that currently undeveloped properties zoned for residential
use in the County are located as close as 50 feet from proposed Recovery Well sites. Based on
the described vibration levels for Recovery Well pump operations, however, even if residential
development occurs at distances of 50 feet, Project-related vibration levels from pump operations
would not exceed the identified County criterion, and associated potential vibration impacts
would be less than significant.

Airport-related Noise Impacts

Public Airports

The closest public airport the proposed Project site, Los Angeles/Palmdale Regional Airport, is
located approximately 3.5 miles to the northwest at its closest point (from the 30-inch Potable
Water Pipeline alignment), and is included in the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan
(2004). While the proposed Project site is not located within the identified airport safety or
hazard zones, portions of the site are located within the identified 65 CNEL contour associated
with the airport. Specifically, this would include an approximately 0.85-mile segment of the
proposed 30-inch Potable Water and 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline alignment along
105" Street East (between East Avenue M and Barstow Road), several of the Recovery Wells
located along East Avenue M, and all or part of the Distribution Site. Associated potential
impacts from airport-related uses (aircraft), however, would be less than significant based on the
following considerations: (1) none of the noted project facilities within (or outside of) the
identified 65 CNEL contour would involve on-site occupation; (2) the noted pipeline segments
within 105™ Street East would be subsurface and would not entail the extended or long-term
presence of Project-related personnel; (3) the potential presence of Project-related personnel at
applicable Recovery Well sites within the identified 65 CNEL contour would be limited to
temporary and relatively short-duration inspection/maintenance activities; (4) any extended
presence by Project-related personnel at the Distribution Site (e.g., control room activities)
would be conducted within an enclosed building; and (5) the 65 CNEL noise level is well below
the established OSHA “trigger” threshold of 80 CNEL (as an 8-hour average) for potential
adverse impacts to construction or operational employees.

Private Airstrips

There are no private airstrips within the nearby vicinity of the proposed Project site, with the
closest such facilities located approximately 6.5 miles to the southeast (Crystal Airport),
6.5 miles to the east (Nichols Farms Airport), 8.4 miles to the northwest (Sterks Ranch Airport),
and 10 miles to the east (Brian Ranch Airport). Based on the noted distances, as well as the
proposed Project operational conditions described above for public airports, potential
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noise-related impacts from private airstrip operations at the proposed Project site would be less
than significant.

3.7.4 Mitigation Measures

As described above in Section 3.7.3, implementation of the proposed Project would result in
potentially significant noise impacts to residentially-zoned properties in the County of Los
Angeles and City of Lancaster from Recovery Well pump operations. Accordingly, the following
mitigation measure is provided to address those issues, and would avoid or reduce all identified
noise impacts below a level of significance.

MM NOI-1: Recovery Well Pump Building Design

If the PWD does not own all of the land within 750 feet of a planned Recovery Well pump and
building outside the City of Palmdale limits, the Recovery Well building shall be designed and
built to provide noise control reduction to the less-than-significant level of 45 dBA at 50 feet.
Specifically, this could potentially include standard industry measures such as providing
appropriately designed noise-control louvers or in-line duct silencers for the well building
ventilation to reduce external noise levels.

3.7.5 Conclusions

Based on the implementation of the mitigation described in Section 3.7.4, all identified Project-
related impacts associated with noise generation from Recovery Well pump operations would be
avoided or reduced below a level of significance, with no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts.
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.1 INTRODUCTION

The State CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which,
when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). According to State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15130, an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. A cumulative impact analysis must include
either: (1) a list of past, present, and reasonably anticipated future projects; or (2) a summary of
projections contained in adopted plans designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions.

A cumulative impact analysis considers the collective impacts posed by individual land use plans
and projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial,
impacts taking place over a period of time. The cumulative impact analysis presented in this
chapter addresses all of the resource issues evaluated in this EIR, which were included in the EIR
because they were determined to have the potential for adverse impacts as a result of the
proposed Project.

42 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODS

To determine resources with the potential for cumulative impacts, this analysis evaluated impacts
of the proposed Project when combined with impacts from past, current, and reasonably
anticipated future projects. A list of cumulative projects located within 5 miles of the proposed
Project was compiled with the cooperation of the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster and the
County of Los Angeles. Although the proposed Project includes components within the
Lancaster city limits, the developed portion of the City of Lancaster is located approximately
7 miles to the west of the proposed Project site. Consequently, none of the past, current, and
reasonably anticipated future projects provided by the City of Lancaster was within the
cumulative projects area for the site. The locations of cumulative projects are illustrated on
Figure 4-1, Cumulative Projects, and their key characteristics are presented in Table 4-1,
Cumulative Projects.

43 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.3.1 Air Quality

The proposed Project, in conjunction with other projects in the area, would have the potential to
produce a cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions. The regional and local daily
emissions thresholds established by AVAQMD have been developed specifically to address
cumulative impacts to air quality. Air quality impacts could be considered cumulatively
considerable if: (1) a project’s contribution of air emissions would exceed the national or state
AAQS thresholds for a criteria pollutant that the air basin is in nonattainment for; or (2) project
construction emissions combined with construction emissions from other projects would exceed
national or state AAQS thresholds for a criteria pollutant.
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Table 4-1
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
I\lillip Project No. Location Description Status
City of Palmdale
. 75-foot high wireless .
1 CUP14-012 5508 Pearblossom Highway - Applied
telecommunications tower
Proposed legalization of existing
religious assembly use and .
2 CUP14-028 3030 East Avenue R-8 proposed 6,817-square foot Applied
expansion
A request to develop 1.09 acres
3 CUP15-003 1328 East Avenue R into church classrooms — one Applied
building at 2,075 square feet
Request to establish a restaurant
2728 East Palmdale with alcohol sales at an existing .
4 CUP15-023 Boulevard 4,000-square foot commercial Applied
building
5 PA15-010 | 3243 East Avenue R-8 ?argﬁ’ﬁ;ed communications Applied
6 SPR14-009 and i\?/lét:ﬂeg acr(])(rjnle{ch g{ar Ztet Request to develop 24 acres for Applied
SPR14-010 | oo solar from original SPR13-003 PP
Northwest corner of Swap meet (Four Points Swa
7 CUP12-015 Pearblossom Highway and P o ap Approved
. Meet Conditional Use Permit)
Fort Tejon
Request to establish fitness
8 CUP14-009 ZBZOt?eI\E/:?g Palmdale center within a lease space Approved
totaling 31,361 square feet
Southwest corner of 65-foot high wireless
9 CUP14-014 | Avenue S and 40™ Street telecommunications tower Approved
East disguised as a water tank
Northeast corner of Avenue Request to construct a
10 SPR14-004 th 20-megawatt photovoltaic Approved
M and 30™ Street East - R
facility consisting of 160 acres
Southeast corner future Proposal to construction a
11 SPR14-006 alignment Avenue P and ground mounted solar Approved
100" Street East photovoltaic facility of 30 acres
th Request to develop a 1.4-acre
12 SPR14-008 é\venue Rand 477 Street parcel with a 4,152-square foot Approved
ast .
retail/food use
Southwest corner of Request to develop 25 acres into
13 SPR15-001 100™ Street East and a solar photovoltaic facility on Approved
Avenue O three parcels
Southwest corner of .
14 | PA13-017 | 70" Street East and Request to subdivide 80 acres Completed

Avenue R

into 203 lots
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o Cumulative Project (See Table 4-1 for Project Descriptions)
Proposed Project Features
® Recovery Well (Phase 1)
® Recovery Well (Phase 2)
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Table 4-1 (cont.)
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
I\lillip Project No. Location Description Status
City of Palmdale (cont.)
North of Avenue M, on .
15 PA14-004 both sides of 30" Street A 403 photovoltaic solar power Completed
plant
East
West side of 30" Street
16 PA14-009 East, south of Palmdale Multi-family apartments Completed
Boulevard
North of Avenue Q, west of | Subdivide parcel into four
17 PAL4-010 20" Street East finished lots Completed
Southwest corner of .
18 PA14-015 Palmdale Boulevard and :?ﬁg%e; '[I;?SSUbd'V'de 20 acres Completed
55" Street East
Request to establish a concrete
19 PA14-016 6205 East Avenue T precast lining manufacturing Completed
plant
Northwest corner of Request to develop a 1.4-acre
20 PA14-017 Avenue R and 47" Street parcel with a 4,152-square-foot Completed
East retail use
th . =
21 PA14-018 Avenue Q-15/17" Street | Dining area and classrooms for Completed
East Sunday School
Request to develop 5.83 acres
22 PA14-019 1104 East Palmdale into a multi-family development Completed
Boulevard .
— 183 units
2520 East Palmdale Request to develop a commercial
23 PA14-024 Boulevard lot — 2,700 square feet Completed
24 | PAI15-001 | 3347 East Avenue S Request to constructa Buddhist | ¢y eeq
Worship Center
th Request to develop 4.67 acres
25 PA15-002 30" Street East / Palmdale into office/medical use with four Completed
Boulevard o
buildings
County of Los Angeles
7331 Pearblossom Add 12 antennas, 6 equipment
26 00-118 Highway, Littlerock cabinets and GPS antenna Approved
Installation and operation of 6
panel antennas, one microwave
27 01-071 44400 90" Street East antenna, one GPS antenna, 5 Approved
equipment cabinets, and 3 utility
cabinets
Southwest corner of Conditional Use Permit, Zone Application
28 89-003 Pearblossom Highway and Change ' R?Sceive q
47" Street East g
8533 East Avenue T, Addition of four modular
29 93-045 Littlerock classrooms to existing church Approved
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Table 4-1 (cont.)
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS
I\lillip Project No. Location Description Status
County of Los Angeles (cont.)
Modify existing wireless
th telecommunications facility,
30 99-280 ggﬁ#‘;;g Street Bast, install backup generator, 3 panel Approved
antennas, fiber cables and
cabinet
T-Mobile upgrade of antennas
31 R2005-01675 L?;sr%vl\:/,:artlj_licﬁls;?ck for existing wireless Approved
ghway, telecommunications site
To authorize a rodeo with an
th existing single family residential, L
32 R2006-02483 gzi?’slﬁ(; eStreet Bast, and the sale of alcoholic Aggé;(;itggn
g beverages located in the A-2
zone
T-Mobile proposes to remove
th 3 existing antennas and install
33 R2008-02283 ﬁtilze 1rolcci<0 Street East, 3 new antennas and 6 tower- Approved
mounted amplifiers behind each
new antenna
T-Mobile proposes to remove
Southeast corner of 6 existing antennas and install
34 | R2008-02353 | 90" Street East and 3 new antennas. TMobIle 250 A pproved
Avenue S-8, Littlerock proposes to install 6 tower-
’ mounted amplifiers behind each
new antenna.
8719 Pearblossom Modify wireless
35 R2009-00955 Highway, Littlerock telecommunications facility Approved
Replace existing antennas and
i 8837 East Palmdale other equipment for existing
36 R2009-01065 Boulevard, Palmdale wireless telecommunications Approved
facility
th e - . Additional
37 R2011-00144 34141 116" Street East, Modlflcatloq of_eX|st|ng_ ereless Information
Littlerock telecommunications facility .
Received
To authorize the construction,
operation, and maintenance of an
38 | R2011-00841 IZDQIS;(E:S Nadeau Road, 80-foot wireless Approved
telecommunications facility
mono-pine
Modify an existing unmanned Additional
39 R2011-01959 88%17“352‘:’; Pg;?;ggﬁe wireless telecommunications Information
’ facility Received
40 R2012-00057 | 0160 Pearblossom New church and assembly Revised Plan
Highway, Palmdale building Review
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Table 4-1 (cont.)
CUMULATIVE PROJECTS

Map

No Project No. Location Description Status

County of Los Angeles (cont.)

A solar photovoltaic facility up

Corner of East Avenue E to 7.45 megawatts in size. The Fire
41 R2013-03397 th project will operate year-round Additional
and 90™ Street East . ; .
producing energy during Review
daylight hours.
New conditional use permit for Affidavit of
42 R2015-03397 Cornerthof East Aventie 5-8 co-location on existing stealth Acceptance
and 90™ Street East .
water tank Received
Valyermo Road and Filin
43 R2015-02117 | 136" Street East, Proposing 46 single-family lots Recei g
eceived
Pearblossom
Los Angeles County Sanitation District
North of Avenue M. south Development of agricultural
areas and recycled water storage
44 N/A of ,hAvenue K-8, betweenh reservoirs as part of District No Ongoing
- == 70" Street East and 150" ; '
20’s effluent management
Street East -
. practices.

Sources: City of Palmdale 2015; City of Lancaster 2015a and 2015b; Los Angeles County 2015a.

Development of the proposed Project, in conjunction with other related projects in the MDAB,
would have the potential to produce a cumulative increase in criteria pollutant emissions during
the construction phases of these projects, assuming the construction activities overlap with that
of the proposed Project. In all cases, construction emissions would be temporary and would
cease once project development is complete. Construction of the proposed Project would result
in emissions of criteria pollutants, as well as minor amounts of toxic air contaminant emissions,
including diesel equipment exhaust due to construction activity. Emissions of criteria pollutants
generated by proposed Project construction activities would be below applicable thresholds and
relatively short-term in duration. Thus, construction of the proposed Project would not violate
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. However, proposed Project construction would contribute incremental amounts of
emissions to the MDAB. The region is a federal and/or state nonattainment area for ozone and
PMio. The proposed Project would contribute particulates and the ozone precursors VOC and
NOx to the area during short term proposed Project construction. Because the proposed Project
would contribute incremental amounts of emissions to the MDAB for pollutants that the basin is
in non-attainment for, the proposed Project would contribute to a cumulative air quality impact.
The proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative emissions would not be considerable since the
emissions would be temporary in nature and they would not exceed the construction thresholds
established by the AVAQMD for criteria pollutants. The proposed Project would not contribute
to any cumulative increase in operational emissions in the proposed Project area since no new
emission sources are proposed.
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With respect to local impacts, cumulative particulate impacts are considered when projects may
be within a few hundred yards of each other. As identified in Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1, most of
the cumulative projects occurring in the area are not within a few hundred yards of the proposed
Project, although the development of agricultural areas and recycled water storage reservoirs as
part of LACSD’s effluent management practices could potentially occur adjacent to the Project
site. The construction schedule for the other projects is unknown and, although it is unlikely that
they would all be under construction at the same time as the proposed Project, they are
conservatively assumed to overlap for the purposes of this analysis. As shown in Table 3.1-4 and
Table 3.1-5, implementation of the standard conditions during construction would ensure
construction and operational emissions would be below AVAQMD thresholds. Because these
thresholds have been developed for the specific purpose of addressing cumulative impacts, the
proposed Project would not contribute significantly to cumulative impacts regarding local
pollutant emissions. In summary, the proposed Project would result in cumulative impacts to
regional and local air pollutant emissions; however, the cumulative impact would be less than
significant.

4.3.2 Biological Resources

Portions of the cumulative proposed Project area support, or previously supported, habitat types
such as desert salt bush scrub, which may provide habitat for species such as loggerhead shrike,
northern harrier, California horned lark, Le Conte’s thrasher, coast horned lizard, and prairie
falcon. Development of cumulative projects and past disturbances related to agricultural use that
has occurred in the region has resulted in a loss of these habitats and associated species. The
proposed Project would also result in the removal of desert salt bush scrub, however, based on
the low quality of the habitat, it’s wide dispersal in the Mojave Desert, and the retention of a
portion of the Recharge Site as a natural area following construction, the proposed Project’s
impact is less than significant.

The Mohave ground squirrel and desert tortoise were determined to be absent from the proposed
Project area. As discussed in Section 3.2, Project-related impacts to the four additional sensitive
species identified within the proposed Project area (loggerhead shrike, northern harrier,
California horned lark, and Le Conte’s thrasher) would be less than significant as these species
can move out of harm’s way. Impacts to burrowing owls would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels through implementation of mitigation; thus, the proposed Project would not
contribute to a cumulative effect to these sensitive species.

The proposed Project site contains vegetation and structures that may provide nesting
opportunities for common birds, including raptors. These birds are protected under the MBTA
and California Fish and Game Code, and the potential for adverse impacts to nesting birds would
be minimized through mitigation for nesting birds. Based on the proposed Project’s mitigation,
and based on an expectation that other projects would also be compelled to comply with the
MBTA, thereby avoiding or minimizing potential impacts to nesting birds, the proposed Project
would not contribute significantly to cumulative impacts to nesting birds.
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4.3.3 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Each cumulative project listed in Table 4-1 has the potential to result in impacts to cultural and
paleontological resources and to contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. The proposed
Project would result in less than significant impacts to the East Branch of the California
Aqueduct. None of the cumulative projects identified in Table 4-1 would result in impacts to the
East Branch of the California Aqueduct, thus, the proposed Project would not contribute to
cumulatively considerable impacts to the East Branch of the California Aqueduct or other
historic resources.

Construction of the proposed Project, in conjunction with related projects, could affect known
and unknown archaeological and paleontological resources in the region. The National Register
of Historic Preservation and the California Register of Historical Resources have been
established to ensure significant resources are not obliterated, and provide criteria for
determining significance of a resource. These programs provide framework to ensure cumulative
impacts to historic (and prehistoric) resources are not significant. Because the proposed Project
would not affect known resources considered eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Preservation or California Register of Historical Resources, and mitigation has been
established to mitigate potential effects to previously undiscovered cultural resources, the
proposed Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution toward cumulative
impacts on cultural resources.

4.3.4 Geology and Soils

While geologic hazards due to seismic shaking and fault rupture can potentially occur throughout
southern California, each site has unique conditions that influence the on-site uses’ susceptibility
to these hazards. Consequently, potential direct geologic impacts vary from site to site. The
proposed Project, as discussed in Section 3.4, has the potential to result in significant impacts
associated with geology and soils. The preparation of a geological investigation that identifies
site-specific criteria related to considerations such as grading, excavation, fill, and
structure/facility would reduce impacts from the proposed Project to a less than significant level.
The construction of the proposed Project wouldn’t incrementally add to geological effects of
cumulative projects occurring in the area, and thus would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact associated with geology and soils.

4.35 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHG emissions generated by development affect climate conditions on a global scale since the
effects occur within the upper atmosphere. Thus, no defined study area is feasible for identifying
other projects with which the proposed Project could combine to cause cumulatively
considerable impacts on global climate. An individual project cannot generate enough GHG
emissions to effect a discernible change in global climate. However, the GHG emissions from
the proposed Project may combine with increases from other sources of GHGs, and constitute a
potential influence on global climate change. The assessment of GHG emissions is inherently
cumulative because climate change is a global phenomenon. Therefore, the discussion in
Section 3.5 of this EIR addresses cumulative GHG impacts and determines that the impact of the
proposed Project’s GHG emissions on climate change would not be cumulatively considerable,
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as the proposed Project would not exceed the AVAQMD screening threshold or conflict with an
applicable GHG plan, policy, or regulation. The proposed Project would not contribute
significantly to cumulative GHG emission impacts.

4.3.6 Hydrology/Water Quality

The cumulative impact area for hydrology and water quality is the watershed in which the
proposed Project is located. Potential cumulative water quality impacts associated with
construction-related activities (erosion/sedimentation, use and storage of hazardous materials,
and generation of demolished debris) and long-term operations and maintenance at the various
project sites in the cumulative project area would be reduced to a level below significance by
implementation of project-specific design, source control, and treatment control BMPs including
those related to the NPDES permit and related storm water requirements. Therefore,
implementation of BMP design features on a project-specific basis on all related projects,
conformance with applicable permit and regulatory requirements and regulatory enforcement of
those permit requirements by the RWQCB would avoid cumulatively significant water quality
impacts.

4.3.7 Noise

Each cumulative project listed in Table 4-1 would produce temporary construction noise. Since
construction noise is localized and would not travel great distances and only a few of the related
projects are close to the proposed Project, cumulative construction equipment noise impacts
would not be significant. Operational noise impacts would occur as a result of noise associated
with the Distribution Site and Recovery Wells (no operational noise would occur along the
proposed pipeline alignments). The cumulative projects identified as occurring closest to the
sources of the proposed Project operational noise include two photovoltaic solar projects
(identified as projects 6 and 13 in Table 4-1) and one wireless telecommunications facility
(identified as project 27 in Table 4-1) as well as LACSD’s development of agricultural areas and
recycled water storage reservoirs for effluent management practices (identified as project 44 in
Table 4-1). Each—of these—threeThe photovoltaic solar projects and the wireless
telecommunications facility projects are located at distances of approximately 1.9 to 2.1 miles
from the nearest noise-generating use from the proposed Project (recovery wells). Based on the
distance between noise sources for the proposed Project and these three nearest-cumulative
projects, the proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable noise impact.
Although the development of LACSD’s agricultural areas and recycled water storage reservoirs
for effluent management practices could be located adjacent to the site and/or in close proximity
to the site, agricultural areas for crop growth and recycled water storage reservoirs are not uses
that would generate substantial noise that could contribute to cumulative noise impacts when
combined with the proposed Project. Agricultural uses areas and recycled water storage
reservoirs would also not introduce new noise sensitive resources in the Project vicinity. Other
cumulative projects identified in Table 4-1 are located at distances greater than the four
identified projects and would not contribute to cumulative noise impacts associated with the
proposed Project.
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5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

In addition to the topics analyzed elsewhere in this EIR, Section 15126 of the State CEQA
Guidelines requires analysis of the following topics addressed in this chapter: growth-inducing
impacts; significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided upon implementation of the
proposed Project; and significant irreversible environmental effects associated with
implementation of the proposed Project.

5.1 GROWTH INDUCEMENT

In accordance with Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include an
analysis of the growth-inducing impact of the proposed Project. The growth inducement analysis
must address: (1) the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic or population
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding
environment; and (2) the potential for a project to encourage and facilitate other activities that
could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. This second issue
involves the potential for a project to induce growth by the expansion or extension of existing
services, utilities, or infrastructure. The State CEQA Guidelines further state that “[i]t must not
be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance
to the environment” (Section 15126.2[d]).

During Project construction, demand for various construction trade skills and labor would
increase. It is anticipated that this demand would be met by the local labor force and would not
require importation of a substantial number of workers that could cause an increased demand for
temporary or permanent housing in this area. The proposed Project would not change the
capacity of PWD’s system or increase PWD’s service area or water provision commitments, but
would provide for increased reliability in the existing supply. In addition, the proposed Project
would not remove barriers to growth. Therefore, growth inducement would not result from the
proposed Project.

5.2 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the identification of significant
impacts that would not be avoided, even with the implementation of feasible mitigation
measures. The final determination of significance of impacts and of the feasibility of mitigation
measures would be made by PWD’s Board of Directors as part of its certification of this EIR.
Sections 3.1 through 3.7 of this EIR provide an evaluation of the potentially significant
environmental effects and corresponding mitigation measures associated with implementation of
the proposed Project. There are no significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the
proposed Project. All significant impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level through
implementation of mitigation provided in Sections 3.1 through 3.7 of this EIR.

5.3 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an evaluation of significant
irreversible environmental changes which would be involved should a proposed project be

5-1



Palmdale Regional Groundwater Recharge and Recovery Project Chapter 5.0
Final EIR Other CEQA Considerations

implemented. Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines describes significant irreversible
environmental changes that would be caused by a proposed project as follows:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the
project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes
removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly,
secondary impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a
previously inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses.
Also irreversible damage can result from environmental accidents associated with
the project.

The proposed Project would entail the commitment of energy and non-renewable resources, such
as energy derived from fossil fuels, construction materials (e.g., abrasives, mortar), and labor.
Use of these resources would have an incremental effect on the regional consumption of these
commodities. While the proposed Project would bank water for use in future years, it would not
change the water allocation provided to PWD or further commit additional water resources. The
proposed Project would convert the existing vacant site to a recharge basin, but such use would
not be irreversible. Furthermore, no environmental accidents or hazards are anticipated to occur
as a result of Project implementation, as disclosed in the Chapter 7.0, Effects Found Not to be
Significant. Therefore, the impact from irreversible environmental changes from the proposed
Project would not be significant.
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
6.1 INTRODUCTION

During consideration of a project that could have a significant effect on the environment, CEQA
requires that alternatives that could avoid or lessen the project’s significant effect(s) be
considered. This chapter presents potential alternatives to the proposed Project and evaluates
them as required by CEQA. The State CEQA Guidelines also require EIRs to identify the
Environmentally Superior Alternative from among the alternatives (including the proposed
Project). The environmentally superior alternative is identified in Section 6.8.

6.2 SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

6.2.1 Project Objectives

The proposed Project is intended to meet PWD’s long-term water needs through a solution that is
reliable, sustainable, cost effective, and drought-resistant. The overarching objective of the
proposed Project is to develop a groundwater banking, storage, and extraction program, using a
combination of raw imported SWP water and locally produced recycled water delivered to a new
recharge basins located on undeveloped land in northeast Palmdale. Additional objectives of the
proposed Project include:

Help to provide a diversified portfolio of ground and surface water;
e Increase reliability of water supply;

e Replenish groundwater supplies;

e Save for future dry periods; and

e Provide a cost-effective solution for long-term water supply.

6.2.2 Significant Environmental Impacts

The proposed Project was determined to have no significant and unmitigated impacts. The
proposed Project also would have significant but mitigable impacts related to biological
resources, cultural and paleontological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water
quality, and noise. Topics for which the proposed Project would result in significant impacts are
the focus of the comparative analysis contained in the subsequent sections; if the alternative
would be anticipated to result in additional significant impacts, those also are noted.

6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

Section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that EIRs should identify and briefly evaluate
“any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during
the scoping process...”. Several alternatives were considered and rejected during the proposed
Project scoping process, including linear recovery wells, a reduced Project scale, recharge
directly into Littlerock Creek, and alternatives of off-stream recharge, including in the Buttes
subbasin only and within the Buttes and Lancaster subbasins.
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6.3.1 Linear Recovery Wells Alternative

The proposed Project was evaluated on its current site, with linear rows of Recovery Wells on
the down gradient side of the recharge basins. Initial modeling of the proposed Project found that
a linear pattern of Recovery Wells around the Recharge Site would cause excessive drawdown
and potentially cause up to one foot of subsidence over a 20-year period.

6.3.2 Reduced Project Scale Alternative

The proposed Project (and alternatives analyzed further below) is designed to meet the ultimate
facility sizing needs of PWD, allowing PWD to only require a single recharge project to meet
projected needs. Accordingly, a Reduced Project Scale Alternative was not carried forward for
detailed evaluation because it would not meet the recharge needs of PWD through the 50-year
evaluation period for the Project.

6.3.3 Run-of-River Recharge Alternatives

Two alternatives were considered that assumed surface water from the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct would be released directly into Littlerock Creek for groundwater recharge.
Both of these alternatives eliminated the need for recharge basins. One of the alternatives also
eliminated the need for a raw water conveyance. The steep and highly permeable terrain of
Littlerock Creek north of the East Branch of the California Agueduct and south of Palmdale
Boulevard makes control of recharge through SWP releases from the East Branch of the
California Aqueduct challenging, as the creek passes from the Pearland Subbasin to the Buttes
Subbasin, and finally into the Lancaster Subbasin. Using the creek bed as a delivery system does
not provide sufficient control over which subbasin the SWP would recharge. In addition, during
a recharge test in 2002 after 5,000 acre-feet were released into the creek, the groundwater was
reported in the bottom of the adjacent quarries at depths of approximately 75 feet below ground
surface. Groundwater replenishment of recycled water through surface spreading in or adjacent
to the creek would be complicated by the challenge in tracking the recharge locations of the
diluent water; in this case SWP released from the East Branch of the California Agueduct into
the creek. These are a few of the reasons why it was recommended early in the Project to deliver
SWP for diluent using pipelines instead of the creek bed and Run-of-River Recharge

Alternatives were not carried forward for a detailed analysis. Hewever—+recyeled-watercould-not

6.3.4 Off-Stream Recharge within the Buttes Subbasin Only Alternatives

Three alternatives were considered for off-stream recharge within the Buttes subbasin only. For
proposed alternatives that placed the recharge basins entirely within the Buttes subbasin, it was
determined that limited information on aquifer transmissivity and hydrogeologic characteristics
of the subbasin would be a significant constraint. The alternatives also had constraints associated
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with proximity to existing development and the need to tie-in to the existing recycled water

pipeline owned by Les-Angeles-County-Sanitation-District-{LACSD).

6.3.5 Off-Stream Recharge within the Buttes and Lancaster Subbasins Alternatives

Three alternatives were considered that included off-stream recharge within the Buttes and
Lancaster subbasins. For all scenarios, agreements with either Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA), LACSD, or both would be required for project implementation. Additionally, all
alternatives were located within close proximity to an existing nitrate plume which was created
by the-groundwater—recharge—of-the—past agricultural practices, including land application of
secondary effluent from LACSD’s Palmdale WRP witheut-diuent-and-that ceased prior to the
plant upgrade to tertiary treatment and nitrification/de-nitrification for nitrate reduction (KJC
2015a). Additionally, as described for the Buttes subbasin only alternatives, the lack of
information on transmissivity and hydrogeologic characteristics for the Buttes subbasin is a
significant constraint. Preliminary review of the three alternatives indicate that they would not
lessen significant effects on the environment that would occur as a result of the proposed Project.
For this reason, the off-stream recharge alternatives within the Buttes and Lancaster subbasins
were rejected and not carried forth for additional analysis.

6.4 NOPROJECT ALTERNATIVE

6.4.1 No Project Alternative Description

Pursuant to Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative
reflects the “circumstances under which the Project does not proceed.” The No Project
Alternative assumes that no construction of the proposed Project would occur. PWD would
continue its existing water operations, with no additional means of water storage/banking.

6.4.2 Comparison of the Impacts of the No Project Alternative to the Proposed Project

Because the No Project Alternative would not involve any physical improvements, it would
avoid significant impacts that would occur from the proposed Project related to biology, cultural
and paleontological resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and noise. This
alternative would not, however, meet any of the proposed Project objectives and could
potentially result in a deficit in the water supply in future years.

6.5 OFF-SITE 10A ALTERNATIVE

6.5.1 Description

Off-Site Alternative 10A, identified in Figure 6-1, Off-Site Alternative Locations, would result in
the construction of the project at a location approximately three miles west of the proposed
Project. This alternative would include the construction of the same components as the proposed
Project, although there are some differences regarding the specifics of some components (as
discussed in more detail below). The Off-Site 10A Alternative and would also recharge the
Lancaster subbasin (as does the proposed Project). Overall, this alternative would require a
shorter Potable Water Pipeline, but a slightly longer Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline than the
proposed Project.
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SWP Turnout: A new 50-cfs turnout would be constructed at the intersection of the East
Branch of the California Aqueduct and 70" Street East. The turnout would be constructed
in a similar manner as that identified for the proposed Project.

Recharge Site: The Off-Site 10A Alternative’s Recharge Site perimeter would be
comprised of East Avenue L to the north, 75™ Street to the east, and 70" Street to the
west. The Recharge Site would extend approximately 0.5 miles south of East Avenue L
(halfway to East Avenue M) and would include eight recharge basins in a two-by-four
arrangement, covering approximately 80 acres.

Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline: The Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline supply
would be conveyed from the SWP Turnout through 9.2 miles of pipeline along 70" Street
East, with 7.7 miles of 30-inch diameter Raw Water Pipeline to East Avenue N, and
1.5 miles of 36-inch diameter combined Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline from East
Avenue N to the Recharge Site.

Recycled Water Pipeline: The recycled water would be supplied from LACSD’s
existing pipeline along Avenue N with a turnout delivering recycled water to the Raw
Water/Return Water Pipeline on 70" Street East described above.

Recovery Wells: The Off-Site 10A Alternative would require 16 Recovery Wells at
buildout, all with a capacity of 1,200 gpm in the Lancaster subbasin. Two of the
Recovery Wells would be spares. The Recovery Wells would be located 4,500 feet from
the center of the Recharge Site in a generally radial pattern. Recovery Wells are not able
to be constructed in the southwest side of the Off-Site 10A Alternative’s due to the
presence of Littlerock Creek. As a result, the location of the Recovery Wells would form
a horseshoe pattern, and they would be located in closer proximity to each other than the
proposed Project. This alternative would include eight Recovery Wells in the preliminary
phase, with the additional eight Recovery Wells constructed in a secondary phase, with
piping in the preliminary phase sized for ultimate buildout.

Distribution Site: The one-million gallon Storage Tank and pump stations would be
located on their own one-acre parcel at the southwest corner of the Off-Site 10A
Alternative project area, at the intersection of East Avenue M and 70" Street East.

Potable Water Pump Station and Potable Water Pipeline: The transmission system
would be a 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline running 4.6 miles south from 70" Street East,
then 1 mile west via Palmdale Boulevard.

Return Water Pump Station: The optional Return Water Pump Station for pumping
back to the East Branch of the California Aqueduct would be located adjacent to the
distribution system Storage Tank and discharge back into the 30-inch diameter Raw
Water/Return Water Pipeline. A set of valves on the Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline
would allow recharge or pump-back.
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6.5.2 Comparison of Effects

Air Quality

The design of the Off-Site 10A Alternative is substantially similar to the proposed Project and
would require similar-type construction and operational activities. The Off-Site 10A Alterative
does include an approximately 10-mile reduction in required pipeline as compared to the
proposed Project; thus, construction activities and duration, as well as accompanying
construction emissions associated with this alternative would be incrementally reduced as
compared to the proposed Project. The Off-Site 10A Alternative would result in short-term
generation of pollutants during construction activities and long-term generation of pollutants
during the operation of the Project. Based on the similarity of components and area between the
Off-Site 10A Alternative and the proposed Project, the operational emissions associated with the
Off-Site 10A Alternative are anticipated to be similar to the proposed Project, and also less than
significant. The Off-Site 10A Alternative would also be required to implement measures to
comply with AVAQMD’s Rule 403 to reduce fugitive dust emissions. In addition, this
alternative would be consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).

Biological Resources

The Off-Site 10A Alternative is expected to have similar impacts associated with sensitive
species as the proposed Project, except that the Off-Site 10A Alternative site is also expected to
contain potential habitat for sagebrush loeflingia, which is designated by the CNPS as being
considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California. Development of this alternative would
require focused surveys for this species at the site and could potentially result in a significant
impact associated with this species. The Off-Site 10A Alternative contains similar vegetation
communities as the proposed Project site, including desert saltbrush scrub, although the
Off-Site 10A Alternative also contains some non-native grassland. This alternative would have
similar potentially significant impacts to burrowing owl and nesting birds, and would have
potentially significant impacts to desert tortoise if present on site. As with the proposed Project,
impacts would be expected to be reduced to below a level of significance through
implementation of mitigation.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Similar to the proposed Project, Off-Site 10A Alternative would not result in significant impacts
to the historic integrity of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct. This alternative would
differ slightly as to which known cultural resources, and the extent of unknown cultural and
paleontological resources, would be impacted by Project grading. Overall, however, impacts
would be similar to those that would occur under the proposed Project. Impacts to historical
resources would be less than significant, and impacts to unknown archaeological and
paleontological resources would be potentially significant and mitigable, similar to the proposed
Project.

Geology/Soils

As with the proposed Project, impacts associated with geology and soils under the Off-Site 10A
Alternative would be potentially significant due to the risk to development posed by seismic
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ground shaking, landslides/slope instability, ground subsidence/settlement, expansive or
corrosive soils, groundwater seepage/saturation, foundation/footing/pavement/retaining wall
design, and excavation instability. Geology/soils impacts would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level through the preparation of a detailed technical study and through the
implementation of measures identified in that study, similar to the proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The design of the Off-Site 10A Alternative is substantially similar to the proposed Project and
would require similar-type construction and operational activities; however, the Off-Site 10A
Alterative does include an approximately 10-mile reduction in required pipeline as compared to
the proposed Project. Thus, construction activities and duration, as well as accompanying GHG
emissions from construction activity would reduced as compared to the proposed Project. The
Off-Site 10A Alternative would result in long-term generation of pollutants during the operation,
and would result in similar levels of GHG emissions as the proposed Project. The GHG
emissions would be expected to be less than the AVAQMD significance threshold and would be
less than significant. The Off-Site 10A Alternative is not expected to conflict with an applicable
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Hazards

The Off-Site 10A Alternative is located within five miles of Air Force Plant 42 and, thus, is
within a supplemental zone of five miles of the runway and would require appropriate wildlife
hazard mitigation techniques to reduce hazard impacts. This would be a significant but mitigable
impact. Additionally, this impact does not occur with the proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Off-Site 10A Alternative is located approximately 1.9 miles from an identified nitrate
groundwater plume, within an area of influence of the plume. The nitrate plume is estimated to
potentially reach the recharge area associated with Off-Site 10A Alternative within 20 years
(KJC 2015a), causing potentially significant water quality issues. This alternative, like the
proposed Project, could potentially significantly impact water quality related to increased
erosion/sedimentation, generation of urban contaminants from project operation and
maintenance, and the transport of water-borne contaminants to downstream receiving waters.
These impacts would be reduced below a level of significance through measures similar to those
described for the proposed Project.

Noise

Off-Site 10A Alternative would be located within the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster, and
unincorporated Los Angeles County. Noise-generating activities from construction and operation
of the Off-Site 10A Alternative would be generally the same as compared to the proposed
Project. Construction noise would be generated from equipment and activity at the Recharge and
Distribution Sites, Recovery Wells, pipeline alignments, and SWP Turnout, as well as
construction traffic. Operational noise would be generated from equipment at the Recharge and
Distribution Sites, Recovery Well operation, and traffic trips associated with routine
maintenance. Similar to the proposed Project, the Recharge and Distribution Sites and associated
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Recovery Wells would be located in an undeveloped area, with no sensitive noise receivers in the
immediate vicinity. Also similar to the proposed Project, the Off-Site 10A Alternative pipeline
alignments would traverse through both undeveloped and developed areas, with pipeline
construction occurring within developed roadways. Noise exposures during pipeline construction
would be similar to those identified for the proposed Project, and less than significant. The Off-
Site 10A Alternative would result in potentially significant noise impacts associated with the
operation of Recovery Wells in the City of Lancaster and unincorporated Los Angeles County,
but would result in less than significant noise impacts following implementation of mitigation.

6.6 OFF-SITE9R ALTERNATIVE

6.6.1 Description

Off-Site 9R Alternative, identified in Figure 6-1, would result in the construction of the project at
a location approximately three miles southwest of the proposed Project. Off-Site 9R Alternative
straddles the Buttes and Lancaster subbasins with approximately half its recharge area in each
subbasin. This design allows flexibility as to which subbasin receives recharge: Buttes,
Lancaster, or both. This alternative would include the construction of the same components as
the proposed Project, although there are some differences regarding the specifics of some
components (as discussed in more detail below).

e SWP Turnout: A new 50-cfs turnout would be constructed at the intersection of the
aqueduct and 70™ Street East or 87" Street East.

e Recharge Site: The proposed 175-acre Recharge Site would be located within the
LAWA property and would be bounded by Avenue N to the north, Avenue N-8 to the
south, and 78" Street East to the west. A property line approximately 0.6 mile west of
90™ Street East would define the eastern border.

e Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline: The Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline would be
conveyed from the new SWP Turnout north along 70™ Street East or 87" Street East/
90™ Street East. The pipeline length varies for the two alignments. The 70" Street East
alignment would be a 30-inch diameter Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline running
7.6 miles north to East Avenue N, east approximately 0.9 mile to a point that aligns with
a future 79™ Street East, then south 0.5 mile as a combined 36-inch diameter Raw
Water/Return Water Pipeline to the Recharge Site diversion structure. The 90" Street
East alignment would be a 30-inch diameter Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline running
7.9 miles north to East Avenue N, then west 1.1 miles to the same point described for the
70" Street East alignment and south in a combined pipeline.

e Recycled Water Pipeline: The Recycled Water Pipeline would be supplied from
LACSD’s existing pipeline along Avenue N through a 24-inch turn-out. For either the
70" Street East or 90" Street East Raw Water Pipeline alignment, a common 36-inch
pipeline would run south 0.5 miles to the Recharge Site diversion structure.

e Recovery Wells: The Off-Site 9R Alternative would require 21 Recovery Wells at
buildout, 10 Recovery Wells with a capacity of 600 gpm in the Buttes subbasin, and
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11 Recovery Wells with a capacity of 1,200 gpm in the Lancaster subbasin. One
Recovery Well in the Lancaster subbasin would be a spare. The Recovery Wells in each
subbasin would be located 4,500 feet from the center of the Recharge Site. The first
phase of the Off-Site 9R Alternative would require six Recovery Wells in the Buttes
subbasin and six Recovery Wells in the Lancaster subbasin. The remaining four
Recovery Wells in the Buttes subbasin and five Recovery Wells in the Lancaster
subbasin would be constructed in the second phase of the Off-Site 9R Alternative. The
piping for the first phase would be sized, and upsized where necessary to deliver water
from the Recovery Wells in both phases to the storage reservoir.

e Distribution System Location: The one-million-gallon Storage Tank and pump stations
would be located at the northern center of the project site along East Avenue N.

e Potable Water Pump Station and Potable Water Pipeline: The Potable Water Pipeline
would be a 30-inch alignment running 1.3 miles west on East Avenue N, 3.5 miles south
down 70" Street East, then 1 mile west via East Palmdale Boulevard.

e Return Water Pump Station: The optional Return Water Pump Station for pumping
back to the East Branch of the California Aqueduct would be located adjacent to the
distribution system Storage Tank and discharge back into the 30-inch diameter Raw
Water/Return Water Pipeline.

6.6.2 Comparison of Effects

Air Quality

The design of the Off-Site 9R Alternative is substantially similar to the proposed Project and
would require similar-type construction and operational activities. The Off-Site 9R Alternative
would result in disturbance of greater area versus the proposed Project, due to a slightly larger
Recharge Site area and the need for 21 Recovery Wells. The Off-Site 9R Alternative would
result in short-term generation of pollutants during construction activities and long-term
generation of pollutants during the operation of the Project. Based on the similarity of Project
components and only a slight increase in Project area between the Off-Site 9R Alternative and
the proposed Project, the construction and operational emissions associated with the Off-Site 9R
Alternative are anticipated to be similar to the proposed Project, and also less than significant.
The Off-Site 9R Alternative would also be required to implement measures to comply with
AVAQMD’s Rule 403 to reduce fugitive dust emissions. In addition, this alternative would be
consistent with the AQMP.

Biological Resources

The Off-Site 9R Alternative is expected to have similar impacts associated with sensitive species
and vegetation as the proposed Project, although the vegetation impacted might be different than
those identified for the proposed Project. This alternative would have similar potentially
significant impacts to burrowing owl and nesting birds, and potentially desert tortoise if present
on site. As with the proposed Project, impacts would be expected to be reduced to below a level
of significance through implementation of mitigation.
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources

The Off-Site 9R Alternative site contains a cultural resource noted as an isolated well cement
cover, which provides evidence of possible past agricultural use and cultural significance
(KJC 2015a). This Off-Site 9R Alternative would also have the potential for unearthing unknown
cultural and paleontological resources, similar to the proposed Project. Overall, however,
impacts would potentially be greater to those that would occur under the proposed Project due to
the presence of a known cultural resource and similar to the proposed Project for unknown
resources. Impacts to historical resources would be significant and potentially unmitigable, and
impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources would be significant and mitigable,
similar to the proposed Project.

Geology/Soils

As with the proposed Project, impacts associated with geology and soils under the Off-Site 9R
Alternative would be significant due to the risk to development posed by seismic ground
shaking, landslides/slope instability, ground subsidence/settlement, expansive or corrosive soils,
groundwater seepage/saturation, foundation/footing/pavement/retaining wall design, and
excavation instability. Geology/soils impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
through the preparation of a detailed technical study and through the implementation of measures
identified in that study, similar to the proposed Project.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The design of the Off-Site 9R Alternative is substantially similar to the proposed Project and
would require similar-type construction and operational activities. This alternative does include a
slightly larger area as compared to the proposed Project and thus, would result in a slight
increase in the generation of GHGs during construction activities. The Off-Site 9R Alternative
would result in short-term generation of pollutants during construction activities and long-term
generation of pollutants during the operation of the Project, and would result in similar levels of
GHG emissions as the proposed Project. The GHG emissions would be expected to be less than
the AVAQMD significance threshold and would be less than significant. The Off-Site 9R
Alternative is not expected to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Hazards

The Off-Site 9R Alternative is located within five miles of Air Force Plant 42, and thus, is within
a supplemental zone of five miles of the runway and would require appropriate wildlife hazard
mitigation techniques to reduce hazard impacts. This would be a significant but mitigable
impact. Additionally, this impact does not occur with the proposed Project.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The Off-Site 9R Alternative is located approximately 2.5 miles from an identified nitrate
groundwater plume, within an area of influence of the plume (KJC 2015a), causing potentially
significant water quality issues. This alternative, like the proposed Project, could potentially
significantly impact water quality related to increased erosion/sedimentation, generation of urban
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contaminants from project operation and maintenance, and the transport of water-borne
contaminants to downstream receiving waters. These impacts would be reduced below a level of
significance through measures similar to those described for the proposed Project.

Noise

Off-Site 9R Alternative would be located within the City of Palmdale and unincorporated Los
Angeles County. Noise-generating activities from construction and operation of the Off-Site 9R
Alternative would be generally the same as compared to the proposed Project. Construction noise
would be generated from equipment and activity at the Recharge and Distribution Sites,
Recovery Wells, pipeline alignments, and SWP Turnout, as well as construction traffic.
Operational noise would be generated from equipment at the Recharge and Distribution Sites,
Recovery Well operation, and traffic trips associated with routine maintenance. Similar to the
proposed Project, the Recharge and Distribution Sites and associated Recovery Wells would be
located in an undeveloped area, with no sensitive noise receivers in the immediate vicinity. Also
similar to the proposed Project, the Off-Site 9R Alternative pipeline alignments would traverse
through both undeveloped and developed areas, with pipeline construction occurring within
developed roadways. Noise exposures during pipeline construction would be similar to those
identified for the proposed Project, and less than significant. While this alternative would still
have potentially significant, but mitigable, operational noise impacts for the Recovery Wells
located within incorporated Los Angeles County, the potentially significant, mitigable,
operational noise impacts for the Recovery Wells would not occur in the City of Lancaster, as
the Off-Site 9R Alternative is not located within Lancaster. The Off-Site 9R Alternative would
result in less than significant noise impacts following implementation of mitigation.

6.7 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Table 6-1, Comparison of Project Alternative Impacts to Proposed Project Impacts, provides a
comparison of the impacts resulting from the proposed Project and the alternatives. In summary,
the No Project Alternative would result in no impacts to all environmental issues. Compared to
the proposed Project, the Off-Site 10A Alternative would result in some reduction of impacts
associated with air quality and GHG emissions, but an increase in impacts associated with
biological resources and hydrology/water quality. The Off-Site 9R Alternative would result in
increased or equitable impacts as the proposed Project. Both Off-Site Alternatives would result
in new significant, but mitigable, hazards associated with the potential for bird strikes due to
proximity of each site to the runway at Air Force Plant 42.
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Table 6-1
COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS TO
PROPOSED PROJECT IMPACTS

Environmental Proposed No Project Off-Site 10A | Off-Site 9R

Issue Project Alternative Alternative | Alternative
Air Quality LTS NI LTS(-) LTS(+)
Biological Resources SM NI SM(+) SM(=)
(Riultural and Paleontological SM NI SM(=) SU()

esources

Geology/Soils SM NI SM(=) SM(=)
GHG Emissions LTS NI LTS(-) LTS(+)
Hazards LTS NI SM(+) SM(+)
Hydrology and Water Quality SM NI SM(+) SM(+)
Noise SM NI SM(-) SM(=)

NI =no impact; LTS = less than significant impact; SM = significant and mitigable impact;
SU = significant and unmitigated impact; (-) = decreased impact; (+) = increased impact;

(=) = same degree of impact

6.8

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS AND IDENTIFICATION OF THE
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Although the No Project Alternative would result in substantially reduced environmental
impacts, Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires identification of an
alternative other than the No Project Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative.
Although Off-Site 10A Alternative has a shorter Potable Water Pipeline, and thus, some reduced
impacts, the Off-Site 10A Alternative has a slightly longer Raw Water/Return Pipeline and
would also have new, potentially significant impacts associated with bird strike hazards. The
new potentially significant impact associated with Off-Site 10A Alternative would likely
outweigh the benefits of a shorter Potable Water Pipeline. As such, the proposed Project is
considered the environmentally superior alternative.
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7.0 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

This section of the EIR identifies and explains those environmental issues from the CEQA
Environmental Checklist (State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G) for which no significant
environmental impacts are anticipated and for which detailed analysis is not necessary.
Section 15128 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain a brief statement of
the reasons that certain issues have been identified during the environmental review process as
having no, or no significant, project-related impacts and are, therefore, not addressed in detail in
the EIR. Issues that were not considered significant for the proposed Project, and the reasons for
the finding of no significance for each of these issues, are provided below.

7.1  AESTHETICS

The largest component of the proposed Project, in terms of area and visual prominence, would be
the 160-acre Recharge Site. The basins at the Recharge Site would consist of four 20-acre basins.
The land surrounding the Recharge and Distribution Sites, Recovery Wells, and portions of the
36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline consists primarily of undeveloped land. Viewsheds of
scenic backdrops both to and from the City of Palmdale are defined by City of Palmdale General
Plan as “significant ridgelines of the San Gabriels, the Sierra Pelona and the Ritter and Portal
Ridges” (City of Palmdale 1993). Due to the low-profile and underground nature of the proposed
Project’s features, the proposed Project would not hinder scenic vistas, particularly in the
undeveloped areas of the proposed Project site, described above, which lack a significant amount
of viewers (residences, businesses, schools, etc.). Impacts to scenic vistas would be less than
significant.

Highways 138 and 14 are not designated by the State of California as scenic highways
(Caltrans 2015). As such, the proposed Project would not be visible from officially California
designated scenic highways, nor would it damage scenic resources within a state-designated
scenic highway. No impact to scenic vistas would occur.

The proposed Project would result in temporary and long-term changes at the Recharge and
Distribution Sites and the Recovery Well sites. Visual changes would include temporary
construction equipment and activity during proposed Project construction and the new recharge
basins, Recovery Wells, structures at the Distribution Site, and soil stockpiling on the Recharge
Site. Due to the distance of the Recharge and Distribution Sites from nearby developed areas,
changes at these locations would be difficult to discern for viewers in surrounding developed
areas. The nearest largely developed area to the Recharge and Distribution Sites is located
approximately five miles to the south. A few scattered homes and buildings lie directly south of
the Recharge and Distribution Sites and would have generally unobstructed views of the
proposed Project due to their proximity. Views of the proposed Recharge Site from the described
homes are not expected to result in significant aesthetic/visual resource impacts, however, based
on the small number of affected viewers, and the spread-out nature of the Project components in
the area. Visual changes for the pipeline alignments would be limited to those changes occurring
during construction of the pipelines. Visual impacts associated with pipeline construction would
include construction equipment, signage, and vehicles, and soil stockpiles along the Project
alignments, which would be visible to nearby residents and those traveling along the roads in
which the pipelines would be installed. Upon completion of construction, no permanent changes
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to visual character or quality of the pipeline alignments would occur, as they would be located
below ground. The SWP Turnout would be located where the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water
Pipeline meets the East Branch of the California Aqueduct. This turnout is a gate which would
allow water from the aqueduct to flow into an underground vault. No impacts to aesthetic/visual
resources are anticipated with the SWP Turnout due to its visual similarities to the existing
aqueduct and the underground nature of the vault. Impacts associated with visual changes for the
proposed Project would be less than significant.

Outside site lighting would be provided at points throughout the Project site, and would be
intended for occasional maintenance activity. The lighting would be located at the SWP Turnout,
Distribution Site, each of the recharge basins (one on each inlet and outlet for a total of eight),
the Splitter Box, and each of the 16 Recovery Well sites. These lights would not normally be on;
they would be turned on when needed for maintenance activities and would potentially have
lockable light switches. Lighting installed for the proposed Project would comply with local
lighting regulations. Because the lighting would be provided for maintenance, it would not be lit
continuously throughout the night. Construction lighting associated with nighttime activities
(potentially for pipeline installation in busy roadways and during well drilling) would be directed
toward the construction site and would be shielded from nearby residences. Therefore, the
proposed Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on nighttime views. Impacts
would be less than significant.

7.2  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The portion of the Project site that is within the City of Lancaster (two of the Recovery Wells) is
zoned Rural Residential (RR-2.5). The portions of the Project site within the City of Palmdale
(the Recharge and Distribution Sites, nine Recovery Wells, and portions of the 30-inch Potable
Water and 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline) are zoned Planned Industrial (M-4,), while
Project site zoning within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles includes Light Agriculture
(A-1-1), Heavy Agriculture (A-2, A-2-1 and A-2-2), Commercial Recreation (C-R-U), and Light
Manufacturing (M-1). The portions of the Project site located within the City of Palmdale would
be located on land that is zoned for Industrial uses and is not zoned or designated for agricultural
use. The portion of the proposed Project within the City of Lancaster (two Recovery Wells) and
many of the areas surrounding the Recovery Wells north of Avenue L are mapped as Prime
Farmlands (California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection 2012).
This land is zoned by the City of Lancaster for residential use and its General Plan land
designation is also residential. The proposed Recovery Wells involve relatively small areas and
would not prevent the adjacent and surrounding areas from supporting agricultural activity as an
interim land use until rural residential uses, which are envisioned by the City of Lancaster based
on designated land uses. While portions of the proposed Project within unincorporated Los
Angeles County proposed for Recovery Wells contain agricultural zoning designations, they are
not designated as important farmland by the State of California. The Distribution and Recharge
Sites would not be located on lands designated for agricultural use nor would they affect any
nearby lands designated as Prime Farmland. The SWP Turnout would be constructed at the
intersection of the East Branch of the California Aqueduct and 106™ Street East and would be
located in an area that would not be subject to or available for agricultural use. The 30-inch
Potable Water and 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipelines would follow along existing road
right-of-ways that are not subject to or available for agricultural use. The Recycled Water
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Pipeline would also follow along existing rights-of-way that are not subject to or available for
agricultural use. Impacts to Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance would be less than significant. It should be noted that portions of property in the
Project area have been identified as proposed sites for LACSD’s preferred effluent management
alternative, as identified in LACSD’s Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant 2025 Facilities Plan.
These properties are planned or currently used for agricultural uses. Recycled water for these
agricultural uses is applied at agronomic rates. Refer to section 7.4, Land Use and Planning for a
discussion regarding land use consistency with these parcels. For the reasons described above, no
significant impacts related to agricultural resources or activities are anticipated from
implementation of the proposed Project. The proposed Project would not conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. The proposed Project site does not
contain forest land or timberland, nor would it result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use. No impact to forestland or timberland would occur.

7.3 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The proposed Project would not be not be associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials or wastes and would therefore result in no associated impacts. During the
proposed Project construction period, hazardous substances used to maintain and operate
construction equipment (such as fuel, lubricants, adhesives, solvents, and asphalt) would be
present. Additionally, as discussed in Section 2.5.3, Operational Activities, small amounts of oil
would potentially be present at the Distribution Site for use in maintaining and operating motors
and generators at the Potable Water Pump Station. These materials would be present in small
quantities and would be handled in accordance with federal, State, and local requirements, both
in the construction and operational phase of the proposed Project. Sodium hypochlorite used at
the Distribution Site would be stored at a non-hazardous concentration of 0.8 percent, would be
contained within the Potable Water Pump Station Building, and would be stored consistent with
applicable requirements, including the provision of secondary containment to contain the
material in the event of an accidental release. Based on these factors, the presence of sodium
hypochlorite would not result in impacts associated with hazardous materials. As such, the
proposed Project would not create a significant hazard to the public through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through a reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
condition involving the release of hazardous material into the environment.

The proposed pipeline alignments traverse adjacent to an elementary and high school (Daisy
Gibson Elementary School and Littlerock High School), within developed roadways. The
proposed Project would not result in the handling or emission of acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or wastes along the pipeline alignments and within 0.25 mile of a school. No impact
would occur.

The SWRCB’s GeoTracker database and the DTSC Envirostor database provide information on
hazardous materials sites. No such properties were found to be located directly adjacent to the
proposed Project site; thus, the proposed Project is not located on a site containing hazardous
materials listed by the DTSC, and no associated impacts would occur.

The nearest airport is the Los Angeles/Palmdale Regional Airport, located approximately 6 miles
west of the proposed Recharge Site, and approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the proposed
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30-inch Potable Water Pipeline. Air Force Plant 42 is a U.S. Government aircraft industrial
facility, with a runway that is shared with the Los Angeles/Palmdale Regional Airport. The
proposed Project site is not within the land use plan for either of these facilities. There are no
private airstrips within the nearby vicinity of the proposed Project site, with the closest such
facilities located approximately 6.5 miles to the southeast (Crystal Airport), 6.5 miles to the east
(Nichols Farms Airport), 8.4 miles to the northwest (Sterks Ranch Airport), and 10 miles to the
east (Brian Ranch Airport). No impact associated with public or private airport hazards
would occur.

Although proposed Project construction would include the placement of new pipelines along
segments of area roadways, pipeline placement would not require full road closure. Many of the
roadway segments within the proposed Project area would be subject to temporary lane closures
during proposed Project construction; however, most closures would maintain one lane of travel
at all times. If road closures would be necessary, they would last for no more than a few days on
the affected road segment, and alternate routes/detours would be established to accommodate
diverted traffic. Construction activities at the Recharge and Distribution Sites and the Recovery
Wells would not result in impacts to area roadways, and thus, would not impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. Accordingly,
potential impacts to emergency response or evacuation plans from the proposed Project would be
less than significant.

The Recharge and Distribution Sites and Recovery Wells are located in undeveloped, desert
areas and are not subject to wildland fires. Additionally, the proposed pipeline alignments occur
within developed roadways, and would not result in impacts associated with wildland fires. No
impact would occur.

7.4 LAND USE AND PLANNING

The Recharge Site, Distribution Site, and Recovery Wells are located within the City of
Palmdale, City of Lancaster, and the County of Los Angeles. The portion of the proposed Project
site that is within the City of Lancaster (two of the Recovery Wells) is zoned Rural Residential
(RR-2.5). The portions of the Project site within the City of Palmdale are zoned Planned
Industrial (M-4,), while Project site zoning within the unincorporated County of Los Angeles
includes Light Agriculture (A-1-1), Heavy Agriculture (A-2, A-2-1 and A-2-2), Commercial
Recreation (C-R-U), and Light Manufacturing (M-1). The proposed Project would not conflict
with a land use plan adopted for the sole purpose of mitigating or avoiding environmental
effects.

The Project may potentially interfere with the proposed LACSD effluent management area due
to the location of the proposed 16 Recovery Wells. However, 5 of the 16 Recovery Wells (RC-6,
-7, -8, -9, and -10) are outside of the effluent management area and thus would not interfere with
future LACSD agricultural use. In addition, none of the Project Recovery Wells would interfere
with pivot irrigation east of 110" Street East, which may provide LACSD with sufficient land
(east of 110™ Street East) to meet all of its future agricultural needs in combination with the
recycled water consumed by the Project.
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Of the 11 Recovery Wells proposed to be located within LACSD’s effluent management area,
six Recovery Wells (RC-1, -2, - 11, -12, -14, and -15) are placed in such a manner that they
would not interfere with a full-sized pivot circle. In essence, if full-sized pivot circles were
developed on the 160-acre squares on which these Recovery Wells reside, these Wells would not
interfere because they are located on the non-irrigated corners.

The remaining five Recovery Wells (RC-3, -4, -5, -13, and -16) may cause potential issues with
agricultural use of the LACSD proposed effluent management areas. These wells would prevent
full-sized pivot circles from being placed in the 160-acre squares in which they reside. In the
case that LACSD decides to move forward with the development of all proposed effluent
management sites in these areas, several alternatives would be suggested, including:

e Modification/rearrangement of pivot circles. Possible solutions include: use of quarter-
sized pivot circles that are rearranged to avoid the recovery well site; use of a half-pivot
circle, rearranged such that the recovery wells lie in the gaps.

e Use of different agricultural technigues, as to forego the area needed for a pivot circle.

It should be noted that the underlying reason for agricultural uses within the LACSD proposed
effluent management areas is due to the need to use the recycled water in excess of demand. As
the proposed Project would be using recycled water that LACSD would otherwise be disposing
within the proposed effluent management areas, it is expected that agricultural uses could
decrease within the proposed effluent management areas. The decreases of agricultural areas in
the proposed effluent management area could be coordinated with the areas where conflicts
between Recovery Wells and pivot irrigation circles would occur. Based on the ability to modify
pivot circles and the potential decrease in need for agricultural areas for application of recycled
water with implementation of the proposed Project, impacts associated with land use consistency
between the proposed Recovery Wells and agricultural pivot irrigation, impacts would be less
than significant.

The Recharge and Distribution Sites and Recovery Wells are not located within or between
existing developments and would not divide any existing communities. The proposed pipelines
would be sited within existing road right-of-ways and would not create community divisions. A
portion of the 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline traverses through the County of Los Angeles’
proposed Antelope Valley Significant Ecological Areas (SEA). The northernmost portion of the
proposed Project (including 11 Recovery Wells, a portion of the Well Collection Pipeline, a
portion of the Recharge Site and the northern portion of 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water and
30-inch Potable Water pipelines along 105™ Street) is also located within the Antelope Valley
SEA. An SEA is an officially designated area within the County identified for biological value.
SEAs would require special management due to the ecological resources which could be located
there. They are not designated as a wrldlrfe preserve and development is allowed. Whie-the

Project located Wlthrn the SEA alonq Palmdale Boulevard (Where it crosses thtlerock Wash)

would not impact the SEA, as project construction activities would occur entirely within the
developed portion of the Palmdale Boulevard roadway. For the other portions of the Project that
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are_within the Antelope Valley SEA, construction activities would temporarily disturb some
portions, while long-term operation of the Project would result in permanent development within
the SEA. Along the northern portion of 105" Street that occurs within the SEA, the Project
would include two underground pipelines (portions of the36-inch Raw Water/Return Water and
30-inch Potable Water pipelines). Additionally, portions of the Well Collection Pipeline would
be within the SEA. Impacts in these areas would be temporary during construction and would not
affect the SEA during long-term operation. Up to 11 Recovery Wells would be located within the
SEA, as well as portions of the Recharge Site basins. These areas would be permanently
impacted by the Project. Biological Impacts in these areas would be mitigated through
implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2. According to the Los Angeles County
General Plan, “the SEA Program must therefore balance the overall objective of resource
preservation against other critical public needs. The General Plan goals and policies are intended
to_ensure that privately-held lands within the SEAs retain the right of reasonable use, while
avoiding activities and developments that are incompatible with the long-term survival of the
SEASs” (County of Los Angeles 2015b). The County of Los Angeles General Plan identifies uses
that may be compatible with the SEA Program, which includes “essential public or semi-public
uses that are necessary for health, safety and welfare, and that cannot be relocated to alternative
sites” (County of Los Angeles 2015b). The portion of the Project within the Antelope Valley
SEA along 105" Street and the Recharge Site are located on the eastern edge of the SEA
designation area that is approximately 10 miles wide. The implementation of the Project along
this edge of the Antelopes Valley SEA that is 10 miles wide in this area would not significantly
impact the function of the SEA. The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable
habitat conservation plan.

7.5 MINERAL RESOURCES

The proposed Project site is not currently being utilized for mineral extraction. Mineral resources
are regionally significant and commercially viable deposits of aggregate or minerals. This
includes sand, gravel, and other construction aggregate. No mineral resource zones (MRZ) exist
within the portion of the proposed Project located within the City of Lancaster (City of Lancaster
2009). Two MRZs are identified in the Palmdale General Plan: the Littlerock Creek Sector and
the Big Rock Creek Sector (City of Palmdale 1993). Littlerock Creek Fan is identified within the
County of Los Angeles General Plan. The Littlerock Creek Fan production region holds up to
250 million tons of aggregate reserves, with an estimated depletion year of 2046 (Los Angeles
County 2015b). The 30-inch Potable Water Pipeline traverses through this MRZ along the East
Palmdale Boulevard right of way. At its closest point, the 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water
Pipeline lies approximately two miles west of the Big Rock Creek Sector as shown in the City of
Palmdale General Plan (1993). Neither pipeline would impact an MRZ. The Potable Water
Pipeline would be placed within an existing road right-of-way, and would therefore not result in
impacts to the MRZ. The Raw Water/Return Water Pipeline, Recharge and Distribution Sites,
and Recovery Wells do not lie within MRZs and would therefore, not impact mineral resources.
No impact to mineral resources would occur.

7.6 POPULATION AND HOUSING

As described in Chapter 5.0, Other CEQA Considerations, the proposed Project would not
induce growth within the Palmdale area or elsewhere within the PWD service area. Based on
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current water supply and growth projections, water supply for the PWD service area could be
running at a deficit by 2021. Therefore, the proposed Project is proposed to meet existing and
projected water use, and would not induce additional demand. The proposed Project area is
accessible from much of southern California and proposed Project construction can be
accomplished by the existing labor pool within this region. Accordingly, construction of
proposed Project facilities would not be expected to draw new construction workers to live in the
area. Based on these factors, the proposed Project would not create a need for new housing. In
addition, construction of the proposed Project would not require the demolition of existing
housing or otherwise displace residents. Because the proposed Project would neither draw new
residents to the area nor displace existing residents, no impact is associated with population and
housing would occur.

1.7 PUBLIC SERVICES

The proposed Project is located in a predominantly undeveloped area, previously used for
agricultural uses. Scattered rural residential uses are located in the area. The nearby developed
areas are currently served by fire, police and related emergency services. Although proposed
Project facilities, such as the Recovery Wells and Distribution Site, would be within the service
areas of these agencies and could generate the need for an emergency response, these facilities
generally would have negligible service requirements. As noted in Section 7.6, the proposed
Project would not increase the number of local residents or the demand for housing.
Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in population-related effects on schools,
parks or libraries, nor would it increase the number of residences or businesses that need fire,
police, and other emergency services.

Construction of the proposed facilities would be coordinated with other appropriate agencies to
ensure that local infrastructure is not adversely affected. The focus of this effort would be
primarily on the Raw Water/Return Water and Potable Water Pipelines construction (the
pipelines would traverse several roads that may contain buried utilities). The Recovery Wells
would be sited such that drilling the Recovery Wells would not affect pipelines or buried
communication lines (e.g., phone, cable). PWD would initiate early and detailed coordination
with utilities agencies as well as the cities of Palmdale, Lancaster, and the County of Los
Angeles to avoid physical or operational impacts to applicable facilities, and to ensure proposed
Project compatibility with local utility operations. Impacts associated with public utilities would
be less than significant.

7.8 RECREATION

The proposed Project would not include the construction of housing and/or businesses and thus
would not induce a direct increase in the local or regional population. As such, the proposed
Project would not result in increased usage of existing parks and recreational facilities. Proposed
Project construction and implementation would not affect existing recreational facilities. The
proposed Project does not include recreational facilities, nor would it require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities. No impact would occur.
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7.9  TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Only a nominal long-term increase in traffic generation would occur as a result of the proposed
Project, as only minimal maintenance activity is anticipated for proposed Project operations. The
30-inch Potable Water and 36-inch Raw Water/Return Water Pipelines traverse along existing
roadways. Project-related traffic increases that may occur would be temporary and associated
with proposed Project construction only. Such traffic would be minor, including deliveries of
equipment and materials, construction employee travel to and from the work site, and hauling of
demolition and excavation material off site, and would not have a significant impact on level of
service (LOS).

Many of the roadway segments within the proposed Project area would be subject to temporary
lane closures during pipeline trenching and construction; however, most closures would maintain
one lane of travel at all times. If road closures would be necessary, they would last for no more
than a few days on the affected road segment, and alternate routes/detours would be established
to accommodate diverted traffic. Driveway closures would be kept to a minimum, with
blockages likely occurring for no more than a few hours at a time. Residents would be notified
well in advance of impending closures or blockages related to pipeline construction for the
proposed Project. No substantial increase in traffic on area roadways is anticipated following
construction.

The intermittent operational traffic for proposed Project maintenance would be a nominal
amount of trips. The short-term construction traffic and operational traffic resulting from the
proposed Project would not exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard for designated roads or highways. Based on these factors, less-than-significant impacts
would occur as a result of proposed Project implementation.

The proposed Project would not involve structures that would conflict with air traffic or airport
operations. Similarly, following the completion of construction, the proposed Project would
neither create the need for transportation nor affect existing transportation systems; accordingly,
it would not conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation. For these
reasons, the above-listed transportation topics were determined to be less than significant.

7.10 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Pursuant to the Environmental Checklist questions presented in Appendix G of the State CEQA
Guidelines, it should be noted that the proposed Project would not conflict with any existing
utilities and service systems. The proposed Project would provide for future water needs within
the PWD service area through a groundwater banking program. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not require or result in the construction of outside water or wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects. New hardscape associated with the proposed Project includes pavement
and structures at the approximately two-acre Distribution Site, and buildings at the 16 Recovery
Wells (measuring approximately 100 feet by 100 feet, each). Small amounts of hardscape would
also be present at the Recharge Site, in the form of the emergency spillways and access road. The
proposed Project would not significantly increase the amount of permeable area in the Antelope
Valley, or within the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster, so there would be no need for new storm
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water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities. The proposed Project consists of
facilities which would help treat recycled wastewater for reuse. The proposed Project’s sole
bathroom would utilize an on-site septic tank and leach field. It would not create wastewater to
exceed treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Because the proposed Project would provide
future water supplies and does not include components that would require new water service, no
new water supplies would be needed to serve the proposed Project. The proposed Project is not
expected to generate significant amounts of refuse during operation. Refuse generated by the
proposed Project during or after construction would be adequately served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the proposed Project and would comply with
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Impacts associated with
utilities and service systems would be less than significant.
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